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(III.)     Decrees  Pro  Confesso,  398 
(IV.)     Consent  Judgments,  398 
(V.)     Judgments  hy  Confession,  398 
(VI.)     On  Demurrer,  398 
(VII.)     Of  Dismissal,  398 

(VIII.)     Orders  and  Decrees  Made  After  Judg- 
ment, 399 
(IX.)     As  Affected  hy  Nature  of  Proceeding,  399 
(A.)     Generally,  399 
(B.)     Proceedings  in  Bern,    or   Quasi   in 

Bern,  400 
(C.)     Prohate  Decisions,  401 
(1.)     Generally,  401 
(2.)     Prohate  of  Wills,  401 
(3.)     Appointing  or  Bemoving  Bep- 

resentative,  402 
(4.)     Sale  of  Decedent's  Property, 
403 
\         (5.)     Decrees  of  Distribution,  404 
(6.)     Guardianship  Proceedings,  4Q5 
(7.)     Adoption,  405 
(D.)     Divorce  Proceedings,  406 
(E,)     Bankruptcy,  Insolvency  and  Beceiv- 

ership  Proceedings,  407 
(P.)     Attachment  and  Garnishment,  408 
(G.)     Foreclosure  of  Mortgages,  408 
(H.)     Tax  Judgments,  409 
(I.)v    Eminent  Domain,  410 
(J.)     Highway  and  Drainage  Proceedings, 
410 

6.  As  Affected  hy  Person  Attachimg,  411 

7.  Grounds  of  Attach,  415 

a.  Invalidity  or  Voidability  in  General,  415 

b.  Legality  of  Trihunal,  418 

c.  Want  of  Jurisdiction,  420 
(I.)     Generally,  420 

(II.)     Jurisdiction  Exceeded,  421 
(A.)     Generally,  421 
(B.)     Judgment  Beyond  the  Issues,  422 
(III.)     Judgment  Premature,  424 
,(IV.)     How  the  Question    of   Jurisdiction   De- 
termined, 424 
(A.)     Inspection  of  the  Becord,  424 
(B.)     Presumptions  Where  Becord  Silent, 
i26 

Vol.  XV 


14  JUDGMENTS 


(1.)     Generally,  426 
(2.)     Courts  of  General  Jurisdiction, 
426 
(a.)     Bule  Stated,  426 
(b.)     Presumptions  as  to  Pro- 
cess   or    Appearance, 
428 
(c.)     Attachment  Proceedings, 
431 
(3.)     Courts  of  General  Jurisdiction 
Over  Particular  Matters,  431 
(4.)     Courts      Exercising      Special 

Statutory  Powers,  432 
(5.)     Inferior  Courts,  433 
(a.)     In  General,  433 
(b.)     Justice  Courts,  434 
(6.)     Quasir.judicial  Tribunals,  434 
(7.)     Probate  Courts,  435 
(8.)     Circuit  Courts,  437 
(9.)     County  Courts,  437 
(10.)     Federal  Courts,  438 
(11.)     Foreign  Judgments,  439 
(C.)     Where  Jurisdictional  Matters  Shown 
on  Record,  439 
(1.)     Generally,  439 
(2.)     Jurisdiction    of    Subject-Mat- 

ter,  440 
(3.)     Jurisdiction  of  Parties,  440 
(a.)    In  General,  440 
(b.)     Process  Wanting  or  De- 
fective, 441 
(c.)    Defects  in  Service,  442 
'(d.)     Return  Defective,  443 
,(e.)     Where  Appearance 
Shown,  444 
(AA.)     In  General,  444 
;(BB.)     Authority  of  At- 
torney, 445 
[(f.)     Service   hy  Publication, 
445 
|(AA.)     In  General,  445 
i(BB.)     Affidavit   Want- 
ing  or  Defec- 
tive, 446 
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;(CC.)  Order  for  Pub- 
lication, 448 

(DD.)  The  Puhlica- 
tion,  448 

(BE.)  Proof  of  Publi- 
cation, 449 

(4.)     Plea'dings     arid     Deficiencies 
Therein,  449 
(a.)     Necessity   of   Complaint 

or  Petition,  449 
(b.)     Informalities,  450 
'(c.)     Suffering  in  Substance, 
452 
(AA.)     Generally,  452 
(BB.)     J  uri  sdictional 
Facts,  454 
'(5.)     Recitals  of  Jurisdiction,  455 
(a.)     Generally,  455 

(b.)     Conclusiveness  of  Reci- 
tals, 457 

(e.)     Consideration     of     Re- 
mainder   of    Record, 
459 
(6.)     Adjudication  of  Jurisdiction, 
460 
Fraud  a/M  Collusion,  463 
(I.)     In  General,  463 

(II.)     FrauU  Agwinst  Creditors  and  Others,  466 
Errors  and  Irregulwrities  w  the  Proceedings,  467 
(I.)     In  General,  467 
XII.)     Presumptions  as  to  Regularity,  468 

(A.)     Courts  of  General  Jurisdiction,  468 
(B.)     Courts  of  Limited  and  Inferior  Jur- 
isdiction, 470 
(C.)     Presumptions  as  to  Particular  Mat- 
ters, 470 
(III.)     Objections  as  to  Parties,  472 
(A.)     Generally,  472 
(B.)     Death  of  Party,  475       x 
(rv.)     Objections  Relating  to  the  Ca/use  of  Ac- 
tion, 475 
(V.)     Wrong  Form  of  Action  or  Remedy,  477 

Vol.  XV 


.16  JUDGMENTS 

(VI.)     OhjecUons  as  to  Venue,  Change  of,  and 

Removal,  477 
(VII.)     Continuances,  478 
(VIII.)     Beference  to  Advisory  Officers,  478 
(IX.)     Errors  in  Matters  of  Evidence,  479 
(X.)     Findings,  479 

(XI.)     Errors  or  Defects  in  Judgment,  479 
f:    Defenses  Not  Made,  484 

B.     Former  Judgment  as  Merger  or  Bar,  485 

1.  Statements  of  General  Rules,  485 

a.  As  to  Merger,  485 
(I.)     In  General,  485 

(II.)     7s  Judgment  New  Liability,  487 

b.  As  to  Judgment  as  Bar,  488 
(I.)     In  General,  488 

(II.)     As  Affected  iy  Time  of  Filing  Suit,  491 

2.  What  Matters  and  Under  What  Circumstances  They 

Are  Concluded  or  Barred,  491 

a.  Matters  Adjudicated  hy  Former  Judgment,  491 

b.  Matters  Not  in  Issue,  492 

c.  Matters  Within  Scope  of  Former  Litigation,  493 

d.  Matters  Excluded,  Withdrawn,  etc.,  496 

e.  Identity  of  Causes  of  Action  and  Subject  Matter, 

498 
(I.)     In  General,  498 
(II.)     How  Identity  Determined,  504 

(A.)     Same  Evidence  To  Support,  504 
(B.)     Difference  in  Relief  Sought,  504 
(C.)     Difference  in  Form  or  Theory  of  Ac- 
tion, 505 
(1.-)     Generally,  505 
(2.)     Grounds  of  Recovery,  507 

f.  Identity  of  Parties,  511 
(I.)     In  General,  511 

(II.)     Where  all  Parties  Are  Not  Identical,  514 
,  g.    Divisible  and  Indivisible  Causes  of  Action,  515 
(I.)  /In  General,  515 
(II.)     Arising  Ex  Contractu,  520 
(A.)     In  General,  520 
(B.)     Several  Notes  or  Instalments,  524 
(C.)     Sepa/rate  Covenants  or  Provisions  of 
Contract,  526 
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(D.)     Accounts,  526 
(E.)     Employment  Contracts,  527 
(P.)     Secured    Contracts    or    Oiligations, 
etc.,  530 
(III.)     Arising  Ex  Delictu,  533 
(A,)     In  General,  533 
(B.)     By    Repetition    or    Continuance    of 

Trespass  or  Nuisance,  535 
(C.)     Where  Several  Injuries  Arise  From 
Single  Act,  538 
(1.)     In  General,  538 
(2.)     Several    Persons    Injured    by 
Single  Act,  539 

h.    Defenses,  Counterclaims,  Set  Offs  and  Cross-Ac- 
tions, 540 
(I.)     Defences,  540 

(A.)     Set  Up  in  Prior  Action,  540 
(B.)     Not  Set  Up  in  Prior  Suit,  But  Which 
Might  Have  Been,  541 
(1.)     Generally,  541 
I    (2.)     Rule  Applied,  544 
(II.)     Counterclaim  or  Set-Off,  546 

(A.)     When  Sued  on  or  Pleaded  in  Prior 

Suit,  546 
(B.)     When  Not  Pleaded  in  Prior  Suit,  550 
(III.)     Cross-Actions,  554 

Nature,  Requisites  and  Sufficiency  of  Former  Judg- 
ment, 555 

a.  As  Affected  hy  Jurisdiction  of  Court  or  Tribunal 

Rendering  It,  555 
'    (I.)     In  General,  555 

(II.)     Special  and  Quasi-Judicial  Tribunals,  556 

b.  As  Affected  by  Nature  or  Form,  of  Action  or  Pro- 

ceeding, 557 
(I.)     In  General,  557 

(II.)     Summary  and  Special  Procee'dings,  559 
(A.)     In  General,  559 
(B.)     Motions  and  Surmnary  Applications, 
560 

c.  .lis  Affected  by  Validity  of  Judgment,  562 
(I.)     In  General,  562 

"(II.)     Effect  of  Fraud  or  Collusion,  565 

d.  Judgment  Must  Be  on  Merits,  566 
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(I.)     General  Rule  Stated,  566 
(II.)     What  Constitutes,  567 
(A.)     In  General,  567 
(B.)     Judgments  hy  Confession,  568 
(C.)     Judgments  hy  Default,  569 
(®.)    'Judgments  hy  Consent,  571 
(E.)     Judgments  on  Fleas  in  Abatement 

and  Bar,  572 
(F.)     Judgment  on  Demmrrer,  573 
(1.)     In  General,  573 
(2.)     Demurrer  to  Evidence,  577 
(G.)     Judgments  on  Dismissal  or  Discon- 
tinuance, 577 
(1.)     In  General,  577 
(2.)     Dismissal    Without    Prejudice 
or     With     Beservation     of 
Bights,  585 
(3.)     As  Affected  hy  Ground  of  Dis- 
missal, 586 
(a.)     For    Technical    Defects 

Generally,  586 
(b.)     For   Want   of  Prosecu- 
tion, 588     ' 
(e.)     For   Want  of  Jurisdic- 
tion, 589 
(d.)     For  Want  of  Defect  of 

Parties,  590 
(e.)     For  Defective  Pleadings, 
591 
i  (4.)     On  Dismissal  of  Appeal,  491 

(H.)     Judgments  of  Nonsuit  or  on  a  Re- 
traxit, 592 
(I.)      Judgment  Non  Oistante  Veredicto,' 
595 
e.    Judgment  Must  Be  Final,  595 
(I.)     In  General,  595 
(II.)     Verdict  or  Findings,  596 
(III.)     Master's  Beport,  597 
(IV.)     Effect  of  Motion  for  New  Trial;  597 
(V.)     Effect  of  Appeal  or  Bight  Thereto,  598 
(A.)     In  General,  598 
(B.)     Where  Judgment  Affirmed,  599 
(C.)     Where    Judgment    Vacated   or   Re- 
versed, 600 
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4.  Persons  as  to  Whom.  Doctrine  of  Bar  Available,  601 

a.  Parties,  Privies  and  Strangers,  601 
(I.)     In  General,  601 

(II.)     Strangers,  602 

b.  Joint  and  Joint  and  Several  Contractors,  604 
(I.)     Joint  Obligors,  604 

(II.)     Joint  and  Several  Obligors,  607 
(III.)     Partners,  608 

c.  Joint  Wrongdoers,  610 
(I.)     In  General,  610 

(II.)     Effect  of  Satisfaction  by  One  Tort-feasor, 

611 
(III.)     Effect  of  Judgment  for  One  Tort-feasor, 
612 

5.  Waiver  of  Benefit  of  Bar,  614 

C.  Bes  Judicata,  614 

D.  Pleading  and  Practice,  614 

1.    Necessity  of  Pleading  Former  Adjudication,  614 

a.  As  Bes  Judicata,  614 

b.  In  Bar,  615 

c.  By  Beply  or  Subsequent  Pleadings,  618 

d.  Where  No  Opportunity  To  Plead,  618 

e.  When  Pleaded  by  Adversary,  619 

f.  Baising  the  Point,  by  Demurrer  or  Motion,  619 

g.  Waiver  and  Effect  of  Failure  To  Plead,  620 
(I.)     Generally,  620 

(II.)     As  Affecting  Conclusiveness,  621 
h.    Judicial  Notice,  622 
,2.    Mannef  of  Pleading,  623 

a.  Character  of  the  Pleading,  623 
(I,)     Generally,  623 

(II.)     Pleading   by   Amended   or   Supplemental 
Pleadings,  623 

b.  Form  and  Substance  of  the  Pleading,  624 
(I.)     In  General,  624 

(II,)     Jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  628 

(A.)     In  General,  628 

(B.)     Courts  of  Limited  Jurisdiction,  629 
(III.)     Identity  of  Parties,  631 
(IV.)     Identity  of  Issues  or  Causes  of  Action,  632 
(V.)     Decision  on  the  Merits,  636 

3.  Subsequent  Pleadings,  637 

4.  Trial,  638 
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a.  In,  General,  638 

b.  Issues  and  Evidence,  639 
e.    Variance,  640  / 

d.    Province  of  Court  and  Jury,  641 

XVIII.    FOREIGN  JUDGMENTS.  642 

A.  Definition  and  General  Statement,  642 

B.  Judgments  of  Sister  States,  644 

1.  Basis  of  Recognition,  644 

2.  Full  Faith  and  Credit  Rule  Generally,  645 
a.    Bule  Stated,  645 

b.i    Limitations  of  Bule,  646 
(I.)     Generally,  646 
(II.)     Police  or  Penal  Regulations,  648 

3.  Operation  and  Effect,  649 

a.  Generally,  649 

b.  By  What  Court  Determined,  649 

c.  Conclusiveness  in  General,  650 

d.  Matters  amd  Parties  Concluded,  652 
(I.)     Generally,  652 

(II.)     Defendants  N on-Resident  or  Not  Served, 
655 
(A.)     In  General,  655 
(B.)     Joint  Debtors  or  Tort-feasors,  656 
(C.)     Foreign  Corporations,  657 

e.  Extraterritorial  Effect  on  Property,  657 

f.  Judgments  Operative  in  Other  States,  658 
(I.)  Judgments  of  Inferior  Courts,  658 
(II.)     Decrees  in  Equity,  659 

(III.)     Prolate  Decrees,  659 

(IV.)     Attachment  and  Garnshment,  659 

(V.)     Judgments  Upon  Confession,  660 

g.  Method  of  Enforcement  of  Judgment,  661 
h.    Equitable  Belief  Against,  662 

4.  Impeachment  of  Judgment,  662 

a.  Grounds  in  General,  662 

b.  Jurisdictional  Inquiries,  662 
(I.)     (Generally,  662 

(II.)     Presumptions,  664 
(III.)     Conclusiveness  of  Record,  665 
(A.)     Generally,  665 
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(B.)     Judgmetit  Be'citals,  667 

(C.)     Adjudication  of  Jurisdiction,  667 

e.    Frmd,  668 

d.    Errors  and  Irregularities,  669 

5.  Divorce  Decrees,  670 

a.  Generally,  670 

b.  Impeachment  for  Want  of  Jurisdiction,  674 

c.  Fraud,  674 

d.  Alimony,  675 

e.  Custody  of  Children,  676 

6.  Judgments  of  Confederate  States,  676 

C.  Judgments  of  State  Courts  in  Federal  Courts,  677        I 

D.  Judgments  of  Federal  Courts  in  State  Courts,  682 

1.  Operation  and  Effect  in  General,  682 

2.  Conclusiveness,  684 

a.  Generally,  684 

b.  Jurisdictional  Inquiries,  685 
e.    Errors  and  Irregularities,  685 

3.  Direct  Enforcement,  685 

E.  Courts  of  Indian  Tribes,  686 

F.  Judgments  of  Foreign  Countries,  686 
1.    Basis  of  Recognition,  686 

§.  Requisites  of  Judgment,  687 

8.  Direct  Enforcement,  688 

4.  Judgments  in  Personam,  688 

5.  Judgments  in  Rem,  691 

a.  /«•  General,  691 

b.  Foreign  Adjudications  in  Bankruptcy,  691 

c.  Divorce  Decrees,  692 

d.  Probate  Decrees,  692 

e.  Admiralty  Judgments  and  Decrees,  692 

6.  Impeachment,  693 

a.  Generally,  693 

b.  Jurisdictional  Inquiries,  694     i 
(I.)     Generally,  694 

(II.)     Presumptions  as  to  Jurisdiction,  695 
(III.)     Judgments  Affecting  Non-Residents,  695 

c.  FmMd:,  696 

d.  Errors  and  Irregularities,  697 

XIX.    ASSIGNMENT  OF  JUDGMENTS.  697 

A.  7w  General,  697 

B.  Setting  Aside  or  Rescinding,  700 

Vol.  XV 


23 


JUDGMENTS 


XI.  FORM  AND  SUPFIOIENCY.i  —  A.  What  Law  Governs. 
The  form  and  sufficiency  of  a  judgment  are  governed  entirely  by  the 
law  of  the  jurisdiction  rendering  the  same.^  If  sufficient  there,  it 
is  sufficient  in  any  court,  even  though  it  would  be  insufficient  if  ren- 
dered in  the  court  where  it  is  offered.^ 

B.  Formal  Rkquisites.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Unless  prescribed  by 
statute,  no  particular  form  of  words  is  necessary  to  a  valid  judg- 
ment,* though  it  is  necessary  such  words  be  used  as  to  show  that  a 
judicial  determination  has  been  made  and  entered.^     Especially  is 


1.  Porm  and  suffleieney  of  judg- 
ments by  confession,  see  14  Standard 
Pboc.  811,  834;  of  judgments  by  default, 

''see  14  Standard  Pkoc.  900,  et  seq.;  of 
judgments  by  consent,  see  14  Standard 
Proc.  919;  of  judgments  on  the  plead- 
ings, see  14  Standard  Proc.  957;  of 
judgments  in  particular  actions  or  pro- 
ceedings, see  the  specific  titles  through- 
out this  work. 

2.  U.  S.— Cline  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co., 
231  Fed.  238;  Woodbridge,  etc.  Engi- 
neering Co.  V.  Eitter,  70  Fed.  677.  lU. 
McMillan  v.  Lovejoy,  115  111.  498,  4 
N.  E.  772;  Kimmel  v.  Shultz,  1  Bl.  169; 
Kopperl  V.  Nagy,  37  111.  App.  23.  la. 
Taylor  v.  Eunyon,  3  Iowa  474.  S.  C. 
Morrow  v.  Atlanta,  etc.  E.  Co.,  84  S.  C. 
224,  66  S.  B.  186. 

[a]  Where  it  is  manifest  from  the 
record  that  technicalities  in  forms  of 
action  have  been  abolished  in  the  state 
rendering  the  judgment,  the  judgment 
will  be  treated  as  the  courts  of  the 
state  rendering  it  would  treat  it.  Grif- 
fin V.  Eaton,  27  Bl.  379. 

[b]  The  form  of  a  judgment  record 
is  regulated  by  the  practice  of  the 
court  in  which  it  was  rendered.  Cline 
V.  Diamond   (Ga.  App.),  87  S.  E.  1101. 

[c]  Law  and  Practice  of  State  Ken- 
dering  May  Be  Shown. — Where  the  rec- 
ord does  not  conform  to  what  would 
be  necessary  for  a  judgment  in  the 
state  where  the  issue  is  raised,  the  laws 
and  practice  of  the  state  in  which  it 
was  rendered  may  be  introduced  to 
show  its  sufficiency.  Taylor  v.  Eunyon, 
3  Iowa  474.' 

3.  U.  S. — Woodbridge,  etc.  Engi- 
neering Co.  V.  Eitter,  70  Fed.  677.  Ga. 
Cline  V.  Diamond  (Ga.  App.),  87  S.  E. 
1101.  HI.— Sohertz  v.  Chester  First 
Nat.  Bank,  47  111.  App.  124. 

4.  Cal. — McGarrahan  v.  Maxwell,  28 
Cal.  75,  85.  HI.— Guild  v.  Hall,  91  111. 
223;  Johnson  v.  Gillett,  52  HI.  358; 
Wells  V.  Hogan,  1  111.  337;  Tisdale  v. 
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Davis,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  182  111.  App.  31; 
Hastings  Co.  v.  Gray  Dental  Co.,  108 
111.  App.  98;  Kopperl  v.  Nagy,  37  HI. 
App.  23;  Schemerhorn  v.  Mitchell,  15 
111.  App.  418.  la. — Church  v.  Cross- 
man,  41  Iowa  373;  Barrett  v.  Garragan, 
16  Iowa  47;  Taylor,  etc.  Co.  v.  Eun- 
yon, 3  Iowa  474,  480. 

[a]  "In  1  Black  on  Judgments,  sec. 
115,  after  discussing  the  form  of  a 
judgment  the  author  says:  'It  may, 
therefore,  be  stated  as  the  modern  rule 
that  the  form  of  the  judgment  is  not 
material,  provided  that  in  substance  it 
shows  distinctly  and  not  inferentially 
that  the  matter  had  been  determined 
in  favor  of  one  of  the  litigants,  or  that 
the  rights  of  the  parties  in  litigation 
had  been  adjudicated.  In  other  words, 
the  sufficiency  of  the  writing  claimed 
to  be  a  judgment  should  always  be 
tested  by  its  substance  rather  than  its 
form.'  "  Newberry  v.  Dutton,  114  Va. 
95,  75  S.  B.  785. 

[b]  Litigants  are  not>  entitled  to 
any  particular  form  of  a  judgment  or- 
der other  than  that  which  suffices  to 
express  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
Tisdale  V.  Davis,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  182  HI. 
App.  31. 

[c]  A  judgment  will  not  be  reversed 
because  of  the  use  of  untechnical  or 
inappropriate  words.  Minkhart  v.  Hank- 
ler,  19  111.  47. 

Language  of  judgment,  see  infra, 
XI,  B,  2. 

5.  Taylor,  etc.  Co.  i>.  Eunyon,  3 
Iowa  474,  480;  Dean  v.  Williams,  1 
Chand.   (Wis.)   22. 

As  "to  rendition  and  entry,  see  14 
Standard  Peoc.  971,  et  seq. 

[a]  Memorandum  Is  Not  a  Judg- 
ment.— The  record  returned  by  the 
clerk  should  be  in  due  legal  form,  and 
not  mere  memorandums  or  minutes  of 
the  clerk.  Wheeler  v.  Scott,  3  Wis. 
362. 
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strict  formality  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  judgments  of  courts  of 
inferior  jurisdiction.^ 

Importance  and  Necessity  of  Writing.  —  Whatever  is  of  sufficient  im- 
portance to  be  the  subject  of  judicial  investigation  is  of  sufficient 
importance  when  judicially  determined,  to  have  the  decision  preserved 
in  some  permanent  and  appropriate  memorial.  Hence  all  courts  pos- 
sessed of  judicial  functions  are  required  to  reduce  their  decisions  to 
writing  in  some  book  or  record  kept  for  that  purpose;'  they  are  not 
to  be  entrusted  to  the  memory  of  the  officers  of  the  court.  This  rule 
is  universal.^ 

2.  Language.  —  The  language  of  a  judgment  usually  is,  "it  is  con- 
sidered by  the  court  that  the  plaintifE  have  and  recover,"®  or  "that 
the  defendant  go  hence  without  day,"^"  or  that  "the  plaintiff  take 


6.  State  ex  ret.  Attorney  General  v. 
Hasty  (Ala.),  63  So.  559.  See  also 
Kimball  v.  Eiter,  25  HI.  249,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace." 

7.  U.  S.  —  Boker  v.  Bronson,  5 
Blatchf.  5,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,606.  Conn. 
Davidson  v.  Murphy,  13  Conn.  213.  la. 
Balm  V.  Nunn,  63  Iowa  641,  19  N.  W. 
810.  N.  Y. — Meeker  v.  Van  Rensselaer, 
15  "Wend.  397.  Ohio. — Willy  v.  Lewis, 
6  Ohio  Dee.  242.  Tenn. — Jones  v. 
Walker,  5  Yerg.  427. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  An  opinion  (1)  orally  expressed 
in  ^a  case  not  tried  by  a  jury  does  not 
constitute  a  judgment  and  is  subject 
to  change  or  modification  until  it  has 
become  -a  written  order  of  the  court. 
Judson  p.  Gage,  98  Fed.  540,  39  C.  0. 
A.  156.  (2)  Where  the  court  at  the 
end  of  a  trial  announced  orally  that  it 
would  make  certain  provisions  in  its 
decision  and  judgment  and  failed  to 
insert  such  provisions  the  failure  does 
not  affect  the  correctness  or  validity  of 
the  judgment  rendered^  Gates  v.  Green, 
151  Gal.  65,  90  Pae.  189. 

[b]  Memorandum  of  Judge  Not  a 
Judgment. — A  memorandum  on  the 
minute  book  of  the  judge  to  the  effect 
that  an  award  of  arbitrators  in  a  cer- 
tain sum  is  approved  and  accepted 
does  not  constitute  a  judgment.  Gage 
V.  Judson,  92  Fed.  545. 

As  to  judgment  records,  see  the  title 
"Judgment  Records." 

8.  "A  court  speaks  only  by  its  rec- 
ord, memory  may  fail  but  the  record 
remains."  Skinner  v.  Sinsheimer,  37 
ni.  App.  467. 

9.  Ala.— Bell  v.  Otts,  101  Ala.  186, 
13  So.  43.  Ark.— Baker  v.  State,  3 
Ark.  491.     HI.— The  People  v.  Sever- 


son,  113  HI.  App.  496.  Ind. — Needham 
«.  Gillespy,  49  Ind.  245.''  la.— Taylor, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Eunyon,  3  Iowa  474.  N.  Y. 
Salsberg  v.  Tobias,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  151. 
Wis. — Eaton  v.  Woydt,  26  Wis.  383. 

[a]  "In  3  Bouvier's  Institutes,  par. 
3298,  it  is  said:  'The  language  of  the 
judgment  is  not,  therefore,  that  "it 
is  decreed,"  or  "resolved,"  by  the 
court,  but  "it  is  considered"  (con- 
sideratum  est  per  curiam),  that  the 
plaintiff  recover  his  debt,  ...  or 
that  the  defendant  do  go  quit.  This 
implies  that  the  judgment  is  not  so 
much  the  decision  of  the  court,  as  the 
sentence  of  the  law,  pronounced  and 
decreed  by  the  court,  after  due  de- 
liberation and  inquiry.'  "  Needham  v. 
Gillespy,  49  Ind.  245. 

[b]  The  word  "recover"  should  be 
used  (Needham  v.  Gillaspy,  49  Ind. 
245.  And  see  City  of  La  Porte  v. 
Organ,  5  Ind.  App.  369,  32  N.  E.  342,. 
wherein  the  court  said  that  "where 
a  money  judgment  is  rendered  the 
word  'recover'  is  the  most  appropriate, 
and  should  be  used.")  The  judgment 
is  not  invalid,  however,  Fecause  it  does 
not  say  that  the  party  should  recover. 
Bradley  v.  Clark,  3  Day  (Conn.)  502. 

10.  Ala.— Bell  v.  Otts,  101  Ala.  186, 
13  So.  43.  111.— Olson  v.  Whiffen,  175 
111.  App.  182;  People  v.  Severson,  113 
111.  App.  496.  Mo. — Rogers  «.  Gosnell, 
51  Mo.  466;  Boggess  v.  Cox,  48  Mo. 
278;  Jones  v.  Hoppie,  9  Mo.  173;  Lisle 
V.  Rhea,  9  Mo.  172.  Neb.— Sprick  ?>. 
Washington  County,  3  Neb.  253. 

[a]  "The  form  of  a  final  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant,  whether  upon 
verdict  or  upoAi.  demurrer  to  the  dec- 
laration or  replication,  is,  'Therefore 
it  is  considered  that  the  said  (plain- 
tiff) take  nothing  by  his  suit  and  that 
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nothing  by  his  writ."^^  But  strict  formality  in  the  language  of  a 
judgment  is  not  essential.^^  If  the  language  used  shows  that  it  ex- 
presses the  determination  of  the  court  it  will  be  sufficient  in  substance 
as  a  judgment.^^  Accordingly,  equivalent  expressions  may  be  used 
without  invalidating  the  judgment.^*    It  is  immaterial  that  in  entering 


the  said  (defendant)  do  go  thereof 
without  day.'  "  People  v.  Sev.erson, 
113  HI.  App.  496;  Sprick  V.  Washing- 
ton County,  3  Neb.  253. 

[b]  "The  omission  to  insert  in  the 
judgment  that  the  defendant  go  with- 
out day,  or  words  to  that  effect,  &oes 
not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  must,  therefore,  be  dis- 
regarded." The  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Swift, 
12  Minn.  437. 

[c]  Where  a  demurrer  to  a  plain- 
tiff's evidence  is  sustained  and  there- 
after a  judgment  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  for  -costs  of  action  it 
will  be  deemed  a  final  judgment  even 
though  the  entry  neither  refers  to  the 
defendant's  "going  hence  without 
day"  or  to  the  plaintiff's  taking  noth- 
ing by  his  action  nor  contains  any 
equivalent  expression.  White  v.  Atchi- 
son, etc,  E.  Co.,  74  Kan.  778,  88  Pac. 
54. 

11.  French  v.  Olive,  67  Tex.  400,  3 
S.  W.  568. 

[a]  A  judgment  that  the  defendant 
recover  his  costs  without  an  order  that 
the  plaintiff  take  nothing  by  his  suit 
or  some  other  equivalent  thereto  is  not 
a  final  judgment.  Scott  v.  Burton,  6 
Tex.  322. 

12.  Melton  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co., 
99  Ark.  433,  139  S.  W.  289.  See  also 
cases  in  preceding  note. 

13.  Ark. — Melton  v.  St.  Louis;  etc. 
E.  Co.,  99  Ark.  433,  139  S.  W.  289., 
N.  D. — Cameron  v.  G.  N.  Eailway  Co., 
8  N.  D.  124,  77  N.  W.  1016.  S.  D. 
MeTavish  v.  G.  N.  E.  Co.,  8  N.  D. 
333,  79  N.  W.  443.  Tex.— Scott  v.  Bur- 
ton, 6  Tex.  322. 

[a]  Where  the  language  used  was, 
"The  plaintiff's  action  is  hereby  dis- 
missed. Done  in  open  court  this  8th 
day  of  December,  1897,"  it  was  held 
that  while  the  same  was  irregular  and 
highly  improper  in  form,  it  neverthe- 
less embodied  the  judicial  determina- 
tion of  the  court  and  was  sufBcient  in 
substance.  MeTavish  v.  Great  North- 
ern E.  Co.,  8  N.  D.  333,  79  N.  W.  443. 

[b]  '  'After  hearing  all  tlie  evidence 
the  jurors  returned  a  verdict  for  plain- 
tiff for  the  sum  of  48.05  and  costs  of 
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suit,"  was  held  to  be  a  good  judgment. 
Overall  v.  Pero,  7  Mich.  315. 

[c]  Judgment  for  Costs. — The  ex- 
pression "at  the  cost  of  the  plaintiff" 
in  the  dismissal  of  an  action  is-  a  final 
determination  with  reference  to  the 
costs  as  well  as  to  the  action  itself 
and  is  in  effect  an  order  and  judgment 
that  the  plaintiff  shall  pay  the  costs. 
Houston  V.  Clark,  36  Kan.  412,  13  Pac. 
739. 

[d]  The  short  entry  (1)  usually 
made,  "judgment  on  verdict,"  may  in 
a  scire  facias  upon  it,  be  considered 
as  the  judgment  which  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  have.  Shirtz  v.  ShirJ;z, 
5  Watts  (Pa.)  255.  (2)  But  where  the 
language  of  a  purported  judgment  was 
upon  the  verdict  of  the  jury  as  follows: 
"Whereupon  the  court  enters  judg- 
ment upon  the  finding,"  it  was  held 
to  be  no  judgment.  Faulk  v.  Kellums, 
54  m.  188. 

14.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Whit- 
aker  v.  Bramson,  2  Paine  209,  29  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  17,526,  holding  that  it  can- 
not be  regarded  as  a  conclusive  cri- 
terion whether  a  judgment  has  been 
rendered  that  the  entry  employs  or 
omits  the  accustomed 'form  of  ("ides 
consideratum  est").  Ark. — Ware  v. 
Pennington,'  15  Ark.  226.  But  see 
Baker  v.  State,  3  Ark.  491.  Cal.— Hen- 
tig  V.  Johnson,  8  Cal.  App.  221,  96  Pac. 
390.  Conn.— Fox  v.  Hoyt,  12  Conn. 
491.  111. — Johnson  v.  Gillett,  52  HI. 
358;  Henricksen  v.  Mudd,  33  HI.  477; 
Johnson  v.  Miller,  50  HI.  App.  60.  Ind. 
City  of  La  Porte  v.  Organ,  5  Ind.  App. 
369,  32  N.  E.  342.  Mo.— Moody  ■;;. 
Deutsch,  85  Mo.  237;  Black  v.  Eogers, 
75  Mo.  441;  Eogers  v.  Gosnell,  51  Mo. 
466.  Neb.— Black  v.  Cabon,  24  Neb. 
248,  38  N.  W.  779;  Gatz  v.  Cabon,  21 
Neb.  591,  33  N.  W.  260;  McNamara 
V.  Cabon,  21  Neb.  589,  33  N.  W.  259; 
Marsh  v.  Snyder,  14  Neb.  8,  14  N.  W. 
804;  Lewis  v.  Watrus,  7  Neb.  477. 
Ohio. — Green  v.  Farrin,  11  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  294.  Wis.— Pottei'  v.  Eaton,  26 
Wis.  382. 

[a]  Illustrations.— (1)  A  judgment 
in  the  words  "It  is  ordered,  adjudged 
and  decreed,  etc.,"  has  been  held  not 
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a  judgment  words  are  used  in  the  past  rather  than  -the  present  tense.^'^ 
A  judgment  pronounced  in  English  is  not  invalid  because  the  other  pro- 
ceedings have  been  conducted  in  another  language.^^ 

3.  Date.  —  The  date  o$  a  judgment  is  a  material  part  of  it,^'  and 
should  be  recited  therein.^®  A  judgment  is  not  rendered  void,  how- 
ever, simply  by  an  omission  of  the  date,^"  or  an  error  therein  f  the 
omission  or  error  may  be  supplied  or  rectified  by  reference  to  the 
records  in  the  case.^^    In  giving  the  date  of  the  judgment,  it  is  un- 


a  millity.  Ark. — ^Ware  v.  Pennington, 
15  Ark.  226.     Cal. — Hentig  v:  Johnson, 

'8  Cal.  App.  221,  96  Pao.  390.  la.— See 
Taylor,  etc.  Co.  v.  Eunyon,  3  Iowa  474. 
(2)  In  Johnson  v.  Miller,  50  111.  App. 
60,  the  court  said,  "As  to  the  form  of 
these  decrees,  the  modern  rule  is,  the 
terins  'decreed,'  'resolved,'  'ordered,' 
'judgment  rendered,'  etc.,  are  fully 
equivalent  to  original  technical  terms, 
provided  the  entry  shows  an  actual 
giving  of  judgment  and  exhibits  what 
is  required  to  be  specified  with  clear- 
ness  and  precision."      (3)   But  an   or- 

^der  in  the  words  "Prdered  judgment 
in  this  action,  etc.,"  is  not  a  judg- 
ment even  though  signed  by  the  judge. 
Lincoln  i;.  CroSs,  11  Wis.  91. 

[b]  The  words  "I  give  judgment" 
were  held  to  include  the  technical  and 
formal  words  of  a  judgment  and  to  be 
sufficient.  Deadrick  v.  Harrington,  1 
Hempst.  50,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,694b. 
See  also  City  of  La  Porte  v.  Organ,  5 
Ind.  App.  369,  32  N.  E.  842;  Marsh  v. 
Snyder,  14  Neb.  8,  14  N.  W.  804.  So 
a  judgment  using  the  expression  "the 
court  renders  judgment  for  the  defend- 
ant" has  been  held  sufficient.  City  of 
La  Porte  v.  Organ,  5  Ind.  App.  369,  32 
N.  E.  342. 

[c]  The  words  "have  judgment" 
are  equivalent  to  "hereby  have  judg- 
ment" or  "recover"  as  found  in  ordi- 
nary forms  of  judgment.  ,  Potter  v. 
Eaton,  26  Wis.  382.  , 

[d]  A  judgment  stating  the  sum  of 
the  judgment  and  costs  and  adding 
"whereof  let  execution  issue,"  is 
equivalent  to  formally  stating  that  the 
"plaintiff  have  and  recover  from  the 
defendant"  the  amount  found  due. 
Schertz  v.  Chester  First  Nat.  Bank,  47 
111.  App.  124.  See  also  Huntington  v. 
Blakeney,  1  Wash.  Ter.  111. 

[e]  Where  the  judgment  was  that 
"the  defendant  go  hence  and  recover 
his  cBsts,"  it  was  held  to  be  "not 
very  formal  or  full,"  but  still  "sub- 
stantially a  good  and  final  judgment." 


Sogers  V.  Gosnell,  51  Mo.  466. 

[f  ]  A  judgment  in  the  words,  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  defendant  and  against 
plaintiff,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  $10, 
determines  nothing  and  is  no  judgment. 
SalSberg  v.  Tobias,  84  N.  T.  Supp.  151. 

15;  Tankersley  v.  Silburn,  Minor 
(Ala.)   185. 

16.  Maxent  v.  Maxent,  1  La.  (O.  S.) 
438. 

17.  Warrington  v.  Upham  Mfg.  Co.> 
18  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  311. 

18.  Jones  v.  Acre,  Minor  (Ala.)  5; 
Beviagton  v.  Buck,  18  Ind. ,  414.  See 
also  14  Standard  Pboc.  1014. 

[a]  But  where  a  warrant  was  dated 
a  certain  day  and  an  execution  was 
dated  the  same  day,  it  was  held  that 
a  judgment  which  was  written  on  the 
same  paper  with  them  was  thereby 
made  siifficiently  certain  as  to  time  of 
its  rendition.  Clayton  v.  Fulp,  52  N. 
C.  444. 

19.  la. — Reed  v.  Lane,  96  Iowa  454, 
65  N.  W.  380.  Kan.— Phillips  v.  Phil- 
lips, 69  Kan.  324,  76  Pac.  842.  La. 
Drake  v.  Drake,  7  La.  Ann.  545.  S.  C. 
Burwell,  etc.  Co.  v.  Chapman,  59  S.  C. 
581,  38  S.  E.  222;  Hardin  v.  Melton, 
28  S.  C.  38,  4  S.  E.  805,  9  S.  E.  423. 
Tex. — Eichman  v.  State,  22  Tex.  App. 
137,  2  S.  W.  538. 

20.  Fish  V.  Emerson,  44  N.  Y.  376. 
[a]     Where  a  mistake  was  made  in 

the  year  whereby  the  judgment  ante- 
dated the  complaint  it  was  held  not  to 
affect  the  validity.  Sloan  v.  Thomp- 
son, 4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  419,  23  S.  W. 
613. 

21.  Ind. — Hopper  v.  Lucas,  86  Irld. 
43.  La. — Cooper  v.  Cooper,  14  La.  Ann. 
665.  Tex. — Sloan  v.  Thompson,  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  419,  23  S.  W.  613. 

[a]  But  see  Wiley  v. '  Southerland, 
41  m.  25,  which  holds  that  the  date 
of  a  judgment  is  as  material  as  any 
other  portion  of  it. 

Reference  to  record  to  aid  in  con- 
struction of  judgment,  see  generally 
infra,  XII,  B,  3. 
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necessary  to  specify  the  hour.^^  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  date 
should  be  expressed  in  words,  figures  alone  being  suffieient.^^  A  judg- 
ment post  V  dated  is  not  valid,  at  least  until  the  arrival  of  the  .date  men- 
tioned 5^*  but  it  may  be  antedated  to  the  time  when  the  court  directed 
judgment  to  be  entered.^^  Where  judgment  is,  entered  nunc  pro 
tunc,  it  is  proper  to  date  the  judgment  as  of  the  date  when  rendered 
and  the  fact  that  it  is  to  take  effect  as  of  a  certain  earlier  day  should 
be  mentioned  therein.^^ 

Presumption  as  to  Date.  —  Under  the  common  law  all  judgments  were 
supposed  to  be  entered  as  of  the  first  day  of  the  term  at  which  they 
were  rendered  and  in  the  absence  of  a  date  a  presumption  to  that  effect 
prevailed;^'  but  this  rule  did  not  apply  where  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered during  term  in  a  case  which  was  in  such  a  condition  that  judg- 
ment could  not  have  been  rendered  on  the  first  day  of  the  term.^* 
Now,  in  many  of  the  states,  judgments  are  supposed  to  be  entered  as 
of  the  last  day  of  the  term  and  the  presumption  is  in  accordance 
therewith.^^ 

4.  Signing  and  Sealing.  —  a.  Necessity  for?'^  —  It  is  sometimes  re- 
quired that  the  judgment  should  be  signed  by  the  judge  or  the  court ; 
the  statutes  of  some  states  make  this  necessary  to  its  validity,^^  though 
some  authorities  hold  that  such  statutes  are  merely  directory,  and 


22.  Del. — Wilson  v.  Greenwood,  5 
Houst.  519.  El. — MeVeagli  v.  Locke,  23 
m.  App.  606.  Pa. — Cooke  v.  Shoe- 
maker, 17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  641. 

23.  Warder  v.  Willard,  8  Lea 
(Tenn.)  581;  Chadwell  v.  Jones,  1 
Tenn.   Ch.  493. 

24.  Smith  v.  Coe,  7  Eobt.  (N.  Y.) 
477. 

25.  Clark  v.  Clark,  138  N.  T.  653, 
34  N.  E.  513;  Starbird  v.  Moore,  21  Vt. 
529. 

26.  McNamara  v.  New  York,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  56  N.  J.  L.  56,  28  Atl.  313. 

Qa]  Where  a  judgment  is  entered 
nunc  pro  tune  as  of  a  previous  date 
it  should  always  show  the  date  upon 
which  it  was  rendered.  Barclay  v. 
Brown,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.)  245. 

As  to  entry  of  judgment  nunc  pro 
tunc,  see  14  Standard  Proc.  1017. 

27.  N.  C— Norwood  v.  Thorp,  64 
N.  C.  682;  Farley  «.  Lea,  20  N.  C.  169. 
Ohio. — Kimball  v.  Coniially,  2  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  113.  Va. — ^Yates  v.  Eobert- 
son,  80  Va.  475;  Withers  v.  Carter,  4 
Gratt.    (45  Va.)   407. 

28.  Yate'fe  v.  Eobertsou,  80  V^.  475. 

29.  Me.— Chase  v.  Gilman,  15  Me. 
64.  Mass. — Herring  v.  PoUey,  8  Mass. 
113.  N.  H.— Goodall  v.  Harris,  20  N. 
H.  363.  Vt.— Br.adish  v.  State,  35  Vt. 
452;  Day  v.  Lamb,  7  Vt.  426. 

30.  Necessity    for    signing    decree, 
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see  6  Standard  Proc.  779;  for  signature 
of  judge  to  judgment  by  confession, 
see  14  Standard  Proc.  812,  835;  for 
signature  to  judgment  in  justice's 
court,  see  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace." 

31.  See  the  following:  Ga. — Arrow- 
wood  V.  McKee,  119  Ga.  623,  46  S.  E. 
871;  Huckaby  v.  Sasser,  69  Ga.  603; 
Jones  V.  Word,  61  Ga.  26;  Odom  v. 
Causey,  59  Ga.  607.  Ky. — ^Farris  v.  Mat- 
thews, 1-49  Ky.  455,  149  S.  W.  896; 
Eobertson  ».  Donelan,  138  Ky.  149,  127 
S.  W.  754;  Montgomery  v.  Viers,  130 
Ky.  694,  114  S.  W.  251  (signature  may 
be  compelled);  Ewell  ?;.  Jackson,  129 
Ky.  214,  110  S.  W.  860  (an  unsigned 
judgment  is  no  judgment) ;  Raymond  v. 
Smith,  1  Mete.  65.  La. — State  ex  rel. 
Hartwell  v.  Jumel,  30  La.  Ann.  421; 
Saloy  V.  Collins,  30  La.  Ann.  63 ;  Brous- 
sard  V.  Dupre,  29  La.  Ann.  518;  Mar- 
chal  V.  Hooker,  27  La.  Ann.  454;  Scott 
V.  Goodrich,  24  La.  Ann.  259;  Bynum 
V.  Gordon,  24  La.  Ann.  160;  Hatch  v. 
Arnault,  3  La.  Ann.  482;  Gates  v.  Bell, 
3  La.  Ann.  62;  Fox  v.  Tie,  1  La.  Ann. 
334;  Succession  of  Asbridge,  1  La. 
Ann.  206.  Can. — Guerin  v.  Fox,  15 
Quebec  Super.  199. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Only  iinal  judgment,  not  inter- 
locutory judgments,  need  be  signed  in 
Louisiana.     Wickman  v.  Nalty,  41  La. 
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that  where  the  judge  omits  signing  the  judgment,  its  validity  is  not 
affeeted.^^  And  in  the  absence  of  such  a  statute  the  failure  of  the 
judge  to  sign  a  judgment  will  not  affect  its  validity  f^  the  fact  that 


Ann.  284,  6  So.  123;  Saloy  v.  Collins, 
30  La.  Ann.  63;  State  v.  Judge  of  Fifth 
Dist.,  12  La.  Ann.  455. 

[b]  When  any  issue  is  not  found 
for  the  prevailing  party,  the  judgment 
should  be  signed  by  the  judge  in  order 
to  make  sure  that  it  shows  all  that  was 
in  fact  adjudicated.  Harris  v.  Ansonia, 
73  Conn.  359,  47  Atl.  672. 

[c]  Under  an  early  California  stat- 
ute, no  process  or  execution  could 
issue  upon  any  judgment  or  decree  of 
the  court  until  signed  by  the  judge. 
Wells  V.  Stout,  9  Cal.  479.  For  present 
rule  in  California,  see  infra,  this  sec- 
tion. 

[d]  New  York. — "It  is  only  where 
an  interlocutory  judgment  is  rendered, 
with  a  direction  that  the  final  judg- 
ment be  settled  by  the  court  or  referee, 
that  the  signature  of  the  judge  or 
referee  to  the  final  judgment,  is  re- 
quired. ' '  Clapp  V.  Hawley,  97  N.  ■  Y. 
610. 

32.  Ala. — ^Bartlett  v.  Lang,  2  Ala. 
161.  Ark. — Ex  parte  Slocomb,  9  Ark. 
375.  la.— Childs  v.  MeChesney,  20 
Iowa  431.  Neb. — Seott  v.  Eohman,  43 
Neb.  618,  62  N.  W.  46,  47  Am.  St. 
Eep.  767;  Galleutine  v.  Cummings,  4 
Neb.  (TJnof.)  690,  96  N.  W.  178;  Colony 
V.  Billingsley,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  670,  89 
N.  W.  744.  N.  J.— Hillyer  v.  Schenck, 
15  N.  J.  Eq.  398.  N.  C— Bond  v.  Wool, 
113  N.  C.  20,  18  S.  E.  77;  Spencer  v. 
Credle,  102  N.  C.  68,  8  S.  E.  901; 
Keener  v.  Goodson,  89  N.  C.  273;  Mat- 
thews V.  Joyce,  85  N.  C.  258;  Rollins 
V.  Henry,  78  N.  C.  342  (holding  that 
the  requirement  that  the  judge  shall 
sign  all  judgments  is  merely  directory, 
and  his  omission  to  do  so  will  not  avoid 
the  judgment  as  to  strangers,  although 
it  might  in  connection  with  other  evi- 
dence be  a  proof  that  the  judgment 
was  fraudulent,  or  had  not  in  fact  been 
rendered  by  him).  Ohio. — Simmons  i\ 
Brown,  4  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  33.  Tex. 
Norwood  V.  Snell,  95  Tex.  582,  68  S. 
W.  773;  Cannon  v.  Hemphill,  7  Tex. 
184. 

[a]  Though  (1)  the  Indiana  statute 
provides  that  "no  process  shall  issue 
on  any  judgment  or  decree  of  the  court 
until  it  shall  have  been  so  read  and 
signed,"   it  is  held  that   a  judgment 


entered  of  record,  but  not  signed,  is 
not  neoessarjly  invalid  or  void  for  that 
reason,  "depending  on  whether  the 
judgment  was  in  fact  rendered  by  a 
court  with  jurisdiction  and  authority 
to  render  the  same. ' '  Pittsburgh,  etc 
E.  Co.  V.  Johnson,  52  Ind.  App.  457, 
468,  99  N.  E.  508.  (2)  And  see  Owen 
V.  Harriott,  47  Ind.  App.  359,  94  N.  E. 
591,  wherein  the  court  said:  "A  judg- 
ment rendered,  but  not  signed,  is  not 
void;  the  failure  to  sign  the  same  be- 
ing but  an  irregularity,"  citing  Grif- 
fith V.  State,  '36  Ind.  406;  Beitman  v. 
Hopkins,  109  Ind.  177,  9  N.  E.  720. 
(3)  The  court  in  Pittsburgh,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Johnson,  52  Ind.  App.  457,  468, 
99  N.  E.  508,  further  says  that  ' '  under 
the  law,  the  signature  thereto  of  the 
judge  of  the  court  which  rendered  the 
judgment  furnishes  the  evidence  of  its 
rendition  and  the  authentication  there- 
of necessary  to  support  an  execution 
issued  thereon.  .  .  .  The  legislature 
by  passing  §1451  Burns  1908,  §1331 
R.  S.  1881,  providing  that  a  judgment 
may  be  signed  at  any  subsequent  term 
of  court,  after  its  rendition,  recognized 
that  an  unsigned  judgment  was  not 
void,  because  if  void  there  was  no 
necessity  for  such  an  act." 

33.  See  the  following:  V.  S.— Cou- 
nella  v.  Haskell,  158  Fed.  285,  87  C. 
C.  A.  111.  Cal. — Grim  v.  Kessing,  89 
Cal.  478,  26  Pac.  1074,  23  Am.  St.  Rep. 
491;  Estate  of  Cook,  77  Cal.  220,  227, 
17  Pac.  923,  19  Pac.  431;  California, 
etc.  E.  R.  Go.  V.  Southern  Pac.  R.  E. 
Co.,  67  Cal.  59,  7  Pac.  123;  Clink  v. 
Thurston,  47  Cal.  21;  Hoover  v.  Lester, 
16  Cal.  App.  151,  116  Pac.  382;  Dar- 
lington V.  Butler,  3  Cal.  App.  448,  86 
Pac.  194.  Colo. — ^Martin  v.  Simpkina, 
20  Colo.  438,  38  Pac.  1092;  Hollings- 
worth  V.  Eing,  26  Colo.  App.  121,  141 
Pac.  139.  Del. — Johnson  v..  State,  6 
Penne.  450,  67  Atl.  785.  N.  Y. 
Clapp  V.  Hawley,  97  N.  Y.  610;  De 
Laney  v.  Blizzard,  7  Hun  66.  Okla. 
Boynton  v.  Crockett,  12  Okla.  57,  69 
Pac.  869.  Wash. — Eitchie  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 2  Wash.  512,  519,  28  Pac.  380. 

[a]  Rendition  of  Judgment  Controls. 
It  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence 
whether  the  judge  sign  the  judgment 
or  not.    Its  rendition  is  the  vital  thing. 
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it  was  entered  by  the  elerk  will  raise  the  presumption  that  it  was 
authorized  by  the  court.^* 

The  clerk  should  attest  the  entry  by  his  signature ;  but  his  failure  so 
to  do  will  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  judgment.^^ 

Seal.  —It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  judgment  that  it 
should  contain  the  seal  of  tl^e  court  rendering  the  same,^® 

b.  Sufficiency  of  Signing.  —  If  the  judgment  is  required  to  be 
signed,  a  delay  in  so  doing  does  not  invalidate  it.  It  may  be  signed 
at  any  time  before  proceedings  are  taken  on  it,  or  before  it  is  relied" 


Simpkin  v.  Sny  Island  Drainage  Dist., 
223  111.  67,  79  N.  E.  38. 

[b]  The  signature  of  the  judge  is 
merely  to  give  the  clerk  a  surer  means 
of  correctly  entering  what  'has  been 
adjudged,  and  is  not  necessary  to  the 
validity  of  the  judgment.  Crim  v. 
Kessing,  89  Cal.  478,  26  Pac.  1'074,  23 
Am.  St.  Eep.  491;  Estate  of  Cook,  77 
Cal.  220,  227,  17  Pac.  923,  19  Pae.'431. 

[c]  Not  Essential  to  Probate  De- 
cree.— The  signature  of  a  judge  is  not 
fessential  to  the  validity  of  a  judgment 
admitting  a  Will  to  probate.  Beer  v. 
Plant  (Neb.),  96  N.  W.  348. 

[d]  At  Common  Law. — In  French  v. 
Pease,  10  Kan.  51,  the  epurt  said: 
"  It  is  ejaimed  that  at  common  law 
judgments  were  not  valid  unless  they 
were  signed;  and  aul^horities  are  cited 
to  show  the  same.  'Signing  judgment,' 
however,  at  common  law  did  not  mean 
such  a  signing  of  judgments  as  we 
have ,  been  considering.  None  of  the 
authorities  cited  by  counsel  for  plain- 
tiff in  error  show  that  a  complete  judg- 
ment entry,  after  it  was  made,  needed 
to  be  signed,  or  that  it  would  be  in- 
valid if  not  signed.  The  words  'sign- 
ing judgment,'  and  other  similar  words, 
as  used  at  common  law,  meant  a  very 
different  thing  from  signing  the  com- 
pleted judgment  entry.  Such  words 
simply  meant  the  allowance  or  per- 
mission by  the  master;  prothonotary,  or 
other  proper  officer,  to  the  plaintiff  or 
defendant  to  have  judgment  entered  in 
his  favor  when  the  cause  had  reached 
such  a  stage  that  he  was  entitled  to 
have  a  judgment  rendered  in  his  favor. 
Bouv.  Law  Diet.  tit.  'Signing  Judg- 
ments;' also,  tit.  'Postea;'  3  Bouv. 
Inst.  531,  No.  3,313,  §6.  And  the  com- 
mon-law authorities  nearly  always 
speak  of  one  of  the  parties,  generally 
the  plaintiff,  'signing  judgment,'  and 
seldom  speak  of  an  officer  'signing 
judgment.'  Jac.  Law  Diet.  tit.  'Judg- 
ment;' 2  Tidd,  Pr.  465,  469,  903.     And 
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the  judgment  here  spoken  of  as  thus 
'signed'  is  in  fact  no  judgment  at 
all.  It  is  not  a  completed  judgment. 
It  has  not  yet  been  entered  in  full. 
It  has  not  yet  become  a  part  of  the 
permanent  rolls  of  the  court  .  It  is 
really  only  a  right  and  a  permission 
to  take  judgment,  and  although  an 
execution  may  in  some  cases  be  issued 
on  it,  yet  it  cannot  be  used  as  evidence 
in  any  court  of  justice.  1  Bouv.  Law 
Diet.  tit.  'Judgments;'  2  Phil.  Ev.  (3d 
Amer.  ed.)    134." 

34.  Cal. — Crim  v.  Kessing,  89  Cal. 
478,  26  Pac.  1074,  23  Am.  St.  Bep. 
491;  California,  etc.  R.  E.  Co.  v.  So. 
Pac.  E.  E.  Co.,  67  Cal.  59,  7  Pac. 
123;  Los  Angeles  Co.  Bank  v.  Eaynor, 
61  Cal.  145.  Colo,.— Eberville  v.  Lead- 
ville,  etc.  Co.,  28  Colo.  241,  64  Pac.  200. 
Ga.— Tift  V.  Keaton,  78  Ga.  235,  2  S!  E. 
690.  Kan. — Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  55  Kan. 
131,  39  Pac.  1044;  French  v.  Pease,  10 
Kan.  51.  Minn. — ^Leyde  v.  Martin,  16 
Minn.  38;  Cathcart  v.  Peck,  11  Minn.  45. 
Mo. — ^Fontaine  v.  Hudson,  93  Mo.  6,2, 
5  S.  W.  692,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  515; 
Platte  County  v.  Marshall,  10  Mo.  345. 
Wis. — Egaard  v.  Dahlke,  109  Wis.  366, 
85  N.  W.  369. 

35.  Minn. — ^Hotchkiss  v.  Cutting,  14 
Minn.  537;  Jorgensen  v.  Griffin,'  14 
Minn.  464.  N.  H.— Folsom  v.  Blood, 
5S  N.  H.  11.  N.  Y.— Lvthgoe  v.  Lyth- 
goe,  145  N.  T.  641,  41  N.  E.  89;  Goelet 
V.  Spofford,  55  N.  Y.  647.  Wis.— Sex- 
ton V.  Ehames,  13  Wis.  99. 

36.  A  judgment  is  neither  a  writ 
nor  a  process  and  need  not  contain 
the  seal  of  the  court.  Miller  v.  Nat- 
wick,  110  Minn.  448,  125  N.  W.   1022. 

37.  lU.— English  v.  The  People,  96 
HI.  566.  N.  J.— Den  v.  Downam,  13 
N.  J.  L.  135.  N.  Y.— Van  Orman  v. 
Phelps,  9  Barb.  500.  Tex. — ^Lockhart 
«.>  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  149,  22  S.  W. 
413.  Wis.— Landon  v.  Burke,  33  Wis. 
452.     ' 

[a]    After    an    order    in     general 
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on  in  any  way.  But  it  must  be  signed  in  term  time;'^  and  in  open 
court.^®  A  premature  signing  of  a  judgment,  though  irregular,  is 
not  a  fatal  defect.*"  The  signing  of  a  judgment  by  the  judge  in  an- 
other county  than  that  in  which  the  action  is  tried  does  not  render 
it  invalid,*^  especially  when  such  signature  is  made  with  the  consent 
of  the  parties  to  the  action.*^ 

The  signature  of  the  judge  to  the  minutes  of  the  court  eahnot  be 
regarded  as  his  signature  to  the  final  judgment.*^  But  his  signature 
appearing  in  the  body  of  the  judgment  instead  of  at  the  end  thereof, 
while  irregular,  will  not  vitiate  the  judgment.**  It  is  irregular  and 
improper  for  any  officer  to  sign  a  judgment  record  in  blaiik.*^ 


terms  granting  a  new  trial  in  a  cause, 
the  court  cannot  afterwards,  and  be- 
fore the  new  trial,  sign  the  judgment 
as ,  to  one  of  the  parties  defendant. 
Converse,  etc.  Co.  v.  Bloom,  etc.  Co., 

20  La.  Ann.  555. 

38.  Culver,  Simonds  &  Co.  V.  Leavy, 

21  La.  Ann.  306,  signature  of  judge 
placed  to  final  judgment,  out  of  term 
time,  of  no  effect. 

[a]  Signature  may  1)6  made  in  va- 
cation with  consent  of  parties,  how- 
ever. Rust  V.  Faust,  15  La.  Ann.  477; 
Heryey  &  Co.  v.  Edmunds,  68  N.  C. 
243.  And  in  Indiana,  the  fact  that 
the  signing  was  m  vacation,  though 
irregular,  does  not  affect  the  validity 
of  the  judgment.  Catterlin  v.  City  of 
Frankfort,  87  Ind.  45,  56.  See  also 
Beitman  v.  Hopkins,  109  Ind.  177,  9 
N.  B.  720. 

[b]  Nunc  Pro  Tunc. — ^When  the 
judgment  has  been  duly  entered  by 
the  clerk,  the  record  may  be  signed 
by  the  judge  nunc  pro  tune.  Weather- 
man V.  Com.,  91  Va.  796,  22  S.  E.  349. 
See  also  Kent  ii.  Fullenlove,  38  Ind. 
522;  Pittsburgh.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  52  Ind.  App.  457,  468,  99 
N".  E.  508;  State  v.  Wyatt,  6  La.  Ann. 
701. 

[e]  Signature  at  Subsequent  Term. 
Where  a  special  judge  fails  to  sign  a 
judgment  at  the  term  at  which  it  is 
rendered,  he  may  sign  it  at  a  sub- 
sequent term.  Beitman  v.  Hopkins,  109 
Ind.  177,  9  N.  E.  720. 

39.  State  v.  Judges,  ^8  La.  Ann. 
905,  19  So.  932,  unless  there  is  an 
agreement  of  the  parties,  or  their 
counsel,  that  cause  may  be  taken  un- 
der advisement  and  judgment  signed  in 
chambers.  Compare,  Cooper  v.  Cooper, 
14  La.  Ann.  665. 

40.  Thus,  where  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  is  made,  a  signing  of  the  judg- 
ment before  the  motion  is  disposed  of, 


does  not  invalidate  it.  See  Succession 
ot  Gilmore,  12  La.  Ann.  562.  So  also, 
a  signing  of  a  judgment  before  the 
time  has  elapsed  for  a  new  trial,  does 
not  make  it  final  and  effective,  where 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  season- 
ably made  and  subsequently  granted. 
State  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Judge,  35  La. 
Ann.   1104. 

[a]  As  between  the  parties,  pre- 
mature signing  of  a  judgment  is  not 
assignable  in  error.  Opothlarholer  v. 
Gardiner,  15  La.  512. 

[b]  The  early  practice  would  not 
permit  the  signing  of  a  judgment  upon 
a  verdict  until  four  days  after  the  fil- 
ing of  the  postea  or  rule  to  sign  the 
same.  Snyder  v.  Jenkins,  6  Wend. 
(N.  T.)  533;  Bank  of  Orange  V.  Brown, 
1  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  31;  Standfast  v. 
Chamberlaine,  3  Salk.  215,  91  Eng.  Re- 
print 785;  Eeignots  v.  Tipping,  6"  Mod. 
241,  87  Eng.  Reprint  990. 

41.  Ottillie  V.  Waeehter,  33  Wis.  252, 
holding  that  the  fact  that  the  judg- 
ment was  signed  in  another  county  did 
not  affect  its  validity;  the^  judgment 
is  nevertheless  to  be  considered  the 
judgment  of  the  county  where  the 
action  was  really  tried  and  determined. 

42.  National  Bank  of  Greensboro  v. 
Gilmer,  118  N.  C.  668,  24  S.  E.  433. 

43.  Scott  V.  Goodrich,  24  La.  Ann. 
259.  Compare,  Sweeney  v.  Sweeney,  119 
Ga.  76,  46  S.  E.  76;  Tharpe  v.  Grump- 
ier, 63  Ga.  273;  Sloan  v.  Cooper,  54  Ga. 
486,  holding  that  a  judgment  entered 
on  the  minutes  of  the  day's  proceed- 
ings and  signed  by  the  judge,  though 
the  judgment  itself  bears  only  the  sig- 
nature of  the  counsel,  is  irregular,  but 
not  void. 

44.  Hurley  v.  Hewett,  89  We.  100, 
35  Atl.  1026. 

45.  Frost  V.  Flint,  2  HOw.  Pr.  (N. 
y.)  125. 
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When  a  special  judge  is  appointed  because  of  the  disqualification  of  the 
regular  judge,  the  judgment  must  be  signed  by  the  special  judge,** 
and  a  signing  by  him  in  blank  before  entry  of  the  judgment  is  not 
sufficient.*^ 

Where  a  court  is  composed  of  more  than  one  member,  the  signature  of  any 
one  of  them  is  sufficient.*^ 

If  a  judge  he  prevented  by  absence,  death  or  other  cause  creating  a 
vacancy  in  the  office  from  signing  the  judgment,  it  may  be  signed  by 
his  successor.** 

C.  Completeness  and  Certainty.^"  —  1,  In  General.  —  The  judg- 
ment of  the  court  should  be  complete  in  itself.^^  It  must  determine 
all  the  issues  properly  raised  in  the  case,  between  all  parties  properly 
before  the  court.^^  It  must  determine  the  rights  recovered  or  the 
penalties  imposed,'^  and  award  the  proper  relief.'*  It  should  express 
with  certainty  and  precision  the  determination  of  the  court,^'  and  must 


46.  Sublett  V.  Gardner,  144  Ky.  190, 
137  S.  W.  864. 

[a]  Where  the  regular  judge  is  dis- 
qualified, he  cannot  sign  the  judgment 
or  orders  made  by  the  special  judge. 
Ewell  V.  Jackson,  129  Ky.  214,  110 
S.  W.  860. 

47.  Sublett  V.  Gardner,  144  Ky.  190, 
137  S.  W.  864. 

48.  Stone  v.  State,  20  N.  J.  L.  404; 
In  re  Millcreek  Eoad,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
592. 

49.  Pittsburgh,  C.  0.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Johnson,  49  Ind.  App.  126,  93 
N.  E.  683,  95  N.  E.  610;  Montgomery 
v.  Viers,  130  Ky.  694,  114  S.  W.  251; 
Ewell  ».  Jackson,  129  Ky.  214,  110 
S.  W.  860. 

[a]  This  applies  to  special  as  well 
as  regular  judges.  Swell  v.  Jackson, 
129  Ky.  214,  110  S.  W.  860.  See  also 
the  title  "Judicial  Officers." 

50.  Completeness  and  certainty  of 
decrees,  see  6  Standard  Pkoc.  775,  et 
seq. 

51.  Morgan  v.  Tweddle,  119  Mich. 
350,  78  N.  W.  121. 

Becitals  in  general,  see  imfra,  XI,  E. 

52.  See  14  Standard  Proc.  977;  also 
14  Standard  Peoc.  1005. 

53.  111. — People  v.  Pirfenbrink,  96 
m.  68;  Coats  v.  Barrett,  49  HI.  App. 
275.  Kan. — Brown  v.  Galena,  etc.  Co., 
32  Kan.  528,  4  Pac.  1013.  Ohio.— State 
ex  rel,  Andrews  v.  Holden,  12  Ohio  Dec. 
(N.   P.)    91. 

54.  See  infra,  XI,  I;  also  14  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  773. 

55.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Ala- 
bama Nat.  Bank  v.  Hunt,  125  Ala.  512, 
28  So.  488;  Bell  13.  Otts,  101  Ala.  186, 

Vol.  XV 


13  So.  43,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  117.  Colo. 
Dusing  V.  Nelson,  7  Colo.  184,  2  Pac. 
922.  m. — Meyer  v.  Village  of  Teutop- 
olis,  131  HI.  552,  23  N.  E.  651;  Martin 
V.  Barnhart,  39  111.  9;  Morgan  Hast- 
ings Co.  V.  Gray  Dental  Co,,  108  HI. 
App.  98;  Coats  v.  Barrett,  49  HI.  App. 
275.  Ind. — ^Bevington  v.  Buck,  18  Ind. 
414.  la.- — Thompson  v.  Cook,  21  Iowa 
472.  Kan. — Houston  v.  Clark,  36  Kan. 
412,  13  Pac.  739.  Ky.— Honore  v.  Col- 
mesnil,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  506;  Logan  v. 
Cloyd,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  201.  Me.— Long- 
fellow V.  Quimby,  29  Me.  196,  48  Am. 
Dee.  525.  Miss. — Kelly  v.  Wimberly, 
61  Miss.  548.  Neb. — Horn  v.  Miller, 
20  Neb.  98,  29  N.  W.  260.  N.  Y. 
Ventimiglia  v.  Eichner,  213  N.  T.  147, 
107  N.  E.  48.  Ore.— Dray  v.  Crich,  3 
Ore.  298.  Pa.— Park  v.  Holmes,  147 
Pa.  497,  23  Atl.  769;  McGlue  v.  Phil- 
adelphia, 105  Pa.  236.  Tenn. — Har- 
man  v.  Childress,  3  Terg.  327.  Tex. 
Fitzgerald  v.  Evans,  53  Tex.  461;  May- 
fleld  V.  State,  40  Tex.  289;  Scott  v.  Bur- 
ton, 6  Tex.  322.  Wash. — ^Huntington  v. 
Blakeney,  1  Wash.  Ter.  111.  Wis. 
Wheeler  v.  Scott,  3  Wis.  325. 

[a]  A  judgment  must  represent  the 
ultimate  fixed  and  precise  determina- 
tion of  the  judicial  proceedings  in 
which  it  is  entered.  School  Directors 
V.  Newman,  47  HI.  App.  364. 

[b]  A  judgment  must  show  distinct- 
ly and  not  inferentially  that  the  mat- 
ters in  the  record  have  been  finally 
disposed  of  in  favor  of  one  of  the 
litigants  or  that  the  rights  of  the 
parties  in  litigation  have  been  finally 
adjusted.  Morgan  Hastings  Co.  V,  Gray 
Dental  Co.,  108  111.  App.  98, 
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show, in  what  ease  it  was  rendered,'^  by  what  court  it  was  rendered,^^ 
and  the  term  of  the  court,  where  terms  of  court  have  not  been  abol- 
ished.^® 

Certainty.  —  There  must  be  a  reasonable  certainty  in  every  judg- 
ment, that  the  defendant  may  be  enabled  to  plead  it  in  bar  of  any 
subsequent  suit  for  the/  same  cause  of  action.^^  But  where  the  sense 
of  a  judgment  can  be  clearly  ascertained  from  the  recitals  in  the  whole 


[c] "  Where  a  claim  involves  many 
items,  the  judgment  of  the  court  should, 
like  the  report  of  a  referee,  show 
■what  items  the  judgment  is  given  upon 
and  the  application  of  payments. 
Philadelphia  v.  Second,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  2 
Pa.  Dist.  705. 

[d]  Form  and  contents  of  the  entry 
of  judgment,  see  14  Standabd  Pkoc. 
1011,  et  seq. 

56.  Terrell  v.  Summons,  63  W.  Va. 
45,  59  S.  E.  752. 

57.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— God- 
dard  v.  Cofan,  2  Ware  382,  10  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  5,490.  Ind. — ^Bevington  v. 
Buck,  18  Ind.  414.  la. — Balm  !>.  Nunn, 
63  Iowa  614,  19  N.  W.  810;  Spear  v. 
Pitchpatrick,  37  Iowa  127;  Taylor  & 
Co.  v.-  Eunyon,  3  Iowa  474.  Md. — ^Lee 
V.  CarroUton  Sav.,  etc.  Assn.,  58  Md. 
301. 

58.  Ala. — Jones  v.  Acre,  Minor 
(Ala.)  5.  Cal. — Thomas  e.  Fogarty,  19 
Cal.  644.  Ga. — ^Bowden  v.  Hatclier,  83 
Ga.  77,  9  S.  E.  724.  Ind. — Bevington 
V.  Buck,  18  Ind.  414;  Smithson  v.  Dil- 
lon, 16  Ind.  169. 

59.  Stirling  v.  Garritee,  18  Md.  468. 
And  see  the  following:  Ala. — Dicker- 
son  V.  Walker,  1  Ala.  48.  Cal.— Kelley 
V.  McKibben,  53  Cal.  13.  Colo.— "Haines 
V.  Christie,  27  Colo.  288,  60  Pac.  567. 
Idaho. — Alexander  v.  Leland,  1  Idaho 
425.  HI. — City  of  Chicago  v.  Coleman, 
254  HI.  338,  98  F.  B.  521;  People  v. 
Pirfenbrink,  96  111.  68;  Wood  v.  Os- 
tram,  29  HI.  177;  Lane  v.  Bommelmann, 
21  HI.  143.  Ky.— Smith  v.  Peyton,  6 
T.  B.  Mon.  263;  Lawless  v.  Barger,  9 
Bush  665;  Stagner  v.  Fox,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  556;  Honore  v.  Colmesnil,  1 
J.  J.  Marsh.  506;  Boehem's  Assignee 
V.  Droste,-  10^  Ky.  L.  Eep.  542.  ^la. 
Eusso  V.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.,  129 
La.  554,  56  So.  506;  Kellogg  v.  Mc- 
Millan, 9  La.  Ann.  225.  Mo. — Eumsey 
V.  People's  Ey.  Co.,  144  Mo.  175,  46 
S.  W.  144.  Neb. — Village  of  Kenesaw 
V.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  91  Neb.  619, 
136  N.  W.  990.  N.  Y.—U.  S.  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V,  Jordan,  46  Hun  201.    Ore.— Dray 


V.  Crich,  3  Ore.  298.  Tenn.— Mollie 
Hamilton  v.  Paschal,  9  Heigk.  203; 
Boyken  v.  State,  3  Yerg.  426;  Harman 
V.  Childress,  3  Yerg.  327.  Tex.— Sell- 
man  V.  Lee,  55  Tex.  319;  Stafford  V. 
King,  30  Tex.  257;  Spiva  v.  Williams, 
20  Tex.  442.  Va. — Anderson  v.  Hygeia 
Hotel  Co.,  92  Va.  687,  24  S.  E.  269. 
W  Va. — Shires  v.  Boggess,  72  W.  Va. 
109,  77  S.  E.  542;  Thompson  &  Li,vely 
V.  Mann,  65  W.  Va.  648,  64  S.  E.  920. 
Eng. — King  v.  James,  5  Barn.  &  Aid. 
894,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  1418. 

[a]  Other  Statements  of  I^nle. — (1) 
A  judgment  to  be  valid  must  be  cer- 
tain and  conclusive  "ua  to  the  subject- 
matter  and  parties  to  the  action  and 
must  be  capable  of  execution.  Alex- 
ander V.  Leland,  1  Idaho  425.  (2) 
Each  judgment  entered  during  a  term 
must  be  of  itself,  full  and  in  proper 
form,  an(J  the  imperfections  of  one 
cannot  be  corrected  by  a  reference  to 
another.  Tombeekbee  Bank  v.  Strong's 
Exr.,  1  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  187,  21  Am. 
Dec.  657.  (3)  "To  constitute  a  valid 
judgment,  the  record  of  it  must  con- 
tain sufficient  certainty  and  precision 
to  enable  the  clerk  to  issue-  an  execu- 
tion by  inspection  of  the  entry,  with- 
out reference  to  other  entries.  Boy- 
ken  «.  State,  3  Yerg.  426."  Mollie 
Hamilton  v.  Paschal,  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
203.  (4)  A  judgment  to  be  binding 
must  be  certain  and  complete  in  itself, 
without  reference  to  anything  else  to 
ascertain  its  meaning.  Diekerson  v. 
Walker,  1  Ala.  48.  Compare,  infra, 
XII,  B,  3  and  6. 

[b]  A  judgment  annulling  a  former 
judgment  described  by  number  of  suit, 
names  of  parties,  and  court  in  which 
it  was  rendered  and  declaring  the  title 
of  plaintiff  superior  to  that  of  defend- 
ant in  the  land  described  and  annulling 
certain  muniments  of  title  and  convey- 
ance by  names  and  dates  is  sufficiently 
certain.  Morrison  v.  Lofton,  44  Tex. 
16. 

Certainty  as  to  amount  of  recovery, 
see  infra,  XI,  G,  1. 
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record  it  ■will  not  be  held  void  for  uncertainty.^"  Mere  clerical  errors 
will  not  invalidate  a  judgment  as  long  as  the  decree  of  >  the  court  is 
clearly  ascertainable.^^ 

2.  Alternative  or  Conditional  Judgments.^^  —  Alternative,  or  con- 
ditional judgments  at  law  are  usually  irregular,  if  not  void,  in  eivil,^* 
as  well  as  in  criminal  cases."*     There  are    circumstances,    however, 


Certainty  as  to  party  for  and  against 
whom  it  is  rendered,  see  infra,  XI, 
F,  1. 

60.  U.  S.—Iti  re  Boyd,  4  Sawy.  262, 
3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,746.  Ala. — McLaren 
V.  Anderson,  8;|.  Ala.  106,  8  So.  188; 
Ehodes  v.  Walker,  '44  Ala.  213;  Moore 
V.  Hubbard,  4  Ala.  187.  Conn. — Clark 
V.  Moses,  Kirby  143.  Idaho. — Moore  v. 
Taylor,  1  Idaho  630.  III.— Hoffbert  v, 
Klinkhardt,  58  111.  450;  Benedict  «. 
Dillehunt,  4  111.  287.  Ind.— Gentry  v. 
PuroeH,  84  Ind.  83;  Foot  v.  Glover,  4 
Blackf.  313;  Furry  v.  O'Connor,  1  Ind. 
App.  573,  580,  28  N.  E.,  103,  la. 
Fowler  v.  Doyle,  16  Iowa  534;  Finna- 
gan  V.  Manchester,  12  Iowa  521.  Kan. 
Clay  V.  Hildebrand  Bros.  &  Jones,  34 
Kan.  694,  9  Pac.  466.  Ky.— Stuart  v. 
Troutman's  Admr.,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  447; 
Mudd  V.  Carrico,  4  Litt.  16.  La. — Me- 
Manus  v.  Stevens,  10  La.  Ann.  177. 
N.  H.— Wilbur  v.  Abbott,  58  N.  H. 
272;  Stokes  v.  Sanborn,  45  N.  H.  274. 
Tex. — Dunlap  v.  Southerlin,  63  Tex.  38. 
See  also  infra.  XII,  B,  3.  ' 

61.  Ala.— Ellis  V.  Dunn,  3  Ala.  632; 
Tankersley  i;.  Silburn,  Minor  185.  111. 
Hofferbert  v.  Klinkhardt,  58  111.  •fSO. 
Ohio. — Waggoner  vl  Dubois'  Lessee,  19 
Ohio  67. 

See  also  14  Standabd  Proc.  1012. 
Effect  of  errors  in    designation    of 
names  of  parties,  see  infra,  XI,  F,  1. 

62.  Judgment  against  two  or  more 
parties  in  alternative,  see  infra,  Xl, 
F,  1.- 

63.  la.— Battell  &  Collins  v.  Lowery, 
46  Iowa  49.  Kan. — The  Consolidated 
Min.,  etc.  Go.  v.  Huff,  62  Kan.  405, 
63  Pac.  442.  Ky.— Terril  v.  Arnold,  4 
Litt.  300.  Me.— State  v.  Sturgis,  110 
Me.  96,  85  Atl.  474.  Mo.— Cox  v. 
Bright,  65  Mo.  App.  417.  N.  C— Strick- 
land 1).  Cox,  102  N.  C.  411,  9  S,  E. 
414.  Tex. — Cooksey  v.  Jordan,  104  Tex. 
618,  143  8.  W.  141.  Wis.— Schultz  «. 
Chicago,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  48  Wis.  375,  4 
N.  W.  399. 

[a]  "Judgments  must  be  certain. 
Their  validity  and  binding  force  must 
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rest  upon  facts  existing  at  the  time 
of  their  rendition.  They  cannot  rest 
upon  what  may  or  may  not  occur 
after  their  rendition.  They  take  their 
validity  from  the  action  of  the  court, 
and  not  from  whjit  persons  may  or 
may  not  do  after  the  court  has  ren- 
dered them:  The  decisions  of  the 
courts  of  other  states  are  to  the  effect 
of  the  one  we  make.  .  .  .  The  case  of 
Strickland  v.  Cox,  102  N.  C.  411,  9 
S.  E.  414,  is  quite  like  the  present  one. 
In  that  case  it  was  ruled:  'Where  a 
judge  granted  a  judgment  for  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  for  the  possession-  of 
land,  to  be  stricken  out  if  defendant 
filed  a  proper  bond  in  thirty  days 
after  adjournment  of  court,  the  judg- 
ment was  void.'  It  is  perhaps  not 
necessary  to  go  to  the  extent  of  that 
case,  and  hold  the  conditional  portion 
of  the  judgment  void,  but  it  certainly 
can  be  held  irregular,  and  voidable 
upon  direct  attack."  The  Consolidated 
Min.,  etc.  Co.  v.  Huff,  62  Kan.  405,  63 
Pac.  442. 

[b]  A  judgment  permitting  a  de- 
fendant to  verify .  his  answer  upon  the 
condition  that  if  the  ruling  of  the 
court  giving  judgment  for  plaintiff  for 
want  of  a  properly  verified  answer 
should  be  sustained  the  defendant 
would  submit  to  a  judgment  for  a  cer- 
tain sum,  is  vitiated  by  the  condition. 
Hinton  v.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  116  N.  C.  22 
21  S.  E.  209.  ' 

[c]  Invalid  Condition  Does  Not  Af- 
fect Judgment.  —  Where  the  judge 
signed  a  judgment,  but  directed  the 
clerk  to  strike  it  out  if  a  bond  was 
filed  in  a  specified  time  it  'was  held 
that  the  judgment  was  valid  but  that 
the  order  to  strike  it  out  on  the  con- 
dition named  was  invalid.  Hopkins 
V.  Bowers,  111  N.  C.  175,  16  S.  E.  1, 
distinguishing  Strickland  v.  Cox,  102 
N.  C.  411,  9  8.  E.  414,  wherein  the 
judgment  itself  was  conditional  "to 
be  stricken  out  if,"  etc.,  and  hence 
was  held  invalid. 

64.  See  the  title  "Sentence  and 
Judgment." 
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where  siteh  judgments  are  permitted,^*  as  in  the  ease  of  an  action 
brought  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property,  wherein  the  judgment 
may  and  usually  must  be  in  the  alternative,  for  the  property  or  its 
value.^^ 

3.  Effect  of  Surplusage.  —  Surplusage  in  a  judgment  does  not 
vitiate  it;  the  surplusage  is  disregarded.^' 

D.     Conformity  to  Process,  Pleadings,  Verdict  and  Findings.®^ 


65.  See  the  following:  Ind. — Chand- 
ler V.  Chandler,  13  Ind.  492,  judgment 
conditioned  on  payment  of  costs  by 
prevailing  party.  La. — West  v.  Mc- 
Connell,  5  La.  424,  25  Am.  Dec.  191; 
Eobeson  v.  Carpenter,  7  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
30;  Bryans  v.  Dunseth,  1  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
412.  Md.— Huston  v.  Ditto,  20  Md. 
305,  326.  Minn. — Carlton  v.  Carey,  61 
Minn.  318,  63  N.  W.  611.  N.  J. 
Johnston  v.  Bowers,  69  N.  J.  L.  544, 
55  Atl.  230.  Pa. — Harmar  «.  Helton, 
25  Pa.  245. 

[a]  Condition  Acting  as  Stay  of 
Execution. — A  condition  annexed  to  a 
judgment  by  which  it  is  to  be  re- 
leased on  the  payment  of  a  sum  of 
money,  etc.,  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  law 
and  an  uncertainty  in  the  condition 
does  not  necessarily  avoid  the  judg- 
ment.  Harmar  v.  Holton,  25  Pa.  245. 

[b]  If  either  party  wishes  for  a 
conditional  judgment,  he  must  move 
for  it.  But  the  motion  must  be  ad- 
dressed to  and  heard  by  the  court. 
It  is  not  a  matter  for  the  jury.  Had- 
ley  V.  Hadley,  80  Me.  459,  IS  Atl.  47. 

68.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — ^Boley 
V.  Griswold,  20  Wall.  486,  22  L.  ed. 
375.  Ala. — Bose  v.  Pearson,  41  Ala. 
687;  Miller  v.  Jones'  Admr.,  29  Ala. 
174;  Brown  v.  Brown,  5  Ala.  .508 
(detinue).  Ky. — Rogers  v.  Bradford, 
8.  Bush  168  (replevin);  Gaddis  &  Co. 
V.  Eamsey,  8  Ky.  Op.  65.  Mo. — Wool- 
dridge  v.  Quinn,  70, Mo.  370;  White 
1!.  Graves,  68  Mo.  218;  Smith  v.  Kan- 
der,  58  Mo.  App.  61.  N.  Y.— Young 
V.  Willet,  8  Bosw.  486;  Wheeler  v. 
Allen,  49  Barb.  460.  S.  C— Bobbins 
V.  Slattery,  30  S.  C.  328,  9  S.  E.  510; 
Joplin  V.  Carrier,  11  S.  C.  327.  Tex. 
Wolf  V.  Lachman,  20  S.  W.  867;  Davis 
V.  Calhoun,  41  Tex.  554;  Burlacher  v. 
Watson,  38  Tex.  62;  Cheatham  v.  Bid- 
die,  8  Tex.  162. 

See  also  7  Standard  Peoc.  488,  and 
the  title  "Eeplevin." 

[a]  But  there  must  be  evidence  of 
its  value  or  an  alternative  decree  will 


be   erroneous.      Eeilly    i).    Freeman,   1 
App.  Div.  560,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  570. 

67.  Cal. — Burke  v.  Carruthers,  31 
Cal.  467;  Wallace  v:  Eldredge,  27  Cal 
495;  Hentig  v.  Johnson,  8  Cal.  App 
221,  96  Pac.  390.  Oa.— SafCold  v. 
Banks,  69  Ga.  289.  Idaho.— Hazard  v. 
Cole,  1  Idaho  276.  HI.— Belford  v. 
Woodward,  158  111.  122,  41  N.  E.  1097 
Helmuth  v.  Bell,  150  111.  263,  37  N.  E, 
230;  Comrs.  of  Highways  v.  Drainage 
Comrs.,  127  111.  581,  21  N.  E.  206 
East  St.  Louis  v.  Canty,  65  111.  App, 
325;  Washington  Park  Club  ■;;.  Bald' 
win,  59  111.  App.  61;  Peddieord  v.  Se- 
curity Live  Stock  Ins.  Co.,  26  JU.  App 
407;  Board  of  Education  v.  Hoag,  25 
111.  App.  558.  Ind. — Kearns  v.  State, 
3  Blackf.  334;  Thorn  v.  Tyler,  "3  Blackf. 
504.  See  NefE  v.  State  ex  rel.  Patter- 
son, 3  Ind.  564.  Ky. — Cleveland  Or- 
phan Inst.  V.  Helm,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
2485,  74  S.  W.  274.  Mich.— Conlin  v. 
Lament  Iron  Co.,  116  Mich.  626,  74  N. 
W.  1004.  Mo. — Steinbaek  v.  Lisa,  1 
Mo.  228.  N.  Y. — Simmons  v.  Craig, 
137  N.  Y.  550,  33  N.  E.  76.  S.  0. 
Lohgstreet  v.  Lafitte,  2  Spears  L.  664. 
Tex.— French  v.  Olive,  67  Tex.  400,  3 
S.  W.  568;  Flournoy  v.  Healy,  31  Tex. 
590;  Windiseh  v.  Gussett,  30  Tex.  744. 
Va. — Orange  &  A.  E.  Co.  -v.  Fulvey, 
17  Gratt.  (58  Va.)  366;  McMichen  v. 
Amos,  4  Band.  (25  Va.)  134.  Wash, 
Barthrop  V.  Tucker,  29  Wash.  666,  70 
Pac.  120. 

See  also  infra,  XI,  F,  4,  note  15.- 

[a]  In  Belford  v.  Woodward,  158 
111.  122,  41  N.  E.  1097,  such  part  of 
the  judgment  as  ordered  the  payment 
to  be  made  in  gold  coin,  was  rejected 
as  surplusage. 

[b]  Where  a  general  judgment  lim- 
ited its  enforcement  to  payment  from 
certain  funds,  the  limitation  was  con- 
sidered as  surplusage,  not  vitiating  the 
judgment.  East  St.  Louis  v.  Canty,  65 
ni.  App.  325. 

[c]  Fact  that  findings  of  fact  are 
incorporated  in  judgment  will  not 
vitiate  it.    See  infra,  XI,  E,  1,  note  84. 

68,  Necessity  for  judgmeni/  by  de- 
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1.  Conformity  to  Process.  —  The  judgment  rendered  in  a  case  must 
be  in  conformity  with  the  writ  or  summons.""  A  judgment  for  an 
amount  greater  than  that  named  in  the  ad  damnum  in  the  writ  is  er- 
roneous,^" but  not  void."  Where  it  is  required  that  the  amount  of  the 
demand  be  specified  in  or  endorsed  on  the  process/^  the  judgment, 
where'  the  defendant  fails  to  appear,  cannot  be  rendered  for  an 
amount  exceeding  •  the  amount  stated  in  or  endorsed  on  the  process.'^ 
An  endorsement  which  is  made  in  a  case  where  it  is  not  required  will 


fault    conforming    to     pleadings     and 
process,  see  supra,  V,  J,  4. 

Amendment  of  judgment  to  conform 
to  verdict,  findings,  and  pleadings,  see 
infra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (VII). 

69.  Hughes  v.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  8 
Wheat:  (U.  S.)   294,  5  L.  ed.  620. 

[a]  A  judgment  must  be  responsive 
to  the  writ,  and  must,  therefore,  either 
be  given  for  the  whole  sum  demanded 
or  ■  exhibit  the  cause  why  it  is  given 
for  a  less  sum,  otherwise,  non  constat^ 
but  the  difference  still  remains  due. 
Hughes  V.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  8  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  294,  310,  5  L.  ed.  620. 

[b]  A  variance  (1)  in  the  Chris- 
tian name  of  a  defendant,  between 
the  writ  and  declaration  on  the  one 
hand  and  the  verdict  and  judgment  on 
the  other  is  fatal.  Sweazy  v.  Nettles, 
2  Mo.  6.  (2)  But  a  summons  against 
Sue  Dixon  is  sufdeient  to  sustain  a 
judgment  against  Sue  E.  Dixon,  unless 
it  is  made  to  appear  that  Sue  Dixon 
and  Sue  E.  Dixon  are  different  per- 
sons. Dixon  V.  Melton,  137  Ky.  689, 
126 -S.  W.  358. 

[c]  Where  suit  is  brought  against 
a  person  by  the  name  of  John  Cox, 
service  is  had  on  Jamgs  Co'x,  and  judg- 
ment is  rendered  against  J.  Cox,  there 
is  error  unless  it  is  shown  in  the 
record  that  the  person  served  was  the 
person  sued.  Sutter  v.  Cox,  6  Cal.  415. 
Designation  of  parties  generally,  see 
infra,  XI,  F. 

70.  Ky.  —  Eobinett  v.  Morris' 
Admr.,  Hard.  93.  Me. — Smitjb  v.  Keen, 
26  Me.  411.  Mass. — Hemmenway  v. 
Hickes,   4   Pick.   497.     Vt.— Chaffee   v. 

Hooper,  54  Vt.  513.     Va See  Palmer 

V.  Mill,  3  Hen.  &  M.  (13  Va.)  502. 

[a]  Where  Action  Is  Referred. 
After  the  action  together  with  other 
claims  against  the  defendant  has  been 
referred  to  arbitrators  under  a  rule  of 
court,  it  is  not  error  to  render  a  judg- 
ment for  an  amount  exceeding  the  ad 
damnum  in  the  writ.  Day  v.  Beokshire 
Woollen  Co.,  1  Gray  (Mass.)  420. 
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[b]  Under  a  statute,  providing  that 
if  there  be  a  plea  of  payment  with 
notice  of  set-off  and  if  it  shall  appear 
that  any  part  of  the  debt  has  been 
paid,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  jury 
to  discount  so  much,  and  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  balance,  for  which  the 
plaintiff  shall  have  judgment,  if  there 
had  been  a  payment  to  the  amount  of 
one  dollar,  the  jury  must  fln^  the 
balance  due,  and  that  judgment  must 
be  rendered  accordingly  although  the 
balance  far  exceeds  the  writ.  The 
same  course  is  to  be  pursued  if  there 
is  a  finding  that  no  payment  has  been 
made.  Smock  v.  Warford,  4  N.  J.  L. 
306. 

[c]  Cure  of  Error. — The  error  in 
rendering  judgment  for  more  than  is 
laid  in  the  writ  is  not  cured  by  credit- 
ing the  excess  on  the  execution.  Eob- 
inett V.  Morris'  Admrs.,  Hard.  (Ky.) 
93.' 

[d]  Omission  of  Ad  Damnum^ — ^Where 
the  ad  damnum  of  a  writ  is  omitted 
or  other  inconsistencies  appear  therein 
and  a  judgment  is  rendered  for  a  cer- 
tain sum,  the  judgment  is  insufficient. 
Bickford  v.  Hannery,  70  Me.  106. 

71.  Smith  V.  Keen,  26  Me.  411; 
Chaffee  v.  Hooper,  54  Vt.  513. 

72.  See  the  title  "Process." 

73.  Cal. — ^Lamping  v.  Hyatt,  27  Cal. 
99;  Lattimer  v.  Eyan,  20  Cal.  628. 
Ill- — Brown  v.  Phillips,  6  HI.  App.  250. 
Neb. — Erck  v.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  43 
Neb.  613,  62  N.  W.  67;  Cleveland  Co- 
op. Stove  Co.  V.  Grimes,  9  Neb.  123, 
2  N.  W.  345.  Ohio.— American  Audit 
Co.  V.  Miller,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  8.) 
368.  Pa.— Graff  v.  Graybill,  1  Watts 
428. 

See  also  supra,  V,  J,  4.  But  see  Hop- 
per V.  Steelman,  3  N.  J.  L.  907. 

[a]  The  court  under  this  statute  is 
without  jurisdiction  to  render  judg- 
ment against  a  'defendant  on  his  de- 
fault for  an  amount  greater  than  that 
endorsed  on  the  summons.  The  error 
in  rendering  judgment  for    a    greater" 
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limit  the  judgment  to  what  is  claimed  in  the  notice.'*  A  judgment, 
however^  exceeding  the  amount  specified  in  the  process  is  proper,  if 
the  excess  is  for  interest.''^  If  because  of  negligence  or  clerical  error 
a  summons  is  issued  for  less  than  the  damages  laid  in  the  declaration, 
a  judgment  exceeding  the  amount  stated  in  the  summons  but  within 
the  declaration  will  be  upheld  on  error.'''' 

Wiere  the  defendant  appears  and  answers  to  the  merits,  the  fact 
that  the  judgment  exceeds  the  amount  endorsed  on  the  sumjnons  is 
unimportant.'^ 

2.  Conformity  to  Pleadings  and  Evidence.  —  a.  General  Rule. 
Judgments  must  be  secundum  allegata  et  probata,  or  in  other  words, 
judgments  rendered  must  be  in  accordance  with  both  the  pleadings 
and  the  evidence.'^  This  rule,  though  one  of  the  common  law,  obtains 
under  the  codes  also,  although  it  may  not  be  so  strictly  applied.'^ 


amount  cannot  be  cured  by  an  offer 
to  remit.  American  Audit  Co.  v.  Mil- 
ler, 11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  368. 

[b]  Where  the  face  of  the  sum- 
mons specifies  the  rate  of  interest  de- 
manded, as  ten  per  cent,  and  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  summons  recites  that 
judgment  on  default  would  be  taken 
for  d  certain  sum  with  interest,  with- 
out specifying  the  rate,  it  is  not 
prejudicial  error  to  resort  to  the  face 
of  the  summons  to  detbrmine  the  rate 
of  interest,  and  a  judgment  for  inter- 
est in  ^xeess  of  seven  per  cent  but 
less  than  ten  per  cent  will  be  upheld. 
McKibben  v.  Harris,  54  Neb.  520,  74 
N.  "W.  952. 

[e]  Statute  Is  Mandatory. — A  stat- 
ute providing  that  if  the  defendant 
fails  to  appear  judgment  shall  not  be 
rendered  for  a  larger  amount  than 
that  endorsed  on  the  summons  is  man- 
datory. Cleveland  Co-op.  Stove  Co.  v. 
Grimes,  9  Neb.  123,  2  N.  W.  345. 

74.  Watson  ,v.  McCartney,  1  Neb. 
131,  an  endorsement  which  does  not 
indicate  all  the  relief  prayed  for  is 
deceptive  and  calculated  to  mislead  a 
defendant. 

75.  m.— Elliott  v:  Knight,  64  HI. 
App.  87,  where  the  excess  is  for  less 
than  the  interest  which  accrued  after 
suit  brought.  See  Welch  v.  Karstens, 
60  m.  117;  Bowling  v.  Stewart,  4  HI. 
193.     Miss. — ^Lynch   v.    Comrs.    of   the 

Sinking  Fund,  4  How.  377.    Pa Graff 

V.  Graybill,  1  Watts  428. 

[a]  On  a  summons  containing  a 
notice  that  the  plaintiff  will  take  judg- 
ment for  a  specified  sum  "with  inter- 
est in  addition  thereto,"  a  judgment 
for  the  sum  with  interest  may  be  ren- 
■  dered,    such    a   summons   being   proper 


under   the   code.     DeWitt   v.   Swift,   3 
How.  Pr.   (N.  y.)   280. 

76.  Messervey  v.  Beckwith,  41  HI. 
452;  Thompson  v.  Turner,  22  HI.  389. 
See  Plato  v.  Turrill,  18  III.  273. 

77.  Erck  v.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  43 
Neb.  613,  62  N.  W.  67. 

78.  Ark.— Maulding  v.  Scott,  13 
Ark.  88,  56  Am.  Dec.  298.  Conn. 
Metropolis  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  68  Conn. 
459,  470,  36  Atl.  832.  Ga.— Denson  v. 
Keys,  140  Ga.  134,  78  S.  E.  768.  Idaho. 
Lowe  V.  Turner,  1  Idaho  107.  111. 
Gutsch  Brew.  Co.  v.  Pischbeck,  41  111. 
App.  400.  Ky.— Pitts  v.  Hatton,  162 
Ky.  330,  172  S.  W.  647.  La.— Lazarus 
V.  Friedrichs,  117  La.  711,  42  So.  230; 
Smith,  Harris  &  Co.  «.  Amaeker,  15 
La.  Ann.  29^.  Mo. — Dougherty  v.  Ad- 
kins,  81  Mo.  411;  Baldwin  v.  Whaley, 
78  Mo.  186.  N.  Y. — Lamphere  v.  Lang, 
213  N.  Y.  585,  108  N.  E.  82;  Day 
V.  New  Lots,  107  N.  Y.  148,  13  N.  E. 
915;  Wright  v.  Delafield,  25  N.  Y.  266; 
Stuart  V.  Mechanics '  &  Farmers '  Bank, 
19  Johns.  496;  In  re  Postal  Tel.  Cable 
Co.,  169  App.  Div.  382,  154  N.  Y. 
Supp.  997;  Weeks  v.  New  York,  etc. 
B.  Co.,  145  App.  Div.  535,  129  N.  Y. 
Supp.  888;  Gordon  v.  Ellenville  &  K. 
E.  Co.,  119  App.  Div.  797,  104  N.  Y. 
Supp.  702;  Metz  v.  Campbell  Printing 
Press  Co.,  11  Misc.  284,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
155.  Tex. — Fields  v.  Florence  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  123  S.  W.  187.  Utah. 
Fillmore  City  v.  Fillmore,  etc.  Mill. 
Co.,  36  Utah  339,  103  Pac.  967. 

See  also  infra,  XI,  D,  2,  b  and  c. 

As  to  remedy  where  the  judgment 
does  not  conform  to  the  pleadings,  evi- 
dence and  verdict,  see  infra,  XIII,  A, 
3,  b,  (VII). 

79.  Under  the  codes,    "the    courts 
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In  accordance  with  this  rule,  judgments  based  upon  allegations  in  the 
pleadings  which  are  not  sustained  by  the  proof  are  erroneous.*"  And 
judgments  based  ,upon  facts  found  which  are  not  involved  in  the  issues 
raised  by  the  pleadings,*^  or  which  are  in  substantial  variance  from 


are  more  liberal  than  formerly  in  mak- 
ing or  allowing  amendments  of  plead- 
ings, and  when  the  substantial  rights 
of  the  parties  have  been  fairly  tried, 
trifling  variances  are  disregarded,  and 
judgment  given  according  to  the  real 
right  of  the  ease  as  established.  .  .  . 
This  right  of  disregarding  variances 
proceeds  upon  the  ground,  that  the 
substantial  rights  of  the  parties  are  set 
np  in  the  pleadings  and  section  169 
forbids  amendments  where  the  party 
will  be  misled  or  surprised.  But  the 
whole  scope  of  these  provisions  of  the 
code,  in  respect  to  pleadings  and 
amendments  thereof,  implies  that  all 
the  material  allegations  of  the  plain- 
tiff or  defendant  shall  be  spread  upon 
the  record,  shall  be  actually  inserted 
in  the  pleadings,  and  when  variances 
are  disregarded,  it  is  upon  the  prin- 
ciple that  they  may  be  amended  nunc 
pro  tune  at  the  trial  and  the  court 
will  so  order  to  perfect  the  record  so 
that  it  shall  show  the  question  really 
litigated  and  decided.  The  principle 
still  remains  that  the  judgment  to  be 
rendered  by  any  court  must  be  secun- 
dum allegata  et  probata."  Wright  v. 
Delafield,  25  N.  Y.  266. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
judgments  may  be  given  for  or  against 
one  or  more  of  several  plainti:?fs,  and 
for  or  against  one  or  more  of  several 
defendants,  and  that  the  court  may 
determine  the  ultimate  rights  of  the 
parties  as  between  themselves  and  may 
grant  to  the  defendant  any  relief  to 
which  he  may  be  entitled,  judgments 
must  be  warranted  by  and  based  upon 
the  allegations  of  the  complaint  and 
answer  as  much  as  was  ever  the  case 
in  the  courts  of  law  and  equity.  Wright 
V.  Delafield,  25  N.  Y.  266. 

80.  Conn. — Vail  ».  Hammond,  60 
Conn.  374,  380,  22  Atl.  954.  HI.— Fuqua 
V.  Robinson,  10  111.  128.  Kan. — Kroe- 
nert  v.  Miller,  106  Pao.  459.  Mo. 
McQuinn  v.  Logue,  143  Mo.  App.  232, 
128  8.  W.  516.  N.  Y.— Eeed  v.  Mc- 
Connell,  133  N.  Y.  425,  31  N.  E.  22. 
Vt. — Burdick  v.  Champlain  Glass  Co., 
11  Vt.  19.  Wash.— Easter  v.  Hall,  12 
Wash.  160,  40  Pac.  728. 

[a]    Under    a   statute   making   rall- 

Vol.  XV 


road  companies  responsible  in  damages 

for  property  injured  by  fire  caused  by' 
their  engines  witho^t  proof  of  negli- 
gence, a  party  may  recover  without 
proof  of  negligence  although  he  has 
alleged  negligence,  for  by  the  state- 
ment of  more  than  is  required,  he  does 
not  forfeit  his  .right  to  recover  upon 
the  facts  he  is  required  to  and  did 
state.  Campbell  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey. 
Co.,  121  Mo.  340,  25  S.  W.  936. 

81.  Ark.— Maulding  v.  Scott,  13 
Ark.  88,  56  Am.  Dee.  298.  Oal.— Hicks 
n.  Murray,  4^  Cal.  515.  Conn. — Gold- 
man 1).  New  York,  etc.  E.  Co.,  83  Conn. 
59,  75  Atl.  148;  Herman  v.  Kling,  81 
Conn.  403,  71  Atl.  507;  Stein  v.  Cole- 
man, 73  Conn.  524,  48  Atl.  206;  Whit- 
ing V.  Eoepke,  71  Conn.  77,  -40  Atl. 
1053;,Atwood  v.  Welton,  57  Conn.  514, 
IS  Atl.  322.  ni.— Hardy  v.  P'olakow, 
151  m.  App.  199;  Gutsch  Brew.  Co.  v. 
Fischbeck,  41  HI.  App.  400.  la.— Watt 
V.  Eobbins,  160  Iowa  587,  142  N.  W. 
387.  Ky. — Preece  /v.  Faulkner,  150  Ky. 
500,  150  S.  W.  646;  Handley's  Heirs 
V.  Young,  4  Bibb  376;  Morrison's  Exr. 
V.  Hart,  2  Bibb  4.  Mo. — Mark  v.  Wil- 
liams Cooperage  Co.,  204  Mo.  242,  103 
S.  W.  20;  Kiskaddon  v.  Jones,  63  Mo. 
190;  Chambers  v.  Kupper-Benson  Hotel 
Co.,  154  Mo.  App.  249,  134  8.  W.  45. 
N.  Y. — ^Lamphere  «.  Lang,  213  N.  Y. 
585,  108  N.  E.  82;  Day  v.  New  Lots, 
107  N.  Y.  148,  13  N.  E.  915;  Bradt 
».  McClenahan,  118  App.  Div.  768,  103 
N.  Y.  8upp.  884;  Abromovitz  v.  Mar- 
kowitz,  58  Misc.  231,  108  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1044;  Mueller  v.  Schmenger,  28  Misc. 
445,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  189.  N,  C— Parsley 
&  Co.  V.  Nicholson,  65  N.  C.  207.  Tex. 
Wallace  &  Co.  v.  Bogel  &  Bro.,  62  Tex. 
636;  Chrismau  v.  Miller,  15  Tex.  160; 
Hall  V.  Jackson,  3  Tex.  305;  Mims  v. 
Mitchell,  1  Tex.  443;  Patterson  v.  Syl- 
van Beach  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  - 
8  W.  515;  Osvald  v.  Williams  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  169  S.  W.  185;  Fields  v. 
Florence  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  123  8.  W. 
187.  W.  Va. — Eiley  v.  Jarvis,  43  W. 
Va.  43,  26  S.  E.  366.- 
_  [a]  "Proofs  without  allegations  are 
aust  as  unavailing  as  allegations  with- 
out proofs."  Bremer  v.  Calumet  Canal 
Co.,   123   HI.    104,   13    N.   B.    837-    De- 
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the  facts  pleaded,'^  are  also  erroneous.  Although  sufficient  may  have 
been  proved  to  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  a  good  and  sufficient 
complaint,  the  judgment  cannot  be  sustained  if  the  complaint  is 
insufficient.^' 

Conformity  as  to  Theory  of  Action.s*  —  If  the  facts  as  shown  by  the 
evidence  are  contrary  to  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff's  action,  a  judg- 
ment cannot  be  rendered  thereon;*^  as  where  the  complaint  alleges  an 
action  in  tort,  a  judgment  as  upon  contract  cannot  be  rendered;*" 


troit  Stove  Wks.  v.  Koch,  30  HI.  App. 
328. 

[b]  Where  a  ground  of  liability  not 
suggested  by  the  pleadings  is  submitted 
to  the  jury  and  there  is  a  general  ver- 
dict, a  judgment  thereon  will  not  be 
upheld  unless  the  other  ground  of 
liability  is  so  clearly  established  that, 
had  a  direction  for  verdict  been  or- 
dered, it  would  be  sustained.  Springer 
V.  Westcott,  87  Hun  190,  33  N.  T. 
Supp.    805. 

82.  Coons  V.  Pritehard,  69  Ma.  362, 
68  So.  225;  Parish  v.  Pensacola,  etc. 
E  Co.,  28  Fla.  251,  9  So.  696;  Abrams 
V.  Allen   (Miss.),  68  So.  927. 

As  to  necessity  for  correspondence 
between  pleading  and  proof,  see  gen- 
erally 13  Enct.  op  Ev.  619. 

83.  Cal. — Rosenkranz  v.  Wagner,  62 
Cal.  151;  Barron  v.  Frink,  30  Cal.  486. 
HI. — Gutsch  Brew.  Co.  v.  Fischbeck,  41 
m.'  App.  400.  Minn. — Knudson  v.  Cur- 
ley,  30  Minn.  433,  15  N".  W.  873.  Tex. 
Smart  v.  Panther,  42  Tex.  Civ/  App. 
262,  95  S.  W.  679;  Hahl  v.  Deutsch,  42 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  94  S.  W.  443. 

See' also  14  Standard  Pkoc.  789,  note 
95. 

As  to  necessity  for  statement  of 
cause  of  action  in  a  complaint,  see 
generally   8   Standard   Proo.   668,   910. 

84.  Conformity  as  to  form  of  action, 
see  infra,  XI,  D,  2,  b,   (III). 

85.  Ark.— Stitt  ».' Rector,  70  Ark. 
613,  69  8.  W.  552.  Cal.— Dobbs  v. 
Purington,  65  Pac.  1091;  Burke  v. 
Levy,  68  Cal.  32,  8  Pac.  527.  Colo. 
Bothwell  V.  Stock  Yards  Co.,  39  Colo. 
221,  90  Pac.  1127.  Ind. — ^Dyer  v. 
Woods,  166  Ind.  44,  76  N.  E.  624.  Ky. 
White  V.  White,  150  Ky.  283,  150  8. 
W.  388.  Mo. — Moss  v.  Brant,  216  Mo. 
641,  116  S.  W.  503;  Huss  v.  Heydt 
Bakery  Co.,  210  Mo.  44,  108  8.  W. 
63;  Irwin  v.  Chiles,  28  Mo.  576;  Cronan 
V.  Stutsman,  168  Mo.  App.  46,  151  S. 
W.  166;  Rhodes  V.  Guhman,  156  Mo. 
App.  344,  137  S.  W.  88.  N.  Y.— Ar- 
nold V.  Angell,  62  N.  Y.  508;  Graham 


V.  Read,  57  N.  Y.  681;  Security,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Stewart,  154  App.  Div.  434,  139 
N.  Y.  Supp.  74;  Gordon  v.  Ellenville 
&  K.  R.  Co.,  119  App.  Div.  797,  104 
N.  Y.  Supp.  702;  BuUenkamp  v.  BuUen- 
kamp,  43  App.  Div.  510,  60  N.  Y.  Supp. 
84;  Broads  v.  Livingston,  21  Misc. 
783,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  143;  Felter  v.  Mad- 
dook,  11  'Misc.  297,  32  'N.  Y.  Supp. 
292.  N.  C— Green  v.  Biggs,  167  N.  C. 
417,  83  S.  E.  553;  Raby  «.  Cozad,  164 
N.  C.  287,  80  8.  E.  415;  MeCollum  v. 
Chisholm,  146  N.  C.  18,  59  8.  E.  160. 
N.  D. — ^Peterson  v.  Conlan,  18  N.  D. 
205,  119  N.  W.  367.  Tenn. — Osborne 
v.  Boswell,  61  S.  W.  96.  Tex. — Texas 
&  P.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Logan,  3  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §186.  Wash. — McLaehlan  v.  Gor- 
don, 86  Wash.  282,  150  Pac.  441. 

[a]  Plaintiff  must  recover  on  the 
facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  and  a 
proceeding  on  a  definite  and  certain 
theory  will  not  support  a  judgment  on 
another  theory.  Walrath  v.  Hanover 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  216  N.  Y.  220,  110  N. 
B.  426. 

[b]  One  cannot  declare  on  a  tres- 
pass and  recover  as  for  negligence. 
Gordon  v.  Ellenville  &  K.,  R.  Co.,  119 
App.   Div.   797,   104  N.   Y.   Supp.   702. 

[c]  A  judgment  on  the  ground  of 
mistake  rendered  upon  a  complaint 
charging  fraud  cannot  be  sustained. 
Gallup  V.  Bernd,  132  N.  Y.  370,  377, 
30  N.  E.  743. 

86.  N.  Y. — Graves  v.  Waite,  59  N. 
Y.  156,  162;  Degraw  v.  Elmore,  50  N. 
Y.  1;  Mea  v.  Pierce,  63  Hun  400,  18 
N.  Y.  Supp.  293;  National  Com./ Bank 
V.  Lackawana,  etc.  Co.,  59  App.  Div. 
270,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  396;  Lustgarten 
V.  Heeht,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  567;  Lusten- 
berger  v.  Lustenberger,  133  N.  Y.  Supp. 
428.  Okla. — Noble  v.  Atchinson,  etc. 
R.  R.  Co.,  4  Okla.  534,  46  Pac.  483. 
S.  C. — South  Carolina  Steamboat  Co.  v. 
Wilmington,  etc.  R.  Co.,  46  S.  C.  327, 
24  S.  E.  337.  Tex. — Behrens  Drug  Co. 
V.  Hamilton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  45  S.  W. 
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and  likewise  when  the  declaration  is  upon  a  cause  of  action  sounding 
in  contract,  a  judgment  as  for  a  tort  will  not  be  upheld.*^ 

b.  Conformity  to  Pleadings. — (I.)  In  General.  —It  is  a  general 
rule,  that  judgments  must  follow  and  be  supported  by  the  pleadings 
in  the  case;*^  but  an  immaterial  variance  between  the  pleadings  and 


622.  Wash.— McLachlan  v.  Gordon,  86 
Wash.  282,  150  Pae.  441. 

[a]  Where  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  state  an  action  ex  delicto, 

it  is  not  competent  at  the  trial  to  con- 
vert it  into  one  ex  contractu.  Neu- 
decker  v.  Kohlberg,  81  N.  Y.  296,  302, 
citing  DeGraw  «;.  Elmore, '50  N.  Y.  1; 
Boss  V.  Mather,  51  N.  Y.  108,  10  Am. 
Eep.  562;  Walter  v.  Bennett,  16  N.  Y. 
250.  But  see  Metropolis  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Lynch,  68  Conn.  459,  36  Atl. 
832,  holding  that  "When  the  com- 
plaint sets  forth  facts  sufficient  to 
support  a  cause  of  action  and  those 
facts  are  established  by  the  evidence 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trier,  the 
court  must  pronounce  the  sentence  of 
the  law  upon  the  facts  as  found.  .  .  . 
However  strongly  a  plaintiff  may  have 
planted  himself  upon  the  theory  that 
his  action  is  founded  on  tort,  he  is 
still  entitled  to  claim  a  judgment  upon 
the  theory  of  contract;  and  if  the  law 
is  so  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  upon 
the  facts  alleged  and  proved,  to  a  judg- 
ment, it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
render  that  judgment,  although  the 
cause  proved  should  be  classed  as  one 
founded  on  contract,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  never  ceased  to  claim  that  it  is 
founded  on  tort." 

[b]  A  judgment  for  "money 
loaned"  cannot  be  rendered  on  a  com- 
plaint for  the  recovery  of  money  fraud- 
ulently obtained.  Kress  v.  Woehrle, 
23  Misc.  472,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  628. 

[c]  Where  the  pleading  of  the 
plaintiff  charges  a  conversion  and  that 
of  the  defendant  sets  up  a  contract, 
a  judgment  as  upon  contract  is  with- 
in the  pleadings.  It  is  proper  for  fhe 
court  in  ascertaining  the  issues  in- 
volved in  a  suit  and  in  rendering  judg- 
ment to  consider  all  the  pleadings  of 
the  parties.  Besides  the  defendant  may 
have  been  guilty  of  conversion  not- 
withstanding the  agreement  and  it  will 
be  presumed  that  the  court  found  such 
to  be  the  case  although  not  expressly 
stated.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mineola  St. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  155  S.  W.  603. 

87.  Cal.— Guild  Gold  Min.  Co.  v. 
Mason,  115  Cal.  95,  46  Pac.  901.    Ma^a. 
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Newmarket  Mfg.  Co.  ».  Coon,  150 
Mass.  566,  23~N-i  E.  380.  Mo.— Bob- 
bins V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  R.  Co.,  34  Mo. 
App.  609;  Bailey  v.  MeCuUy,  28  Mo. 
App.  572. 

[a]  If  the  plaintiff  waive  the  tort 
and  sues  ex  contractu  he  cannot  re- 
cover a  judgment  ex  delicto,  even 
though  the  evidence  show  a  tort.  Furry 
V.  O'Connor,  1  Ind.  App.  573,  28  N. 
E.  103.  , 

88.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Coe 
V.  Armour  Fertilizer  Wks.,  237  IT.  S. 
413,  35  Sup.  Ct.  625,  59  L.  ed.  1027; 
Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Hadley,  224  U.  S. 
270,  280,  32  Sup.  Ct.  406,  56  L.  ed. 
760,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  936;  Clark  v. 
Arizona  Mut.  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.,  217 
Fed.  640.  Cal. — Metropolis  Trust  & 
Savings  Bank  v.  Monnier,  169  Cal.  592, 
147  Pac.  265;  Yuba  County  V.  Kate, 
etc.  Min.  Co.,  141  Cal.  360,  364,  74 
Pac.  1049;  Wise  v.  Wakefield,  118  Cal. 
107,  50  Pae.  310;  Traverse  v.  Tate,  82 
Cal.  170,  22  Pae.  1082;  Von  Drachenfels 
V.  Doolittle,  77  Cal.  295,  19  Pae.  518; 
Cummings  v.  Cummings,  75  Cal.  434, 
441,  17  Pac.  442;  Eaton  v.  Roeca,  75 
Cal.  93,  97,  16  Pac.  529;  Bachman  v. 
Sepulveda,  39  Cal.  688;  Putnam  v. 
Lamphier,  36  Cal.  151;  Benedict  v. 
Gray,  2  Cal.  251,  56  Am.  Dec.  332; 
Cannon  v.  McKenzie,  3  Cal.  App.  286, 
85  Pac.  130.  Colo. — Loukowski  v. 
Pryor,  46  Colo.  584,  106  Pac.  7.  See 
Brown  v.  Linn,  50  Colo.  443,  115  Pae. 
906.  Conn. — Robert  v.  Finberg,  85 
Conn.  557,  84  Atl.  366;  Berman  v. 
Kling,  81  Conn.  403,  71  Atl.  507.  Fla. 
Baker,  etc.  Co.  v.  Indian  River  St. 
Bank,  61  Fla.  106,  55  So.  836.  Ga. 
Evans  v.  Thompson,  143  Ga.  61,  84 
S.  E.  128.  111.— Harty  Bro.  &  Co.  v. 
Polakow,  151  111.  App.  199.  la.— Schick 
V.  West  Davenport  Imp.  Co.,  167  Iowa 
294,  149  N.  W.  451;  Watt  v.  Robbins, 
160  Iowa  587,  142  N.  W.  387;  Bethany 
Church  V.  Moise,  151  Iowa  521,  32  N. 
W.  14.  Kan.— New  v.  Smith,  86  Kan. 
1,  119  Pac.  380;  Hammers  v.  Merrick, 
42  Kan.  32,  21  Pac.  783.  Ky. — Payne 
V.  Nicholson,  155  Ky.  94,  159  S.  W. 
672;  LouisvUle  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore, 
150   Ky.  692,   150  S.  W.   849;   Emison 
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U.  Walker,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  238,  31  S. 
W.  461.  La. — ^Francingues  v.  Dupier- 
ris,  71  So.  503;  Tensas,  etc.  Land  Co. 
V.  Ferguson,  128  La.  171,  54  So.  708. 
Miss. — Warbington  v.  Norris,  3  How. 
(Miss.)  227.  Mont. — ^Foster  v.  Wilson, 
5  Mont.  53,  2  Pac.  310.  Neb.— Hig- 
gins  V.  Vandeveer,  85  Neb.  89,  122 
N.  W.  843;  O'Connor  v.  Fields,  79  Neb. 
840,  113  N.  W.  528;  Fidelity  &  Dep. 
Co.  V.  Parkinson,  68  Neb.  319,  94  N.  W. 
120;  Solt  V.  Anderson,  67  Neb.  103, 
93  N.  W.  205;  Clemens  v.  Heelan,  52 
Neb.  287,  72  N.  W.  270;  Rockford 
Watch  Co.  V.  Manifold,  36  Neb.  801, 
55  N.  W.  236.  Nev.— Humbolt  M.  & 
M.  Co.  V.  Terry,  11  Nev.  237;  Perkins 
V.  Sierra  Nevada  Silver  Min.  Co.,  10 
Nev.  405.  N.  J. — Collins  v.  Whiteside, 
75  N.  J.  L.  865,  69  Atl.  174.  N.  M. 
Senescal  v.  Bolton,  7  N.  M.  351,  -  34 
Pac.  446.  N.  Y. — ^Wright  v.  Delafield, 
25  N.  Y.  266;  Davis  v.  Broadalbin 
Knitting  Co.,  90  App.  Div.  567,  86 
N.  T.  Supp.  127;  Kress  v.  Woehrle,  23 
Misc.  472,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  628;  Simon 
1).  Silber,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  87.  N.  C. 
Neal  V.  Hussey,  48  N.  C.  70.  N.  D. 
Whitney  v.  Akin,  19  N.  D.  638,  125 
N.  W.  470;  Satterlund  v.  Beal,  12  N. 
D.  122,  95  N.  W.  518.  Ohio.— Heirs  of 
Waldsmith  v.  Admr.  of  Waldsmith,  2 
Ohio  156.  Okla. — Eogers  v.  Bass,  etc. 
Co.,  150  Pac.  706.  Ore. — Mountain  Tim- 
ber Co.  V.  Case,  65  Ore.  417,  133  Pac. 
92;  Dufur  v.  Nelson,  58  Ore.  409,  115 
Pac.  148.  Pa. — ^Weiser  v.  Freeman,  227 
Pa.  78,  75  Atl.  1021.  S.  D.— Craigo 
V.  Craigo,  22  S.  D.  417,  118  N.  W. 
712;  Seiberling  v.  Mortinson,  10  S.  D. 
644,  75  N.  W.  202;  Novotny  v.  Dan- 
forth,  9  S.  D.  301,  68  N.  W.  749.  Tenn. 
Nashville,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Marion  Coun- 
ty, 120  Tenn.  347,  108  S.  W.  1058.  Tex. 
Rich  V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  101 
Tex.  466,  108  S.  W.  1152;  First  Bap- 
tist Church  V.  Fort,  93  Tex.  215,  54 
S.  W.  892;  Connellee  v.  Hopkins,  31  S. 
W.  315;  Roche  v.  Lovell,  74  Tex.  191, 
11  S.  W.  1079;  Dunlap  v.  Southerlin, 
63  Tex.  38;  Nails  v.  MoGill  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  184  S.  W.  275;  Toyah  Valley 
Irr.  Co.  V.  Winston  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
174  S.  W.  677;  Patterson  v.  Sylvan 
Beach  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W. 
515;  Osvald  v.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  169  8.  W.  185.  Vtah.— In  re 
Evans,  42  Utah  282,  130  Pac.  217; 
Stookey  v.  Mackay,  42  Utah  1,  128 
Pac.  580;  Florence  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pacific 
Exp.  Co.,  36  Utah  346,  103  Pac.  966; 
Sowles  V.  Clawson,  28  Utah  74,  76  Pac. 


1067;  Darke  v.  Ireland,  4  Utah  192,  7 
Pac.  714.  Va. — Virginia  Iron,  Coal, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Hughes'  Admr.,  88  S.  E. 
88;  Arminius  Chemical  Co.  v.  Landrum, 
73  S.  E.  459.  W.  Va.— Waldron  v. 
Harvey,  54  W.  Va.  608,  46  S.  E.  603, 
102  Am.  St.  Rep.  959. 
See  also  supra,  XI,  D,  2,  a. 
-[a]  "A  judgment  must  be  in  ac- 
cord with  the  pleadings  and  record  as 
a  whole.  It  is  not  rendered  on  the 
petition  and  answer  only,  but  on  the 
plaintiff's  pleading,  those  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  findings  of  the  court. 
Although  the  judgment  would  be  suS'; 
tained  by  the  petition  and  answer,  it 
is  erroneous  if  the  plaintiff's  plead- 
ings, taken  together,  show  that  she  is 
not  entitled  to  recover,  unless  the  de- 
feet  is  supplied  in  the  pleadings  of 
the  defendant."  Solt  v.  Anderson,  67 
Neb.  103,  93  N.  "W.  205. 

[b]  Unessential  allegations  in  the 
petition  may  be  disregarded  and  judg- 
ment rendered  on  the  remainder.  Con- 
nell  V.  Brumback,  18  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
502,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  149. 

[c]  The  rendition  of  judgment  upon 
a  contract  as  pleaded  in  the  answer, 
instead  of  on  the  contract  in  the  com- 
plaint is  not  error.  Ach  v.  Carter,  21 
Wash.  140,  57  Pac.  344. 

[d]  In  determining  whether  a  com- 
plaint contains  averments  suflH.cient  to 
support  a  judgment,  every  intendment 
will  be  indulged  in  favor  of  the  judg- 
ment and  all  doubts  of  construction' 
will  be  indulged  in  support  thereof. 
San  Gabriel  Valley  Bank  v.  L.  V.  Town 
Co.,  4  Cal.  App.  _  630,  89  Pac.  360. 
Construction  of  judgments  generally, 
see  infra,  XII,  B. 

[e]  Presumption. — "In  the  absence 
of  the  pleadings  or  averment  as  to 
their  contents,  it  ought  to  be  assumed 
that  they  were  broad  enough  to  author- 
ize the  relief  given  by  the  judgment, 
notwithstanding  the  allegation  here 
[in  an  application  invoking  the  inher- 
ent power  of  a  court  to  correct  its 
judgment]  of  the  conclusion  that  they 
were  not."  Indiana,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Bird,  116  Ind.  217,  18  N.  E.  837.  See 
also  Leavell  v.  Seale  (Tex.),  45  S.  W. 
171. 

[f]  A  judgment  rendered  against 
two  defendants  as  principals  when  the 
pleadings  disclose  that  one  is  a  prin- 
cipal and  the  other  a  surety  is  erro- 
neous and  will  be  reversed.  Trester 
V.  Pike,  60  Neb.  510,  83  N.  W.  676. 

[g]  Variation   Treated   as    Surplus- 
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judgment  will  not  be  a  fatal  error.*® 

A  judgment  in  favor  of  a  party  must  accord  ^ith  and  be  warranted 
by  his  pleadings.""  The  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  is  limited  to  the 
facts  alleged  in  his  pleading,"^  or  as  is  sometimes  stated,  a  plaintiff 
must  recover  upon  the  cause  of  action  alleged  in  his  complaint."^ 


age.— Where  a  judgment  gave  a  lien 
on  real  property  as  well  as  personal 
and  the  declaration  claimed  a  lien  on 
personal  property  only,  this  recital  in 
the  judgment  was  treated  as  surplusage 
and  did  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 
judgment.  Conliu  v.  Lament  Iron  Co., 
116  Mich.,  626,  74  N.  W.  1004. 

[h]  In  Iiouisiana,  to  prevent  delay 
and  to  save  costs,  although  a  petition- 
er may  have  mistaken  the  ground  of 
the  defendant's  liability,  judgment  will 
be  rendered  for  him.  Eussell  v.  Cash, 
2  La.  185.  See  also  Peterson  v.  Short, 
15  La.  159.  ' 

As  to  validity  of  judgment  by  con- 
sent, where  the  pleadings  do  not  author- 
ize a  judgment  in  a  contested  case, 
see  14  Standakd  Proc.  915. 

Decrees  as  aSected  by  pleadings,  see 
6  Standard  Proc.^  750,  et  seq. 

89.  U.  S.— Wallace  v.  Loomis,  97 
U.  S.  146,  24  L.  ed.  895,  variance  as 
to  medium  of  payment.  Ark. — Rail- 
way Co.  V.  State,  55  Ark.  200,  17  S. 
W.  806,  variance  as  to  name.  Mich. 
Bole  V.  Sands  &  Maxwell  Lumber  Co., 
77  Mich.  239,  43  N.  W.  873,  variance 
as  to  name. 

See  also  infra,  XI,  F,  1. 

[a]  A  judgment  which  does  not  ac- 
cord with  immaterial  allegations  of  the 
pleading,  will  not,  on  that  account,  be 
held  to  be  in  violation  of  the  rule  re- 
quiring conformity  between  judgments 
and  pleadings.  White  v.  AUatt,  87  Cal. 
245,  25  Pae.  420. 

90.  U.  S. — Clark  V.  Arizona  Mut. 
Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.,  217  Fed.  640.  Ala. 
KirHand  v.  Pilcher,  174  Ala.  170,  57 
So.  46;  Story  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Clellan,  145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123.  Conn. 
Berman  v.  Kling,  81  Conn.  403,  71 
Atl.  507.  N.  D.— Satterlund  v.  Beal, 
12  N.  D.  122,  95  N.  W.  518.  Ore. 
Dufur  V.  Nelson,  58  Ore.  409,  115  Pac. 
148. 

[a]  But  a  petitioner  seeking  to  re- 
strain tl^e  sale  of  certain  land  on  the 
ground  it  is  her  homestead  is  entitled  to 
judgment  where  the  defendant  admitted 
the  judgment  had  been  paid,  although 
the  fact  of  payment  had  not  been 
pleaded.     To  establish  claims  under  a 
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judgment  the  party  must  prove  a  valid 
and  active  judgment.  Abee  v.  San 
Antonio  Brew.  Assn.  (Tex.),  78  S.  W. 
973. 

[b]  A  judgment  for  labor  and 
materials  furnished  is  not  supported  by 
a  petition  for  labor  performed.  Fidelity 
&  Dep.  Co.  V.  Parkinson,  68  Neb.  319, 
94  N.  W.  120. 

91.  U.  S.— Kelley  v.  Benton,  179 
Fed.  466,  103  C.  G.  A.  577.  Ark. 
Dressier  v.  Carpenter;  107  Ark.  358, 
155-  S.  W.  108.  Cal.— Heinlen  v.  Heil- 
bron,  71  Cal.  557,  12  Pae.  673.  Conn. 
Stein  V.  Coleman,  73  Conn.  524,  48 
Atl.  206;  Whiting  v.  Koepke,  71  Conn. 
77,  40  Atl.  1053;  Moran  v.  Bentley,  69 
Conn.  392,  37  Atl.  1092;  Powers  v. 
Mulvey,  51  Conn.  432;  Shepard  v.  Ne\y 
Haven  &  Northampton  Co.,  45  Conn. 
54.  Ind. — ^Boardman  v.  Griffin,  52  Ind. 
101.  la. — Schick  v.  West  Davenport 
Imp.  Co.,  167  Iowa  294,  149  N.  W. 
451;  Bethany  Church  v.  Morse,  151 
Iowa  521,  132  N.  W.  14.  Ky.— Sealy 
V.  Williston,  117  S.  W.  959;  Louisville 
&  K.  it.  Co.  V.  Moore,  150  Ky.  692,  150 
S.  W.  849.  La.— Wells  ■«.  Blackman, 
121  La.  394,  46  So.  437.  Mo.— Rhodes 
V.  Guhman,  156  Mo.  App.  344,  137  S. 
W.  88;  Chambers  v.  Kupper-Benaon 
Hotel  Co.,  154  Mo.  App.  249,  134  S.  W. 
45;  Kellerman  Con.  Co.  v.  Chicago 
House  Wrecking  Co.,  137  Mo.  App. 
392,  118  S.  W.  99.  Tex.— Conually  v. 
Saunders  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  142  S.  W. 
975. 

92.  Cal.— Heinlen  v..  Heilbron,  71 
Cal.  557,  12  Pac.  673;  Mondran  v. 
Goux,  51  Cal.  151.  Colo. — Fischbach 
V.  Garrison  Milling,  etc.  Co.,  46  Colo. 
29,  102  Pac.  895.  Conn.— Berman  v. 
Kling,  81  Conn.  403,  71  Atl.  507; 
Moran  v.  Bentley,  69  Conn.  392,' i403, 
37  Atl.  1092.  Fla.- Parrish  ».  Pensa- 
cola,  etc.  E.  Co.,  28  Fla.  251,  9  So. 
696.  Ky.— Ballard  v.  Durr,  165  Ky. 
632,  177  S.  W.  445.  La.— Lazarus  v. 
Priedrichs,  117  La.  711,  42  So.  230. 
Mo. — Wilson  f*  Wilson,  255  Mo.'  528, 
164  S.  W.  561;  Mark  v.  Williams 
Cooperage  Co.,  204  Mo.  242,  103  S.  W. 
20;  Eeed  v.  Bolt,  100  Mo.  62,  12  S. 
W.  347,  14  S.  W.  1089;  Harris  v.  Han- 
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This  rule  is  not  so  strictly  applied  to  defendants,  as  they  are  some- 
times allowed  the  benefit  of  defenses  which  they  did  not  raise  in 
their  pleadings,*^  but  a  judgment  cannot  be  given  a  demurrant  on  a 
ground  different  from  that  stated  in  his  demurrer.''* 

A  judgment  upon  a  finding  which  is  contrary  to  an  admission  in 
the  pleadings  is  erroneous.®^ 

(II.)  Must  Be  Confined  to  Issues.  —  The  judgment  must  be  confined 
to  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings.^"    A  judgment  which  determines 


nibal  &  St.  J.  Eailroad  Cp.,  37  Mo. 
307;  Quigley'  v.  King,  182  Mo.  App. 
196,  168  S.  W.  285;  Schnitzer  v.  Ex- 
celsior Powder  Mfg.  Co.  (Mo.  App.), 
160  S.  "W.  282;  Ehodes  v.  Guhman,  156 
Mo.'  App.  344,  137  S.  W.  88;  Summers 
V.  Keller,  152  Mo.  App.  626,  133  S.  W. 
1180.  N.  Y.— Reed  v.  McConnell,  133 
N.  T.  425,  31  N.  E.  22;  Southwiek  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  84  N.  Y.  420;  O'Hehir 
V.  Cent.  New  England  R.  Co.,  152  App. 
Div.  677,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  627;  Davis 
V.  Broadalbiu  Knitting  Co.,  90  App. 
Div.  567,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  127;  Adams 
V.  McCann,  59  N.  Y.  Super.  59,  13 
N.  Y.'  Supp.  424.  N.  C— McFarland 
V.  Cornwell,  151  N.  C.  428,  66  S.  E. 
454.  Ohio. — Rosebrough  v.  Ansley,  35 
Ohio  St.  107.  Okla. — Overstreet,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Citizens'  Bank,  12  Okla.  383,  72 
Pae.  379.  S.  D. — Anderson  v.  Chilson, 
8  S.  D.  64,  65  N.  W.  435.  Tex.— Rich 
V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  101  Tex. 
466,  108  S.  W.  1152. 

[a]  "Though  the  evidence  may 
justify  a  recovery  upon  a  cause  of 
action  other  than  the  one  alleged,  the 
appellant  court  is  without  authority  to 
award  it."  Eiker  «.  Curtis,  10  Misc. 
125,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  940. 

93.  See  Mullen  v.  Morris,  43  Neb. 
596,  62  N.  W.  74,  where  the  judg- 
ment credited  the  defendant  with  a 
payment  alleged,  in  the  petition  but 
denied  in  the  answer. 

[a]  Where  it  appears  from  the  evi- 
dence introduced  by  the  plaintiff  in 
an  action  for  damages  received  by  rea- 
son of  the  alleged  negligence  of  de- 
fendants, that  the  negligence  was  that 
of  an  independent  contractor,  the  de- 
fendants are  entitled  to  a  nonsuit,  al- 
though he  had  not  pleaded  such  fact. 
Easter  v.  Hall,  12  Wash.  160,  40  Pac. 
728.  ' 

94.  Wilson  v.  Mayor,  6  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)    6. 

Judgments  upon  demurrers,  see  gen- 
erally 6  Standard  Proc.  987,  et  seq. 

95.  White  v.  Douglass,  71  Cal.  115, 


11  Pac.  860;  Gregory  v.  Nelson,  41  Cal. 
278;  Nunan  v.  San  Francisco,  38  Cal. 
689. 

[a]  A  judgment  in  favor  of  a  de- 
fendant who  defaulted  is  erroneous  and 
cannot  stand.  Bousearen  «. -Brown,  40 
Neb.  722,  59  N.  W.  385. 

96.  IT.  S.— Reynolds  v.  Stockton,  140 
U.  S.  254,  11  Sup.  Ct.  773,  35  L.  ed. 
464.  Ala.— Kirkland  v.  Pilcher,  174 
Ala.  170,  57  So.  46.  Ariz.— Blaisdell 
V.  Steinfeld,  15  Ariz.  155,  137  Pac. 
555;  Chenoweth  v.  Butterfield,  11  Ariz. 
315,  94  Pac.  1131'.  Cal.— Gregory  v. 
Nelson,  41  Cal.  278.  Colo.— City  of 
Colorado  Springs  v.  Colorado  &  S.  R. 
Co.,  38  Colo.  107,  89  Pac.  820;  New- 
man V.  Bullock,  23  Colo.  217,  222,  47 
Pac.  379.  Conn. — ^Dewire  v.  Hanley, 
79,  Conn.  454,  65  Atl.  573;  New  Idea 
Pattern  Co.  «.  Whelan,  75  Conn.  455, 
53  Atl.  953;  Stein  v.  Coleman,  73  Conn. 
524,  48  Atl.  206;  Greenthal  v.  Lincoln, 
Seyms  &  Co.,  67  Conn.  372,  35  Atl. 
266.  Ind.— Hutts  v.  Martin,  134  Ind. 
592,  33  N.  E.  676;  McPadden  v.  Ross, 
108  Ind.  512,  8  N.  E.  161;  .Macy  v. 
Wood, '49  Ind.  App.  469,  97  N.  E.  553; 
Furry  v.  O'Connor,  1  Ind.  App.  573, 
28  N.  E.  103.  Kan. — Spaeth  v.  Kouns, 
95  Kan.  320,  148  Pac.  651,  L.  R.  A. 
1915E,  271;  Evans  v.  Central  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  125  Pac.  86.  Ky.— Waggoner  v. 
Howsley,  164  Ky.  113,  175  S.  W.  4; 
Ohio  Valley  Coal,  etc.  Co.  v.  Heine,,  159 
Ky.  586,  167  S.  W.  873;  Dickerson's 
Heirs  v.  Morgan's  Exr.,  8  Dana  (Ky.) 
130.  La.^^Union  Sawmill  Co.  v.  Sum- 
mit Lumber  Co.,  124  La.  270,  50  So. 
35.  Mo.— Wolz  V.  Venard,  253  Mo.  67, 
161  S.  W.  760;  Davidson  v.  Davidson 
Real  Est.,  etc.  Co.,  249  Mo.  474,  155 
S.  W.  1;  McGregor  v.  Ware  Const. 
Co.,  188  Mo.  611,  87  S.W.  981;  Ross 
V.  Ross,  81  Mo.  84;  Newham  v.  Ken- 
ton, 79  Mo.  382.  Mont. — Erbes  v. 
Smith,  35  Mont.  38,  88  Pac.  568.  N.  Y. 
Wright  V.  Delafield,  25  N.  Y.  266; 
In  re  Tel.  Cable  Co.,  154  N.  Y.  Supp. 
997;   Banta  v.  Bapta,   103   App.   Div. 
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'questions  not  within  the  court's  jurisdiction' because  not  in  issue,  is 
to  that  extent  void,  although  the  question  decided  may  be  within  the 
general  jurisdiction  of  the  court.'^  But  the  parties  may  by  consent 
depart  from  the  issues  framed  by  the  pleadings  and  have  questions 


172,  93  2Sr.  Y.  Supp.  393.  N.  C— Caudle 
V.  Morris,  160  N.  0.  168,  76  S.  E. 
17;  Wilson  V.  Taylor,  98  N.  C.  275,  3 
S.  E.  492.  Ohio. — Spoors  v.  Coen,  44 
Ohio  St.  497,  9  N.  B.  132.  Okla. 
Eogers  v.  Bass  &  Harbour  Co.,  150 
Pac.  706;  Anglea  v.  McMaster,  17 
Okla.  501,  87  Pac.  660.  Ore.— Friend- 
ly V.  Elwert,  57  Ore.  599,  105  Pac.  404. 
Ill  Pac.  690,  112  Pac.  1085.  Pa. 
Eoyse  V.  May,  93  Pa.  454.  Phil.  Isl. 
Falcon  v.  Manzano,  15  Phil.  Isl.  441; 
Eegalado  v.  Luohsinger,  1  Phil.  1^1. 
619.  S.  0. — McMillan  v.  Hughes,  88 
S.  C.  296,  70  S.  E.  804.  S.  D.— Seiber- 
ling  V.  Mortinson,  10  S.  D.  644,  75  N. 
"W.  202.  Tex. — ^Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  65 
Tex.  573;  Arno  Co-op.  Irr.  Co.  v.  Pugh 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.O,  177  S.  W.  991.  Wash. 
McLachlan  v.  Gordon,  86  Wash.  282, 
150  Pac.  441. 

[a]  Judgment  Should  Not  Be  Ren- 
dered on  an  Issue  Not  Fairly  Raised 
by  the  Pleadings. — Spaeth  v.  Kouns,  95 
Kan.  320,  148  Pae.  651,  L.  B.  A.  1915E, 
271. 

[b]  Verdict  Not  Responsive  to  Is- 
sue.— It  is  fundamental  error  for  judg- 
ment to  be  rendered  on  answer  of  .iury 
which  is  not  responsive  to  issue  with- 
out which  there  is  no  basis  for  .iudg- 
ment.  Indiana  Co-op.  Canal  Co.  v. 
Gray   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S.  W.  242. 

[c]  Personal  Judgment  in  Proceed- 
ing In  Rem, — ^Where  an  attachment  on 
a  note  is  sued  out  against  a  non-resi- 
dent defendant,  and  where  the  defend- 
ant pleads  the  statute  of  limitations, 
the  proceeding  becomes  a  suit  as  in 
case  of  personal  service  and  a  general 
judgment  'against  him  can  be  rendered. 
Miller  v.  Whitehead,  66  Ga.   283. 

Conformity  to  issues  in  judgments  in 
forcible  entry  and  detainer,  see  8 
Standabd  Peoc.  1125. 

97.  U.  S.— Reynolds  v.  Stockton,  140 
U.  S.  254,  11  Sup.  Ct.  773,  35  L. 
ed.  464;  Barnes  v.  Chicago,  etc.  E. 
E.  Co.,  122  U.  S.  1,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
1043,  30  L.  ed.  1128;  Hooven,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Peatherstone,  111  Fed.  81,  49  C. 
C.  A.  229.  Ala.— Kirkland  v.  Pilcher, 
174  Ala.  170,  57  So.  46.  Ark.— Hoover 
V.  Binkley,  66  Ark.  645,  51  S.  W.  73; 
State   Bank   v.   Sherrill,   12   Ark.    183. 
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Cal.— Stearns  Eanchas  Co.  v.  McDow- 
ell, 134  Cal.  562,  66  Pac.  724;  Wallace 
V.  Farmers  Ditch  Co.,  130  Cal.  578,  62 
Pac.  1078;  Eastlick  v.-  Wright,  121  Cal. 
309,  53  Pac.  654;  Elmore  v.  Elmore, 
114  Cal.  516,  46  Pac.  458.  Colo.— Breck- 
enridge  Merc.  Co.  v.  Bailif,  16  Colo. 
App.  554,  66  Pac.  1079;  Venner  V.  Den- 
ver Water  Co.,  15  Colo.  App.  495,  63 
Pac.  1061.  Ga. — Jackson  v.  Miles,  94 
Ga.  484,  19  S.  E.  708.  Ind.— American 
Furniture  Co.  v.  Batesville  (Ind.),  35 
N.  E.  682;  Hutts  v.  Martin,  134  Ind. 
592,  33  N.  E.  676;  Einggenberg  v.  Hart- 
man,  124  Ind.  186,  24  N.  E.  987; 
Boardmau  v.  Grifan,  52  Ind.  101 ;  Brad- 
ford V.  McBride,  50  Ind.  App.  624,  96 
N.  E.  508;  Baxter  t;.  Baxter,  46  Ind. 
App.  514,  92  N.  E.  881,  1039;  Bart- 
roess  V.  Holliday,  27  Ind.  App.  544,  61 
N.  E.  750;  Oolitic  Stone  Co.  v.  Crof- 
ton,  4  Ind.  App.  571,  31  N.  E.  375. 
Kan. — Kendall  Boat  Co.  v.  Davenport, 
63  Kan.  884,  65  Pac.  688.  La. — State 
ex  rel.  McMahon  v.  St.  Paul,  52  La. 
Ann.  1039,  27  So.  571;  Fisk,  Watt  & 
Co.  V.  Mead,  18  La.  332;  Hennen  v. 
Wood,  16  La.  Ann.  263.  Mo.— Kyle 
V.  Hoyle,  6  Mo.  526.  Neb. — Jarmine 
V.  Sw'anson,  83  Neb.  751,  120  N.  W. 
437;  State  ex  rel.  Connolly  v.  Haverly, 
62  Neb.  767,  87  N:  W.  959;  Eockford 
Watch  Co.  V.  Manifold,  36  Neb.  801,  55 
N.  W.  236;  Lincoln  Nat.  Bank  v.  Vir- 
gin, 36  Neb.  735,  55  N.  W.  218.  N.  J. 
Jones  V.  Davenport,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  77, 
17  Atl.  570;  Eeynolds  v.  Stockton,  43 
N.  J.  Eq.  211,  10  Atl.  385;  Munday 
V.  Vail,  34  N.  J.  L.  418.  N.  M.— Bad- 
aracco  v.  Badaracco,  10  N.  M.  761,  65 
Pac.  153.  N.  Y.— Husted  v.  Van  Ness, 
158  N.  Y.  104,  52  N.  E.  645;  Schlim- 
bach  V.  McLean,  83  App.  Div.  157,  82 
N.  Y.  Supp.  516;  Bolivar  v.  Bolivar 
Water  Co.,  62  App.  Div.  484,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  750;  Clapp  v.  McCabe,  84  Hun 
379,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  425.  S.  B.— -Seiber- 
ling  V.  Martinson,  10  S.  D.  644,  75  N. 
W.  202.  Tenn. — ^Thompson  v.  Keck 
Mfg.  Co.,  107  Tenn.  451,  64  S.  W.  709. 
Tex. — ^Long  v.  Long,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
536,  69  S.  W.  428.  Va.— Seamster  v. 
Blackstook,  83  Va.  232,  2  S.  E.  36. 
Wis. — ^Magunson  v.  Clithero,  101  Wis. 
551,  77  N.  W.  882. 
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determined  which  are  not  raised  thereby.''  This  consent  may  be  ex- 
press,*^ or  it  may  be  implied  from  the  circumstances  attending  the 
trial.^  It  has  been  held  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  a  party 
may  waive  the  defect  that  a  judgment  is  broader  than  the  issues.^ 
(III.)  As  to  Form  of  Action.3  —  The  judgment  should  conform  to  the 
pleadings  with  respect  to  the  form  of  the  action  shown  thereby.* 
Therefore  a  money  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  upon  a  declaration 
or  complaint  in  unlawful  detainer,^  or  detinue."  Nor  may  a  judg- 
ment in  ejectment  be  rendered  upon  a  complaint  in  assumpsit.''  And 
in  an  action  of  debt,  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  as  in  assumpsit  is 
erroneous;*  but  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  for   damages   upon    a 


[a]  A  judgment  entered  by  the 
court  confessedly  outside  tlie  issues 
rests  upon  the  same  footing  as  a  judg- 
ment in  which  the  subject-matter  is 
entirely  foreign  to  the  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred upon  the  court.  Lincoln  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Virgin,  36  Neb.  735,  55  N.  W. 
218. 

[b]  A  judgment  which  cannot  be 
rendered  under  a  complaint  is  as  in- 
valid as  a  judgment  on  a  complaint 
which  fails  to  state  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion. Kirkland  v.  Pilcher,  174  Ala. 
170,  57  So.  46. 

98.  Colo. — Newman  v.  Bullock,  23 
Colo.  217,  47  Pac.  379.  Minn. — Erick- 
son  V.  Fischer,  51  Minn.  300,  53  N.  W. 
638.  N.  Y.— Schoepflin  r.  Coffey,  162 
N.  T.  12,  56  N.  E.  502;  Farmers'  Loan 
&  Trust  Co.  V.  Housatonic  E.  Co.,  152 
N.  T.  251,  46  N.  E.  504;  Knickerbocker 
V.  Eobinson,  83  App.  Div.  614,  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.  314;  Engel  v.  Sontag,  110  N.  Y. 
Supp.  933.  Tenn. — Wright  v.  Durrett, 
52  S.  W.  710.  Tex.— Williamson  v. 
Wright,  1  Tex.  Unrep.  Cas.  711. 

See  generally  the  title  "Variance 
and  Failure  of  Proof." 

[a]  "Evidence  of  facts  or  stipula- 
tions as  to  the  facts  of  a  case,  cannot 
make  the  case  broader  than  it  appears 
by  allegation,  nor  can  a  party  by 
mere  force  of  facts  admitted  or  proven 
become  entitled  to  relief  to  which  he 
would  not  have  been  entitled  had  his 
case  been  resisted  only  by  general  de- 
murrer interposed  to  the  pleadings  upon 
which  he  relies."  Hicks  v.  Murray,  43 
.  Cal.  515. 

99.  Campbell  v.  Consalus,  25  N.  Y. 
613. 

1.  Acquiescence  in  trial  of  a  new 
and  different  cause  of  action  may  be 
by  silence  or  conduct.  Eeed  v.  McCon- 
nell,  133  N.  Y.  425,  31  N.  E.  22. 

[a]     Consent  Implied. — "In  the  ab- 


sence of  amended  pleading  or  of  stip- 
ulation, the  court  of  review  must  infer 
the  consent  to  try  issues  from  the 
evidence  offered  upon  the  one  side,  and 
the  absence  of  objections  or  the  char- 
acter of  objections,  if  any  are  made 
upon  the  other  side."  Frear  v.  Sweet, 
118  N.  Y.  454,  458,  23  N.  E.  910. 

Where  the  judgment  is  by  agreement, 
see  14  Standabd  Peoo.  919. 

2.  Where  a  party  approves  a  form 
of  judgment  submitted  to  him,  he 
waives  a  defect  that  the  judgment  is 
broader  than  the  issues.  National  Circle 
Co.  V.  Hines,  88  Conn.  676,  92  Atl. 
401. 

3.  Conformity  as  to  theory  of  ac- 
tion, see  supra,  XI,  D,  2,  a. 

4.  See  the  cases  generally  through- 
out this  section. 

[a]  In  an  action  upon  a  covenant 
for  a  liquidated  sum,  the  rendition  of 
a  judgment  for  the  sum  and  interest 
declaring  it  to  be  "the  debt  in  the 
declaration"  instead  of  putting  the 
principal  and  interest  together  and 
calling  it  damages  is  not  reversible  er- 
ror. Jenkins  v.  Yeates,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)    48. 

[b]  Under  -  a  statute  relating  to 
bonds  dispensing  with  a  formal  judg- 
ment for  the  penalty  and  authorizing 
the  court  to  give  a  judgment  for  what 
is  due  in  equity  and  good  conscience, 
a  judgment  for  damages  is  proper. 
Sinclair  v.  Gadeomb,  1  Vt.  32. 

5.  Kirkland  v.  Pilcher,  174  Ala.  170, 
57  So.  46. 

6.  Kirkland  v.  Pilcher,  174  Ala.  170, 
57  So.  46. 

7.  Kirkland  v.  Pilcher,  174  Ala.  170, 
57  So.  46. 

8.  Anderson  v.  Sloan,  1  Colo.  484; 
Brown  v.  Keller,   38   111.   63. 

As  to  judgment  in  debt  generally, 
see  6  Standard  Pkoc.  492. 
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declaration  in  debt,  although  technically  an  error'  is  not  an  erroi? 
affecting  the  validity  of  the  judgment.^" 

In  code  states,  this  rule  has  been  modified  and  the  courts  will  ren- 
der such  judgment  as  the  evidence  and  pleadings  show  the  ,  party 
entitled  to,  regardless  of  the  form  of  action.^^  But  even  under  the 
code  practice  if  a  party  brings  an  equitable  action  he  must  maintain 
it  upon  equitable  grounds  or  fail,  even  though  he  may  prove  a  good 
legal  action, ^2  for  to  hold  otherwise  would  be  in  violation  of  the  rule 


[a]  But  if  the  judgment  entered  as 
in  assumpsit  binds  the  defendant  to 
pay  no  more  than  an  accurate  judg- 
ment in  debt  would  have  done,  it  will 
not  be  reversed  merely  because  in  as- 
sumpsit. .  Sandford  v.  Richardson,  1 
Ala.  182;  Carroll  v.  Meeks,  3  Port. 
226. 

[b]  Where  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment on  a  declaration  in  debt  are  for 
"rent  due,"  as  the  verdict'  and  judg- 
ment seem  to  exclude  interest,  they 
must  have  been  for  the  debt  alone 
and  will  be  sustained.  Brown  v.  Kel- 
ler, 38  111.  63. 

9.  Bowdeu  v.  Bowden,  75  111.  Ill; 
Eockford,  E.  I.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Steele,  69  111.  253;  Jones  v.  Lloyd,  1 
111.  225;  Independent  Order  v.  Stahl,  64 
111.  App.  314;  Bradford  v.  Curlee,  41 
Miss.  558. 

10.  Bradford  v.  Curlee,  41  Miss.  558 
(the   error  is  no   ground   of   reversal) ; 

-Smith  V.  Nol'en,  2  How.   (Miss.)   735. 

[a]  The  oljjection  Is  merely  tech- 
nical and  the  judgment  will  not  be  re- 
versed unless  the  question  was  raised 
in  the  trial  court.  Bowden  v.  Bow- 
den, 75  HI.  111.  To  same  effect  see 
Eockford,  E.  I.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Steele,  69  111.  253;  Independent  Order 
V.    Stalh,   64   111.    App.    314. 

11.  U.  S.— Atlantic  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  106  Fed.  623.  Conn. 
Metropolis  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  68  Conn. 
'459,  36  Atl.  832.  la.— Lee  v.  Coon 
Eapids  Nat.  Bank,  166  Iowa  242,  144 
N.  W.  630.  Mo.— Eutherford  v.  Sam- 
ple, 186  Mo.  App.  469,  171  8.  W.  578. 
Mont. — ^Donovan  v.  McDevitt,  36  Mont. 
61,  92  Pac.  49.  N.  Y.— Wright  v.  Hook- 
er, 10  N.  Y.  51;  Wilder  v.  Boynton,  63 
Barb.  M7;  Eldridge  v.  Adams,  54  Barb. 
417;    Doughty   v.    Crozier,    9    Abb.    Pr. 

'411;  Brennan  v.  Gale,  56  App.  Div.  4, 
67  N.  Y.  Supp.  382. 

[a]  The  rights  of  a  party  are  not 
to  be  determined  by  the  label  which 
he  places  upon  his  petition,  but  upon 
the   facts  pleaded.     Although   a  party 
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may  have  erroneously  alleged  a  con- 
version of  money  he  may  recover  for 
money  had  and  received  if  the  facts 
pleaded  and  proved  warrant  it.  Lee  v. 
Coon  Eapids  Nat.  Bank,  166  Iowa  242, 
144  N.  W.  630. 

12.  BrinkerhofE  v.  Bostwick,  105  N. 
Y.  567,  12  N.  E.  58;  Sternberger  v. 
McGovern,  56  N.  Y.  12;  Bradley  v. 
Aldrich,  40  N.  Y.  504;  Heywood  V. 
Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  534;  Dalton  v.'Van- 
derveer,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  430,  23  Civ. 
Pro.  443,  8  Misc.  484;  Mann  v.  Fair- 
child,  41   N.  Y.   106,  111. 

[a]  Under  the  code,  actions  at  law 
and  suits  in  eqiiity  are  in  fact  re- 
tained. The  pleader  need  not  state 
whether  his  action  is  at  law  or  in 
equity,  but  he  is  only  required  to  state 
the  facts  constituting  his  cause  of  ac- 
tion, and  if  the  facts  justify  a  re- 
covery at  law,  a  judgment  granting 
such  relief  will  be  granted.  Likewise 
if  the  facts  justify  a  recovery  in 
equity  a  judgment  will  be  rendered 
granting  such  relief.  But  the  judgment 
in  every  case  must  be  warranted  by 
the  facts  stated.  Stevens  v.  New 
York,  84  N.  Y.  296,  304. 

[b]  The  rule,  that  when  equity  has 
obtained  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and 
subject-matter  of  the  action,  it  may 
adapt  the  relief  to  the  exigencies  of  the 
case,  even  to  rendering  a  personal  judg- 
ment in  order  to  prevent  a  failure  of 
justice,  applies  when  the  general  basis 
of  fact  upon  which  equitable  relief  was 
sought  has  been  made  out,  but  for 
some  reason  it  becomes  impracticable 
to  grant  such  relief,  or  when  the  relief- 
would  be  insufficient.  It  does  not  apply 
to  a  case  where  it  appears  there  was 
never  any  ground  for  equitable  relief 
whatever  but  the  sole  remedy  was  an 
action  at  law.  Dudley  v.  Third  Order 
St.  Francis,  138  N.  Y.  451,  34  N.  E. 
281. 

[c]  Where  Fact§  Are  Insufficient  to 
Obtain  Equitable  Relief. — ^But  where  a 
party   proceeds   upon   the   theory   that 
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that  the  complainant  must  recover  upon  the  cause  of  action  alleged.^^ 
(IV.)  As  to  Parties.!*  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  The  judgment  must  cor- 
respond to  the  pleading  as  to  the  parties  for  and  against  whom, it  is 
rendered.^*  A  judgment  in  favor  of  or  against  persons  not  parties  to 
the  action  is  erroneous.^^  In  accordance  with  the  rule  restricting  a 
party  to  the  relief  sought,  a  judgment  against  a  party  against  whom 
a  judgment  is  not  asked  is  erroneous.^'^  And  a  general  jlidgment 
cannot  be  rendered  against  "defendants"  where  different  relief  is 
asked  against  different  defendants.^^ 

(B.)  Conformity  as  to  Capacity.  —  The  judgment  must  conform  to 
the  pleadings  as  to  the  capacity  in  which ,  the  parties  sue  and  are 
sued.^^  Where  a  person  sues  or  is  sued  in  his  individual  capacity  the 
court  cannot  render  a  judgment  for  or  against  him  in  a  representative 
capacity,^"  and  conversely,  where  he  sues  or  is  sued  in  a  representative 
capacity  upon  a  cause  of  action  for  or  against  him  as  such,  a  judg-. 
ment  for  or  against  him  as  an  individual  is  improper.^^  But  a  person 


his  relief  is  in  equity  but  fails  to 
state  suficient  facts  to  entitle  him  to 
equitable  relief,  he  will  be  given  the 
relief  to  which  he  appears  to  be  en- 
titled. If  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
a  money  judgment,  a  money  judgment 
will  be  rendered.  Donovan  v.  Mc- 
Devitt,  36  Mont.  61,  92  Pac.  49. 

13.  Anderson  v.  Chilson,  8  S.  D.  64, 
65  N.  W.  435. 

14.  Designation  of  parties  and  ad- 
ditions, see  infra,  XI,  F. 

15.  A  complaint  alleging  the  per- 
formance of  services  for  defendant  and 
another,  and  a  promise  by  the  defend- 
ant to  pay  therefor  supports  a  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant.  Delafield 
V.  San  Francisco,  etc.  E.  Co.,  107  Cal. 
xvii,  40  Pac.  958. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Name. — That  the 
defendant  company  is  named  as  a 
"railroad"  company  in  the  complaint 
and  a  "railway"  company  in  the 
judgment  is  not  a  material  variance. 
St.  Louis,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  State,  55  Ark. 
200,  17  S.  W.  806.  See  also  Bole  v. 
Sands  &  Maxwell  Lumber  Co.,  77  Mich. 
239,  43  N.  W.  878. 

[b]  A  party  may  be  estopped  to 
object  to  a  variance  in  the  name  of 
the  party  in  whose  favor  a  judgment 
is  rendered,  as  where  he  attempts  by 
petition  to  set  it  aside  on  other 
grounds.  Glover  v.  Cox,  137  Ga.  684, 
73  S.  E.  1068. 

16.  See  14  Standard  Proc.  782. 

[a]  The  amendment  of  pleadings  so 
as  to  leave  out  some  of  tlie  parties 
defendant  operates  as  a  discontinuance 
as   to  them,   but   the   entitling   of   the 


judgment  as  against  them  is  merely  a  . 
clerical  misprision.  It  is  only  the  name 
given  to  designate  the  cause  and  is  of 
no  effect  against  the  omitted  defend- 
ants. The  error  is  unimportant.  Brown- 
er V.  Davis,  15  Cal.  9. 

17.  Kentucky  Liquor  Co.  v.  Green- 
baum,  150  Ky.  569,  150  S.  W.  805. 

As  to  general  rule  regarding  relief 
that  may  be  granted,  see  infra,  XI,  D, 
2,  b,   (VI). 

18.  Feder  v.  Field,  117  Ind.  386,  20 
N.  E.  129;  Thompson  v.  School  Dist., 
71  Mo.  495. 

Designation  of  parties  as  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  see  infra,  XI,  F,  2. 

19.  Conn. — Mowry  v.  Hawkins,  57 
Conn.  453,  18  Atl.  784.  111.— Stokes  v. 
Eiley,  121  111.  166,  11  N.  E.  877.  Tex. 
See  Connellee  "O.  Hopkins  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  31  S.  W.  315. 

20.  lU.— Stokes  v.  Eiley,  121  III. 
166,  11  N.  E.  877.  N.  Y.— Merritt  v. 
Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  168.  Tex.— Pryor  v. 
Krause  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168  S.  W. 
498. 

[a]  But  when  the  plaintiff  amends 
his  pleading  charging  a  defendant  as 
an  individual,  and  complains  of  him 
both  as  an  individual  and  in  his  repre- 
sentative capacity,  the  court  has 
authority  to  render  judgment  against 
him  in  both  capacities.  Pryor  v. 
Krause  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168  S.  W. 
498. 

21.  Austin  V.  Munroe,  47  N.  Y.  360, 
distinguished  in  Wick  v.  Jewett,  9  N.  Y. 
St.  477. 

[a]  Where  an  administrator  or 
executor  is  sued  in  his  representative 
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who  sues  in  a  representative  capacity,  such  as  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, and  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action  accruing  to  him  in  his  own 
right  may  recover  a  judgment  in  his  individual  capacity  and  the  words 
describing  the  capacity  in  which  he  sues  will  be  considered  mere 
description  of  the  person,  and  not  invalidate  the  judgment.^^ 

(V.)  As  to  Description  of  Property.23  —  The  description  of  the  prop- 
erty in  the  judgment  should  follow  the  description  in  the  complaint.^* 
,  A  slight  variance  between  the  description  in  the  .judgment  and  that 
in  the  declaration  or  complaint  will  not  invalidate  the  judgment,  how- 
ever.^°    But  a  material  variance  is  cause  for  reversal.^^ 

(VI.)  As  to  Eelief.sr  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  The  rule  that  judgments 
must  conform  to  the  pleadings  applies  to  the  relief  granted.^*    And 


capacity  and  a  personal  judgment  is 
rendered  against  him  it  will  be  invalid. 
Toley  V.  Scharmann,  58  App.  Div.  250, 
68  N.  Y.  Supp.  771:  Humphreys' 
Admr..  «.  West's  Admrs.,  3  Band.  (24 
Va.)   516. 

22.  Butler  v.  Kenner,  2  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
274;  M'Grew  v.  Browder,  2  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  17;  Childress  v.  Davis,  15  La. 
492;  Hunter  v.  Postlewaite,  10  Mart. 
(O.  S.)  456,  12  Am.  Dec.  334.  N.  Y. 
Bingham  v.  Marine  Nat.  Bank,  18  Abb. 
N.  C.  135;  Wick  v.  Jewett,  9  N.  Y. 
St.  477,  distinguisMng  Austin  v.  Mun- 
roe,  47  N.  Y.  360.  Tex. — Morrison  v. 
Hodges,  25  Tex.  Supp.  176. 

Effect  of  surplusage  generally,  see 
supra,  XI,  C,  3.  See  also  infra,  XI, 
F,  4. 

23.  Description  of  property  gener- 
ally, see  infra,  XI,  H. 

24.  Cal.— Holman  v.  Vallejo,  19  Cal. 
498.  lU.— Eussell  v.  Brown,  41  111.  183. 
Mont. — Foster  v.  Wilson,  5  Mont.  53, 
58,   2   Pae.   310. 

[a]  Where  there  is  an  apparent  mis- 
take in  the  declaration  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  land  followed  by  a  cor- 
rect and  particular  description,  it  is 
proper  for  the  clerk  to  follow  the 
latter  in  entering  judgment.  Anderson 
V.  Tinney,  5  Mackey  (D.  C.)  335. 

[b]  A  judgment  for  a  different 
piece  of  land  than  that  sued  for 
(Throckmorton  v.  Davenport,  55  Tex. 
236;  Arno  Co-op.  Irr.  Co.  v.  Pugh 
[Tex.  Civ.  App.],  177  S.  W.  991;  Sen 
V.  Eehling  [Tex.  Civ.  App.],  29  S.  W. 
1114),  or  awarding  damages  to  land 
not  described  in  the  complaint  (Hein- 
len  V.  Heilbron,  71  Cal.  557,  12  Pae. 
673),  is  erroneous. 

[c]  It  is  presumed  that  the  land 
described  in  the  judgment  is  the  sam6 
as  that  in  the  petition  there  being  no 
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contradiction       in       the       description, 
though  that  in  the  judgment  is  fuller. 
Chapman  v.  Polack,  66  Cal.  xvii,  5  Pae. 
232;  Leavell  v.  Seale  (Tex.),  45  S.  W.' 
171. 

25.  Mitchell  v.  Fidelity,  ete.  Co.,  20 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  713,  47  S.  W.  446;  Sen  v. 
Eehling  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W.. 
1114. 

26.  Conley  .v.  Dunn,  28  Mont.  295, 
72  Pae.  654. 

27.  Showing  relief  granted,  see  in- 
fra, XI,  I. 

28.  Ark. — Eogers  v.  Brooks,  30  Ark. 
612.  Idaho. — ^Lowe  v.  Turner,  1  Idaho 
107.  Ind. — ^Bixel  v.  Bixel,  107  Ind.  534,  - 
8  N.  E.  614;  Boardman  v.  Griffin,  52 
Ind.  101.  la. — Hines  v.  Horner,  86 
Iowa  594,  53  N.  W.  317.  Kan.— Ham- 
mers V.  Merrick,  42  Kan.  32,  21  Pae. 
783.  Md. — ^Lumpkin  v.  Lumpkin,  108 
Md.  470,  70  Atl.  238.  Mich.— Burchy 
V.  Carpenter,  181  Mich.  78,  147  N.  W. 
612.  Minn. — Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.  v. 
Wiedemann,  72  Minn.  344,  75  N.  W. 
208,  76  N.  W.  41.  N.  M.— Senescal  v. 
Bolton,  7  N.  M.  351,  84  Pae.  446.  N.  Y. 
Pioneer  v.  Alexander,  7  Mise.  709,  28 
N,  Y.  Supp.  157.  N.  C— Adams  v. 
Hayes,  120  N.  C.  383,  27  S.  E.  47. 
Ohio — Moorman  v.  Schmidt,  69  Ohio 
St.  328,  69  N.  E.  617.  Tenn.— Simpson 
V.  Markwood,  6  Baxt.  340.  Tex. 
Vaugn  V.  Pearce  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153 
S.  W.  171. 

[a]  A  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  relief 
to  the  extent  that  the  averments  of 
his  petition  are  sustained  by  the  proof 
(Toy  V.  McHugh,  62  Neb.  820,  87  N. 
W.  1059);  but  relief  beyond  that 
authorized  by  the  facts  alleged  cannot 
be  granted.    See  6  Standard  Peoc.  715. 

[b]  Where  in  obedience  to  an  order 
of  the  appellate  court  directing  a  court 
to   render  judgment   as  prayed  for  in 
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as  a  general  rule  a  judgment  granting  relief  which  has  not  been  asked 
for  by  the  party  is  erroneous.^^  It /is  true  that  under  a  prayer  for 
general  relief,  the  court  may  render  a  judgment  granting  the  relief 
the  parties  are  entitled  to  under  the  pleadings  and  proofs.'^" 


the  answer,  the  court  rendered  judg- 
ment as  prayed  for,  except  for  the 
addition  of  the  order,  "And  said  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  and  shall  have 
any  appropriate  process  of  this  court 
to  enforce  said  judgment  hereby  given, 
and  each  and  every  part  thereof," 
there  is  no  error.  White  v.  Wise,  1 
Cal.  App.   xviii,   81   Pao.   664. 

[c]  Tie  consent  of  the  parties  to 
the  rendition  of  a  judgment  exceeding 
the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint is  as  ineffectual  to  confer  author- 
ity upon  the  court  to  render  it,  as  if 
there  had  been  no  cause  of  action 
stated  in  the  complaint.  Eosebrough 
V.  Ansley,  35  Ohio  St.  107. 

[d]  To  What  Cases  Kule  AppUes. 
The  rule  requiring  the  recovery  to  be 
secundum  allegata  et  probata  obtains 
in  all  cases  where  it  does  not  appear 
that  substituted  issues  were  litigated 
on  the  trial.  Eiker  v.  Curtis,  10  Misc. 
125,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  940. 

[e]  In  Eeplevln.^^A  judgment  of 
retorno  habendum  cannot  be  had  in  re- 
plevin where  the  plea  is  non  cepit  and 
the  verdict  is  "not  guilty,"  as  this 
plea  only  puts  in  issue  the  taking  of 
the  property.  Eohe  v.  Pease,  189  Dl. 
207,  59  N.  E.  520.  See  generally  the 
title  "Eeplevin." 

29.  See  the  following:  la. — Heins  v. 
Wieke,  102  Iowa  396,  71  N.  W.  345 
(judgment  by  default) ;  Dist.  Tp.  of 
Eureka  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  88  Iowa  194, 
55  N".  ,W.  342;  Tice  v.  Derby,  59  Iowa 
312,  13  N.  W.  301;  Lafever  v.  Stone, 
55  Iowa  49,  7  N.  W.  400;  Byam  v. 
Cook,  21  Iowa  392;  McGlaugidin  v. 
O'Eourke,  12  Iowa  459.  Ky.— Eadford 
V.  Southern  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  12  Bush 
434.  La.— Cole  v.  Eeddick's  Heirs,  28 
La.  Ann.  843.  Mo. — Gamble  v.  Daugher- 
ty,  71  Mo.  599.  Me. — Palmer  v.  York 
Bank,  18  Me.  166.  Mont. — Erbes  v. 
Smith,  35  Mont:  38,  88  Pac.  568.  N.  Y. 
Husled  V.  Ingraham,  75  N.  Y.  251. 
Ohio. — Ehodenbaugh  v.  Carey,  2  Ohio 
Dee.  (Eeprint)  599,  judgment  on  de- 
fault. Phil.  Isl. — ^Lerma  v.  De  la  Cruz, 
7  Phil.  Isl.  581.  Tex.— Houston  v. 
Emery's  Sons,  76  Tex.  282,  13  8.  W. 
264;  Throckmorton  v.  Davenport,  55 
Tex.   236;    Hogan   v.   Kellum,    13    Tex. 


396;  Home  luv.  Co.  v.  Strange  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W.  510;  Hahl  v. 
Deutseh,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  94  S.  W. 
443.  Wash. — Oldfield  v.  Angeles  Brew. 
&  M.  Co.,  72  Wash.  168,  129  Pac.  1098, 
See  also  6  Standard  Proc.  719;  and 
generally  the  title  "Prayer."  , 

[a]  It  is  not  the  duty  of  a  court  to 
extend  to  a  party  a  real  or  supposed 
benefit  which  he  manifests  no  desire  to 
obtain.  Nevada  County  &  S.  C.  Co. 
V.  Kidd,  37  Cal.  282,  304;  Morrison 
V.  Bowman,  29  Cal.  337,  354. 

[b]  Eelief  cannot  be  granted  by  a 
judgment  which  is  not  specifically 
prayed  for  or  within  the  contemplation 
of  a  prayer  for  general  relief.  Walker 
V.  Walker,  93  Iowa  643,  61  N.  W.  930. 

[c]  "When  /the  plaintiff  by  the 
prayer  of  the  petition  asks  a  par- 
ticular recovery  or  special  relief,  which 
is  consistent'  with  the  case  stated,  and 
there  is  no  prayer  for  general  relief, 
the  special  prayer  must  be  regarded 
as  evidencing  the  nature  and  object  of 
the  suit  and  in  this  respect  as  giving 
character  to  it;  and  the  plaintiff  will 
not  in  general  be  entitled  to  a  differ- 
ent relief  from  that  which  he  asked, 
for  the  presumption  is  that  the  plain- 
tiff best  knows  the  nature  of  his  ease 
and  the  injury  he  has  sustained." 
Hogan  V.  Kellum,  13  Tex.  396,  quoted 
and  applied  in  City  of  Houston  v. 
Emery's  Sons,  76  Tex.  282,  13  S.  W. 
264. 

[d]  As  to  judgment  for  more  land 
than  claimed  in  an  action  of  forcible 
entry  and  detainer,  see  8  Standard 
Proc.  1125. 

[e]  Need  Not  Follow  Exact  Lan- 
guage of  Prayer. — It  is  not  necessary 
that  a  decree  should  follow  the  exact 
language  of  the  prayer  for  relief.  It 
is  sufS.cient  if  it  substantially  grants 
the  relief  prayed  for.  Johnson-Maake- 
stad  V.  Johnson,  44  HI.  App.  593;  Little 
V.  White,  3  Ind.  544. 

[f]  Where  a  petition  justifies  it, 
relief  according  to  the  equities  of  the 
case  will  be  granted  although ,  some- 
what different  than  the  specific  relief 
sought.  Eutherford  v.  Sample,  186  Mo. 
App.  469,  171  S.  W.  578. 

3D.     See  the  following:   Ga. — Hairal- 

Vol.  XV 


48 


JUDGMENTS 


Application  of  Eule  to  Defendants.  —  This  rule  applies  to  judgments 
for  defendants  as  well  as  plaintiffs.^^  -  An  affirmative  judgment  can- 
not be  rendered  for  a  defendant  who  does  not  pray  for  it,  as  this 
would  be  in  clear  conflict  with  the  general  rule  requiring  judgments 
to  be  secundum  allegata  et  probata.^^ 

(B.)  CoNFOEMiTT  AS  TO  Amount.33  —  The  amouut  for  which  a  judg- 
ment is  rendered  must  be  supported  by  the  pleadings.^*  It  is  a  gen- 
eral rule,  irrespectiye  of  the  form  of  the  action,  that  a  plaintiff  can 


sou   V.   Carson,   111    Ga.    57,    36' S.   E. 
319;    Schmitt    v.    Schneider,     109     Ga. 

-  628,  35  S.  E.  145.  la.— Eees,  Gabriel 
&  Co.  V.  Shepherdson,  95  Iowa  431,  64 
N.  W.  '286;  Hoskins  v.  Rows,  61  Iowa 
180,  16  N.  "W.  78.  Kan.— Hardy  v.  La 
Dow,  72  Kan.  174,  83  Pao.  401.  Ky. 
Kentucky,  .etc.  Goal  Co.  v.  Frazier,  161 
Ky.    374,    170   S.   W.   986;    McHugh   v. 

I  Louisville  Bridge  Co.,  23  Ky.  L.'  Eep. 
1546,  65  S.  W.  456.  La.— Independent 
lee  &  D.  "W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  106 
lia.  55,  30  So.  270.  Neb.— Kelley  v. 
"Wehn,  63  Neb.  410,  88  N.  W.  682; 
Grand  Island  Sav.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Moore, 
40  Neb.  686,  59^  K.  W.  115.  Tex. 
Lakeside  Irr.  Co.  v.  Kirby  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  166  S.  W.  715.  Wash.— Yar- 
wood  V.  Johnson,  29  Wash.  643,  70  Pac. 
123;  Dormitzer  v.  German  Sav.  &  Loan 
Sec,  23  "Wash.  132,  62  Pao.  862. 
See  generally  the  title  "Prayer." 

[a]  But  a  personal  judgment  is  not 
grantable'  under  a  prayer  for  general 
relief  in  an  equitable  action.  Rees, 
Gabriel  &  Cb.  v.  Shepherdson,  95  Iowa 
431,  64  N.  "W.  286. 

[b]  TJnder  a  statute  requiring  that, 
in  a  case  in  which  the  recovery  of 
money  be  demanded,  the  amount  there- 
of shall  be  stated,  and  requiring  a 
demand  for  the'  relief  to  which  the 
plaintiff  may  suppose  himself  entitled, 
one  cannot  recover  a  money  judgment 
under  a  prayer  for  general  relief. 
Eush  V.  Brown,  101  Mo.  586,  14  S.  W. 
735. 

31.  Brown  v.  Iowa  Legion  of  Honor, 
107  Iowa  439,  78  N.  "W.  73. 

32.  Cal. — McDougald  v.  Argonaut 
Land  &  Dev.  Co.,  117  Cal.  87,  48  Pac. 
1021.  Ga.— Evans  v.  Thompson,  143 
Ga.  61,  84  S.  B.  128.  la.— "Walker  v. 
Walker,  93  Iowa  643,  61  N.  W.  930. 
La. — Coupry's  Heirs  v.  Dufau,  1  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  90.  Mo.— Young  v.  Glascock, 
79  Mo.  574;  Jolliffe  v.  Collins,  21  Mo. 
338;  Muller  v.  Gilliek,  66  Mo.  App. 
500.  Nev. — Low  v.  Blackburn,  2  Nev. 
70.     N.  Y.— Wright  V.  Delafield,  25  N. 
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Y.  266;  Blewett  v.  Hoyt,  118  App.  Div. 
227,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  451;  Simon  v. 
Silber,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  87.  Pa.— Neely 
V.  Sensenig,  150  Pa.  520,  24  Atl.  748. 
S.  C. — Humbert  v.  Brisbane,  25  S.  C. 
506.  Tex. — Mackey's  Heirs  v.  Welch's 
Exx.,  22  Tex.  390;  Holland  v.  Preston 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W.  374;  True- 
heart  V.  Simpson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  24 
S.  W.  842. 

But  compare,  Conger  v.  Chamberlain, 
14  Wis.  187,  279;  Benedict  v.  Horner, 
13  Wis.  256,  285  (under  statute). 

[a]  Where  there  are  several  defend- 
ants, one  of  whom  does  not  ask  af- 
firmative relief,  a  judgment  granting 
affirmative  relief  to  all  is  erroneous, 
at  least  as  to  the  defendant  who  asked 
no  affirmative  relief.  Trueheart  v. 
Simpson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  24  S.  W. 
842. 

33.  Specification  of  amount  gener- 
ally, see  infra,  XI,  G,  1. 

As  to  remission  of  excess,  see  the 
title  "Bemission  of  Damages." 

34.  Ga. — French  Piano  and  Organ 
Co.  V.  Cardwell,  114  Ga.  340,  40  S.  E. 
292.  lU.— Harms  v.  Jacobs,  158  111. 
505,  41  N.  E.  1071;  Morrison  v.  Smith, 
130  111.  304,  23  N.  E.  241;  Toledo  P. 
&  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Pence,  71  HI.  174 
Kelley  v.  Third  National  Bank,  64  III 
541;  Tucker  v.  Gill,  61  111.  236;  Eed 
ner  v.  Davern,  41  111.  245;  Altes  f 
Hinckler,  36  111.  265,  275,  85  Am.  Bee, 
406;  Hichins  v.  Lyon,  35  111.  150, 
Eives  V.  Kumpler,  27  111.  291;  Brown 
V.  Smith,  24  111.  196;  Oakes  v.  Ward, 
19  111.  46.  Kan.— Hardy  v.  La  Dow, 
72  Kan.  174,  83  Pac.  401;  Loper  v. 
State,  .48  Kan.  540,  29  Pac.  687;  Pratt 
V.  Brockett,  20  Kan.  201;  Educational 
Assn.,  etc.  v.  Hitchcock,  4  Kan.  36. 
Ky. — ^Peemster  v.  Johnson,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  68;  Fowler  v.  Cowper,  1  Sneed 
58;  Edwards  v.  Wiester,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
382,  751.  La. — Cincinnati  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Harrison,  21  La.  Ann.  379.  Me. — ^Bick- 
ford  V.  Flannery,  70  Me.  106.  Mo. 
Cauthorn   v.   Berry,   69   Mo.   App.   404. 
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recover  no  more  damages  than  are  laid  in  his  deelarEttion  or  com- 
plaint,^*  and  demanded  in  his  prayer  Of  relief;^"  but  this  rule  has 
been  departed  from  in  certain  instances."  The  fact  that  a  party  claims 
too  much  does  not  defeat  his  action,  but  judgment  mat  be  rendered 
for  a  smaller  amount  actually  shown  to  be  due.^*  But  conversely  if  the 


Nob.— Van  Etten  v.  Kosters,  48  Neb. 
152,  66  N.  W.  1106.  Tex.— Hoffman  v. 
Bowen,  17  Tex.  506. 

Judgment  exceeding  amount  stated  in 
the  aifidavit  of  attachment,  see  3 
Standaed  Proc.  736. 

35.  Ala. — ^Boardman  v.  Poland,  2 
Port.  431;  Derrick  v.  Jones,  1  Stew.' 
18;  Flournoy  v.  Childress,  Minor  93; 
Dinsmore  v.  Austill,  Minor  89.  Cal. 
Kerry  v.  Pacific  Marine  Co.,  121  Cal. 
564,  54  Pac.  89,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  65. 
Ga.— Lester  v.  Cloud,  67  Ga.  770.  HI. 
Hobson  V.  Emporium,  etc.  Co.,  42  Bl. 
306;  Altes  v.  Hinckler,  36  HI. '265,  276; 
Hichins  v.  Lyon,  35  HI.  150;  Lindei 
V.  Monroe's  Exrs.,  33  111.  388;  Wal- 
cott  V.  Holcomb,  24  HI.  331;  Brown 
V.  Smith,  24  HI.  196;  Stephens  v. 
Sweeney,  7  HI.  375;  Fouruier  v.  Fag- 
gott,  4  HI.  347.  Mass.— SafEord  v. 
Weare,  142  Mass.  231,  7  N.  E.  730; 
Grosvenor  v.  Danforth,  16  Mass.  74. 
Mich. — Kenyon  v.  "Woodward,  16  Mich., 
326.  N.  H.— See  Jarvis  v.  Brooks,  27 
N.  H.  37,  68,-59  Am.  Dec.  359.  Vt. 
Anonymous,  Brayt.  72.  Va. — Georgia 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Goode  &  Co.,  95  Va. 
751,  30  S.  E.  366. 

[a]  Where  the  ad  damnum  is  less 
than  the  amount  shown  to  be  due  by 
the  tenor  of  the  notes  pleaded  in  the 
petition,  judgment  may  be  rendered  for 
the  latter  sum.  McCaulley  v.  Farmers 
&  Merchants  State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  175  8.  W.  728. 

[b]  A  judgment  in  accordance  with 
the  prayer  of  a  petition  may  be  ren- 
dered although  the  amount  thereof  ex- 
ceeds the  ad  damnum.  Sanders  V.  City 
Nat.   Bank    (Tex.),   12   S.   "W.   110. 

[c]  Ad  Damnum  Held  Surplusage. 
Under  a  statute  providing  that  the 
complaint  should  conclude  with  a  de- 
mand for  relief,  it  was  held,  in  French 
V.  Davis,  38  Miss.  218,  that  the  state- 
ment of  damage  in  the  conclusion  of 
the  complaint,  viz.,  "that  the  said  de- 
fendant has  not  paid  the  said  sums  of 
money,  etc.,  'to  the  damage  of  the 
plaintiff  two  hundred  dollars,  and  there- 
fore,' "  etc.,  is  surplusage  and  the  ren- 
dition of  judgment  for  more  than  the 


amount  stated  in  the  conclusion  is  not 
error. 

[d]  Judgment  by  Confession  for 
Excessive  Amount. — A  declaration  in  a 
certain  amount  cannot  be  the  basis  of 
a  judgment  for  a  greater  amount  al- 
though the  defendant  confessed  judg- 
ment for  the  greater  amount.  Lester 
li.  Cloud,  67  Ga.  770. 

[e]  Erroneous  Division  of  the  Sums 
Claimed. — Where  the  aggregate  amoun,t 
of  the  judgment  is  for  less  than  the 
aggregate  claimed  in  the  declaration, 
the  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  for 
any  technical  error  in  the  division  of 
the  sum,  as  where  judgment  was  en- 
tered for  less  than  the  amount  of  the 
debt  proper,  and  for  more  than  the 
damages  claimed,  the  aggregate  being 
less  than  the  amount  claimed  in  the 
declaration.  Boardman  v.  Poland,  2 
Port.   (Ala.)   431. 

36.  Ketchum  v.  White,  72  Iowa  193, 
33  N.  W.  627. 

As  to  relief  that  may  he  granted 
under  a  particular  prayer  for  relief, 
see  the  title  "Prayer." 

37.  In  assumpsit  en  a  promissory 
note,  if  the  defendant,  after  appear- 
ance, withdraws  his  plea,  the  court 
may  render  judgment  for  the  amount 
of  the  note  and  interest  thereon,  with- 
out regard  to  the  amount  of  damages 
laid  in  the  declaration.  Kennedy  v. 
Young,  25  Ala.  563. 

38.  Ark.— Browns  v.  Hill  &  Co.,  5 
Ark.  78.  Ga. — Knox  v.  Yow,  91  Ga. 
367,  17  S.  E.  654.  lU.— Chicago  &  A. 
E.  Co.  V.  O'Brien,  34  HI.  App.  155. 
N.  Y. — Starkweather  v.  Quigley,  7  Hun 
26.  N.  C— Brame  v.  Swain,  111  N.  C. 
540;  15  S.  B.  938. 

[a]  A  party  who  asks  for  more  re- 
lief at  the  hands  of  the  court  than  he 
is  entitled  to  does  not  thereby  at- 
tempt a  fraud  on  the  opposite  party, 
nor  consummate  a  fraud  if  he  gets  it. 
Murdoch  v.  De  Vries,  37  Cal.  527. 
-  [b]  A  party  who  claims  treble  dam- 
ages but  who  is  'not  entitled  to  it,  may 
have  single  damages,  if  entitled  there- 
to, under  the  evidence.  Starkweather 
V.   Quigley,  7  Hun    (N.   Y.)    26.     See 
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pleadings  and  evidence  warrant  a  recovery  for  the  whole  amount 
claimed,  a  judgment  less  than  'that  is  erroneous.'^ 

Interest..  —A  judgment  for  interest  upon  the  obligation  may  be 
granted  when  not  prayed  for.*" 

Costs.  —  Judgment  may  be  given  for  costs  in  addition  to  the  amount 
shown  by  the  pleadings.*^  As  costs  are  an  incident  to  the  recovery 
and  no  part  of  the  relief  sought,*^  they  will  be  granted  although  not 
prayed  for.*^ 

Where  there  is  a  hill  of  particvaars,  a  judgment  for  an  amount  in  ex- 
cess of  the  amount  therein  stated  cannot  be  had.** 

(C.)  Conformity  as  to  Medium  of  Patment.ib  —  Judgments  must  be 
supported  by  the  pleadings  in  respect  to  the  medium  of  payment.  If 
not  so  supported,  they  are  erroneous.*^ 

(D.)  Under  Statutes.  —  It  is  provided  by  statute  in  some  states  that 
where  there  is  an  answer  to  the  complaint,  the  court  may  grant  any 
relief  to  the  plaintiff  consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the  complaint 


also    Cramer   v.   Oppenstein,     16    Colo. 
495,  27  Pao.  713. 

39.  Metz  V.  Campbell  Printing  Press, 
etc.  Co.,  11  Misc.  284,  -32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
155;  Pionier  v.  Alexander,  7  Mise.  709, 
28  N.  Y.  Supp.  157;  Owens  v.  Flynu, 
7  Misc.  171,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  336;  Shapira 
V.  McLaughlin,  6  Misc.  146,  25  N.  ,Y. 
Supp.  1117. 

40.  Eutenie  v.  Hamakar,  40  Ore.  444, 
67  Pae.  196;  Georgia  Home  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Goode  &  Co.,  95  Va.  751,  30  S.  E. 
366.  Compare,  Hubbard  v.  Blow,  1 
Wash.  (1  Va.)  70.  Contra,  Moore  v.  Me- 
Haney,  191  Mo.  App.  686,  178  S.  W. 
258. 

See  generally  the  title  "Interest." 

41.  French  v.  Goodnow,  175  Mass. 
451,  56  N.  E.  719. 

42.  5  Standard  Proc.  791. 

43.  Eeed  v.  Corrigan,  114  Iowa  638, 
87  N.  W.  676;  Paddock  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  60  Mo.  App.  328. 

44.  m.— Morton  v.  McClure,  22  111. 
257;  George  H.  Hess  Co.  v.  Dawson,  51 
111.  App.  146.  Kan.— See  St:  Louis  & 
S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Armstrong,  25  Kan. 
561.  N.  Y. — Bowman  v.  Earle,  3  Duer 
691;  Morrison  v.  L'Hommedieii,  15 
App.  Div.  623,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  79. 

See  4  Standard  Proc.  408. 

[a]  Where  a  hill  of  particulars  is 
surplusage,  as  in  an  action  on  a  writ- 
ten guaranty,  a  judgment  within  the 
ad  damnum  is  not  erroneous  because  it 
exceeds  the  bill  of  particulars.  Clark 
V.  Ford,  41  111.  App.  199. 

45.  Designation  of  medium  of  pay- 
ment, see  infra,  XI,  G,  2, 
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46.  Cal. — Chamberlin  v.  Vance,  51 
Cal.  75;  Watson  v.  San  Francisco,  etc. 
E.  E.  Co.,  50  Cal.  523;  Goldsmith  v. 
Sawyer,  46  Cal.  209;  Bachman  v.  Sepul- 
veda,  39  Cal.  688;  McComb  v.  Eeed, 
28  Cal.  281.  Idaho. — Emery  v.  Lang- 
ley,  1  Idaho  694.  111.— Belford  v.  Wood- 
ward, 158  111.  122,  41  N.  E.  1097.  N.  J. 
Marshman  v.  Conklin,  21  N.  J.  Bq. 
546.  N.  C— Parsley  &  Co.  ©.  Nichol- 
son, 65  N.  C.  207. 

[a]  A  judgment  founded  on  a  con- 
tract payable  in  "gold  or  silver  coin," 
which  requires  payment  in  gold'  only, 
is  erroneous;  it  should  follow  the  plead- 
ings and  the  recital  should  be  "gold 
or  silver  coin."  Burnett  v.  Stearns,  83 
Cal.  469. 

[b]  A  judgment  payable  in  lawful 
money  is  not  invalid  although  the  bill 
alleges  that  the  bonds  were  payable  in 
gold  coin.  Wallace  v.  Loomis,  97  U.  S. 
146,  24  L.  ed.  895. 

[c]  Confederate  Money. — ^A  judg- 
ment for  money  cannot  be  rendered  on 
a  contract  payable  in  "Confederate 
notes. ' '  Martin  v.  Bartow  Iron  Works, 
35  Ga.  320. 

Judgment  in  gold  coin  as  being  in 
excess  of  relief  prayed  for,  see  infra, 
XI,  D,  2,  b,   (VI),   (D),  note  48,   [g]. 

[d]  Where  Contract  Payable  in 
Property. — The  judgment  upon  a  note 
payable  in  property  should  be  for  the 
property  and  not  for  money  unless  the 
note  has  become  converted  into  a 
money  demand.  Eansom  &  Co.  v.  Stan- 
berry,  22  Iowa  334;  Burling  v.  Gooii- 
man,  1  Nev.  314, 
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and  embraced  within  the  issue ;"  but  if  there  be  no  answer,  the  relief 


47.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Oal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§580;  Poledori  v.  Newman,  116  Cal. 
375,  48  Pao.  325;  Dennison  v.  Chap- 
man, 105  Cal.  447,  39  Pac.  61;  Johnson 
V.  Polhemus,  99  Cal.  240,  33  Pac.  908; 
Nevada  County  &  S.  C.  Co.  v.  Kidd,  37 
Cal.  282,  304.  Colo.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§186;  Gumaer  v.  Draper,  33  Colo.  122, 
79  Pac.  1040;  Euth  v.  Smith,  29  Colo. 
154,  68  Pac.  278;  Eu^sell  v.  ShurtlefE, 
28  Colo.  414,  65  Pac.  27;  McClure  v. 
Comrs.  of  La  Plata  County,  23  Colo. 
130,  46  Pac.  677;  Andrews  v.  Carlile, 
20  Colo.  370,  38  Pao.  465;  Smith  v. 
Havens,  6  Colo.  297;  Pickett  v.  Handy, 
9  Colo.  App.  357,  48  Pac.  820.  Ind. 
Humphrey  v.  Thorn,  63  Ind.  296;  Truitt 
V.I  Truitt,  37  Ind.  514;  Hunter  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 14  Ind.  528;  Eesor  v.  Eesor,  9 
Ind.  347;  Mandlove  v.  Lewis,  9  Ind. 
194;  Colson  v.  Smith,  9  Ind.  8.  la. 
Code,  1897,  §3775;  Stubblefield  v.  Gadd, 
112  Iowa  681,  84  N.  "W.  917;  Harder, 
Luse,  &  Co.  V.  Wright,  70  Iowa  42,  29 
N.  W.  799;  Wilson  v.  Miller,  16  Iowa 
111.  Kan.— Hardy  v.  La  Dow,  72  Kan. 
174,  83  Pac.  401;  Walker  v.  Fleming, 
37  Kan.  171,  14  Pac.  470;  Kimball  v. 
Connor,  3  Kan.  414;  First  Nat.  Bank- 
V.  Wattles,  8  Kan.  App.  136,  54  Pac. 
1103.  Ky.— Hansford  v.  Holdam,  14 
Bush  210.  Minn. — Hoffman  Truck  Co. 
V.  Erickson,  124  Minn.  279,  144  N.  W. 
952;  Triggs  V.  Jones,  46  Minn.  277,  48 
N.  W.  1113;  Farmer  v.  Crosby,  43  Minn. 
459,  45  N.  W.  866.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909, 
§2100;  Eeed  v.  Bbtt,  100  Mo.  62,  12 
S.  W.  347,  14  g.  W.  1089;  Bick  v. 
Dixon,  148  Mo.  App.  703,  129  S.  W. 
254;  Gunnell  v.  Emerson,  80  Mo.  App. 
322.  But  see  Payne  v.  King,  141  Mo. 
App.  246, 124  S.  W.  1066.  N.  Y.— Bell  v. 
Merrifield,  109  N.  Y.  202,  16  N.  E.  55; 
Lawrence  v.  Grout,  140  App.  Div.  629, 
125  N.  Y.  Supp.  982;  Chaurant  v.  Mail- 
lard,  56  App.  Div.  11,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  345; 
Clapp  V.  McCabe,  84  Hun  379,  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  425.  N.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §565; 
Herring  v.  Wallace  Lumb.  Co.,  163  N. 
C.  481,  79  S.  E.  876;  Lytton  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  House  Mfg.  Co.,  161  N.  C.  430,  77 
S.  E.  233;  Staoey  Cheese  Co.  v.  Pipkin, 
155  N.  C.  394,  71  S.  E.  442,  37  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  606;  Carson  v.  Bunting,  154 
N.  C.  530,  70  S.  E.  923;  Eeade  v.  Street, 
122  N.  C.  301,  30  S.  E.  124;  Johnson 
r.  Loftin,  111  N.  C.  319,  16  S.  E.  179; 
Knight   V,  Houghtalling,   85   N.   C.   17, 


34.   Ore. — Eutenio  v.  Hamakar,  40  Ore. 

444,   67   Pac   196.     S.   C Sheppard  v. 

Green,  48  S.  C.  165,  175,  26  8.  E.  224; 
Christopher  v.  Christopher,  18  S.  C. 
600. 

[a]  Similar  to  Rule  in  BcLUity. — The 
code  in  this  section  adheres  very  close- 
ly to  the  rules  in  equity;  that  is  to 
say,  in  cases  of  default  the  relief  is 
confined  to  the  i'elief  demanded  in  the 
complaint,  as  was  the  rule  under  a 
prayer  for  special  relief  in  equity,  while 
in  the  other  case  it  is  extended  to 
granting  relief  similar  to  that  granted 
under  a  prayer  for  general  relief  in 
the  chancery  courts.  Johnson  v.  Pol- 
hemus, 99  Cal.  240,  33  Pac.  908.  To 
same  effect  Knight  v.  Houghtalling,  85 
N.  C.  17,  34. 

[b]  Under  such  provisions,  the 
prayer  for  relief  is  never  conclusive. 
A  party  is  entitled  to  such  relief  as 
the  evidence  under  the  pleadings  rep- 
resents. Gray  ■;;.  Heinze,  82  Misc.  618, 
144  N.  Y.  Supp.  1045. 

[c]  This  section  does  not  warrant 
the  court  in  disappointing  the  expec- 
tation and  claims  of  both  parties  so  far 
as  the  case  is  equitable  in  nature,  by 
denying  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  then 
selecting  of  facts  found  some  of  which 
may  warrant  an  action  for  damages, 
which  the  plaintiff  has  neither  alleged 
nor  proved,  and  then  order  an  assess- 
ment by  a  referee,  and  judgment  for 
the  damages  assessed.  Bradley  v.  Aid- 
rich,  40  N.  Y.  504,  100  Am.  Dec  528. 

[d]  "The  first  and  principal  com- 
plaint is  that  the  court  exceeded  its 
authority  in  reforming  the  lease,  when 
the  only  relief  sought  was  its  can- 
cellation. It  is  insisted  that  the 
prayer  of  the  petition  measured  the 
power  of  the  court  in  rendering  judg- 
ment. -  While  the  code  requires  that 
the  plaintiff  shall  demand  the  relipf 
to  which  he  supposes  himself  to  be 
entitled,  the  relief  which  the  court 
may  grant  him  depends  upon  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  petition  rather  than 
upon  the  aTbitrary  demand  which  he 
may  make  in,  his  prayer.  .  .  .  The 
prayer  of  a  pleading  is  sometimes 
used  to  explain  the  averments  that  pre- 
cede it,  and  a  party  who  is  given '  no 
more  than  he  demands  may  not  be  in 
a  position  to  complain,  but,  so  far  as 
the  court  is  concerned,  it  is  the  case 
made  by  the  pleadings  and  the  facts 
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granted  cannot  exceed  that  demanded  in  the  complaint,**  even  though 


proved,  and  not  the  prayer  of  the 
party,  which  determines  the  measure 
of  relief  which  the  court  may  award." 
Hardy  v.  La  Dow,  72  Kan.  174,  S3  Pac. 
401  (the  complaint  in  this  case  con- 
eluded  with  a  prayer  for  general  relief, 
however).  But  see  Atchison,  etc.  B. 
Co.  V.   Combs,   25   Kan.   729. 

48.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§580;  Berentz  v.  Belmont  OU  Co.,  148 
Cal.  577,  84  Pac.  47;  Foley  v.  Poley, 
120  Cal.  33,'  52  Pac.  122,  65  Am.  St. 
Eep.  147;  Dennison  v.  Chapman,  J,05 
Cal.  447,  39  Pac.  61;  Mudge  v.  Stein- 
hart,  78  Cal.  34,  20  Pac.  147,  12  Am. 
St.  Kep.  17;  Nevada  County  &  S.  0. 
Co.  V.  Kidd,  37  Cal.  282,  304;  Lamping 
&  Co.  V.  Hyatt,  27  Cal.  99;  Eaun  v. 
Eeynolds,  11  Cal.  14.  Colo. — Euth  v. 
Smith,  29  Colo.  154,  68  Pac.  278; 
Smith  V.  Havens,  6  Colo.  297;  Pickett 
V.  Handy,  9  Colo.  App.  357,  48  Pac. 
820.  Idaho. — ^Lowe  v.  Turner,  1  Idaho 
107.  Ind. — ^Humphrey  v.  Thorn,  63  Ind. 
296;  Colson  v.  Smith,  9  Ind.  8.  la. 
O'Connell  v.  Cotter,  44  Iowa  48.  Minn. 
Minnesota  Linseed  Oil  Co.  v.  Maginnis, 
32  Minn.  193,  20  N.  W.  85.  N.  Y. 
BuUard  v.  Sherwood,  85  N.  Y.  253; 
Kelly  V.  Downing,  42  N.  Y.  71;  Brad- 
ley V.  Aldrich,  40  N.  Y.  504;  Simonson 
v.  Blake,  12  Abb.  Pr.  331;  Clapp  v. 
MeCabe,  84  Hun  379,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
425;  Chaurant  v.  Maillard,  56  App. 
Div.  11,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  345.  N.  C. 
"White  V.  Snow,  71  N,  C.  232.  Wash. 
Bank  of  California  v.  Dyer,  14  Wash. 
279,  44  Pac.  534.  Wis. — Viles  v.  Green, 
'91  Wis.  217,  64  N.  W.  856;  Jones  p. 
Jones,  78  Wis.  446,  47  N.  W.  728;  Mc- 
Kenzie  v.  Peck,  74  Wis.  208,  42  N.  W. 
247. 

See  also  14  Standard  Pboc.  905. 

[a]  The  judgment  rendered  where 
no  answer  is  filed  must  be  of  the  char- 
acter prayed  for  in  the  complaint. 
Where  a  several  judgment  is  asked, 
the  rendition  of  a  joint  judgment  is 
erroneous,  as  such  a  judgment  is  not 
of  the  character  of  that  demanded. 
Eussell  V.  Shurtlef,  28  Colo.  414,  65 
Pac.  27.  As  to  joint  and  several  or 
separate  judgments  generally,  see  infra, 
XI,  K,  3. 

[b]  'General  Prayer  as  a  Demand. 
"The  relief  which  the  statute  contem- 
plates shall  be  granted  in  the  absence 
of  an  answer  is  the  relief  demanded- 
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A  general  prayer  is  not  such  a  de- 
mand." Eussell  V.  Shurtleff,  28  Colo. 
414,  65  Pac.  27. 

[e]  Where  One  of  Several  Defend- 
ants Answers. — Where  there  are  two 
defendants,  one  of  whom  answered  and 
one  did  not,  and  the  complaint  did  not 
demand  a  judgment  including  interest 
on  the  debt  alleged  to' be  due,  adjudg- 
ment allowing  interest  is,  to  that  ex- 
tent erroneous.  Pickett  v.  Handy,  9 
Colo.  App.  357,  48  Pac.  820. 

[d]  Where  there  is  no  prayer  for 
damages,  and  the  damages  are  not 
stated  in  the  complaint,  a,  default  judg- 
ment for  damages  is  erroneous.  Pitts- 
burgh Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Greenwood,  39 
Cal.  71. 

{e]  Judgment  on  Petition  Amended 
After  Constructive  Service. — Where  a 
non-resident  defendant  is  brought  into 
court  by  an  order  of  publication  and 
does  not  appear,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
have  any  other  or  different  relief  than 
that  prayed  for.  If,  after  publication, 
he  amend  his  petition  and  take  a  dif- 
ferent judgment  from  that  prayed  for 
originally,  the  judgment  is  void.  After 
service  by  publication  the  defendant 
cp.nnot  be  h^ld  to  have  any  notice  of 
amendments  to  the  petition.  Janney 
V.  Spedden,  38  Mo.  395. 

[f  ]  If  the  demand  in  the  complaint 
is  for  unliquidated  damages,  a  judg- 
ment by  default  for  a  sum  certain  is 
irregular  and  will  be  set  aside  in  a 
proper  proceeding.  White  v.  Snow,  71 
N.  C.  232. 

[g]  A  judgment  by  default  (1)  that 
the  amount  be  collected  in  gold  coin, 
exceeds  the  relief  prayed  for  where  the' 
complaint  prays  for  so  much  money 
without  specifying  the  kind  of  money 
and  is  erroneous  under  a  statute  limit- 
ing judgments  on  default  to  the  relief 
prayed  for.  Lamping  &  Co.  v.  Hyatt, 
27  CaL  99;  Belford  v.  Woodward,  158 
111.  122,  133,  41  N.  E.  1097.  See  also 
Watson  1).  San  Francisco,  etc.  E.  Co., 
50  Cal.  523,  followed  in  Chamberlin  v. 
Vance,  51  Cal.  75,  85.  (2)  In  a  col- 
lateral proceeding  the  judgment  will  be 
held  valid  as  to  the  matter  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  void 
as  to  the  direction  that  the  payment, 
be  made  in  gold  coin.  Belford  v.  Wood- 
ward, 158  HI.  122,  134,  41  N.  E.  1097. 

[h]  In  Kentucky,  (1)  the  statute 
reads   "If   no   defense   be   made,   the 
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the  facts  alleged  show  that  he  is  entitled  to  other  relief,"  and  there- 
fore, the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  recovery  is  limited  to, the  amount 
prayed  for.°^ 

Where  there  is  an  answer  the  relief  granted  under  this  provision 
must  be  consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the  complaint  or  petition,^^ 
but  the  demand  for  relief  is  generally  wholly  immaterial  in  a  con- 
tested case,^=  although  it  may  sometimes  determine  the  relief  that  may 
be  accorded/3  and  it  has  been  held  that  an  entirely  different  relief 


defendant  cannot  have  judgment  for 
any  relief  not  specifically  demanded; 
but  if  defense  be  made,  he  may  have 
judgment  for  other  relief  under  a 
prayer  therefor."  Code,  §90;  Kentucky 
Liquor  Co.  v.  Greenbaum,  150  Ky.  569, 
150  S.  W.  805;  Board  of  Sinking  Fund 
Comrs.  V.  Mason  &  Foard  Co.,  19  Ky. 
li.  Eep.  771,  41  S.  W.,548.  (2)  Under 
this  statute,  a  personal  judgment  can- 
not be  granted  under  a  prayer  for  all 
proper  relief  where  the  defendant  as- 
serted a  claim  to  the  homestead,  as  such 
is  not  a  defense  to  the  action.  Hans- 
ford V.  Holden,  13  Bush  (Ky.)  210. 
(3)  Nor  is  a  demurrer  a  defense  within 
the  meaning  of  this  statute.  Board  of 
Sinking  Fund  Comrs.  v.  Mason  &  Foard 
Co.,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  771,  41  S.  W.  548. 

49.  Minnesota  Linseed  Oil  Co.  v.  Ma- 
ginnis,  32  Minn.  193,  20  N.  W.  85;  Mc- 
Kenzie  v.  Peek,  74  Wis.  208,  42  N.  W. 
247. 

[a]  Belief  which  is  consistent  with 
that  prayed  for  may  be  granted.  Hale 
V.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  49  N.  Y.  626. 

50.  Cal. — ^Brooks  v.  Carpentier,  53 
Cal.  287;  Chase  v.  Christiansen,  41  Cal. 
253;  Gags  v.  Rogers,  20  Cal.  91.  Colo. 
Wilbur  V.  Maynard,  6  Colo.  483.  Nev. 
Burling  v.  Goodman,  1  Nev.  334.  N.  C. 
Eeade  v.  Street,  122  N.  C.  301,  30  S.  B. 
124;  White  v.  Snow,  71  N.  C.  232. 

[a]  The  reason  of  the  rule  limiting 
the  recovery  in  default  cases  to  the 
amount  of  the  prayer  of  relief  is  ob- 
vious. "The  defendant  by  his  default 
admits  the  justice  of  the  claim,  and 
thus  consents  that  judgment  be  taken 
against  him  for  what  is  prayed  for  in 
the  first  instance;  whereas,  if  a  great- 
er or  a  different  relief  were  demanded, 
he  may  appear  and  contest  the  claim 
as  unjust  and  unreasonable."  Burling 
V.  Goodman,  1  Nev.  314,  quoted  and 
followed  in  Lowe  v.  Turner,  1  Idaho 
107. 

[b]  When  Interest  Should  Begin 
To  Kun. — A  default  judgment  upon  a 


complaint  praying  judgment  in  a  spe- 
cific sum  and  that  the  judgment  should 
bear  interest  is  erroneous  in  awarding 
interest  as  from  the  date  of  the  filing 
of  the  complaint.  The  interest  should 
run  from  the  date  of  the'  entry  of 
judgment.     Gage  v.  Eogers,  20  Cal.  91. 

51.  Marder,  Luse  &  Co.  v.  Wright, 
70  Iowa  42,  29  N.  W.  799;  Hale  v. 
Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  49  N.  Y.  626;  Brad- 
ley V.  Aldrich,  40  N.  Y.  504,  100  Am. 
Dec.  528. 

[a]  Relief  Upon  Eeply. — ^A  plain- 
tiff cannot  obtain  relief  upon  the  al- 
legations made  in  the  reply  wholly 
different  from  that  demanded  in  the 
complaint,  as  it  is  not  the  ofSee  of  a 
reply  to  state  a  cause  of  action.  Mar- 
der, Luse  &  Co.  V.  Wright,  70  Iowa  42, 
29  N.  W.  799. 

52.  Hendon  v.  North  Carolina  E. 
Co.,  127  N.  0.  110,  37  S.  E.  155;  Gillam 
V.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  121  N.  C.  369,  28  S. 
E.   470. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  particular 
relief  granted  is  not  specifically  prayed 
for  is  immaterial  in  a  contested  ease. 
Triggs  V.  Jones,  46  Minn.  277,  48  N. 
W.  1113. 

53.  Eush  V.  Brown,  101  Mo.  586,  14 
S.  W.  735. 

'  [a]  Speaking  of  the  holding  that 
the  prayer  may  sometimes  determine 
the  relief  that  may  be  accorded,  the 
court  in  Bick  v.  Dixon,  148  Moi  App. 
703,  129  S.  W.  254,  said  that  it  under- 
stood that  this  is  so,  when  the  petition 
states  facts  consistent  with  the  prayer 
for  relief,  which  is  specific  and  when  to 
grant  relief  not  prayed  for  and  plainly 
not  contemplated  by  the  plaintiff  in 
stating  his  case,  would  surprise  the  de- 
fendant and  deprive  him  of  some  right 
of  procedure  he  is  entitled  to;  as,  where 
the  entire  theory  of  the  case  was  for 
relief  in  equity  and  that  relief  was 
prayed,  though  relief  at  law  might  be 
consistent  with  the  facts  alleged,  it 
will  not  be  given. 
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from  that  prayed  for  in  the  pleadings  cannot  be  granted.®* 
A  demurrer  is  not  an  answer  within  this  statute.®^  The  statute  is 
intended  as  a  protection  to  defendants  who  suffer  default,®"  and  it 
cannot  be  availed  of  by  persons  who  are  not  defendants,®^  or  who  are 
not  interested  in  the  defense  of  the  action.®* 

(E.)  Effect  of  Excessive  Judgment.  — A  judgment  exceeding  the  de- 
mand, rendered  in  a  cause  in  wl^ich  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  and  of  the  person,  is  erroneous  merely®^  but  not  void."" 
If  the  excess  is  very  trifling,  it  will  be  ignored." 

c.  Conformity  to  Evidence.  —  The  judgment  rendered  should  con- 
form to  and  be  supported  by  the  evidence.^^     A    judgment    upon    a 


54.  Harder,  Luse  &  Co.  v.  Wright, 
70  Iowa  42,  29  N.  W.  799;  Lafever  v. 
Stone,  55  Iowa  49,  7  N.  W.  400. 

55.  Colo. — Eussell  v.  Shurtleif,  28 
Colo.  414,  65  Pac.  27.  Ky.— Kelly  v. 
Downing,  42  N.  Y.  71.  See  Board  of 
Sinking  Fund  Comrs.  v.  Mason  &  Foard 
Co.,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  771,  41  S.  W.  5*8. 
Mo.— Eush  V.  Brown,  101  Mo.  586,  14 
S.  W.  735. 

[a]  Contra,  Viles  v.  Green,  91  Wis. 
217,  64  N.  W.  856,  especially  where  it 
appears  that  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered upon  notice  and  the  defendant 
was  present  when  it  was  rendered  and 
made  no  objection  and  took  no  excep- 
tion to  the  judgment. 

56.  Peck  V.  New  York  &  N.  J.  E. 
Co.,  85  N.  Y.  246. 

57.  Peck  V.  New  York  &  N.  J.  E. 
Co.,  85  N.  Y.  246. 

58.  Peck  V.  New  York  &  N.  J.  E. 
Co.,  85  N.  Y.  246. 

59.  Cal. — Chase  v.  Christiansen,  41 
Cal.  253;  Lamping  &  Co.  v.  Hyatt,  27 
Cal.  99.  la.— Ketchum  v.  White,  72 
Iowa  193,  33  N.  W.  627;  Lafever  v. 
Stone,  55  Iowa  49,  7  N.  W.  400;  O'Con- 
nell  V.  Cotter,  44  Iowa  48.  Wis. — Jones 
V.  Jones,  78  Wis.  446,  47  N.  W.  728. 

[a]  A  judgment  in  excess  of  the 
amount  declared  for  is  irregular  but 
not  void  and  may  be  cured  by  amend- 
ment. Bruce  v.  Lowman,  etc.  Co.,  64 
Ga.  769.  Amendments  as  to  amount 
and  character  of  relief  obtained,  see 
infra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (VI). 

[b]  A  judgment  is  not  necessarily 
erroneous  for  exceeding  the  plaintiff's 
pleadings  where  the  matter  upon  which 
it  is  rendered  is  pleaded  by  the  defend- 
ant and  the  plaintiff's  prayer  is  suflS- 
ciently  broad  to  cover  the  judgment 
awarded.  Eutkaski  v.  Zalaski  (Conn.'), 
96  Atl.  365. 

60.  Cal. — Eeeve  v.  Kennedy,  43  Cal. 
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643;  Chase  v.  Christiansen,  41  Cal.  253. 
Ga. — ^Buice  v.  Lowman  Gold  &  Silver 
Min.  Co.,  64  Ga.  769.  la. — Ketchum  v. 
White,  72  Iowa  193,  33  N.  W.  627; 
O'Connell  v.  Cotter,  44  Iowa  48.  Utah. 
Darke  v.  Ireland,  4  Utah  192,  7  Pac. 
714.  Wis. — Jones  v.  Jones,  78  Wis.  446, 
47  N.  W.  728;  McKenzie  v.  Peck,  74 
Wis.  208,  42  N.  W.  247. 

61.  Ala. — Sanford  v.  Richardson,  1 
Ala.  182.  Mich. — Bowen  v.  School 
Pist.  No.  9,  36  Mich.  149.  Tenn.^-Wil- 
liams  v.  Bank  of  Tennessee,  1  Coldw. 
43;  Edwards  V.  Greene,  5  Sneed  669. 

62.  See  the  following:  Ariz. — Cop- 
per Belle  Min.  Co.  v.  Costello,  11  Ariz. 
334,  95  Pac.  94.  Cal.— Eedd  v.  Murry, 
95  Cal.  48,  24  Pac.  841,  30  Pac.  132; 
Larson  v.  Larson,  22  Cal.  App.  331,  134 
Pac.  342.  Colo. — Denver  v.  Walker,  45 
Colo.  387,  101  Pac.  348.  Fla. — Coons  v. 
Pritehard,  69  Fla.  362,  68  So.  225;  Sea- 
board Air  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Harper  Piano 
Co.,  63  Fla.  264,  58  So.  491.  Ind. 
Whitman  Agricultural  Co.  v.  Horn- 
brook,  24  Ind.  App.  255,  55  N.  E.  502. 
Kan. — ^Uncle  Sam  Oil  Co.  v.  Forrester, 
79  Kan.  610,  100  Pac.  512;  Hammers 
V.  Merrick,  42  Kan.  32,  21  Pac.  783. 
Ky.— Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Woolley,  12  Bush  451;  Mulholland  & 
Bros.  V.  Samuels,  8  Bush  63.  Mich. 
Beuthien  v.  Alberts,  154  Mich.  142,  117 
N.  W.  556.  Mo. — Coleman  v.  Hicks, 
158  Mo.  367,  59  S.  W.  70;  Bruen  v. 
K.  C,  etc  Fair  Assn.,  40  Mo.  App. 
425;  King  v.  Brockschmidt,  3  Mo.  App. 
571.  N.  Y.— Donlon  v.  Donlon,'  154 
App.  Div.  212,  138  N.  Y.  Supp.  1039; 
Raby  v.  Greater  New  York  Dev.  Co., 
151  App.  Div.  72,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  813; 
Blewett  V.  Hoyt,  118  App.  Div.  227, 
103  N.-  Y.  Supp.  451;  Meyer  v.  Page, 
112  App.  Div.  625,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  739; 
Shapiro  v.  McLaughlin,  6  Misc.  146,  25 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1117;  Jacobs  v.  Allen,  135 
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finding  which  is  not  justified  by,®'  or  is  contrary  to,**  the  evidence 
cannot  be  sustained.  Thus  a  judgment  for  less,''*  or  in  excess  of  that 
shown  to  be  due  by  the  evidence,'"'  is  erroneous. 

3.     Conformity  to  Verdict  and  Findings.*'  —  The  judgment  must 
be  in  conformity  with  the  verdict  or  findings  in  all    respects.**      It 


N.  Y.  Supp.  663.  Ohio.— Cincinnati 
Connecting  Belt  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Burski, 
4  Oliio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  98.  Phil.  Isl. 
Cia  Gen.  De  Taboeos  v.  Trinchera,  7 
Phil.,  Isl.  689;  Ang  Seng  Quen  v.  Te 
Chico,^7  Phil.  Isl.  541;  Sanz  v.  Lavin,  6 
Phil.  Isl.  299.  Tex. — Patterson  v.  Sylvan 
Beach  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W. 
515;  White  v.  MeCullough,  56  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  383,  120  S.  W.  1093.  Wis.— Gage 
V.  Allen,  89  Wis.  98,  61  N.  W.  361. 
See  generally  supra,  XI,  D,  2,  a. 

63.  White  v.  Douglass,  71  Cal.  115, 
11  Pae.  860. 

Fiadings  Must  Be  Supported  by  the 
Evidence. — See  8  Standard  Peoc.  1055, 
et  seq. 

64.  White  V:  Douglass,  71  Cal.  115, 
11  Pac.  860;  Boot  v.  Topeka  Water 
Supply  Co.,  46  Kan.  183,  26  Pac.  398. 

[a]  A  finding  for  a,  defendant  is 
erroneous,  where  the  defendant's  testi- 
mony admits  the  plaintiff's  case  and 
does  not  contradict  it.  Kingsbury  v. 
Joseph,  94  Mo.  App.  298,  68  S.  W.  93. 

65.  Eobinson  v.  Ficken,  10  Misc.  758, 
32  N.  Y.  Supp.  118;  Shapiro  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin, 6  Misc.  146,  25  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1117;  Kelsay  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Eotsky 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W.  837. 

[a]  Where  a  certain  amount  is 
claimed  by  the  pleadings,  and  there  is 
no  evidence  to  contradict  the  amount 
claimed,  a  judgment  for  less  than  the 
sum  claimed  is  not  secundum  allegata 
et  probata.  Owens  v.  Elynn,  7  Misc. 
171,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  336. 

66.  m.— Manken  v.  Wilson,  8  111. 
App.  303.  la. — Callender  v.  Drabelle, 
73  Iowa  317,  35  N.  W.  240.  Kan. 
St.  Louis  &  8.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Armstrong, 
25  Kan.  561.  Mich. — ^Mitchell  v. 
Shuert,  16  Mich.  444.  Neb. — Deering 
&  Co.  V.  Miller,  33  Neb.  654,  50  N.  W. 
1056. 

67.  Conformity  of  judgment  to  ver- 
dict in  criminal  cases,  see  the  title 
"Sentence  and  Judgment." 

Necessity  for  incorporating  verdict 
in  judgment,  see  infra,  XI,  E. 

68.  IT.  S. — ^Ferkel  v.  Columbia  Clay 
Wks.,  192  Fed.  119,  112  C.  0.  A.  406; 
Bennett  v.  Butterworth,  11  How.  669, 
13  L.  ed.  859.      Ala. — Spears  v.  Wise, 


187  Ala.  346,  65  So.  786;  Bell  v.  Otts, 
101  Ala.  186,  13  So.  43,  46  Am.  St. 
Eep.  117.  Ariz. — Shannon  Copper  Co. 
V.  Potter,  14  Ariz.  481,  131  Pac.  157. 
Ark. — McDonough  v.  Williams,  86  Ark. 
600,  112  S.  W.  164,  amount  of  recov- 
ery. Cal. — California  Mother  Lode 
Min.  Co.  V.  Page,  165  Cal.  549,  133 
Pac.  14;  Beach  v.  Cooper,  72  Cal.  99, 
103,  13  Pac.  161;  Eoss  v.  Austin,  2  Cal. 
183.  Fla. — Baker  &  Holmes  Cor  v.  In- 
dian Eiver  State  Bank,  61  Fla.  106,  55 
So.  836.  Ga. — ^Darien  Bank  v.  Clarke 
Lumb.  Co.,  112  Ga.  947,  38  S.  E.  363. 
Idaho. — Moore  v.  Evans,  24  Idaho  153, 
132  Pac.  971.  Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St., 
1914,  §590;  Jarboe  v.  Brown,  39  Ind. 
549  (ve;rdiet  for  sum  in  gross,  judg- 
ment cannot  itemize  such  sum) ;  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Eeed,  57  Ind. 
App.  65,  103  N.  E.  127.  Kan.— Educa- 
tional Assn.,  etc.  V.  Hitchcock,  4  Kan. 
36,  amount  in  judgment  can  be  no 
greater  than,  that  stated  in  verdict; 
Carter  v.  Christie,  1  Kan.  App.  604,  42 
Pac.  256.  Ky. — Dunn  v.  Blue  Grass 
Bealty  Co.,  163  Ky.  384,  173  S.  W. 
1122;  Marmaduke  v.  Tennant's  Heirs, 
4  B.  Mon.  210;  Martin  v.  Com.,  6  J.  J. 
Marsh.  549;  Eussell  v.  Shepherd,  Hard. 
44;  Bourlier.  Cornice  &  Eoof  Co.  v. 
Loemker,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2346,  67  S. 
W.  10;  Bogard  v.  Turner,  23  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  630,  63  S.  W.  607.  La.— Solomon 
V.  Gardiner,  50  La.  Ann.  1293,  23  So. 
896;  Walker  v.  Acklen,  19  La.  Ann. 
186;  Black  v.  Catlett,  1  Eob.  540, 
Mass. — Adams  v.  Frothingham,  3  Mass. 
363,  3  Am.  Dec.  151.  Miss. — Carr  v. 
Anderson,  24  Miss.  188.  Mo. — Newton 
V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  168  Mo. 
App.  199,  153  S.  W.  495;  Haumueller 
V.  Ackermann,  130  Mo.  App.  387,  109 
S.  W.  857.  Mont. — Oonsol.,  etc.  Min. 
Co.  V.  Struthers,  41  Mont.  565,  111 
Pac.  152;  Butte  Electric  E.  Co.  v. 
Mathews,  34  Mont.  487,  87  Pac.  460; 
Duane  v.  Molinak,  '31  Mont.  343,  78 
Pac.  588;  Conley  v.  Dunn,  28  Mont. 
295,  72  Pac.  654  (description  of  prop- 
erty in  judgment  radically  different 
from  that  in  verdict).  Neb. — Morsch 
V.  Besack,  52  Neb.  502,  72  N.  W.  953; 
Foster  &  Smith  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Leisure, 
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3  Neb.  (Unof.)  237,  91  N.  W.  556. 
N,  Y. — Pangburn  v.  Buick  Motor  Co., 
211  N.  Y.  228,  105  N.  E.  423;  Corn 
ExchE^nge  Bank'©.  Blye,  119  N.  Y.  414,, 

23  N.  E.  805;  PolearfeUi  v.  Ward,  132 
App.  Div.  316,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  1093. 
N.  C— Hoell  V.  White,  169  N.  C.  640, 
86  S.  B.  569;  Ameri(fan  Soda  Eountain 
Co.  V.  Sehell,  160  N.  G.  529,  76  S.  E. 
631  (judgment  cannot  add  interest 
where  no  provision  is  made  therefor  in 
verdict) ;  Jackson  v.  Williams,  152  N. 
C.  203,  67  S.  E.  755.  Okla.— Smith  V. 
Eagle  Mfg.  Co.,  25  Okla.  404,  108  Pac. 
626.  Pa. — Maus  v.  Mahoning  Tp.,  24 
Pa.  Super.  624;  Kalbach  v.  Ontelaunce, 
16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  590.  S.  C— Eason  v. 
Miller  &  KeUy,  15  S.  C.  194.  S.  D. 
Goldberg  v.  Sisseton  Loan  &  Title  Co., 

24  S.  D.  49,  123  N.  W.  266.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
§1994;  Armstrong  v.  Hix  (Tex.),  175 
S.  W.  430;  Ablowich  v.  National  Bank, 
95  Tex.  429,  67 'S.  W.  79;  San  Antonio, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Addison,  96  Tex.,  61,  70 
S.  W.  200  (judgment  cannot  award  in- 
terest if  verdict  made  no  provision 
therefor) ;  Johnson  v.  Newman,  35  Tex. 
166;  Union  Carpet  Lining  Co.  v.  Miller 
&  Co.,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  575,  86  S.  W. 
651;  Hayes  v.  Stowers  Furniture  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W.  149;  East- 
ham  V.  Patty  &  Brockinton,  37  Tex.' 
Civ.  App.  336,  83  S.  W.  885;  Smith  v. 
Smith,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  485,  32  S.  W. 
28.  Utah.^ — Brittain  v.  Gorman,  42 
Utah  586,  133  Pac.  370.  Wash.— 2 
Ball.  Ann.  Codes,  §5115;  Gerard-Pillio 
Co.  V.  McNair,  74  Wash.  368,  133  Pac. 
462;  Swenson  v.  Stoltz,  36  Wash.  318, 
78  Pac.  999.  Wis.— Gerbig  v.  Bell,  148 
Wis.  157,  126  N.  W.  871. 

[a]  "It  is  a  cardinal  rule  that  the 
judgment  must  follow  the  verdict  and 
if  the  jury  have  given  a  specified  sum 
in  an  action  for  damages  the  court  can- 
not increase  or  decrease  the  amount 
nor  can  it  change  the  substance  of 
the  verdict."  Winn  v.  Pinch  (N.  C), 
88  S.  E.  332. 

[b]  The  word  "conformity"  as  used 
herein  means  agreement  —  congruity 
with  something  else — and  its  use  is 
intended  to  convey  the  idea  that  the 

.  judgment  should  carry  ,out  the  Intent 
of  the  verdict.  Eason  v.  Miller  & 
Kelly,  15  S.  C.  194. 

[c]  Rule  Where  Two  Verdicts  Are 
Found. — Although  two  verdicts  are 
found  by  a  jury  that  only  will  be 
considered  the  proper  verdict  upon 
which  the  judgment  is  founded.     Mc- 
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Kinnou  v.  Reliance  Lumb.  Co.,  63  Tex. 
30. 

[d]  Where  the  jury  assessed  tbe 
damages  at  a  certain  amount  in  gold 
coin  or  a  certain  amount  in  legal  ten- 
der notes  and  the  judgment  was  entered 
for  the  latter  sum,  it  was  held  that 
the  judgment  did  not  follow  the  ver- 
dict.    Knox  V.  Gerhauser,  3  Mont.  267. 

[e]  In  an  action  on  a  bond  in  which 
the  complaint  asks  actual  and  ex- 
emplary damages  from  the  principal 
and  sureties,  and  the  verdict  follows 
the  complaint  and  is  general,  the  ren- 
dition of  a  judgment  for  exemplary 
damages  against  the  principal  alone  is 
proper  as  under  the  facts  the  sureties 
were  not  liable  for  exemplary  dam- 
ages. "We  cannot  say  the  judgment 
should  have  ^een  rendered  for  ex- 
emplary damages  against  the  sureties 
upon  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
general  and  then  reverse  the  judgment 
because  the  sureties  could  not  be  made 
so  liable. ' '  Emerson,  Talcott  &  Co.  v. 
Slddmore,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  641,  25  S.  W. 
671;   Willard  v.  Archer,  63   Cal.  33. 

[f]  Where  Verdict  Erroneous  as  to 
Amount.— The  court,  in  rendering  judg- 
ment, cannot  change  the  amount  even 
though  the  verdict  be  erroneous  in  that 
respect.  Dunn  v.  Blue  Grass  Eealty 
Co.,  163  Ky.  384,  173  S.  W.  1122. 

[g]  But  under  a  statute,  providing 
thait  where  the  verdict  is  special,  the 
court  shall  render  a  proper  judgment, 
if  data  is  given  in  a  special  verdict  of 
special  finding  of  facts,  from  which  it 
clearly  appears  that  the  amount  as- 
sessed by  the  jury  is  the  result  of  error 
in  computation   or   grows   out   of   some 

I  omission,  the  proper  judgment  to  be 
rendered  by  the  court  would  be  the 
amount  which  a  correct  computation 
made  from  the  data  furnished  would 
indicate.  Dawson  v.  Shirk,  102  Ind. 
184,  1   N.   E.  292. 

[h]  Where  the  finding  by  the  court 
is  erroneous  due  to  miscalculation  of 
the  amount  due,  a  judgment  for  the  , 
proper  amount  is  not  erroneous.  Hous- 
ton V.  Newsome,  82  Tex.  75,  17  S.  W. 
603. 

[i]  Where  the  jury  find  more  dam- 
ages than  are  laid  in  the  writ  or 
declaration,  the  court  should  enter 
judgment  for  the  damages  laid.  Eob- 
inett  V.  Morris'  Admrs.,  Hard.  (Ky.) 
93;  Baltzell  v.  Hickman,  4  Litt.  (Ky.) 
265. 

I   [j]     Judgment  and  Verdict  Held  Not 
Inconsistent. — Oa.-^Parker  v.  Salmons, 
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need  not  literally  follow  the  verdict,  however  f^  and  a  judgment  which 
declares  judicially  the  legal  effect  of  the  verdict  is  good  in  substance/" 
In  making  up  the  judgment,  the  verdict  cannot  be  aided  by  the  evi- 
dence in  the  cause  ;^^  but  the  pleadings  may  be  referred  to  for  such 
purpose.'^ 

Validity.  —If  the  verdict  goes  beyond  the  issues  raised  by  the 
pleadings,  it  is  void  pro  tanto,"  and  the  surplus  matter  may  be  dis- 
regarded in  entering  the  judgment/*  But  a  judgment  founded  on  a 
verdict  or  findings  which  are  void  for  uncertainty  cannot  be  upheld/^ 


113  Ga.  1167,  39  S.  B.  475.  Ky.— Pitts- 
burg, etc.  E.  Co.  ■!;.  Darlington's 
Admx.,  129  Ky.  266,  111  S.  W.  360; 
Jackson  v.  Hill,  22  Ky.  li.  Eop.  563, 
58  S.  W.  434;  Metropolitan  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  SeUhorst,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  912, 
53  S.  W.  524.  La.— De  Young  v.  Da 
Young,  9  La.  Ann.  545. 

Findings  Must  Support  Judgment. 
See  8  Standard  Peoc.  1032,  et  seq. 

69.  Browne  v.  Fechner  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  159  S.  -W.  461. 

[a]  But  must  be  in  accordance  with 
the  disposition  of  the  issues  in  the  case 
ss  made  by  the  verdict.  Browne  v. 
I'echner  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W. 
461. 
-•  70.  Howard  v.  Johnson,  91  Ga.  319, 
IS  S.  E.  132;  May  v.  Martin,  32  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  132,  73  S.  W.  840  (verdict 
for  intervener  authorizes  judgment 
against  plain tiflE). 

[a]  Where  the  verdict  rendered  is 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against 
the  principal  only  and  is  silent  as  to 
the  surety,  a  judgment  discharging  the 
surety  is  efS.cacious.  Howard  v.  John- 
son, 91  Ga.  319,  18  S.  E.  132^ 

[b]  A  judgment  that  plaintiffs  take 
nothing  and  that  defendants  recover 
their  costs  from  plaintiffs  is  in  con- 
formity to  a  verdict  for  the  "defend- 
ant" in  an  action  where  defendants 
tisked  for  no  affirmative  relief.  But- 
ler V.  Estrella  Eaisin,  etc.  Co.,  124  Cal. 
239,  56  Pac.  1040. 

71.  Browne  v.  Fechner  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  159  S.  W.  461;  Blakeley  v.  El 
Paso  BTdg.  &  L.  Assn.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  26  S.  W.  292;  Brient  v.  Bruce, 
S  Tex.   Civ.  App.  580,  24  S.  W.  35. 

[a]  In  Louisiana,  the  judge,  in  giv- 
ing judgment,  may  take  the  matters 
found  by  the  verdict  and  the  evidence 
given  on  other  branches  of  the  cause 
and  render  judgment  on  both.  Morris 
V.  Hatch,  2  Mart.  N.  S.    (La.)    491. 

72.  Browne  v.  Fechner  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  159  S.  W.  461;  Blakeley  v.  El 


Paso  Bldg.  &  L.  Assn.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
26  S.  W.  292;  Brient  v.  Bruce,  5  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  580,  24  S.  W.  35. 

[a]  "Where  the  jury  by  their  gen- 
eral verdict  find  everything  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  neither  party  has 
asked  that  they  shall  make  any  special 
findings,  the  court  may  render  judg- 
ment on  the  verdict,  in  accordance  with 
the  special  facts  as  alleged  in  the 
plaintiff's  petition,  although  such  spe- 
cial facts  are  not  specifically  mentioned 
ia  the  verdict."  O'Keef  v.  Seip,  17 
Kan.  131.  And  see,  Betts  v.  Butler,  1 
Idaho  185,  holding  that  where  the 
amount  is  not  in  controversy  and  the 
verdict  is  general,  the  court  may,  by 
referring  to  the  pleadings,  make  its 
judgment  for  the  amount  admitted  to 
be  due. 

[b]  Applying  Verdict  to  Particular 
Count. — Under  a  declaration  containing 
a  count  for  common-law  trespass  and 
a  count  for  a  statutory  trespass,  where 
a  general  verdict  of  guilty  is  returned, 
it  is  not  competent  for  the  court  to 
apply  the  verdict  to  the  count  under 
the  statute  and  proceed  to  render  a 
judgment  for  treble  the  damages  re- 
turned. Osburn  v.  Lovell,  36  Mich. 
246;  Shrewsbury  v.  BaT^tlitz,  57  Mo. 
414.  See  also  Eoyse  v.  May,  93  Pa. 
454. 

Reference  to  pleadings  generally  in 
aid  of  construction  of  judgment,-  see 
infra,  XII,  B,  3,  b. 

73.  See  the  title  "Verdict." 

74.  Chamberlin  ■;;.  Vance,  51  Cal. 
75;  Watson  v.  San  Francisco,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  50  Cal.  523. 

[a]  Where  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages, the  verdict  is  for  the  damages 
payable  in  gold  coin,  the  words  "gold 
coin"  are  mere  surplusage  and  should 
be  disregarded  in  entering  the  judg- 
ment. Chamberlin  v.  Vance,  51  Cal. 
75,  85. 

75.  Ala.-^Alexander  'v.  "Wheeler,  69 
Ala.  332.    Cal. — HuUinger  v.  Big  Segpe 
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Judgments  entered  non  oljstante  veredicto  are  an  exception  to  this  rule, 
and  will  be  found  fully  treated  elsewhere  in  this  article/^ 

4.  Conformity  to  Referee's  Report.  —  Where  the  judgment  is 
founded  on  the  report  of  a  referee  it  must  conform  to  his  findings  and 
conclusions  and  a  departure  in  any  essential  matter  will  invalidate 
the  judgment." 

E.  RECiTiLS.^®  —  1.  Generally.  —  There  are  many  matters  which 
it  is  unnecessary  to  recite  in  the  judgment/^  such  as  the  appearance 
or  non-appearance  of  the  parties,^"  or  the  form  of  the  action,^^  whether 


Oil  Co.  (Cal.  App.),  151  Pac.  369.  Ga. 
Abbott  V.  Koaeh,  113  Ga.  511,  571,  38 
S.  E.  955.  Idaho. — ^Moore  v.  Evans,  24 
Idaho  153,  132  Pac.  971.  Tex. — Hous- 
ton, etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Walsh  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  183  S.  W.  18. 

[a]  Verdict  Subject  to  Several  In- 
terpretations.— ' '  The  judgment  must 
always  conform  to  the  verdict,  and,  if 
that  is  capable  of  being  understood  in 
either  of  two  or  more  possible  ways, 
then  it  is  impossible  for  the  judgment 
to  follow  the  verdict  because  it  can- 
not follow  in  two  opposite  directions 
at  the  same  time.  So  that  it  would 
seem  that  an  ambiguous  verdict  is  not 
merely  irregular  but  is  absolutely  fatal 
to  the  judgment.  Newton  v.  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  168  Mo.  App.  199,  153 
S.  W.  495. 

76.  See  14  Standard  Peoc.  958,  et 
seq. 

77.  Ind.— Smith  v.  Harris,  135  Ind. 
621,  35  N.  E.  984.  Me.— Anonymous,  31 
Me.  590.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Pejepscut,  7 
Mass.  399;  Nelson  v.  Andrews,  2  Mass. 
164.  Minn. — Eamaley  v.  Eamaley,  69 
Minn.  491,  72  N.  W.  694.  N.  H. — Brown 
V.  Cochran,  11  N.  H.  199.  N.  Y.— Hy- 
man  v.  Friedman,  138  N.  Y.  639,  34 
N.  E.  512;  O'Shea  v.  Kirker,  4  Bosw. 
120;  Eobbins  v.  Mount,  55  Hun  80,  8 
N,  Y.  Supp.  388;  Union  Bay  Co.  v. 
Allen  Bros.  Co.,  94  App.  Div.  595,  88 
N.  Y.  Supp.  368.  N".  C— Allen  v.  Mc- 
Minn.  76  N.  C.  395.  Pa.— Moon  v. 
Long,  12  Pa.  207. 

[a]  A  referee's  report  which  states 
that  he  is  unable  to  come  to  a  satis- 
factory decision  but  finds  for  the  de- 
fendant on  the  ground  that  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  will 
support  a  judgment  for  the  defendant. 
Cummings  v.  Eemick,  63  N.  H.  429. 

[b]  Where  the  sum  found  by  the 
referee  is  in  excess  of  the  amount 
claimed    in    the    declaration    the    court 
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may  sustain  the  report  and  reduce  the 
sum  awarded  to  conform  with  the 
pleadings  and  render  judgment  for  that 
amount.  Kettler  v.  Kettler,  28  Neb. 
403,  44  N.  W.  465. 

78.  Eecitals  in  decrees,  see  6  Stand- 
AED  Proc.  777. 

Becitals  in  default  judgment,  see 
14  Standard  Peoc.  901,  et  seq. 

79.  In  a  judgment  of  forfeiture  it  is 
sufficient  to  recite  that  the  principal 
and  bail  were  called  in  open  court  and 
did  not  appear  in  the  terms  of  their 
undertaking  without  reciting  that  a 
bond  had  been  taken  or  the  amount  of 
the  bond.     Spicer  v.  State,  9  Ga.  49. 

A  Georgia  statute  which  provides 
"that  a  judgment  shall  recite  that  no 
issuable  defense  was  filed"  was  con- 
strued to'  be  directory;  and  an  omission 
of  the  words  did  not  affect  the  validity 
of  the  judgment.  Groover,  Stubbs  & 
Co.  V.  Inman,  60  Ga.  406. 

80.  Ala. — De  Jarnette  v.  Dreyfus, 
166  Ala.  138,  51  So.  932.  Cal.— Green 
V.  Swift,  50  Cal.  454,  omission  of  re- 
cital as  to  appearance  of  parties  does 
not  affect  validity  of  judgment.  Tex. 
Caldwell  v.  Brown,  43  Tex.  216. 

[a]  A  court  of  general  jurisdiction 
is  presumed  to  have  had  jurisdiction 
over  parties  named  in  the  cause  against 
whom  judgment  is  entered,  even  though 
the  judgment  contains  no  recitals  of 
service  or  appearance.  Hendrick  v. 
Biggan,  66  Misc.  576,  122  N.  Y.  Supp. 
162. 

81.  Penton  v.  Diamond,  92  Ala.  610, 
9  So.  175;  McLaren  v.  Anderson,  81 
Ala.  106,  8  So.  188;  Williams  v.  Bow- 
den,  69  Ala.  433;  Meredith  v.  Holmes, 
68  Ala.  190;  Teeumseh  Iron  Co.  v.  Man- 
gum,  67  Ala.  246;  McAllister  «.  Me- 
Dow,  26  Ala.  453;  Galle  v.  Lynch,  21 
Ala.  579;  Eeid  v.  Gordon,  2  Stew.  469; 
Williams  v.  Perkins,  1  Port.  471;  Tank- 
ersley  v.  Silburn,  1  Minor  185. 
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it  was  in  contract  or  in  tort,  or  the  names  of  the  jury,  where  the 
trial  is  by  jury.*^ 

The  facts  upon  which  the  judgment  is  founded  need  not  be  set  out 
therein  ;^2  but  the  fact  that  the  findings  of  fact  are  embodied  in  the 
judgment  will  not  invalidate  it.^*  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  recite  the 
legal  grounds  upon  which  the  decision  is  based,^^  though  some  juris- 
dictions require  that  the  judgment  shall  state  concisely  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  issues  have  been  determined.^'    The  verdict  need  not 


[a]  The  form  of  the  action  is  to 
be  determined  by  the  pleadings  in  the 
case.  McDaniel  v.  Johnston,  110  Ala. 
526,  19  So.  35. 

82.  Ala.— Davis  v.  State,  136  Ala. 
20,  33  So.  817;  Foote  v.  Lawrence,  1 
Stew.  483.  Tex. — Marlin's  Heirs  v. 
Stockbridge,  14  Tex.  165.  Va. — Eoach 
V.  Blakey,   89   Va.   767,   17   S.   E.   228. 

83.  U.  S. — Friedenstein  v.  United 
States,  125  TJ.  S.  224,  8  Sup.  Ct.  838, 
31  L.  ed.  737.  Ark. — Springfield  Fire 
&  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamby,  65  Ark. 
14,  45  S.  W.  472.  C&l.— In  re  Gregory 's 
Estate,  122  Cal.  483,  55  Pac.  144.  Ga. 
McFarland  v.  McFarland,  143  Ga.  598, 
85  S.  E.  758.  la. — Campbell  v.  Ayres, 
6  Iowa  339.  Mo. — Patterson  v.  Patter- 
son, 200  Mo.  335,  98  S.  W.  613;  Ervin 
V.  Brady,  48  Mo.  560;  Judge  v.  Booge, 
47  Mo.  544.  N.  Y.— Beebe  v.  Mead, 
101  App.  Div.  500,  92  N.  T.  Supp.  51; 
Bunten  v.  Orient  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  8 
Bosw.  448.  Tex. — Cook  v.  Hancock,  20 
Tex.  2;  Hamilton  v.  Ward,  4  Tex.  356. 
Wis. — Dousman  v.  Hooe,  3  Wis.  466. 

[a]  Need  Not  Eecite  Evidence. — It 
is  not  a  function  of  the  judgment  to 
show  what  evidence  the  court  acted 
upon.  The  judgment  of  a  court  is  giv- 
ing the  answer  to  the  problem  before 
it,  and  not  the  process  by  which  the 
answer  has  been  obtained.  Coats  v. 
Barrett,  49  HI.  App.  275. 

[b]  The  findings  of  fact  need  not 
be  incorporated  in  the  judgment  entry. 
Springfield,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamby,  65 
Ark.  14,  45  S.  W.  472;  Beebe  v.  Mead, 
101  App.  Div.  500,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  51 
(wherein  the  court  said:  "At  the  end 
of  the  trial  the  court  found  the  facts 
and  conclusions  of  law  separately.  The 
judgment  entered  thereon  contains  a 
recital  of  the  various  facts  found.  This 
was  improper.  The  judgment  should 
contain  nothing  but  a  statement  that 
the  court  has  made  its  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions  of  law,  and  then  de- 
cree the  relief  to  which  the  plaintiff 
was   entitled.     All    of    these    recitals 


should,  therefore,  be  stricken  from  the 
judgment.  As  this  practice  has  be- 
come common,  it  is  proper  that  we 
should  call  attention  to  its  impro- 
priety. ' ') 

84.  Hopkins  v.  Warner,  109  Cal.  133, 
41  Pac.  868;  Wallis  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
155  Wis.  533,  145  N.  W.  195;  Pier  v. 
Prouty,  67  Wis.  218,  30  N.  W.  232.  See 
also  8  Standard  Proc.  1019,  1020. 

[a]  The  findings  and  judgment  may 
be  incorporated  in  one  instrument  with- 
out making  the  findings  a  part  of  the 
judgment  proper.  Judge  v.  Powers,  156 
Iowa  251,  136  N.  W.  315. 

85.  Preston  v.  Auditor  of  Public 
Accounts,  1  Call  (5  Va.)  471. 

[a]  The  law  presumes  that  a  judge 
of  a  court  of  record  has  good  reasolis 
for  all  his  decisions  and  when  tire  law 
entrusts  to  him  the  exercise  of  dis- 
cretionary power,  he  is  not  obliged  to 
state  the  reasons  upon  the  record. 
Hunnewell  v.  Young,  18  Me.  262. 

86.  Lapice  v.  Lapice,  21  La.  Ann. 
226;  Dorr  v.  Jouet,  20  La.  Ann.  27; 
Selby  V.  The  Levee  Commissioners,  14 
La.  Ann.  434;  Jacobs  v.'  Levy,  12  La. 
Ann.  410;  Fleury  v.  Murphy,  2  La. 
Ann.  59. 

[a]  Where  the  constitution  pro- 
vides (1)  that  a  judgment  shall  con- 
tain the  reasons  upon  which  it  is 
founded,  if  it  recites  that  "the  jury 
having  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  i?  is  ordered,  adjudged,  etc., 
it  is  a  valid  judgment  (McDonough  v. 
Thompson,  11  La.  566),  (2)  as  is  it 
where  the  judgment  states  that  the 
court,  being  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff's 
claim  is  correct,"  it  is  ordered,  etc. 
Slidell  V.  Locke,  18  La.  461.  (3)  But 
a  judgment  in  the  following  words: 
"This  case  having  been  regularly  tak- 
en up  according  to  assignment  and 
after  the  testimony  adduced  and  argu- 
ment of  counsel  it  is  ordered,"  etc., 
has  been  held  not  to  meet  such  re- 
quirements. Police  Jury  of  Baton 
Bouge  V.  Bozman,  11  La.  Ann.  94. 
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be  incorporated  in  the  judgment,^'  though  the  judgment  should  recite 
the  fact  that  there  was  a  verdict,  where  such  is  the  case.**  No  state- 
ment in  a  judgment  upon  a  verdict  that  it  is  upon  the  merits  is  neces- 
sary to  determine  its  effect.*"  It  is  not  necessary  to  recite  in  the  judg- 
ment that  the  damages  have  been  assessed  by  the  clerk,""  or  that  the 
judgment  was  rendered  after  due  proof.'^ 

2.  As  to  Jurisdiction.  —  In  judgments  rendered  by  courts  of  lim- 
ited jurisdiction,  sufSeient  should  be  stated  to  show  that  the  dourt 
rendering  the  same  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  parties 
to  the  action;"^  but  in  the  case  of  judgments  rendered  by  courts  of 
general  jurisdiction,  jurisdiction  is  always  presumed  until  the  con- 
trary is  shown."^ 

F.  Designation  op  Paetibs  and  Additions."*  —  1.  In  General. 
The  parties  must  be  designated  in  a  judgment  sufficiently  to  enable 
the  clerk  to  know  at  whose  instance  to  issue  execution  and  against 
whose  property  it  may  properly  be  enforced;"^  a  judgment  that  does 


I 

87.  MoKinnon  &  Van  Meter  v.  Re- 
liance Lumb.  Co.,  63  Tex.  30. 

,  [a]  The  verdict  of  a  jury  copied  in 
the  judgment  need  not  contain  the  sig- 
nature of  the  foreman.  McKinnon  & 
Van  Meter  v.  Eeliance  Lumb.  Co,.  63 
Tex.  30;  Missouri,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Wal- 
den  (Tex.  Ciy.  App.),  46  S.  W.  87. 

ITecessity  for  judgment  conforming 
to  verdict,  see  supra,  XI,  D,  3. 

88.  Folcarelli  v.  Ward,  132  App.  Div. 
316,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  1093. 

[a]  A  judgment  upon  a  verdict 
should  be  in  form  a  judgment  for  the 
party  in  whose  favor  the  verdict  was 
rendered.  Folcarelli  v.  Ward,  132  App. 
Div.  316,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  1093. 

89.  Folcarelli  v.  Ward,  132  App.  Div. 
316,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  1093. 

90.  Eadcliff  v.  Erwin,  Minor,  (Ala.) 
88;  Gregory  ».  McNealy,  12  Fla.  578. 

91.  Wade  v.  Hurst,  143  Ga.  26,  84 
S.  E.  65;  Jones  v.  Tarver,  19  Ga.  279; 
Tucker  v.  Harris,  13  Ga.  1,  58  Am. 
Dec.  488. 

92.  111. — Spooner  v.  Warner,  2  111. 
App.  240.  Tenn. — Gunn  v.  Boone,  7 
Heisk.  8;  Barry  v.  Patterson,  3  Humph. 
313.  Tex. — Thompson  v.  Griffis,  19  Tex. 
115. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Justices  of 
the  Peace;"  "Probate  Courts." 

[a]  A  personal  judgment  against  a 
non-resident  which  does  not  show  that 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  party 
is  void.  Kilmer  v.  Brovn,  28  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  420,  67  S.  W.  1090. 

Necessity  for  court  having  jurisdic- 
tion, see  14  Standard  Pkoc.  777,  et  seq., 
and  generally  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 
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93.  U.  S. — Grignon  's  .  Lessee  v.  As- 
ter, 2  How.  318,  11  L.  ed.  283.  Minn. 
Miller  v.  Natwick,  110  Minn.  448,  125' 
N.  W.  1022.  N.  H.— Wilbur  v.  Abbott, 
etc.,  58  N.  H.  272.  N.  Y.— Hendrick 
V  Biggar,  66  Misc.  576,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  162.  Tenn. — Eobertson  v.  Win- 
chester, 85  Tenn.  171,  1  8.  W.  781. 

See  infra,  XVII,  A;  the  title  "Juris- 
diction," and  9  Enct.  of  Ev.  927,  933, 
et  seq. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  Presumed.  —  The 
jurisdiction  of  a  superior  court  of  com- 
mon law  is  always  presumed  unless 
the  contrary  appears  and  nothing  is 
presumed  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
but  that  which  specially  appears  to  be 
so.  Wingate  v.  Hayward,  40  N.  H. 
437,  441. 

94.  Necessity  for  parties,  see  14 
Standabd  Peoc.  782,  et  seq. 

In  suits  by  or. against  partners,  see 
generally  the  title  "Partnership." 

95.  Ala. — Gilbreath  v.  Manning,  24 
Ala.  418;  Kyle  v.  Mays,  22  Ala.  673; 
Hughes  V.  Mitchell,  19  Ala;.  268;  Tur- 
ner's Admr.  v.  Dupree'a  Admr.,  19  Ala. 
198;  Spence  v.  Simmons,  16  Ala.  828; 
Patterson  v.  OflBcers  of  Circuit  Court, 
11  Ala.  740;  Joseph's  Admr.  v.  Joseph's 
Legatees,  5  Ala.  280.  Ark. — Luttrell 
V.  Eeynolds,  63  Ark.  254,  37  S.  W.  1051. 
m.— De  \yolf  V.  Long,  7  HI.  679;  Ful- 
ler Watchman's  Electrical  Detector  Co, 
V.  Louis,  50  111.  App.  428;  Coats  v.  Bar- 
rett, 49  111.  App.  275;  Aultman  &  Co. 
V.  Wirth,  45  111.  App.  614.  Ky.— Church 
V.  Chambers,  3  Dana  274.  La. — Ford 
V.  Tilden,  7  La.  Ann.  533.  Mo. 
Sweazy   v.   Nettles,   2    Mo.    6.      Ohio> 
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not  show  for  and  against  whom  it  is  rendered  is  void  for  uncer- 
tainty.^" While  it  is  true  that  each  party  should  be  designated  by  his 
true  name,  both  Christian  and  surname  in  fiill,  yet  a  mistake  in  the 
name  of  a  party  is  not  fatal.  If  his  name  is  incorrectly  spelled  the 
doctrine  of  idem  sonans  may  be  invoked.^'  And  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  names  of  the  parties  be  correctly  stated  in  the  judgment,  pro- 
vided that  by  reference  to  the  caption,  or  to  the  pleadings,  process  or 
proceedings  in  the  action,  the  names  may  be  made  certain  f^  a  variance 
or  omission  in  this  case  will  be  held  to  be  a  clerical  error,  curable  by 
amendment.'^ 


State  ex  rel.  Andrews  v.  Holden,  12 
OHio  Dee.  (IC.  P.)  91.  Pa.— Park  v. 
Holmes,  147  Pa.  497,  23  Atl.  769.  S.  C. 
Ordinary  v.  McClure,  1  Bailey  L.  7, 
19  Am.  Dec.  648.  Tenn.— Hubbard  v. 
Birdwell,  11  Humph.  220;  Steamer  Mol- 
lie  Hamilton  v.  Paschal,  9  Heisk.  203; 
McClellan  h.  Cornwell,  2  Coldw.  298; 
Boyken  v.  State,  3  Yerg.  426.  W.  Va. 
Ferrell  v.  Simmons,  63  W.  Va.  45,  59 
S.  E.  752. 

See  also  14  Standard  Peoc.  1013. 

Conformity  of  parties  witb  pleadings, 
see  supra,  XI,  D,  2,  b,  (IV). 

96.  Goldberg  v.  Markowitz,  94  App. 
Div.  237,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  1045;  Ferrell 
V.  Simmons,  63  W.  Va.  45,  59  S.  E. 
752. 

[a]  The  failure  to  name  tile  plain- 
tiffs in  a  judgment,  though  an  irreg- 
ularity, cannot  be  taken  advantage  of 
when  such  judgment  is  offered  as  a 
muniment  of  title  ±0  support  a  sheriff's 
deed.    Wyche  v.  Clapp,  48  Tex.  543. 

Certainty  in  judgment  in  general,  see 
supra,  XI,  C. 

97.  lU.— Kerr  v.  Swallow,  33  HI. 
379.     la. — Mallory  v.  Eiggs,    76    Iowa 

748,  39   N.   W.    886.      Kan Eowe    v. 

Palmer,  29  Kan.  337.  Pa. — Jenny  v. 
Zehuder,  101  Pa.  296.  Tenri. — Robert- 
son V.  Winchester,  85  Tenn.  171,  1  S. 
W.  781.  Tex.^Selman  v.  Orr,  75  Tex. 
528,  12  S.  W.  697;  Eichman  v.  State, 
22  Tex.  App.  137,  2  S.  W.  538. 

98.  IT.  S.— Conrad  v.  Griffey,  11 
How.  480,  IS  L.-ed.  779.  Ala.— Lamp- 
kin  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.,  106 
Ala.  287,  17  So.  448.  Cal.— Chicago 
Clock  Co.  V.  Tobin,  123  Cal.  377,  55 
Pac.  1007.  la. — ^Lindsey  v.  Delano,  78 
Iowa  350,'  43  N.  W.  218;  Pinnagan  v. 
Manchester,  12  Iowa  521;  Campbell  v. 
Ayres,  6  Iowa  339.  Kan. — Union  Pa- 
cific E.  Co.  V.  Smith,  59  Kan.  80,  52 
Pae.  102.  Ky. — Head  v.  Perry,  1  Mon. 
253;  Shaekleford  v.  Fountain's  Heirs,  1 


T.  B.  Mon.  252,  15  Am.  Dec.  115.  La. 
Frey  v,  Pitzpatrick-Cromwell  Co.,  108 
La.  125,  32  So.  437.  Mich.— Aldrich  v. 
Maitland,  4  Mich.  205.  Miss. — Grim- 
ball  V.  Mississippi  &  A.  E.  Co.,  3  Smed. 
&  M.  38.  S.  C— Goodgion  v.  Gilreath, 
32  S.  C.  388,  11  S.  B.  207.  Tex.— Smith 
V.  Chenault,  48  Tex.  455;  Little  v. 
Birdwell,  27  Tex.  688;  Bailey  v.  Crit- 
tenden (Tex,  Civ.  App.),  44  S.  "W.  404. 
Eeference  to  record  as  aid  in  con- 
struction of  judgments,  see  generally 
XII,  B,  3. 

99.  Ala. — McDaniel  v.  Johnston,  ll'O 
Ala.  526,  531,  19  So.  35;  Flack  v.  An- 
drews, 86  Ala.  395,  5  So.  452;  Crawford 
V.  Whittlesey,  8  Ala.  806;  Patterson  v. 
Burnett,  6  Ala.  844.  Ark. — ^Webster  v. 
Bank  of  State,  4  Ark.  423.  Cal.— Fal- 
lon V.'  Brittan,  84  Cal.  511,  24  Pae. 
381.  '  ni.— Kerr  v.  Swallow,  33  HI.  379. 
Ind.— Threlkeld  v.  Allen,  133  Ind.  429, 
32  N.  E.  576;  MoGaughey  v.  Woods, 
106  Ind.  380,  7  N.  E.  7.  ^Ky.— Parsons 
V.  Spencer,  83  Ky.  305.  N.  0.— Brooks 
V.  Eatcliff,  33  N.  C.  321.  Tex.— Halsell 
V.  McMurphy,  86  Tex.  100,  23  S.  W. 
647;  Johnson  v.  Eichardson,  52  Tex. 
481;  Terry  v.  French,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
120,  23  S.  W.  911. 

[a]  A  clerical  error  in  naming  the 
parties  in  a  judgment  will  not  render 
the  judgment  void.  Crawford  v. 
Whittlesey,  8  Ala.  806;  Smith  v.  Eedus, 
9  Ala.  99,  44  Am.  Dec.  429. 

[b]  Where  in  an  action  agaihst  the 
Austin  Water,  Light  and  Power  Co.,  the 
jury  brought  in  a  verdict  against  the 
City  Water  po.  of  Austin,  and  judg- 
ment was  entered  against  the  Austin 
Light  and  Power  Co.,  it  was  held  that 
inasmuch  as  the  defendant  was  by  its 
own  attorney  many  times  described  as 
the  City  Water  Co.,  the  error  was  not 
ground  for  reversal.  Austin  Water,  etc. 
Co.  V.  MaKemson  (Tex.),  27  S.  W.  588. 

Amendment  of  judgment  as  to  desig- 
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The  designation  of  parties  in  a  judgment  as  the  "heirs"  of  a  certain"^ 
person  is  sufficient,  if  it  can  be  made  certain  by  reference  to  the  record 
of  the  case.^  In  a  suit  in  the  name  of  one  for  the  use  of  another,  a 
judgment  which  is  entered  in  favor  of  the  beneficiary  alone  is  er- 
roneous;^ but  a  mere  nominal  or  unnecessary  party  to  an  action 
should  not  be  included  in  the  judgment.^  And  in  such  a  case  a  judg- 
ment against  "the  defendants"  generally  will  not  be  reversed.* 

Designation  in  the  Alternative.  —  A  judgment  against  two  or  more 
parties  in  the  alternative  is  a  nullity.^   ^ 

2.  Fictitious  or  Wrong  Name.  —  A  defendant  may  be  sued  by  a 
fictitious  name  and  if  the  pleadings  are  amended  by  inserting  his  true 
name  a  judgment  rendered  thereon  is  valid.^  If  a  party  is  sued  by. a 
wrong  name  and  service  is  made  on  the  party  intended  to  be  sued  and 
he  fails  to  appear  and  plead  the  misnomer  in  abatement,  and  suffers 
judgment  to  be  obtained  by  default  against  him  in  the  erroneous 
name,  he  is  concluded  by  such  judgment.'' 

3.  Designation  as  Plaintiff  or  Defendant.  —  The  parties  may  be 
designated  generally  as  "plaintiffs"  or  "defendants,"  and  reference 
may  be  had  to  the  pleadings  to  properly  identify  them;  such  a  judg- 
ment will  be  held  to  comprise  all  those  who  are  made  parties  as  such 


nation  of  parties,  see  infra,  XIII,  A, 
3,  b,  (III).  / 

1.  Parsons  v.  Spencer,  83  Ky.  305; 
Shackleford  v.  Fountain's  Heirs,  1 
Mon.  (Ky.)  252,  15  Am.  Dec.  115. 

[a]  A  judgment  in  favor  of  "the 
descendants"  of  a  person  without  nam- 
ing them  individually  is  not  void  for 
uncertainty.  Stevenson  i}.  Flournoy, 
89  Ky.  561,  13  S.  W.  210. 

Beference  to  record  as  aid  in  con- 
struction of  judgments,  see  infra,  XII, 
B,  3. 

2.  III. — Hobson  v.  McCambridge,  130 
HI.  367,  22  N.  E.  823.  La.— See  Jones 
V.  Succession  of  Hoss,  29  La.  Ann.  564. 
N.  J.— Souder  v.  Stout,  3  N.  J.  L.  413. 
N.  C— March  v.  Verble,  79  N.  G.  19. 

[a]  A  judgment  in  favor  of  a  nom- 
inal plaintiff  "for  the  use  of  the  es- 
tate of  Saunders  deceased,"  will  not 
be  disturbed  on  the  ground  that  it  does 
not  show  for  whom  it  was  rendered. 
Dowell  V.  Mills,  32  Tex.  440. 

[b]  A  judgment  may  properly  be 
entered  against  the  real  party  in  inter- 
est though  not  an  actual  party,  where 
it  participated  in  the  trial.  Sohroeder 
V.  Hotel  Commercial  Co.,  84  Wash.  685, 
147  Pae.  417. 

3.  Cincinnati  Ham.  &  D.  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Spratt,  2  Duv.  (Ky.)  4. 

[a]  Where  Person  Not  a  Party  Is 
Interested  in  Subject-Matter. — But  a 
judgment  may  be  rendered  against  one 
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who  although  only  a  nominal  party  to 
the  suit  is  incidentally  interested  in 
the  subject-matter  and  received  the 
benefit  of  credit  on  the  note  sued  on. 
Harris  v.  Musgrove,  59  Tex.  40l! 

4.  Cincinnati  Ham.  &  D.  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Spratt,  2  Duv.  (Ky.)  4;  Harris  v. 
Musgrove,  59  Tex.  401. 

Designation  of  parties  as  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  see  infra,  XI,  F,  2. 

5.  Alexander  v.  Leland,  1  Idaho  425 
(money  judgment). 

Alternative  or  conditional  judgments 
generally,  see  supra,  XI,  C,  2. 

6.  Cal. — Alameda  Co.  v.  Crocker,  125 
Cal.  101,  57  Pac'  766;  San  Francisco 
V.  Burr,  36  Pac.  771;  McKinlay  v. 
Tuttle,  42  Cal.  570.  La.— Enders  v. 
The  Henry  Clay,  8  Bob.  30.  N.  Y. 
Fischer  v.  Hetherington,  11  Misc.  575, 
32  N.  Y.  Supp.  795. 

[a]  Where  a  person  goes  under  an 
assumed  name  and  suit  is  brought 
against  him  in  such  name  and  judg- 
ment rendered  in,  the  assumed  name 
the  judgment  will  be  good.  Clark  v. 
Clark,  19  Kan.  522. 

[b]  Where  a  person  is  known  equal- 
ly well  by  two  names  a  judgment  ren- 
dered against  him  in  either  name  is 
valid.  Hopson  v.  Schoelkopf  (Tex.), 
27  S.  W.  283. 

7.  Cal. — McCreery  v.  Everding,  54 
Cal.  168.  lU.— Pond  v.  Ennis,  69  111. 
341 J  Davis  V.  Taylor,  41  HI.  405.    Ind. 
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by  the  service  of  process  and  pleadings.^  And  a  transposition  of 
the  words  "plaintiff"  and  "defendant"  in  a  judgment  will  not  in- 
validate it,  if  it  is  clear  from  the  rest  of  the  record  that  it  was  a 
clerical  mistake.^  Where  there  are  several  defendants,  a  judgment 
against  "the  defendants"  generally,  will  be  limited  to  one  only,  if 
it  is  shown  by  the  record  that  only  one  was  intended.^"  Similarly, 
where  the  judgment  is  against  the  "defendant,"  it  will  be  construed 
to  mean  all  the  defendants,  if  the  record  shows  this  intention.  ^^  The 
use  of  the  word  "plaintiff"  instead  of  "plaintiffs,"  where  there  is 
more  than  one  plaintiff,  will  be  treated  as  a  clerical  error  and  the 
judgment  will  accrue  to  the  benefit  of  all  the  plaintiffs.^^ 


Kinyen  v.  Stroh,  136  Ind.  610,  36  N.  E. 
519.  Ky. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Hall,  12  Bush  131.  Md.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Jaggers,  31  Md.  38,  100  Am. 
Dec.  53.  Mo. — Parry  v.  Woodson,  33 
Mo.  347,  84  Am.  Dec.  51.  Pa.— Alt- 
house  V.  Hunsberger,  6  Pa.  Super.  163. 
Tenn. — ^Brandon  v.  Diggs,  1  Heisk.  472. 
Eng.— Smith  V.  Patten,  6  Taunt.  115, 
128  Eng.  Eeprint  977. 

8.  Ala. — Collins  &  Co.  v.  Hyslop,  11 
Ala.  508.  Fla. — Taylor  v.  Branham  & 
(Jo.,  35  Fla.  297,  17  So.  552;  48  Am. 
St.  Eep.  249,  39  L.  E.  A.  362.  Ga. 
Torrent  v.  Suiter,  67  Ga.  32.  lU.— Fink 
V.  Disbrow,  69  111.  76.  Ind. — Kirby  v. 
Holmes,  6  Ind.  33.  Mich.— Aldrich  v. 
Maitland,  4  Mich.  205.  Miss. — McCar- 
tey  V.  Kittrell,  55  Miss.  253.  Tenn. 
Eobertson  v.  Winchester,  85  Tenn.  171, 
1  S.  W.  781;  Wilson  v.  Nance,  11 
Humph.  189.  Tex. — Smith  v.  Chenault, 
48  Tex.  455;  Little  u.  Birdwell,  27  Tex. 
688;  Hays  v.  Tarborough,  21  Tex.  487. 
Wis. — Dousman  v.  Hooe,  3  Wis.  466. 

[a]-  "Th^  word  'defendant'  in  a 
judgment  embraces  all  those  who  by 
the  record  are  liable  to  the  judg- 
ment." Clagget  V.  Blanohard,  8  Dana 
(Ky.)    41. 

\b}  Where  an  action  is  against  two 
or  more  defendants  and  judgment  is 
rendered  against  "the  defendants,"  it 
will  be  construed  to  mean  only  such 
defendants  as  are  properly  before  the 
court.  CahiU  v.  Vanlaningham,  7  Ind. 
540. 

[c]  Defect  Cured  t)y  Reference  to 
Pleadings. — While  it  is  best  that  a  judg- 
ment should  be  so  complete  within 
itself  that  the  officer  issuing  the  process 
to  enforce  it^  can  see  at  a  glance  the 
parties  for  and  against  whom  such 
process  is  to  be  issued  yet,  if  the 
parties  for  and  against  whom  it  is  ren- 
dered are  so  referred  to  therein  as  that 


reference  to  its  caption  or  the  plead- 
ings or  process  and  proceedings  in  the 
action  will  make  certain  the  names  of 
the  parties  thus  referred  to  it  is  suffi- 
cient. Every  judgment  may  be  con- 
strued and  aided  by  the  entire  record. 
Taylor  v.  Branham  &  Co.,  35  Fla.  297, 
17  So.  552,  48  Am.  St.  Eep.  249,  39 
L.  E.  A.  362. 

[d]  Where  there  were  two  defend- 
ants, one  of  whom  did  not  appear  and 
was  not  served  with  process  and  the 
judgment  was  rendered  agajnst  "the 
defendants,"  the  court  held  that  this 
was  a  clerical  error  which  might  have 
been  amended  by  motion  in  the  court 
below  and  that  the  court  would  treat 
it  as  so  amended.  Stebbens  V.  Len- 
festy,  14  Ind.  4. 

[e]  Where  the  verdict  is  in  favor 
of  a  part  of  the  defendants  and  against 
the  others,  a  judgment  rendered  against 
' '  the  defendants ' '  generally  will  not 
be  erroneous.  It  will  be  construed  with 
reference  to  the  verdict  upon  which  it 
is  rendered  and  it  will  be  held  to  be 
against  only  those  defendants  against 
whom  verdict  was  given.  Lamar  ». 
Williams,  39  Miss.  342. 

[f]  The  Name  of  One  Defendant 
Omitted. — Where  judgment,  is  rendered 
against  "the  defendants,"  naming  two 
of  them,  but  omitting  the  name  of 
the  third,  the  judgment  is  still  good 
against  the  unnamed  defendant,  if  the 
record  shows  that  the  court  had  juris- 
diction of  him.  Coolbaugh  v.  Huether, 
6  Kulp  (Pa.)  209. 

Eeference  to  record  generally  as  aid 
in  construction  of  judgment,  see  infra, 
XII,  B,  3. 

9.  Bowman  v.  Green,  6  Mon.  (Ky.) 
339    341. 

lb.     See  infra,  XII,  B,  4,  c. 

11.  See  imfra,  XII,  B,  4,  c. 

12.  See  infra,  XII,  B,  4,  b. 
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t  4.  Use  of  Christian  Name  and  Initials.  —  The  use  of  the  initials 
instead  of  the  Christian  name,  though  an  irregularity,  does  not  render 
the  judgment  void."  And  if  the  initials  are  incorrectly  designated 
the  defect  may  be  cured  by  reference  to  other  parts  of  the  record.^* 
The  Christian  name  or  initials  may  be  omitted  entirely,  without  in- 
validating the  judgment,  provided  they  can  be  supplied  by  reference 
to  the  record.^^ 

5.  Additions  and  Descriptions.  —  The  omission  of  additions,  not 
properly  a  part  of  the  name  or  description  of  the  parties,  does  not 
render  the  judgment  invalid.^''  So  also,  the  improper  addition  of 
words  merely  descriptio  personae  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 


13.  Meyer  v.  Wilson,  166  Ind.  651, 
76  N.  E.  748;  Bridges  v.  Layman,  31 
Ind.  384;  Jones  v.  Martin,  5  Black. 
351;  Vicborn  v.  Pollock,  133  Mich.  524, 

95  N.  W.  576.  But  see  Dickerson  v. 
Kelley,  3  Penne.  (Del.)  69,  50  Atl.  512. 

[a]  But  where  a  defendant  was  sued 
as  "James  Cox"  and  service  was  re- 
turned as  "John  Cox"  and  judgment 
was  entered  against  "J.  Cox"  was 
held  to  be  such  error  as  would  in- 
validate the  judgment  unless  there  was 
something  in  the  record  to  show  the 
person  served  was  the  person  sued. 
Sutter  V.  Cox,  6,  Cal.  415. 

[b]  Business  Name. — Where  a  party- 
is  in  the  habit  of  signing  checks  and 
doing  business  at  other  places  by  the 
initials  of  his  namfe,  these  initials  will 
be  treated  as  his  business  name  and  a 
judgment  recovered  against  him  by 
that  name  is  not  void.  Oakley  v.  Peg- 
ler,  30  Neb.  628,  46  N.  W.  920. 

[c]  Using  Initials  of  Corporate 
Name. — A  judgment  against  two  rail- 
road companies  captioned  with  the  ini- 
tials of  one  company  "et  al, "  is  suffi- 
cient against  the  other  where  the  rec- 
ord shows  that  the  other  adopted  the 
caption  in  its  plea  and  described  itself 
therein  by  its  full  corporate  name. 
Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.,  8  N.  M.  159,  42  Pac.  89. 

14.  Ind. — McGaughey  v.  Woods,  106 
Ind.  380,  7  N.  E.  7.    la. — Reed  v.  Lane, 

96  Iowa  454,  65  N.  W.  380.  Mo. 
Krouski  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.,  77  Mo. 
362.  Tex.— Crawford  v.  Wilcox,  68  Tex. 
109,  3  S.  W.  695. 

Beference  to  record  to  aid  in  con- 
struction of  judgments,  see  infra,  XII, 
B,  3. 

15.  Ala. — Condry  v.  Henley,  4  Stew. 
&  P.  9.  Ind. — McGaughey  v.  Woods, 
106  Ind.  380,  7  N.  E.  7;  Hopper  v. 
Lucas,  86  Ind.  43.  Mass. — Root  v.  Fel- 
lows,  6   Cush.   29.     N.   M. — Garland  v. 
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Bartels,  2  N.  M.  1.  N.  Y.— Fish  v. 
Emerson,  44  N.  Y.  376;  Clute  v.  Em- 
merich, 26  Hun  10;  Weil  v.  Martin,  24 
Hun  645;  Padgett  v.  Lawrence,  10 
Paige  170;  Grant  v.  Birdsall,  2  Civ. 
Proc.  422.  Pa. — York  Bank's  Appeal, 
36  Pa.  458;  Eidgway,  Budd  &  Co.'s 
Appeal,  15  Pa.  177;  Sheridan's  Estate, 
10  Kulp.  225.  S.  C— Goodgion  v. 
Gilreath,  32  S.  C.  388,  11  S.  E.  207. 
Tenn.— Marshal  v.  pill,  8  Yerg.  101. 
Tex.— Wyche  v.  Clapp,  43  Tex.  543; 
Hays  V.  Yarborough,  21  Tex.  487;  Brad- 
ford V.  Rogers,  2  Pos.  Unrep,  Cas.  57;- 
Ballew  V.  Casey,  9  S.  W.  189.  Vt. 
Newoomb  v.  Peck,  17  Vt.  302.  Wash. 
Olson  V.  Veazie,  9  Wash.  481,  37  Pac. 
677. 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  Christian 
name  of  the  defendant  does  not  in- 
validate a  judgment  if  the  defendant 
intended  was  actually  served.  Von 
Hatten  v.  SchoU,  1  App.  Div.  32,  36 
N.  Y.  Supp.  771. 

[b]  The  omission  of  the  initial  let- 
ter of  the  middle  name  of  a  defendant 
in  a  judgment  will  not  invalidate  it. 
Clute  V.  Emmerich,  26  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
10. 

[c]  Intervening  Rights  of  Third 
Party. — Where  the  initial  of  the  mid- 
dle name  of  the  defendant  is  omitted 
in  the  judgment,  though, the  judgment 
is  good  as  against  the  defendant  it  is 
bad  as  against  a  third  party  whose  in- 
terests have  intervened  by  the  purchaise 
of  real  property  after  the  recording  of 
the  judgment.  Wood  v.  Reynolds,  7 
Watts  &  S.    (Pa.)   406. 

16.  Omission  of  Word  "Junior." 
The  Word  "junior"  is  no  part  of  a 
name  and  where  the  plaintiff  in  the 
summons  and  declaration  affixes  the 
letters  "Jr."  to  his  name,  the  omis- 
sion of  those  letters  in  the  record  of 
judgment  is  immaterial.  Loveland  ». 
Sears,  1  Colo.  433, 
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judgment.^^  But  where  the  parties  sue  or  are  sued  in  a  representative 
capacity,  the  parties  should  be  designated  in  the  judgment  in  the 
capacity  in  which  they  are  sued.^* 

G.  Specification  of  Amount  and  Medium  of  Payments.  —  1. 
Specification  of  Amount-^^  —  a.  In  General.^"  —  The  amount  for 
which  the  judgment  is  rendered  must  be  specified  with  clearness  and 
certainty ;^^  a  failure  to  do. so  will  render  the  judgment  erroneous,  if 


17.  Cal.— Eutan  v.  Wolters,  116  Cal. 
403,  48  Pac.  385.  Ga. — Stewart  v.  At- 
lanta Beef  Co.,  93  Ga.  12,  18  S.  B. 
981,  44  Am.  St.  Kep.  119;  Tinsley  v. 
Lee,  51  Ga.  482.  la. — ^Dougherty  v. 
McManus,  36  Iowa  657.  N.  C— Hall 
V.  Craige,  68  N.  C.  305.  Pa. — ^Book- 
well  V.  Tupper,  7  Pa.  Super.  174.  Tex. 
Weis  V.  Skinner  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178 
S.  W.  34;  Sass  v.  Hirsohfeld,  23  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  396,  56  S.  W.  941;  Lenon 
V.  Walker,  2  Pos.  Unrep.  Cas.  568.  Va. 
Fulkerson  v.  Taylor,  100  Va.  426,  41 
S.  E.  863. 

See  also  infra,  XTI,  B,  4,  e,  note  44. 

[a]  Where  one  is  personally  liable 
in  an  action  brought  against  him,  the 
description  of  him  in  the  judgment  "as 
tax-collector"  will  not  vitiate  the  judg- 
ment, the  words  quoted  being  merely 
descriptive  of  the  person,  and  having 
no  legal  effect  otherwise.  Stewart  v. 
Atlanta  Beef  Co.,  93  Ga.  12,  18  S.  E. 
981. 

[b]  The  word  "curator"  annexed 
to  the  name  of  a  defendant  against 
whom  a  decree  is  rendered  is  descrip- 
tive merely,  and  the  decree  is  a  per- 
sonal ope,  although  there  be  superadded 
a  direction  to  the  defendant  "as  cur- 
ator" to  collect  and  apply  certain 
funds  to  its  payment.  Fulkerson  v. 
Taylor,  100  Va.  426,  41  S.  E.  863. 

_  [c]  Where  a  defendant  signed  a 
note  as  ' '  superintendent "  Of  a  company 
and  in  an  Action  on  the  note  judg- 
ment was  rendered  against  him  indi- 
vidually, the  court  held  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  statement  of  facts  it  could 
not  determine  that  it  was  error  for  the 
court  below  to  treat  the  affix  "super- 
intendent" as  mere  descriptio  per- 
sonae.  Stevens  v.  Morris,  35' Tex.  709. 
Effect  of  surplusage  generally,  see 
supra,  XI,  C,  3. 

18.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Fortier 
V.  New  Orleans  Bank,  112  U.   S.   439, 

'5  Sup.  Ct.  234,  28  L.  ed.  764.  Ga. 
Saffold  V.  Banks,  69  Ga.  289.  El.— Mas- 
ters V.  Masters,  13  HI.  App.  611.  Ky. 
See  Budd  v.  Deposit  Bank  of  Owens- 


boro,  105  Ky.  443,  49  S.  W.  207,  971. 
Minn.— Fritz  v.  McGill,  31  Minn.  536, 
18  N.  W.  753.  N.  Y.— Legget  v.  Pelle- 
treau,  213  N.  Y.  237,  107  N.  E.  509; 
Bennett  v.  Whitney,  94  N.  Y.  302. 
Tex. — ^Brown  v.  Brown,  71  Tex.  355,  9 
S.  W.  261. 

See  also  supra,  XI,  D,  2,  b,  (IV), 
(B);  and  the  titles  "Executors  and 
Administrators ; "  "Guardian  and 
Ward;"  "Receivers;"  "Trusts  and 
Trustees. ' ' 

[a]  If  the  pleadings  are  ambiguous 
as  to  capacity  in  which  the  plaintiff 
sues,  the  theory  upon  which  the  case 
was  tried  will  control  the  judgment. 
The  pleadings  may  be  read  in  connec- 
tion with  a  judgment  which  prima 
facie  makes  the  defendant  personally 
liable  to  show  that  the  suit  was  against 
the  defendants  as  executors.  Croom  v. 
Winston,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  43  S. 
W.  1072.  Eeference  to  pleadings  as 
aid  in  construction  of  judgments,  see 
generally  infra,  XII,  B,  4,  e. 

[b]  Where  a  party  is  sued  in  his 
legal  representative  capacity  and  judg- 
ment is  rendered  against  him  under 
the  name  of  the  "defendant"  such 
judgment  cannot  be  construed  to  be 
against  him  in  his  legal  capacity.  Bob- 
bins' Admr.  v.  Walters,  2  Tex.  130. 

19.  In  judgments  by  confession,  see 
14  Standard  Proc.  812,  835. 

In  judgment  by  default,  see  14  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  904.  / 

20.  Conformity  'with  pleadings,  see 
supra,  XI,  D,  2,  b,  (VI),  (B). 

21.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Spence 
V.  Simmons,  16  Ala.  828;  Mobile  &  C. 
P.  B.  B.  Co.  V.  Talman,  15  Ala.  472; 
McCartney  v.  Calhoun,  11  Ala.  110; 
Tankersley  v.  Silburn,  Minor  185;  Dins- 
more  V.  Austin,  Minor  89.  Del. — Ether- 
idge  V.  Middleton,  1  Marv.  139,  40  Atl. 
714.  Ga. — Moody  v.  Muscogee  Mfg.  Co., 
134  Ga.  721,  68  S.  E.  604.  111.— Guild 
V.  Hall,  9]!  111.  223;  Carpenter  v.  Sher- 
fy,  71  HI.  427;  Bothgerber  V.  Wonderly, 
66  HI.  390;  Pittsburg,  Ft.  W.  &  C.  E. 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  58  HI.  80;  Lawrence  v. 
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not  void.^^    If  the  amount  can  be  computed  from  data  contained  in 


Past,  20  HI.  338;  Milhin  v.  Hawkey 
Ins.  Co.,  171  ni.  App.  262;  Dickinson 
V.  Eahn,  98  HI.  App.  245;  Fitzsimmons 
V.  Munch,  74  HI.  App.  259;  "Washing- 
ton Park  Club  v.  Baldwin,  59  111.  App. 
61;  Kamp  v.  Branch  Crooks  Saw  Co., 
47  HI.  App.  548.  Ind. — Needham  v. 
Gillaspy,  49  Ind.  245;  Burge  v.  Shirk, 

10  Ind.  396;  Wernway  v.  Brown,  8 
Blackf.    457.      la. — Anderson    v.   Eeed, 

11  Iowa  177;  Taylor,  Shipton  &  Co.  v. 
Eunyon,  3  Iowa  474.  Ky. — ^Landerman 
V.  McKinson,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  234; 
Clarkson  v.  White,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  539, 

20  Am.  Dec.  229;  Mason,  v.  Chambers, 
4  J.  J.  Marsh.  401;  Downing  v.  Dean's 
Exr.,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  378;  Booth  v. 
Eogers,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  515;  Honore  v. 
Colmesnil,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  506,  525; 
Noland  v.  Eiohards,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  582; 
White's  Exrs.  v.  Guthrie,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
503;  Depew  v.  Bank  of  Limestone,  1 
J.  J.  Marsh.  378;  Clark  v.  Bell,  4  Dana 
15;  Brittenham  v.  Cummins,  1  Bibb 
(Ky.)  487.  La. — ^D.ecker's  Exrs.  v. 
Bradford's  Heirs,  4  Mart.  (O.  S.)  311. 
Me.— Bickford  v.  Plannery,  70  Me.  106. 
Miss. — Warbingtou  v.  Norris,  3  How. 
227.  Mo. — Steinback  v.  Lisa's  Exrs., 
1  Mo.  228.  Okla.— Board  of  Comra.  of 
Custer  County  v.  Moon,  8  Okla.  205, 
57  Pac.  161.  Pa. — Park  v.  Holmes,  147 
Pa.  497,  23  Atl.  769.  Temi.— Codwise 
V.  Taylor,  4  Sneed  346.  Tex. — Mussina 
V.  Goldthwaite,  34  Tex.  125;  Brown  v. 
Horless,  22  Tex.  645;  Barnett  v.  Caruth, 
22  Tex.  173,  73  Am.  Dec.  255;  Moseley 
V.  Brigham,  12  Tex.  104;  Bludworth  v. 
Poole,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  551,  53  S.  W. 
717.  Va. — Early  v.  Moore,  4  Munf.  (18 
Va.)  262.  W.  Va.— Hart  v.  Hart,  31 
W.  Va.  688,  8  S.  E.  562.  Wis.— Eape 
V.  Heaton,  9  Wis.  328,  76  Am.  Dec. 
269. 

22.  See  the  following:  ID. — ^Dukes  v. 
Eowley,  24  111.  210;  Lane  v.  Bommel- 
mann,  21  HI.  143;  Nichols  v.  Stewart, 

21  HI.  106;  Boyne  v.  Vandalia  E.  E. 
Co.,  128  HI.  App.  191  (citing  with  ap- 
proval, Avery  v.  Babcock,  35  HI.  175; 
Carpenter  v.  Sherfy,  71  HI.  427);  Eitz- 
simmons  v.  Munch,  74  HI.  App.  259; 
School  Directors  v.  Newman,  47  HI. 
App.  364.  la. — Giddings  v.  Giddings, 
70  Iowa  486,  30  N.  W.  869;  Bartle  v. 
Plane,  68  Iowa  227,  26  N>  W.  88;  Eig- 
glesworth'  v.  Eeed,  Morris  19.  Ky. 
Harrison  v.  Lee,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  171; 
Taylor  v.  Morton,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  65; 
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Clarkson  v.  White,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  529, 
20  Am.  Dec.  229;  Terrill  v.  Herron,  4 
J  J.  Marsh.  519;  Bartlett  v.  Blanton, 
4  J.  J.  Marsh.  426;  Lowe  v.  Baber's 
Admr.,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  423;  Downing  v. 
Dean's  Exr.,  8  J.  J.  Marsh.  378;  Booth 
V.  Eogers,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  515;  Ward 
V.  Davidson,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  443;  South- 
erland  v.  Crawford,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  369; 
Ballard  v.  Davis,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  656;  No- 
land  V.  Eichards,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  582; 
Stagner  v.  Fox,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  556; 
White's  Exrs.  v.  Guthrie,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
503;  Smith  v.  Well's  Admx.,  4  Bush  92. 
La. — Peet,  Sims  &  Co.'«.  Whitmore,  14 
La.  Ann.  408.  Miss. — Claughton  v.  Black, 
24  Miss.  185;  Berry  v.  Anderson,  2 
How.  649;  Douglass  v.  Hendricks, 
Walk.  230.  N.  H.— Wilbur  v.  Abbott, 
58  N.  H.  272.  N.  J.— Hann  v.  Gosling, 
9  N.  J.  L.  248.  N.  Y.— Frost  v.  Flint, 
2  How.  Pr.  125.  Okla. — Board  of  Com- 
missioners V.  Moon,  8  Okla.  205,  57  Pac. 
161.  Pa.— Park  v.  Holmes,  147  Pa.  497, 
23  Atl.  769.  Tenn. — Coclwise  v.  Taylor, 
4  Sneed  346.  Tex. — ^Brown  v.  Horless, 
22  Tex.  645;  Barnett  v.  Caruth,  22  Tex. 
173,  73  Am.  Dec.  255.  Va. — ^Blane  v. 
Sansum,  2  Call  (6  Va.)  495. 

[a]  A  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
for  a  specified  sum,  "subject  to  an 
offset  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  afore- 
said,"  is  void  for  uncertainty.  Spiva 
V.  Williams,  20  Tex.  442. 

[b]  A  judgment  for  the  damages 
assessed  by  the  jury  when  in  fact  no 
damages  were  assessed  by  the  jury  is 
erroneous.  Fowler  d.  Prewitt,  Sneed 
(Ky.)  59. 

[c]  A  judgment  that  a  surety,  who 
sues  as  plaintiff,  "be  fully  indem- 
"nified"  is  too  indefinite.  It  should  de- 
cree the  exact  sum  due  and  to  be  paid. 
Mudd  V.  Eodgers,  10  La.  Ann.   648. 

[d]  Where  (1)  a  judgment  is  en- 
tered witlx  blanks  as  to  the  amount 
to  be  supplied,  it  is  invalid.  111. 
Nichols  V.  Stewart,  21  111.  106;  School 
Directors  v.  Newman,  47  111.  App.  364. 
la. — Giddings  v.  Giddings,  70  Iowa  486, 
30  N.  W.  869;  Eigglesworth  v.  Eeed, 
Morris  19.  Mich.^Morgan  v.  Tweddle, 
119  Mich.  350,  78  N.  W.  121.  Okla. 
Board  of  Comrs.  of  Custer  County  v. 
Moon,  8  Okla.  205,  57  Pac.  161.  (2) 
Thus  where  the  amount  of  the  damages 
was  left  ^blank  in  a  judgment,  but  the 
amount  of  costs  was  specified,  the 
court  held  that  the  judgment  could  be. 
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the  judgment  itself  it  will  not  be  void  for  uncertainty,  however. ^^ 
Reference  may  be  had  to  the  pleadings,^*  or  to  the  verdict,^^  in  the 
ease  to  aid  in  determining  the  amount  of  the  judgment.^^  Where 
both  compensatory  and  punitive  damages  are  allowed,  the  party 
against  whom  the  judgment  is  rendered  cannot  require  that  they  be 
stated  separately  in  the  judgment.^^  "Where  the  damages  in  a  judg- 
ment are  assessed  in  two  separate  sums  a  misstatement  of  the  ag- 
gregate will  not  affect  its  validity  but  will  be  treated  as  a  clericaP^ 


enforced  for'  the  amount  of  the  costs 
only  although  the  judge 's  calendar  con- 
tained the  minute,  "clerk  to  assess." 
Case  V.  Plato,  54  Iowa  64,  6  N.  W. 
128.  (3)  But  where  the  court  ordered 
judgment  on  a  promissory  note  the 
amount  of  which  the  clerk  was  directed 
to  assess  and  the  clerk  made  judgment 
entry  leaving  a  blank  for  the  amount 
which  he  afterwards  filled  in  vacation, 
it  was  considered  simply  an  irregularity 
and  did  not  invalidate  the  judgment. 
Lind  V.  Adams,  10  Iowa  398. 

Judgment  blank  as  to  costs,  see  infra, 
XI,   G,   1,  b. 

[e]  Uncertain  Credit. — A  judgment 
subject  to  an  uncertain  credit  is  er- 
roneous. The  amount  of  the  credit 
should  be  ascertained  and  judgment 
rendered  for  the  balance.  Early  v. 
Moore,  4  Mun.    (18  Va.)    262. 

23.  See  the  following:  Ga. — ^Moody 
V.  Muscogee  Mfg.  Co.,  134  Ga.  721,  68 
S.  E.  604.  lU.— Morrison  v.  Smith,  130 
lU.  304,  23  N.  E.  241;  Phillips  v.  Ed- 
sall,  127  ni.  535,  20  N.  E.  801;  Guild 
V.  Hall,  91  m.  233;  Hansen  v.  Eounsa- 
vell,  74  HI.  238;  Nichols  v.  Stewart,  21 
HI.  106;  Washington  Park  Club  v. 
Baldwin,  59  HI.  App.  61.  Ind.— Biddle 
V.  Pierce,  13  Ind.  App.  239,  41  N.  E. 
475.  la. — Anderson  v.  Reed,  11  Iowa 
177.  Ky.— Smith  v.  Wells'  Admx.,  4 
Bush  92,  97;  Landerman  v.  McKinson, 
5  J.  J.  Marsh.  234;  Mason  v.  Cham- 
bers, 4  J.  J.  Marsh.  401,  426;  Downing 
V.  Dean's  Exr.,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  378; 
Ward  V.  Davidson,  2  J.  J.  Marsh,  443. 
La. — Mudd  v.  Rogers,  10  La.  Ann.  648. 
Miss. — Warbington  v.  Norris,  3  How. 
227;  Berry  v.  Anderson,  2  How.  649, 
652.  Pa.T-Lewis  v.  Smith,  2  Serg.  & 
R.  142;  Clarkson  v.  States,  1  Lack.  Leg. 
N.  119,  4  Pa.  Dist.  428.  S.  C— Adicks 
V.  Allison,  21  S.  C.  245,  259.  Va.— Early 
V.  Moore,  4  Mun.   (18  Va.)   262. 

[a]  Every  judgment  must  be  cer- 
tain and  definite  as  to  its  amount.  This 
element  of  certainty  is  present  when 
the  exact  amount  of  the  judgment  may 


be  ascertained  by  the  subtraction  of 
one  named  sum-  from  another  named 
sum,  as  provided  in  the  judgment. 
Moody  V.  Muscogee  Mfg.  Co.,  134  Ga. 
721,  68  S.  E.  604. 

[b]  Judgment  Valid  If  Amount  Can 
Be  Readily  Computed. — A  judgment 
that  the  plaintiff  have  and  recover  of 
the  defendant  a  specified  sum  of 
"$205.79,  his  damages  assessed  by  the 
jury,  less  the  sum  of  $5.79  remitted 
as  aforesaid,"  is  substantially  a  judg- 
ment for  $200.00  and  is  not  erroneous 
for  uncertainty.  Guild  ■».  Hall,  91  111. 
223. 

24.  HI.— Morrison  v.  Smith,  130  111. 
304,  23  N.  E.  241.  But  see  Milhin  v. 
Hawkey  Ins.  Co.,  171  111.  App.  262. 
Kan. — Educational  Assn.  v.  Hitchcock, 
4  Kan.  36.  Ky. — Depew  v.  Bank  of 
Limestone,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  378.  La. 
Decker's  Exrs.  ».  Bradford's  Heirs,  4 
Mart.  (O.  S.)  311;  Melancan's  Heirs 
V.  Duhamel,  3  Mart.  (N.  S.)  7.  Miss. 
Ladiner  v.  Ladiner,  64  Miss.  368,  1  So. 
492.  Tex. — Moseley  v.  Brigham,  12 
Tex.  104. 

25.  Ala.— Ellis  V.  Dunn,  Taylor  & 
Co.,  3  Ala.  632.  Ark.— Dyer  v.  Hatch, 
1  Ark.  339.  Ga. — Hayden  v.  Anderson, 
57  Ga.  378.  lU.— Peoria  &  R.  I.  R. 
Co.  V.  Mitchell,  74  111.  394;  Miller  v. 
Kirby,  74  111.  242.  Kan.— See  Citizens' 
Bank  v.  Boweu,  25  Kan.  117,  120.  Tex. 
Barnett  v.  Caruth,.22  Tex.  173,  73  Am. 
Dec.  255. 

26.  Reference  to  record  generally  as 
aid  in  construction  of  judgment,  see 
infra,  XII,  B,  3. 

[a]  The  successor  of  the  judge  who 
made  the  record  cannot  go  outside  of 
the  record  to  ascertain  the  amount  for 
which  judgment  was  intended  to  be 
rendered.  Giddings  v.  Giddings,  70 
Iowa  486,  30  N.  W.  869;  Lind  v.  Adams, 
10  Iowa  398;  Easterling  v.  State,  35 
Miss.  210. 

27.  Hambly  v.  Hayden,  20  R.  I.  558, 
40  Atl.  417. 

28.  Ala. — ^Dickinson  v.  Branch  Bank. 
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error,  or  as  surplusage.^®  Where  the  value -of  several  separate  articles 
enter  into  the  amount  of  a  judgment,  it  is  not  a  valid  objection  to 
it  that  the,  articles  are  not  separately  assessed,  but  that  all  are  valued 
together.^"  "Where  one  party  is  entitled  to  damages  and  the  other  to 
costs  of  the  action  there  should  be  but  one  judgment,  and  that  one 
for  the  difference  •  between  the  two  amounts  in  favor  of  the  one  en- 
titled thereto.^^ 

A  judgment  of  affirmance  which  does  not  state  the  amount  will  be 
sufficiently  certain  if  the  amount  can  be  definitely  ascertained  by  refer- 
ence to  the  original  judgment.'^ 

b.  Costs  and  Fees.^^  —  Costs  do  not  form  an  integral  part  of  the 
judgment,  and  if  the  amount  thereof  is  omitted,  there  is  no  judgment 
for  costs,^*  at  least  until  they  are  properly  taxed  and  entered  in  the 
judgment.^^  Ii^i  some  jurisdictions,  the  amount  of  costs  may  be  left 
blank  with  instructions  to  the  clerk  to  fill  the  amount  in  later.^^    In 


of  Mobile,  12  Ala.  54.  Cal.— Hinckley 
V.  Stebbins,  29  Pae.  52.  111. — Kamp  v. 
Branch  Crooks  Saw  Co.,  47  111.  App. 
548.  Ky. — Deering  v.  Halbert,  2  Litt. 
290. 

29.  Ala. — Brumby  v.  Langdon  &  Co., 
10  Ala.  747.  lU.— Helmuth  v.  Bell,  150 
ni.  263,  37  N.  E.  230,  holding  that 
a  recital  in  a  judgment  for  a  gross 
sum  attempting  to  distribute  it  among 
the  several  plaintiffs  would  be  treated 
as  surplusage.  S.  C. — Longstreet  v. 
Lafitte,  2  Speers  664. 

Effect  of  surplusage  generally,  see 
supra,  XI,  C,  3. 

30.  Ala. — Brumby  v.  Langdon  &  Co., 
10  Ala.  747.  Ark. — Jones  v.  Minogue, 
29  Ark.  637.  Tex.— Wright  v.  Hender- 
son, 12  Tex.  43;  Lea  veil  v.  Seale  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  45  S.  W.  171. 

31.  Union  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Chand- 
ler, 90  Iowa  650,  57  N.  W.  595;  John- 
son V.  Farrell,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
384;  Fobes  v.  Meigs,  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
308;  Warden  v.  Frost,  35  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
141,  1  How.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  364;  Bunnell 
f.  Griffin,  8  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  39;  Crim 
V.  Cronkhite,  15  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  250; 
Canfleld  v.  Gaylord,  12  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
236;  Coatsworth  v.  Ray,  52  N.  Y.  Supp. 
498. 

32.  m. — Durham  v.  People,  67  HI. 
414;  Benedict  v.  Dillehunt,  4  111.  287. 
N.  C— Bond  V.  Wool,  113  N.  C.  20,  18 
S.  E.  77.  Tex.— Luter  v.  Rose,  16  Tex. 
52. 

33.  In  judgments  by  confession,  see 
14  Standard  Proc.  812,  835. 

In    judgment    by    default,    see    14 
Standard  Proc.  904. 
As  to  judgments  for  costs  generally, 
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see  5  Standard  Proc.  917,  et  seq. 

34.  Ala. — Holt  v.  Given  &  Co.,  43 
Ala.  612;  Billingsley 's  Admr.  v.  BU- 
lingsley,  24  Ala.  518;  Ijams  &  Carr  v. 
Eiee,  17  Ala.  404.  Ind. — Palmer  v.  Glover, 
73  Ind.  529.  la. — ^Frankel  ».  Chicago, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  70  Iowa  424,  30  N.  W.  679. 
Kan. — Costello  v.  Wilhelm,  13  Kan.  229, 
232;  Lintan  v.  Housh,  4  Kan.  535, 
Mass. — Noyes  v.  Newmarch,  1  Allen  51, 
Neb. — Kissinger  v.  Staley,  44  Neb.  783. 
63  N.  W.  55.     N.  J. — Cook  v.  Bristol, 

19  N.  J.  L.  73.     Pa Smith  v.  Block, 

9  Serg.  &  R.  142.  Wyo. — ^Mosher  v, 
Uinta  County,  2  Wyo.  462. 

Specification  of  medium  of  payment 
of  costs,  see  infra,  XI,  G,  2,  a. 

35.  In  re  Young's  Estate,  59  Ore. 
348,   116  Pae.   1060. 

36.  U.  S.— Flynn  v.  Edwards,  36 
Fed.  873.  Cal. — Antoine  Co.  v.  Eidge 
Co.,  23  Cal.  219.  Conn. — Calhoun  v. 
Terry  Poster  Co.,  21  Conn.  526.  Idaho 
Cantwell   v.    McPherson,    3    Idaho    321, 

29  Pae.  102.  HI.— Washington  Park 
Club  V.  Baldwin,  59  HI.  App.  61.  Ind. 
Palmer  v.  Glover,  73  Ind.  529.  la. 
In  re  Brandes'  Estate,  145  Iowa  743, 
122  N.  W.  954;  Hoyer  v.  Buohlolz,  145 
Iowa  743,  122  N.  W.  954;  Frankle  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  70  Iowa  424, 

30  N.  W.  679.  Kan.— Edwards  v. 
Farmers',  etc.  Bank,  67  Kan.  67,  72 
Pae.  534;  Clippenger  v.  Ingram,  17 
Kan.  584.  Mass. — East  Tennessee  Land 
Co.  V.  Leeson,  185  Mass.  4,  69  N.  E.  351. 
Mich. — Schroeder  v.  Boyce,  127  Mich.  33, 
86  N.  W.  387.  Minn.— Leyde  v.  Martin, 
16  Minn.  38.  Mo. — Beedle  v.  Mead,  81 
Mo.  297,  304;  McKnight  v.  Spain,  13 
Mo.  534;  Bobb  v.  Graham,  15  Mo.  App. 
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some  states  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  the  costs  separately,  but  they 
are  included  in  the  judgment;"^  but  where  costs  follow  as  an  incident 
to  the  judgment  they  should  not  be  included  therein  and  it  is  error 
so  to  do.^*  ' 

Where  an  allowance  is  made  for  an  attorney's  fee  under  •  statute,  the 
amount  of  such  fee  should  be  stated  separately,  and  kept  distinct  from 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  proper.''^ 

c.  Interest. — (I.)  On  the  Obligation.  — The  exact  amount  of  inter- 
est should  be  computed  and  included  in  the  judgment;*"  it  is  bad 
practice  to  leave  undetermined  the  amount  of  interest,  to  be  afterwards 
computed  by  the  clerk.*^  Indeed,  it  has  been  held  that  where  the 
amount  of  interest  is  left  blank,  the  award  as  to  interest  in  the  judg- 
ment is  mere  surplusage  and  ineffectual  ;*^'  but  it  has  also  been  held 


289.  N.  J. — Cook  V.  Blister,  19  N.  J. 
L,  73.  N.  Y.— Cotes  v.  Smith,  29  How. 
Pr.  326;  Potter  v.  Smith,  9  How.  Pr. 
262;  Dix  v.  Palmer,'  5  How.  Pr.  233; 
Hoffnung  v.  Grove,  18  Abb.  Pr.  14; 
Macomber  v.  New  York,  17  Abb.  Pr. 
35;  Graham  v.  Pinokney,  7  Eobt.  147. 
N.  C— Young  V.  Connelly;  112  N.  C. 
646,  17  S.  B.  424.  Tenn.— State  v.  Alex- 
ander, 115  Tenn.  156,  90  S.  W.  20. 
Wash. — Huntington  v.  Blakeney,  1 
Wash.  Ter.  111.  Wyo.-— Big  Goose  & 
Bever  Ditch  Co.  v.  Morrow,  8  Wyo.  537, 
59  Pao.  159. 

See  also,  5  Standakd  Pkoc.  918,  et 
seq. 

[a]  A  judgment  is  not  to  be  deemed 
perfected  until  the  costs  are  duly  taxed 
and  inserted  therein;  but  the  omission 
will  be  treated  merely  as  an  irregular- 
ity. Eichardson  v.  Rogers,  37  Minn. 
461,  35  N.  W.  270. 

[b]  A  judgment  is  not  complete  un- 
til the  costs  are  inserted  and  the  in- 
sertion of  the  costs  is  not  an  amend- 
ment of  the  judgment.  Allen  v.  Wells 
Fargo  &  Co.,  48  Misc.  610,  95  N.  Y. 
Supp.  597. 

[c]  Inserting  Costs  by  Amendment. 
The  .court  may  order  the  judgment 
amended  by  inserting  the  amount  of 
costs  left  blank  and  such  amendment 
is  not  cause  for  dismissing  a  pending 
levy  on  execution  issued  on  such  judg- 
ment. McLendon  v.  Frost,  59  Ga.  350. 
Amendment  of  judgments  as  to  costs, 
see  infra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (VI),  (B). 

[d]  Ascertaining  Amount  Minis- 
terial Act. — Rendering  a  judgment  for 
costs  is  a  judicial  act,  but  ascertain- 
ing the  amount  of  such  costs  is  minis- 
terial. Cauthoru  v.  Bierhaus,  44  Ind. 
App.  362,  88  N.  B.  314. 

[e]  A  judgment  for  costs  alone  in 


which  the  amount. is  left  blank  is  er- 
roneous. Mosher  v.  Uinta  County,  2 
Wyo.  462.  And  see  Emerie  v.  Al- 
varado,  64  Cal.  529,  2  Pac.  418. 

Judgment  blank  as  to  amount,  see 
supra,  XI,  G,  1,  a. 

37.  HI. — Jackson  v.  Cummings,  15 
lU.  449.  Ind.— Palmer  v.  Glover,  73 
Ind.  529.  N.  J.— Hay  v.  Imlay,  3  N.  J. 
L.  832,  holding  that  in  debt,  assumpsit, 
etc.,  the  costs  should  be  included  in 
the  sum  recovered  and  form  one  entire 
judgment. 

[a]  Inclusion  of  Costs  Does  Not  In- 
validate.— The  inclusion  of  costs  in  a 
judgment  does  not  constitute  error  where 
they  are  stated  as  a  separate  item  from 
the  verdict  inasmuch  as  there  is  noth- 
ing to  prevent  a  change  in  the  amount 
of  costs  on  a  motion  to  retax.  Shearer 
V.  Town  of  Buckley,  31  Wash.  370,  72 
Pac.  76. 

38.  Davies  v.  Apperson,  146  111.  App. 
348;  Brown  v.  Smith,  3  Caines  (N.  Y.) 
80. 

39.  Rich  V.  Stretch,  4  Neb.  186. 

40.  If  jthere  is  no  provision  for  in- 
terest in  the  judgment  it  must,  if  in- 
terest be  desired,  be  modified  by  the 
court  which  rendered  it.  Louisville 
■Water  Co.  v.  Clark,  15  JEy.  L.  Rep.  94. 

[a]  Necessity  for  Data  on  W^iich 
Interest  May  Be  Computed. — Where  a 
judgment  is  made  to  cover  interest  and 
tjiere  is  no  data  to  show  how  much^ 
is  due,  the  finding  is  defective.  Bell' 
V.  Ardis,  38  Mich.  609. 

Specification  of  medium  of  payment 
of  interest,  see  infra,  XI,  G,  2,  a. 

41.  Lowande  v.  Otero  &  Co.,  15 
Porto  Rico  181;  Baer's  Sons  Grocer 
Co.  V.  Fruit  Packing  'Co.,  42  W.  Va. 
359,  26  S.  E.  191. 

42.  Skinner  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Douville,  61 
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that  where  the  pleadings  are  so  clear  that  the  clerk  can  by  simple 
calculation  determine  the  amount  of  interest,  a  judgment  will  not  be 
held  void  because  it  leaves  such  calculation  to  the  clerk.*^  Where  a 
verdict  does  not  include  interest  and  does  not  afford  sufficient  data  for 
its  computation,  the  court  in  rendering  judgment  cannot  compute  the 
amount  of  the  interest  and  render  judgment  therefor.**  But  it  is 
otherwise  if  the  jury  return  a  verdict  for  damages  with  interest,  with- 
out specifying  the  amount  of  the  interest.*^ 

While  it  is  the  better  practice  to  state  separately  the  damages  and 
interest  in  the  judgment,  yet  it  is  not  error  to  render  a  judgment  for 
an  entire  sum*^  where  it  does  not  exceed  the  aggregate  of  these  two 


Ma.  429,  54  So.  810;  Nichols  v.  Stew- 
art, 21  HI.  106;  Prince  v.  Lamb,  1  111. 
378. 

[a]  Amount  of  Interest  Left  Blank. 
Where  verdict  in  an  action  ex  con- 
tractu awards  a  stated  sum  "with  in- 
terest from  date  of  suit"  and  judg- 
ment thereon  is ^entered  for  the  stated 
sum  "as  principal  and  the  further  sum 

of  '-   dollars   as   interest,"    no 

amount  being  named  as  interest  the 
judgment  is  effective  only  as  to  the 
stated  sum  and  ineffectual  as  to  the 
interest.  Skinner  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Dou- 
ville,  61  Fla.  429,  54  So.  810. 

Effect  of  surplusage  generally  in  judg- 
ment, see  supra,  XI,  C,  3. 

43.  Archer  v.  Moorehouse,  1  Hempst. 
184,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  .18,225;  Hill  v. 
Lyles  (Tex.),  81  S.  "W.  559. 

Reference  to  record  as  aid  in  con- 
struction of  judgments,  see  generally 
infra,  XII,  B,   3. 

44.  Kan. — Southern  Kan.  E.  Co.  v. 
Showalter,  57  Kan.  681,  47  Pae.  831; 
Mills  V.  Mills,  39  Kan.  455,  18  Pac. 
521;  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Bowen,  25  Kan. 
117;  Carter  v.  Christie,  1  Kan.  App. 
604,  42  Pae.  256.  'Ky. — Russell  v.  Shep- 
herd, Hard.  44.  La. — Wichtreeht  v. 
I'asnacht,  17  La.  Ann.  166;  Cochrane 
V.  Murphy,  4  La.  Ann.  6.  Mont. — Gil- 
lettiij'.  Clark,  6  Mont.  190,  9  Pac.  823. 
Tex. — Akin  v.  "Jefferson,  65  Tex.  137; 
Shearer  v.  Smith,  35  Tex.  427;  Smith 
V.  Smith,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  485,  32  S. 
W.  28. 

[a]  But  see  Lake  i).  Tyree,  90  Va. 
719,  19  S.  E.  787,  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding for  rendition  of  a  judgment  for 
the  principal  with  interest  in  an  ac- 
tion of  debt  or  assumpsit  on  notes  and 
bills  of  exchange. 

[b]  Where  the  jury  is  instructed  to 
include  interest,  it  is  presumed  they  did 
so  and  a  judgment  including  interest  on 
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the  sum  named  in  the  verdict  is  er- 
roneous. Diedrich  v.  Northwestern 
Union  R.  Co.,  47  Wis.  662,  3  N.  W. 
749. 

45.  Louisville,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Fort, 
112  Tenn.  432,  459,  80  S.  W.  429. 

46.  Dickinson  v.  Branch  Bank,  12 
Ala.  54;  Bondurant  v.  Woods,  1  Ala. 
543;  Frazier  v.  Campbell,  5  Tex.  275. 

[a]  Verdict  for  Interest  as  Part  of 
Damages. — Whether  in  a  given  case 
the  jury  may  award  interest  as  dam- 
ages is  a  question  of  law;  and  the 
jury  having  improperly  included  inter- 
est as  an  item  of  damage,  it  being 
separable,  the  court  should  exclude  it 
in  rendering  the  judgment.  Kentucky 
Tobacco  Assn.  v.  Ashley,  7  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
297. 

[b]  If  the  claim  (1)  is  for  principal 
and  interest  to  a  certain  date  it  is 
error  for  the  court  to  enter  judgment 
for  the  gross  sum  as  bearing  interest 
from  the  date  of  the  attachment  as 
the  charge  of  interest  on  interest  is 
not  warranted  under  such  circum- 
stances. Boarman  v.  Patterson,  1  Gill 
(Md.)  372;  Hasting  v.  Johnson,  1  Nev. 
613.  (2)  But  a  stipulation  in  a  judg- 
ment that  the  interest  on  it  shall  bear 
interest  if  not  paid  is  void  and  doesi 
not  make  such  judgment  usurious.  In 
re  Fuller,  1  Sawy.  243,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
5,148. 

[c]  Compare,  Baer  's  Sons  Grocer  Co. 
V.  Fruit  Packing  Co.,  42  W.  Va.  359,  26 
S.  E.  191,  holding  that  in  all  eases 
where  a  judgment  or  decree  is  ren- 
dered for  the  payment  of  money 
it  should  be  for  the  aggregate 
of  principal  and  interest  due  at  the 
date  of  verdict,  if  there  be  one,  other- 
wise at  the  date  of  judgment  or  decree 
with  interest  thereon  from  such  date, 
except  in  cases  where  it  is  otherwise 
provided. 
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sums,  except  where  a  statute  provides  for  a  separate  statement  therer 
of,  as  is  sometimes  the  case.*^ 

A  judgment  allowing  interest  must  fix  the  date  at  which  it  is  to 
commence  and  end  ;*^  and  it  is  erroneous  if  it  does  not  state  the  rate 
of  interest  recovered.*^ 

(II.)  On  the  Judgment.  —Under  statutes  pro'viding  what  rate  of  in- 
terest a  judgment  shall  bear,  a  recital  of  the  rate  in  the  judgment  is 
unnecessary,'"  unless  required  by  the  statute,'^  although  sometimes 
made.'^  Where  the  legal  rate  of  interest  is  given,  the  words  giving 
it  are  surplusage,  being  merely  expressive  of  the  general  rate  to  which 
the  party  would  have  been  entitled  without  the  insertion.®^  But  if 
a  rate  of  interest  in  excess  of  that  allowed  by  law  is  given,  the  judg- 
ment is  defective,  and  will  be  reversed  on  appeal.^* 

d.  Use  of  Words  or  Figures.  —  There  must  be  some  designation  of 
the  standard  or  denomination  of  a  money  judgment  by  either  some 


47.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
March  v.  Wright,  14  111.  248;  Mager 
V.  Hutchinson,  7  HI.  266;  Williams  v. 
Bank  of  Illinois,  6  HI.  667. 

48.  Pumphrey  v.  EafEerty,  5  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  773. 

[a]  A  judgment  (1)  for  a  sum  cer- 
tain and  interest  will  be  reversed  unless 
the  interest  is  from  a  day  certain. 
Tankersley  v.  Silburn,  Minor  (Ala.) 
185;  Wooster  v.  Clarke,  2  Ark.  101. 
(2)  But  a  judgment  for  a  specified  sum 
hearing  interest  from  a  day  certain  is 
not  void  for  uncertainty.  Lightsey  v. 
Harris,   20   Ala.  409. 

49.  Depew  v.  Bank  of  Limestone,  1 
J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  378;  Troxwell  V. 
Fugate,  Hard.  (Ky.)  2;  Hardin  v. 
Major,  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  104;  Harper 
V.  Bell,  2  Bibb  (Ky.)  221;  Cotton  v. 
Eeavill,  2  Bibb   (Ky.)   99. 

50.  TT.  S. — ^Byrd  v.  Gasquet,  Hempst. 
261,  4  Fed.  Gas.  No.  2,268a.  Oal.— San 
Joaquin  L.  &  W.  Co.  v.  West,  99  Cal. 
345,  33  Pac.  928;  Burke  v.  Carruthers, 
31  Cal.  467.  Miss. — McCutchen  v. 
Dougherty,  44  Miss.  419.  Mo. — State 
ex  rel.  Walsh  v.  Vogel,  14  Mo.  App. 
187. 

[a]  In  rendering  a  judgment  for 
money,  the  court  should  fix  the  amount 
then  due  and  render  judgment  there- 
for, saying  nothing  about  subsequent 
interest.  Simmons  v.  Garrett,  McCahon 
(Kan.)   82. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
"all  judgments  for  money  upon  con- 
tracts bearing  more  than  six  per  cent 
interest  shall  bear  the  same  interest 
borne  by  such  contracts  and  all  other 


jxidgments  shall  bear  six  per  cent  per 
annum,"  the  courts  have  held  that'  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  court  ren- 
dering the  judgment  should  make  such 
a  statement  in  the  judgment,  but  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  clerk  in  issuing  an 
execution  upon  the  judgment  to  look 
to  the  record  to  determine  the  legal 
effect  of  the  judgment,  and  that  where 
a  contract  bears  compound  interest  a 
judgment  on  it  will  bear  the  same  in- 
terest. Catron  v.  Lafayette  County, 
125  Mo.  67,  28  S.  W.  331. 

[c]  A  memorandum  by  the  clerk 
at  the  foot  of  a  judgment  that  the 
judgment  shall  bear  interest  at  a  cer- 
tain rate  is  not  a  part  of  the  judg- 
ment.   Fugate  V.  Glasscock,  7  Mo.  577. 

51.  A  judgment  on  a  contract  bear- 
ing a  certain  rate  of  interest  shall  con- 
form to  the  contract  and  the  rate  of 
interest  shall  be  specified  in  the  judg- 
ment. Ark. — ^Wooster  v.  Clarke,  2  Ark. 
101.  Cal. — Mount  v.  Chapman,  9  Cal. 
294.  Ind.— Smith  v.  Tatman,  71  Ind. 
171. 

52.  Smith  v.  Martin,  7  Col^w. 
(Tenn.)  272;  Cruger  v.  Sullivan  &  Co., 
11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  377,  32  S.  W.  448 
(holding  that  it  is  not  error  to  stip- 
ulate in  the  judgment  that  it  shall  bear 
interest  at  a  certain  rate). 

53.  Byrd  v.  Gasquet,  Hempst.  261, 
4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,268a;  Burke  v.  Car- 
ruthers, 31  Cal.  467. 

Effect  of  surplusage  generally,  see 
supra,  XI,  C,  3. 

54.  Byrd  v.  Gasquet, ,  Hempst.  261, 
4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,268a;'  Pearsons  v. 
Hamilton,  2  HI.  415. 
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word  or  character  ;^^  the  omission  of  such  designation  in  a  money 
judgment  will  be  fatal  thereto."  This  rule,  however,  is  not  universal, 
and  in  some  jurisdictions  such  judgments  will  be  upheld  when  the 
denomination  of  the  standard  intended  can  be  ascertained  from  the 
record.^^    It  is  the  better  practice  to  express  the  amount  of.  a  money 


55.  Cal. — ^People  v.  San  Francisco 
Sav.  Union,  ^1  Cal.  132.  lU.— Pitts- 
burgh, Ft.  W.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Chi- 
cago, 53  111.  81;  Elston  v.  Kennicott, 
46  111.  187,  189;  Avery  v.  Babcoek,  35 
m.  175;  Lawrence  v.  Fast,  20  Dl.  338. 
Ind. — Hopper  v.  Lucas,  86  Ind.  43. 
Miss.— Carr  v.  Anderson,  24  Miss.  188. 
N,  Y. — Brown  v.  Smith,  3   Caines  81. 

'  [a]  In  Avery  v.  Babeock,  35  111.  175, 
"the  ground  relied  upon  for  a  reversal 
is,  that  the  judgment  is  indefinite  and 
uncertain.  There  is  no  word,  mark  or 
character,  which,  in  any  manner,  in-, 
dicates  for  what  the  judgment  is  ■  ren- 
dered. It  is  true  that  there  are  figures 
'383.18,'  but  whether  they  are  intended 
to  represent  that  number  of  Ameriqan, 
English  or  German  coins,  we  are  left 
entirely  to  conjecture.  Nor  is  any- 
thing found  in  the  record  from  which 
it  can  be  certainly  inferred.  It  may 
be  said,  that  indebtedness  is  usually 
for  dollars  and  decimal  fractions  of  a 
dollar,  but  we  know  it  is  not  of  un-i 
frequent  occurrence  that  agreements 
are  made  for  sums  in  other  coins, 
especially  when  made  in  other  coun- 
tries. The  decisions  of  this  court  are 
uniform,  that  in  a  judgment  for  money, 
the  sum  must  be  specified  in  words  or 
I  figures  with  some  mark  or  character 
designating  the  precise  sum.   .    '.    .  " 

56.  XT.  S. — Woods  v.  Freeman,  1 
Wall.  398,  17  L.  ed.  543;  In  re  Boyd, 

,  4  Sawy.  262,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,746. 
Cal. — ^People  v.  Empire  Gold,  etc.  Miu. 
Co.,  33  Cal.  171;  People  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco Sav.  Union,  31  Cal.  132;  Braly 
V.  Seaman,  30  Cal.  610,  619.  HI.— Car- 
penter V.  Sherfy,  71  HI.  427;  Elston  v. 
Kennicott,  46  111.  187,  189;  Potin  v. 
Oades,  45  HI.  366;  Avery  v.  Babcoek, 
35  HI.  175;  Baily  v.  Doolittle,  24  111. 
577;  Dukes  «.  Eowley,  24  HI.  210; 
Eppinger  v.  Kirby,  23  111.  521;  Lane  v. 
Bommelmann,  21  111.  143;  Lawrence  v. 
Fast,  20  HI.  338,  71  Am.  Dec.  274; 
Peter  v.  Hill,  13  111.  App.  36.  Ind. 
Hopper  V.  Lucas,  86  Ind.  43.  la. — Gid- 
dings  V.  Giddings,  70  Iowa  486,  30  N. 
W.  869.     Mich.— Nowlen    v.    Hall,    128 

,    Mich.   274,   87   N.   W.   222;   Morgan   v. 
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Tweddle,  119  Mich.  350,  78  N.  W.  121. 
lOinn. — ^Fagan  v.  Huntress,  etc.  Lumb. 
Co.,  80  Minn.  441,  83  N.  W.  382; 
Tidd  17.  Eiues,  26  Minn.  201,  2  N.  W. 
497.  Miss. — Easterling  v.  State,  35 
Mis?.  210.  N.  H. — Cahoon  v.  Coe,  52 
N.  H.  518,  524.  Tenn. — Eandolph  v. 
MetcalE,  6  Coldw.  400. 

[a]  A  judgment  is  a  nullity  unless 
it  be  for  a  specific  sum  in  dollars  and 
cents.  The  omission  of  the  word  "dol- 
lars" from  the  figures  employed  in  the 
alleged  judgment  destroys  its  legal 
force.  Boyne  v.  Vandalia  E.  E.  Co., 
128  111.  App.  191. 

[b]  Where  in  a  column  of  figures, 
the  dollar  mark  is  prefixed  to  some, 
but  not  to  all  of  the  items,  all  the 
figures  standing  in  the  same  column 
and  in  the  same  relation  to  similar 
items  must  be  construed  to  be  dollars 
without  a  repetition  of  the  mark  be- 
fore each.  People  v.  Empire  Gold,  etc. 
Min.  Co.,  33  Cal.  171. 

57.  XT.  S.— Hopkins  v.  Orr,  124  U.  S. 
510,  8  Sup.  Ct.  590,  31  L.  ed.  523. 
111. — Trogdon  v.  Cleveland  Stone  Co., 
53  HI.  App.  206.  Minn. — Gutzwiller  v. 
Crowe,  32  Minn.  70,  19  N.  W.  344. 
Miss. — Carr  v.  Anderson,  24  Miss.  188. 
Utah.— Snow  v.  West,  37  Utah  528,  110 
Pac.  52. 

Beference  to  record  generally  as  aid 
in  construction  of  judgment,  see  infra, 
XII,  B,  3. 

[a]  Where  the  verdict  was  for  "one 
hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars,"  and 
the  judgment  was  for  "one  hundred 
and  seventy-five,"  omitting  the  word 
"dollars,"  it  was  held  not  void  for 
uncertainty.  Dyer  v.  Hatch,  1  Ark. 
339.  To  same  effect,  Gregory  «.  Greg- 
ory, 10  Mo.  App.  589. 

[b]  A  statement  of  the  amounts  of 
a  judgment  entered  in  the  judgment 
docket  by  placing  the  figures  under  the 
heading  "Amount  of  judgment,"  one 
of  the  amounts  being  preceded  by  tbe 
word  "costs"  and  the  last  two  figures 
of  each  amount  being  separated  from 
the  others  in  the  usual  manner  of  ac- 
count books  is  sufficient  even  without 
the  dollar  mark.  Dyke  v.  Bank  of 
Orange,  90  Cal.  •397,  27  Pac.  304. 
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judgment  in  words  rather  than  figures;"'  and  in  some  jurisdictions, 
it  has  been  held  that  a  judgment  expressing  the  amount  of  a  judg- 
ment in  figures  only  is  insufficient,"^  though  by  the  weight  of  authority 
such  judgments  are  not  open  to  collateral  attack,  some  cases  even 
holding  that  they  are  not  erroneous.'" 

2.  Specification  of  Medium  ~  of  Payment.*^  —  a.  In  General. 
Where  the  contract  is  silent  as  to  the  medium  of  payment,,  the  judg- 
ment should  be  entered  generally;  a  judgment  specifying  payment  in 
gold  coin  will  not  be  upheld.^^  But  where  the  contract  is  for  pay- 
ment in  gold  coin  the  judgment  should  specify  payment    in    gold 


58.  Tankersley  v.  Silburn,  Minor 
(Ala.)  185;  Randolph  v.  Metcalf,  6 
Coldw.   (Tenn.)"400. 

[a]  The  amounts  in  the  judgment 
of  a  court  should  not  be  entered  in 
figures  but  in  all  cases  in  letters.  There 
is  no  safety  in  using  figures  for  such 
purpose.  Linder  v.  Monroe's  Exrs.,  33 
111.  388. 

[b]  Variance  Between  Words  and 
Figures. — Tf  the  amount  of  recovery 
stated  in  figures  differs  from  that 
stated  in  writing,  but  the  recitals  in 
the  judgment  show  the  former  to  be 
the  true  amount,  the  error  is  not  suffi- 
cient cause  for  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment.  Cave  v.  City  of  Houston,  65 
Tex.  619. 

59.  Linder  v.  Monroe's  Exrs.,  33  HI. 
388;  Lloyd  v.  Hanee,  16  N.  J.  L.  127; 
Smith  V.  Miller,  8  N.  J.  L.  175,  14 
Am.  Dec.  418;  Steelman  v.  Aekley,  2 
N.  J.  L.  99;  Talkeuburg  v.  Wood- 
mansie,  2  N.  J.  L.  92;  .McCalla  v. 
Wood,  2  N.  J.  L.  86;  Neal  v.  Collins, 
2  N.  J.  L.  85;  Potter  v.  Piatt,  2  N.  J. 
L.  74;  Walton  v.  Vanderhoof,  2  N.  J. 
L.  73;  Cole  v.  Petty,  2  N.  J.  L.  60. 

60.  Ala.  —  Tankersley  v.  Silburn, 
Minor  185,  use  of  figures  instead  of 
words  will  not  invalidate  a  judgment  if 
the  idea  is  clearly  conveyed.  Cal. 
Dyke  v.  Orange  Bank,  90  Cal.  397,  27 
Pac.  304.  Ind. — Hopper  v.  Lucas,  86 
Ind.  43.  Mo. — Moore  v.  Whitcomb,  48 
Mo.  543;  Fullerton  v.  Kelliher,  48  Mo. 
542.  Tenn. — Warder  v.  Millard,  8  Lea 
581.  Tex. — Cave  v.  Houston,  65  Tex. 
619. 

[a]  It  is  not  a  valid  objection  to 
a  judgment  that  the  amount  for  which 
it  was  rendered  is  expressed  only  in 
,  figures  preceded  by  the  dollar  mark. 
Davis  V.  McCary,  100  Ala.  545,  13  So. 
665;  Hopper  v.  Lucas,  86  Ind.  43.  And 
see  Tankersley  v.  Silburn,  Minor  (Ala.) 
185. 


61.  Directions  as  to  payment  or  en- 
forcement, see  infra,  XI,  J. 

Conformity  with  pleadings  as  to 
specification  of  medium  of  payment, 
see  supra,  XL,  D,  2,  b,  (VI),  (C). 

62.  U.  S.-^Thompson  v.  Butler,  95 
U.  S.  694,  24  L.  ed.  540.  Cal.— Willis- 
ton  V.  Perkins,  51  Cal.  554;  McDonald 
v-  Mission  View  Homestead  Assn.,  51 
Cal.  210;  North  Pac.  R.  Co.  ■;;.  Reynolds, 
50  Cal.  280;  Noonan  v.  Hood,  49  Cal. 
293;  Belloc  v.  Davis,  38  Cal.  242;  How- 
ard V.  Brunagim,  33  Cal.  394;  Pox  v. 
Minor,  32  Cal.  Ill;  Spencer  v.  Prindle, 
28  Cal.  276;  Curiae  v.  Abadie,  25  Cal. 
502.  Colo. — Hittson  v.  Davenport,  -4 
Colo.  169.  m.— Belford  v.  Woodward, 
158  111.  122,  41  N.  E.  1097.  La.— Gum- 
bel  V.  Abrams,  20  La.  Ann.  568,  96 
Am.  Dec.  426.  Mass.— Tufts  v.  Ply- 
mouth Gold  Min.  Co.,  14  Allen  407. 
Nev. — Miller  v.  Cherry,  2  Nev.  165; 
Hastings  &  Co.  v.  Burning  Moscow  Co., 
2  Nev.  93;  Sigismund  v.  Troianovich, 
1  Nev.  612;  Mitchell  v.  Bromberger,  1 
Nev.  604;  Burling  v.  Goodman,  1  Nev. 
314.  N.  Y.— Eabbri  v.  Kalbflasch,  52 
N.  Y.  28.  Ore. — Davis  v.  Mason,  3 
Ore.  154.  Tex. — Calhoun  v.  Pace,  37 
Tex.  454;  Gilleland  v.  Drake,  36  Tex. 
676;  Leer  &  Hucherson  v.  Sutherland, 
36  Tex.  151;  Central  Railway  Co.  v. 
George,  32  Tex.  568.  Vt. — ^Davis  v. 
Field,  43  Vt.  221. 

[a]  If  one  having  a  deed  absolute 
on  its  face  but  intended  as  a  mort- 
gage, goes  into  possession  thereunder 
and  receives  gold  coin  for  rent  and 
sells  the  property  and  receives  gold 
ccin  in  payment  therefor,  the  money 
is  received  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  and 
may  be  recovered  in  coin.  Gay  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 33  Cal.  686. 

[b]  Where  the  value  of  damages 
are  found  both  in  gold  coin  and  cur- 
rency by  the  court,  a  general  judgment 
rendered  for  the  currency  value  will 
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coin.°'  Where  the  contract  is  payable  in  United  States  gold  and 
silver  coin,  the  judgments  should  specify  both  kinds  of  money,  or  it 
will  be  erroneous.®*  Although  the  contract  calls  for  payment  in  "gold" 
instead  of  "gold  coin"  the  judgment  should  be  rendered  for  the 
amount  due  in  dollars.®' 

Contract  Payable  in  Coin  or  Its  Equivalent  in  Currency.  —  There  is  a  con- 
flict in  the  authorities  as  to  the  form  of  judgment  on  contracts  pay- 
able in  "coin  or  its  equivalent  in  currency,"  some  holding  that  the 
judgment  should  be  in  the  alternative,®®  others  that  the  judgment 


be  upheld.  Carpentier  v.  Small,  35  Cal. 
346. 

[c]  Where  Jury  Returns  Verdict  in 
Gold  Coin. — If  there  is  no  allegation  in 
the  complaint  that, there  was  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  in  gold  coin  the  court 
cannot  render  a  judgment  in  gold  coin 
even  though  the  jury  return  such  a 
verdict.  Watson  v.  San  Francisco  & 
H.  B.  E.  Co.,  50  Cal.  523. 

63.  U.  S. — Trebilcock  ©..Wilson,  12 
Wall.  687,  20  L.  ed.  460;  Dewing  v.  Sears, 
11  WaU.  379,  20  L.  ed.  189;  Butler  v. 
Horwitz,  7  Wall.  258, 19  L.  ed.  149;  Bron- 
son  V.  Eodes,  7  Wall.  229,  19  L.  ed.  141 ; 
The  Surplus  and  Remnants  of  the  Ship 
Edith,  5  .Ben.  144,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,281.  Ala.— Holt  v.  Given  &  Co.,  43 
Ala.  612.  Cal. — Sheehy  v.  Chalmers, 
102  Cal.  xviii,  36  Pac.  514;  Meyer  v. 
Kohn,  29  Cal.  278;  Harding  v.  Cowing, 
28  Cal.  212;  Otis  v.  Haseltine,  27  Cal. 
82;  Carpentier  v.  Atherton,  ,25  Cal.  564. 
111.— McGoon  V.  Shirk,  54  HI.  408,  5 
Am.  Eep.  122,  overruling  Whetstone  v. 
Colley,  36  111.  328;  Hull  v.  Kohlsaat, 
36  111.  130;  Humphreys  v.  Clement,  44 
111.  299.  Md. — Chesapeake  Bank  ». 
Swain,  29  Md.  483.  Mass. — Stark  v. 
Coffin,  105  Mass.  328;  Warren  v.  Frank- 
lin Ins.  Co.,  104  Mass.  518;  Independ- 
ent Ins.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  104  Mass.  192; 
Sears  v.  Dewing,  14  Allen  413.  Mo. 
Foster  v.  Atlantic  &  Pacific  E.  Co.,  1 
Mo.  App.  390.  Nev. — Jones  v.  Childs, 
8  Nev.  121.  N.  Y.— Wild  v.  New  York 
&  A.  Silver  Min.  Co.,  59  N.  Y.  644; 
Chrysler  v.  Eenois,  43  N.  Y.  209;  Quinn 
V.  Lloyd,  1  Sweeney  253;  Cram  v. 
Webb,  9  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  245;  Bank  of 
Prince  Edward's  Island  v.  Trumbull,  53 
Barb.  459.  Ohio. — Phillips  v.  Dugan, 
21  Ohio  St.  466,  8  Am.  Eep.  66.  Pa. 
Mather  v.  Kinike,  51  Pa.  425.  Tex. 
Smith  V.  Wood,  37  Tex.  616. 

[a]  A  contract  which  provides  for 
payment  in  gold  of  a  specified  fineness, 
and  weight  is  a  contract  for  a  specific 
article  and  can  be  discharged  only  by 
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payment  in   such    article.      Button    v. 
Pailaret,  52  Pa.  109. 

[b]  If  the  complaint  alleges  that 
the  contract  sued  on  called  for  pay- 
ment in  gold  coin  and  the  answer  ad- 
mits it,  the  plaintiff  if  he  recovers  is 
entitled  to  a  judgment  payable  in  gold 
coin,  even  though  the  jury  did  not 
specify  the  kind  of  money  to  be  re- 
covered. Winans  V.  Hassey,  48  Cal. 
634. 

[c]  In  an  action  upon  an  unpaid 
promissory  note  payable  "in  gold  coin 
of  the  United  States,"  a  condition  ex- 
pressed therein  that  "if  this  note  is 
paid  before  maturity  or  before  suit  is 
brought  thereon  then  it  shall  be  pay- 
able in  any  lawful  money  of  the  United 
States"  does  not  preclude  the  plain- 
tiff's right  to  recover  judgment  pay- 
able in  gold  coin.  Churchman  v.  Mar- 
tin, 54  Ind.  380. 

[d]  A  judgment  for  work  and  labor 
performed  may  specify  gold  coin  where 
there  is  a  promise  to  pay  in  gold  coin. 
Bradbury  «.  Cronise,  46  Cal.  287. 

[e]  Oral  Contract. — A  judgment  in 
gold  coin  may  be  rendered  on  an  oral 
contract  payable  in  such  coin  if  the 
contract  is  so  alleged  and  proven. 
Emery  v.  Langley,  1  Idaho  694. 

[f]  Where  a  contract  is  payable  in 
"specie,"  the  judgment  should  specify 
geld.  Webb  v.  Moore,  4  Mon.  (Ky.) 
483. 

[g]  Action  on  a  Judgment  Payable 
in  Gold  Coin. — Where  the  complaint  in 
an  action  alleges  that  the  action  is 
brought  on  a  judgment  payable  in  gold 
coin  judgment  thereon  should  be  ren- 
dered in  the  same  kind  of  monev. 
Wallace  v.  Eldredge,  27  Cal.  498. 

64.  Burnett  v.  Stearns,  33  Cal.  468. 

65.  Brown  i).  Welch,  26  Ind.  116, 
citing  and  approving  Thayer  v.  Hedges, 
23  Ind.  141. 

66.  Wells  Fargo  &  Co.  v.  Van  Sickle, 
6  Nev.  45.     Compare,    The    Mary    J. 
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should  be  in  currency  to  a  sufficient  amount  to  equal  the  face  value 
of  the  contract  together  with  the  premium  thereon  in  gold,®'  while 
still  others  hold  that  the  judgment  should  he  for  gold.°^ 

Judgment  for  Lost  Gold.  — Where  gold  coin  which  is  deposited  with 
a  bailee,  is  lost,  a  judgment  for  such  loss  should  be  rendered  in  gold 
coin,®^  or  for  an  amount  in  currency  equal  to  the  par  value  and  the 
premium  on  the  gold/" 

Effect  of  Legal  Tender  Acts. —  While  some  cases  held  after  the  passage 
of  the  legal  tender  act  that  the  judgment  on  a  contract  made  payable 
in  a  specified  medium  of  payment,  such  as  ".gold  or  silver  coin," 
should  be  for  a  certain  number  of  dollars  and  not  in  "gold  or  silver 
coin,"'^  and  others,  that  a  judgment  on  a  contract  providing  for  pay- 
ment in  gold  or  silver  should  be  for  the  value  of  the  coin  in  currency,'^ 
and  still  others  that  the  judgment  should  be  in  the  alternative  either 
for  gold  or  silver  coin  or  its  currency  value/^  under  the  later  federal 
decisions  contracts  to  pay  in  a  specified  coin  are  sustained,  and  it  is 
held  that  the  judgment  in  suits  on  such  contracts  should  be  entered 
in  coined  dollars,  regardless  of  the  legal  tender  act;'*  and  these  de- 
cisions have  been  followed  in  the  state  courts  until  it  is  the  settled 


Vaughn,  14  "Wall.  (U.  S.)  258,  20  L. 
ed.  807. 

[a]"  If  a  note  is  made  payable  in 
the  alternative  either  in  gold  or  legal 
tender  notes,  a  judgment  on  it  may 
also  be  in  the  alternative.  Lane  v. 
Gluckauf,  28  Cal.  288,  87  Am.  Dec. 
121. 

Alternative  or  conditional  judgments 
generally,  see  supra,  XI,  C,  2. 

67.  N.  Y. — Chiiroh  v.  Howard,  17 
Hun  5,  overruling  Jones  v.  Smith,  48 
Barb.  552.  IT.  0. — Dunn  v.  Barnes,  73 
N.  C.  273;  Mitchell  v.  Henderson,  63 
N.  C.  643.  Tenn. — ^Bond  v.  Greenwold, 
4  Heisk.  453. 

68.  Burnett  V.  Stearns,  33  Cal.  468; 
Eeese  v.  Stearns,  29  Cal.  273;  Atkinson 
V.  Lanier,  69  Ga.  460,  466. 

69.  Pinkerton  v.  Woodward,  33  Cal. 
557,  91  Am.  Dec.  657;  Phillips  v.  Spey- 
ers,  49  N.  Y.  653;  Kellogg  v.  Sweeney, 
46  N.  T.  291,  7  Am.  Bep.  333. 

[a]  If  one  making  a  special  deposit 
of  gold  coin  afterwar,ds  contracts  with 
the  bailee  to  pay  him  interest  there- 
on, the  special  deposit  is  turned  into 
an  open  account  and  a  judgment  pay- 
able in  gold  coin  cannot  be  rendered 
on  an  open  account.  Howard  v.  Eoe- 
ten,  33  Cal.  399. 

70.  Ind. — The  Bank  of  the  State  v. 
Burton,  27  Ind.  426.  IVtass.— Gushing 
V.  Wells  Fargo  &  Co.,  98  Mass.  550. 
N.  Y. — Kellogg  V.  Sweeney,  1  Lans.  397. 

71.  Ala. — Munter  &  Faber  v.  Rogers, 


50  Ala.  283;  Glover  v.  Bobbins,  49  Ala. 
219,  20  Am.  Bep.  272.  Idaho.— Betts 
«.  Butler,  1  Idaho  185.  111. — Whetstone 
V.  OoUey,  36  111.  328.  Ky. — Johnson's 
Admr.  v.  Vickers,  1  Duv.  266.  La. 
Olanyer  v.  Blanchard,  18  La.  Ann.  616. 
Mass. — Tufts  V.  Plymouth  Gold  Min. 
Co.,  14  ■  Allen  407.  Mich. — Buchegger 
V.  Shultz,  13  Mich.  420.  M?o.— Appel 
V.  Woltmann,  38  Mo.  194;  City  of  St. 
Louis  V.  Hardy,  35  Mo.  261.  Nev. 
Milliken  v.  Sloat,  1  Nev.  573.  N.  Y. 
Jones  V.  Smith,  48  Barb.  552.  N.  C. 
Mitchell  V.  Henderson,  63  N.  C.  643, 
approving  Gibson  v.  Groner,  63  N.  C. 
10.  Ore. — Davis  v.  Mason,  3  Ore.  154. 
Pa. — ShoUenberger  v.  Brinton,  52  Pa. 
9.  Tenn. — ^Bond  v.  Greenwold,  4  Heisk. 
453.  Tex.— Killaugh  v.  Alford,  32  Tex. 
457,  5  Am.  Bep.  249  (wherein  the  judg- 
ment was  upheld  but  the  court  said 
the  judgment  could  be  discharged  by 
payment  of  the  specified  sum  in  legal 
tender  notes) ;  Flournoy  V.  Healy/  31 
Tex.  590. 

72.  Mass. — Gushing  v.  Wells,-  98 
Mass.  550;  Sears  v.  Dewing,  14  Allen 
413;  Essex  Co.  v.  Pacific  Mills,  14 
Allen  389.  N.  Y.— Bank  of  Prince  Ed- 
ward's Island  V.  Trumbull,  53  Barb. 
459,  35  How.  Pr.  8.  Pa.— Dutton  v. 
Pailaret,  52  Pa.  109. 

73.  Holt  V.  Given  &  Co.,  43  Ala. 
612;  Glass  V.  Pullen,  6  Bush  (Ky.) 
346,  351. 

74.  Trebilcock  v.  Wilson,   12    Wall. 
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rule  in  nearly  every  jurisdiction  that  judgments  founded  on  contracts 
specifying  payment  in  gold  or  silver  coin  should  be  entered  in  the 
amount  and  kind  of  money  specified.''^  The  ereditoi*  may,  however, 
consent  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  in  currency  for  the  value 
of  the  coin."* 

A  judgment  in  a  tort  action,  which  requires  payment  in  gold  coin  is 
erroneous,"  except  where  such  a  jiidgment  is  authorized  by  statute.''* 


(U.  S.)  687,  20  L.  ed.  460;  Bronsoi) 
V.  Kimpton,  8  "Wall.  (U.  8.)  444,  19 
L.  ed.  433;  Butler  v.  Horwitz,  7  Wall. 
(U.'S.)  258,  19  L.  ed.  149;  Bronson 
V.  Rodes,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  229,  19  L. 
ed.  141. 

75.  U.  S. — Thompson  v.  Butler,  95 
IT.  S.  694,  24  L.  ed.  540;  The  Emily 
Souder,  17  Wall.  666,  21  L.  ed.  683; 
The  Mary  J.  Vaughan,  14  Wall.  258, 
20  L.  ed.  807;  Dewing  v.  Sears,  11 
Wall.  379,  20  L.  ed.  189;  Bron- 
son V.  Kimpton,  8  Wall.  444,  19  L.  ed. 
433;  Butler  v.  Horwitz,  7  Wall.  258, 
19  L.  ed.  149;  Bronson  v.  Eodes,  7 
Wall.  229,  19  L.  ed.  141;  Trebilcock  v. 
Wilson,  12  Wall.  687,  20  L.  ed.  460; 
Cheang-Kee  v.  United  States,  3  Wall. 
320,  18  L.  ed.  72.  Cal.— Bradbury  v. 
Cronise,  46  Cal.  287;  Meyer  v.  Kohn, 
29  Cal.  278;  Lane  v.  Gluckauf,  28  Cal. 
288,  87  Am.  Dec.  121;  Harding  v.  Co- 
wing, 28  Cal.  212;  Wallace  13.  Eldredge, 
27  Cal.  498.  Colo. — Hittson  v.  Daven- 
port, 4  Colo.  169.  Ga. — Whitaker  v. 
Dye,  56  Ga.  380;  Myers  &  Marcus  v. 
Kaufman,  37  Ga.  600,  95  Am.  Dec. 
367.  Idaho. — Emery,  v.  Langley,  1 
Idaho  694.  HI.— Belford  v.,  Woodward, 
158  HI.  122,  41  N.  E.  1097;  .McGoou 
V.  Shirk,  54  HI;  408,  5  Am.  Sep.  122. 
Ind. — Churchman  v.  Martin,  54  ~  Ind. 
380.  Ky.— Webb  ».  Moore,  4  Mon.  483. 
laa. — Lafitte  v.  Rivera,  23  La.  Ann.  32. 
Md. — Chesapeake  Bank  v.  Swain,  29 
Md.  483,  506.  Mass.— Stark  v.  Coffin, 
105  Mass.  328;  Paddock  v.  Commercial 
Ins.  Co.,  104  Mass.  521;  Warren  v. 
Franklin  Ins.  Co.,  104  Mass.  518;  Inde- 
pendent Ins.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  104  Mass. 
192.  Mo.— Foster  v.  Atlantic  E.  Co.,  1 
Mo.  App.  390.  Mont.— Knox  v.  Ger- 
hauser,  3  Mont.  267.  Nev. — Jones  v. 
Childs,  8  Nev.  121;  Wells  Fargo  &  Co. 
V.  Van  Sickle,  6  Nev.  45;  Linn  v. 
Minor,  4  Nev.  462.  N.  Y. — Kellogg  v. 
Sweeney,  46  N.  Y.  291,  7  Am.  Rep. 
333;  Chrysler  v.  Renois,  43  N.  Y.  209^ 
Bank  of  Commonwealth  v.  Van  Vleck, 
49  Barb.  508;  Quinn  v.  Lloyd,  1 
Sweeney  253;   Cram  v.  Webb,  9  Abb. 
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Pr.  (N.  S.)  245.  Ohio.— Phillips  v. 
Dugan,  21  Ohio  St.  466,  8  Am.  Rep. 
66.  Ore. — Davis  v.  Mason,  3  Ore.  154. 
Pa.— McCalla  «.  Eley,  64  Pa.  254.  Tex. 
Smith  V.  Wood,  37  Tex.  616;  Calhoun 
V.  Pace,  37  Tex.  454. 

[a]  A  contract,  made  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act,  for  payment  in 
gold,  does  not  entitle  a  party  to  a 
judgment  of  gold  or  silver;  but  the 
judgment  should  be  for  dollars  without 
regard  to  the  kind  of  currency.  But 
a  contract  since  the  passage  of  that 
act  for  the  payment  of  gold  would  be 
entitled  to  a  judgment  in  gold.  Smith's 
Admr.  i-.  Dilland's  Admr.,  2  Duvall 
(Ky.)    152. 

[b]  Where  a  mortgage  is  to  pay  a 
specified  sum,  in  lawful  silver  money 
with  lawful  interest  the  proper  form 
of  judgment  should  be  in  "lawful  sil- 
ver money  of  the  United  States"  and 
interest  should  be  paid  in  the  same 
kind  of  money.  McCalla  v.  Ely,  64  Pa. 
254. 

[c]  When  from  the  judgment  record 
it  appears  that  the  complaint  was 
upon  a  contract  which  by  law  was 
payable  in  coin,  the  term  "dollars" 
without  the  prefix  "coined"  or  "gold 
or  silver"  in  the  subsequent  part- of 
the  record  will  be  taken  to  mean 
coined  dollars.  Ransford  v.  Marvin, 
8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.   (N.  Y.)   432. 

76.  V.  S.— Gregory  v.  Morris,  96  TJ. 
S.  619,  24  L.  ed.  740.  HI.— Belford  «. 
Woodward,  158  111.  122,  41  N.  E.  1097. ' 
N.  Y. — Greentree  v.  Rosenstock,  61  N. 
Y.  583;  Bank  of  Prince  Edward's 
Isl.    V.    Trumbull,    53    Barb.    459. 

77.  Livingston  v.  Morgan,  53  Cal. 
23;   Gilleland  v.  Drake,  36  Tex.  676. 

[a]  If  a  jury  in  a  tort  action  assess 
the  damages  in  gold  coin,  the  judge 
may  disregard  so  much  of  the  verdict 
as  relates  to  coin  and  enter  a  judg- 
ment which  does  not  specify  any  kind 
of  money.  Chamberlin  v.  Vance,  51 
Cal.  75. 

78.  Treadway  v.  Sharon,  7  Nev.  37; 
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Costs  Payable  in  Currency.  —Though  the  judgment  for  the  principal 
sum  is  rendered  for  gold,  the  costs  should  be  made  payable  in  cur- 
rency/'' 

Interest.  —  Where  a  demand  is  payable  in  a  specific  kind  of  njioney, 
a  judgment,  enforcing  it,  may  make  the  interest  payable  in  the  kind 
of  money  mentioned  in  the  contract.*" 

b.  Domestic  or  Foreign  Money.  —  The  amount  of  a  money  judg- 
ment should,  be  expressed  in  terms  of  the  domestic  money.^^  So  where 
the  debt  or  obligation  sued  on  is  expressed  in  terms  of  foreign  cur^ 
rency,  the  judgment  should  be  for  its  equivalent  in  domestic  money, *^ 
though  some  of  the  early  eases  hold  that  the  assessment  of  damages 
in  foreign  currency  will  not  invalidate  a  judgment.*^ 

H.    Description  of  Peopeety.**  —  Where  specific  property  is  the 


Clark   V.   Nevada   Land    Co.,    6    Nev. 
203. 

79.  Cal.— More  v.  Del  Valle,  28  Cal. 
170.  N.  Y.— WUd  V.  New  York  &  A. 
Silver  Min.  Co.,  59  N.  Y.  644;  Phillips 
V.  Speyers,  49  N.  Y.  653.  Ohio. — Phil- 
lips V.  Dugan,  21  Ohio  St.  466,  8  Am. 
Eep.  66. 

Compare,  Carpentier  v.  Atherton,  25 
Cal.  564,  holding  that  the  costs  are  an 
integral  part  of  the  judgment  and 
where  the  judgment  is  payable  in  coin 
the  costs  should  be  payable  in  like 
medium. 

80.  Carpentier  v.  Atherton,  25  Cal. 
564. 

[a]  Interest  a  Part  of  Debt. — Un- 
less the  contrary  is  expressed  interest 
is  a  mere  portion  of  the  principal  debt 
and  is  to  be  paid  in  the  same  kind  of 
money.     McC0,lla  v.  Ely,  64  Pa.  254. 

81.  IT.  S.— The  Mary  J.  Vaughn,  16 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,217.  La. — ^Erlanger  v. 
Avengo,  24  La.  Ann.  77.  Mass. — War- 
ren V.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.,\104  Mass.  518. 
N.  J. — Coxe  V.  Hankinson,  1  N.  J.  L. 
85,  98;  Warder  v.  Whitall,  1  N.  J.  L. 
84.  N.  C— Mitchell  v.  Henderson,  63 
N.  C.  643.  Va.— Patten's  Case,  15 
Ct.  CI.  288. 

82.  XT.  S. — Effinger  v.  Kenney,  115 
U.  S.  566,  6  Sup.  Ct.  179,  29  L.  cd. 
495;  Eives  v.  Duke,  105  U.  S.  132,  26, 
L.  ed.  1031;  Bissell  v.  Heyward,  96  U. 
8.  580,  24  L.  ed.  678;  Stewart  v.  Sala- 
mon,  94  U.  S.  434,  24  L.  ed.  275; 
Forbes  v.  Murray,  3  Ben.  497,  9  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,928.  Idaho. — Betts  v.  But- 
ler, 1  Idaho  185.  Ia.^Eansom  &  Co. 
V.  Stanberry,  22  Iowa  334.  Ky. — Pol- 
lock V.  Colglazure,  Sneed  2.  Md. — Mar- 
burg V.  Marburg,  26  Md.  8,  00  Am.  Dec. 
84.  Mich. — Sheehan  v.  Dalrymple,  19 
Mich.   239.     N,   Y.— Fabbri    v.    Kalb- 


fleisch,  52  N.  Y.  28;  Cotton  v.  Dunham, 
2  Paige  267;  Robinson  v.  Hall,  28  How. 
Pr.  342.  Pa. — Benners  b.  Clemens,  58 
Pa.  24;  Mather  v.  Kinike,  51  Pa.  425. 
Va.— Taylor  &  Co.  v.  McClean,  3  Call.  (7 
Va.)  557;  Scott  v.  Hornsby,  1  Call.  (5 
Va.)  41. 

[a]  When  a  Contract  was  payable 
in  confederate  notes,  it  was  held  that 
the  judgment  should  be  for  their  value 
in  United  States  legal  tender,  at  the 
date  and  place  of  payment.  Thorin'g- 
ton  V.  Smith,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.)  1,  19 
L.  ed.  361. 

[b]  Judgment  in  Francs. — A  judg- 
ment given  by  the  court  for  a  certain 
amount  of  francs  is  erroneous  and  will 
be  amended  on  appeal  so  as  to  express 
the  amount  in  dollars  and  cents.  Er- 
langer  v.  Avengo,  24  La.  Ann.  77. 

[c]  The  value  of  the  foreign  cur- 
rency is  to  be  estimated  here  at  its 
real  market  value.  Robinson  v.  Hall, 
28  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  342;  Colton  v. 
Dunham,  2  'Paige  (N.  Y.)  267;  Lee  v. 
Wilcoeks,  5  Serg.  &  B.  (Pa.)  48. 

83.  Telfair  v.  Stead,  2  Cranch  (U. 
S.)  407,  2  L.  ed.  320;  Bond  v.  Grace, 
1  Cranch  (C.  C.)  96,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,622;  Butts  v.  Shreve,  1  Cranch  (C. 
C.)  40,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,258;  ScOtt's 
Exrs.  V.  Call,  1  Wash.  (1  Va.)  115. 

84.  In  decrees,  see  generally  6 
Standard  Proc.  776;  in  decrees  upon 
foreclosure  of  mortgages,  see  the  title 
"Mortgages." 

In  judgment  in  forcible  entry  and 
detainer  suit,  see  8  Standard  Pboc. 
1125. 

In  judgment  in  replevin,  see  the 
title  "Eeplevin." 

In  suit  to  quiet  title,  see  the  title 
"Quieting  Title." 
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subject  of  a  judgment,  it  should  be  set  out  and  described  with  such 
a  degree  of  certainty  that  it  can  be  readily  identified.*^  But  a  failure 
to  specifically  describe  the  property  in  the  judgment  will  not  render 
the  judgment  invalid  if  its  identity  can  be  made  certain  by  reference 


85.  Ala. — Gayle  ■».  Singleton,  1  Stew. 
566.  Cal. — Eosenthal  v.  Matthews,  100 
Cal.  81,  34  Pae.  624.  D.  C— Anderson 
V.  Tinney,  5  Maekey  335.  Ga. — Allen 
V.  Sharp,  62  Ga.  183.  HI.— Tilton  v. 
Pearson,  67  111.  App.  372.  Ind.— Thain 
V.  Eudisill,  126  Ind.  272,  26  N.  E. 
46;  Cincinnati  H.  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Clifford, 
113  Ind.  460,  15  N.  E.  524;  Euston  v. 
Grimwood,  30  Ind.  364.  la. — Citizens' 
Savings  Bank'i;.  Stewart,  90  Iowa  467, 
57  N.  W.  957.  Ky.— Eoss  v.  Adams,  13 
Bnsh  370;  Tribble  v.  Davis,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  633;  Harrison's  Exrs.  v.  Taylor, 
19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1191,  43  S.  "W.  723; 
McClure  v.  Bigstaff,   18   Ky.    L.    Eep. 

601,  37  S.  W.  294,  38  S.  "W.  431;  Mc- 
Guire  v.  Kirk,  16  Ky.  L.  Eep.  87,  26 
S.  W.  585.  La. — McManus  v.  Stevens, 
10  La.  Ann.  177.  Mass. — Chamberlain 
V.  Bradley,  101  Mass.  188;  Adams  v. 
Frothingham,  3  Mass.  352,  364,  3  Am. 
Deo.  151.  S.  0.— State  v.  Pinekney,  22 
S.  C.  484,  510.  Tex.— Oriental  Hotel 
Co.  V.  Griffiths,  88  Tex.  574,  33  S.  W. 
652;    Kelly  v.   Gibbs,   84   Tex.   143,   19 

8  W.  380,  563;  Devine  v.  Keller,  73 
Tex.  364,  11  S.  "W.  379;  AUday  v. 
Whitaker,  66  Tex.  669,  1  S.  W.  794; 
Broxson  v.  McDougal,  63  Tex.  193; 
Eogers  v.  McLaren,  53  Tex.  423;  Slater 
V.  Wilkins,  37  Tex.  667;  Hearne  v.  Er- 
hard,  33  Tex.  60;  Miller  v.  Moss  (Tex.), 

9  S.  W.  257;  Knowles  V.  Torbitt,  53 
Tex.  557  (holding  that  a  general  de- 
scription, of  the  land  Is  good  unless  a 
^different  rule  is  prescribed  by  stat- 
ute); Murray  v.  Land,  27  Tex.  89; 
Hurt  V.  Moore,  19  Tex.  269;  Barrow  v. 
Gridley,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  13,  59  S.  W. 

602,  913.  Utah.— Wilson  v.  Hull,  7 
Utah  90,  24  Pac.  799. 

Description  of  property  in  judgment 
should  follow  that  of  complaint.  See 
supra.  XI,  D,  2,  b,  (V). 

[a]  Description  Need  Not  Be  by 
Metes  and  Bounds. — A  description  of 
land  in  a  judgment  need  not  be  by 
metes  ami  bounds;  but  it  is  sufficient 
if  the  description  is  sufficiently  clear 
to  identify  the  land.  Turner  v.  Dixon, 
150  Mo.  416,  51  8.  W.  725. 

Certainty  in  judgment  generally,  see 
supra,  XI,  C. 

[b]  .Descriptions  of  Property    Held 
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Sufficiently  Definite. — A  decree  describ- 
ing the  property  to  be  sold  as  "a  lot 
with  a  livery  stable  thereon"  situated 
on  a  certain  street  and  naming  the 
person,  who  conveyed  it  to  the  defend- 
ant is  sufficient.  McCue  v.  Sharp,  20 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  216,  45  8.  "W.  770. 

[c]  A  judgment  that  plaintiff  re- 
cover all  the'  marsh  lands  except  what 
was  included  in  a  certain  deed  is  not 
rendered  uncertain  because  the  lands 
included  in  such  deed  would  have  to 
be  located.  State  v.  Pinekney,  22  S. 
C.  484. 

[d]  Description  of  Patent. — The  de- 
scription of  a  patent  is  sufficiently 
definite  if  it  give  the  number  and 
name  of  the  patentee  and  the  decree 
is  not  void  for  uncertainty  because  it 
fails  to  give  a  description  of  the  in- 
vention in  the  la'nguage  of  the  title  head 
of  the  patent.  Maginn  v.  Standard 
Equipment  Co.,  150  Fed.  139,  80  C.  C. 
A,  15. 

[e]  Descriptions  of  land  held  insufS- 
cient  in  the  following  cases:  Cal. — ^Dig- 
gins  V.  Hartshorne,  108  Cal.  154,  41 
Pac.  283;  Gregory  v.  Blanchard,  98  Cal. 
311,  33  Pac.  199.  Ga.— Napier  v.  Sauls- 
bury^  63  Ga.  477.  Ky. — Meyer  v.  City 
of  Covington,  103  Ky.  546,  45  S.  W. 
769;  Eunyon  v.  Darnall,  10  Bush  67; 
Lawless  v.  Barger,  9  Bush  665;  Wal- 
lace V.  Friend,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1270, 
49  S.  W.  181;  Smith  v.  Cornett,  18  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  818,  38  S.  W.  689.  Mass. 
Chamberlain  v.  Bradley,  101  Mass.  188. 
Minn. — Fagan  v.  Huntress,  etc.  Lumb. 
Co.,  80  Minn.  441,  83  N.  W.  382;  Kern 
V.  Clarke,  59  Minn.  70,  60  N.  W.  809; 
Keith  V.  Hayden,  26  Minn.  212,  2  N. 
W.  495.  Tex. — Devine  v.  Keller,  73 
Tex.  364,  11  S.  W.  379;  Davis  v.  Wil- 
son, 31  Tex.  136;  Hurt  v.  Moore,  19 
Tex.  269.  W.  Va.— Miller  v.  Holt,  47 
W.  ,Va.  7,  34  S.  E.  956.  Wis.— Blair 
V.  Milwaukee  L.  H.  Tr.  Co.,  110  Wis. 
64,  85  N.  W.  675. 

[f]  A  judgment  for  certain  articles 
of  personal  property  which  merely 
gives  their  number,  without  any  de- 
scription or  reference  to  the  pleadings 
is  bad  for  uncertainty.  Cooke  v. 
Aguirre,  86  Cal.  479,  25  Pac.  5. 
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to  the  pleadings  or  other  parts  of  the  record,''  though  where  the 
record  is  so  vague  that  the  property  cannot  be  identified,  a  judgment 
referring  thereto  will  not  cure  the  defect.^'  A  wrong  description  will 
render  the  judgment  void,''  unless  the  mistake  can  be  cured  by  refer- 
ence to  the  pleadings.'^  If  the  description  be  impossible,  the  judg- 
ment will  not  be  upheld.^" 

I.  Showing  Eelief  Granted.  —  A  judgment  must  show  what  re- 
lief, if  any,  has  been  granted,  or  that  the  defendant  has  been  dismissed 
without  day.^^ 

J.    Directions  as  to  Payment  oe  Enforcement.  —  It  is  not  neces- 


86.  U.  S. — Haws  v.  Victoria  Mining 
Co.,  160  U.  S.  303,  16  Sup.  Ct.  282,  40 
L.  ed.  436.  Cal. — ^Hogue  v.  Fanning, 
73  Cal.  54,  14  Pae.  560.  lU.— Gage 
V.  People;  225-111.  144,  80  N.  E.  90. 
Ind.— Thain  v.  Rudisill,  126  Ind.  272, 
26  N.  E.  46;  Euston  v.  Grimwood,  30 
Ind.  364.  la. — Bank  of  St.  Louis  v. 
Stewart,  90  Iowa  467,  57  N.  W.  957; 
Foster  v.  Bowman,  55  Iowa  237,  7  N. 
W.  513.  Md.— Jones  v.  Belt,  2  Gill  106. 
Mo. — ^Lemmon  v.  Hartsook,  80  Mo.  13. 
Tex.— Sanger  v.  Roberts,  92  Tex.  312, 
48  S.  W.  1;  Martin  v.  Teal  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  29  S.  W.  691. 

Reference  to  record  for  purpose  of 
construction,  see  generally  infra,  XII, 
B,  3. 

[a]  Thus  (1)  a  description  of  the 
property  as  "the  property  in  contro- 
versy" has  been  held  sufficient  even 
where  the  petition  claimed  several  ar- 
ticles but  the  record  showed  that  the 
controversy  was  reduced  to  two  of 
them.  Coleman  v.  Reel,  75  Iowa  304, 
39  N.  W.  510,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  484.  (2) 
But  where  the  judgment  was  for  "the 
tract  of  laud  described  in  the  peti- 
-tion, "  and  there  were  two  tracts  de- 
scribed therein,  the  judgiuent  was  held 
void,  for  uncertainty.  Lawless  v.  Bar- 
ger,  9  Bush    (Ky.)    665. 

[b]  Reference  to  the  complaint 
would  include  a  reference  to  all  the 
amendments  thereof.  Kelly  v.  McKib- 
ben,  54  Cal.  192. 

[c]  Reference  to  Referee's  Report. 
Reference  may  be  had  to  the  report  of 
the  referee's  findings  for  the  purpose 
of  describing  the  identity  of  the'  prop- 
erty.    Posey  V.  Green,  78  Ky.  162. 

[d]  In  Kentucky,  (1)  reference  to 
the  pleadings  or  other  parts  of  the  rec- 
ord is  permitted  to  overcome  an  un- 
certainty existing  in  the  description  of 
the  property  as  set  forth  in  the  judg- 
ment   (NefE   V.    Covington    Stone,    etc. 


Co.,  108  Ky.  457,  55  8.  "W.  697;  Four 
Mile  Land  Co.  v.  Slusher,  107  Ky.  664, 
55  S.  W.  555;  Brumley  v.  Nichols  Shep- 
hard  Co.,  29  Ky.  L.  Rep.  139,  92  S. 
W.  548) ;  (2)  but  it  is  not  permissible 
to  merely  make  a  reference  in  the  judg- 
ment to  the  pleadings  or  other  papers 
for  the  entire  description.  Latham  v. 
Lindsay,  130  Ky.  669,  113  S.  W.  878; 
Ross  V.  Adams,  13  Bush  (Ky.)  370; 
Lawless  v.  Barger,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  665; 
Brumley  ®.  Nichols  and  Shepherd  Co., 
29  Ky.  L.  Rep.  139,  92  S.  W.  548; 
Smith  V.  Cornett,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  818, 
38  S.  W.  689;  Hillard  v.  Rountree,  15 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  556,  24  S.  W.  607;  Pum- 
phrey  v.  RafEerty,  5  Ky.  L.  Rep.  773. 

[e]  Defect  in  Description  May  Be 
Cured  by  Motion. — Where  an  insuffi- 
cient description  of  property  in  a  judg- 
ment may  be  perfected  by  reference  to 
the  pleadings  and  no  injustice  results, 
the  judgment  is  erroneous  but  not  void 
and  it  may  be  corrected  by  the  court 
rendering  it  on  motion  of  either  party 
to  the  action  or  any  person  interested. 
Latham  v.  Lindsay,  130  Ky.  669,  113 
S.  W.  878. 

87.  Williams  v.  Kelso,  7  La.  406; 
Miller  v.  Moss  (Tex.),  9  S.  "W.  257. 

88.  Kennedy's  Heirs  i).  Duncan, 
Hard.    (Ky.)   365. 

89.  Mitchell  v.  Fidelity  T.  &  Sav. 
Co.,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  713,  47  S.  W.  446. 

Reference  to  pleadings  in  aid  of  con- 
struction of  judgment,  see  infra,  XII, 
B,  3,  b. 

[aj  An  obvious  mistake  in  the  de- 
scription of  property  in  a  judgment 
where  the  propertv  can  be  'otherwise 
identified  will  be  treated  as  surplusage 
and  will  riot  invalidate  the  judgment. 
Laverty  v.  Moore,  33  "N.  Y.  658. 

90.  Gerlach  v.  Walsh,  41  III.  App. 
83. 

91.  Ala. — Spence  v.  Simmons,  16 
Ala.  828.  ■  Colo. — Dusing   v.    Nelson,    7 

Vol.  XV 


80 


JUDGMENTS 


sary  for  the  judgment  to  conrniand  the  judgment  debtor  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  judgment,^^  or  to  direct  the  issuance  of  execution,  or 
otherwise  to  state  the  manner  of  its  enforcement.'^  Generally  the  judg- 
ment should  not  limit  the  eolle(3tion  thereof  to  a  particular  fund  or 
property."*    It  has  been  held,  however,  that  where  a  contract  makes 


Colo.  184,  2  Pae.  922.  HI — Coats  v. 
Barrett,  49  m.  App.  275.  Ind.— Herd 
Tr.  V.  Bradbury,  156  Ind.  30,  59  N.  E. 
31.  Mo. — Moody  v.  Deutsch,  85  Mo. 
237. 

Iianguage  of  judgment,  see  generally 
supra,  XI,  B,  2. 

Specification  of  amount  and  medium 
of  payment,  see  supra,  XI,  Gr. 

92.  Bludworth  v.  Poole,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  551,  53  S.  W.  717. 

93.  U.  S.— Richards  v.  Harrison,  218 
Fed.  134.  Cal.— Eeed  v.  Eldredge,  27 
Cal.  346.  Conn.— Bradley  v.  Clark,  3 
Day  502.  Idaho.^^Kerns  v.  McAulay, 
8  Idaho  558,  69  Pac.  539.  111.— Oomrs. 
of  Highways  17.  Drainage  Comrs.,  127 
111.  581,  ?1  N.  E.  206;  McBaue  v. 
People,  50  111.  503;  Livingston ,  ■u.  Peo- 
ple, 48  111.  App.  109.  Kan, — See  Greeno 
V.  Barnard,  18  Kan.  518.  Ky. — ^Mor- 
gan 's  Exrx.  V.  Morgan,  2  Bibb  388.  Mo. 
Houck  V.  Cross,  67  Mo.  151.  See  State 
V.  Vogel,  14  Mo.  App.  187.  Neb; 
Knotts  V.  Crossly,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  730, 
95  N.  W.  848;  Sturtevant  Co.  «;.  Bohn 
Sash  &  Door  Co.,  57  Neb.  671,  78  N. 
"W.  265.  Tex.— Bludworth  v.  Poole,  21 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  551,  53  S.  W.  717; 
Croom  V.  Winston,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
1,  43  S.  W.  1072;  Horton  ».  Garrison, 
1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  31,  20  S.  W,  773. 

See  also  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

[a]  A  Judgment  Has  Nothing  To 
Do  With  Its  Enforcement. — An  order 
for  execution  or  other  process  or  means 
of  enforcement  provided  by  law  is  not 
an  integral  part  of  a  judgment.  Liv- 
ingston V.  People,  48  111.  App.  109. 

[b]  "At  common  law,  when  an  ac- 
tion was  brought  on  a  judgment  or  any 
contract  for  the  payment  of  money, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  was,  that 
the  plaintiff  recover  his  debt  or  dam- 
ages, or  debt  and  damages,  without 
any  order  or  direction  specifying  how 
the  money  should  be  paid  by  the  debtor, 
or  made  by  "the  ofBcer.  The  court  ad- 
judged that  the  plaintiff  do  have  and 
recover  of  the  defendant  the  specified 
sum  of  money,  and  from  that  point  the 
law — not  the  court — directed  what  pro- 
ceedings should  be  had  for  the  purpose 
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of  satisfying  the ,  amount  adjudged  to 
be  due."  Eeed  v.  Eldredge,  27  Cal. 
346. 

[c]  "A  judgment  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  means  provided  by  law  for 
its  enforcement.  An  order  for  execu- 
tion or  other  process  or  means  of  en- 
forcement provided  by  law  is  not  an 
integral  part  of  a  judgment,  and  need 
not  be  therein  set  out."  Livingston 
V.  Peojile,  48  HI.  App.  109. 

[d]  When  a  judgment  is  to  be 
executed  without  any  relief  from  ap- 
praisement laws,  it  shall  be  so  ordered 
in  the  judgment.  Smith  v,  Tatman,  71 
Ind.  171,  under  2  Rev.  St.,  1876,  p.  188. 

[e]  An  execution  issues  as  a  matter 
of  course  upon  a  judgment  for  a  spe- 
cific sum  of  money  without  awarding 
or  directing  its  issuance  in  express 
terms.  The  judgment  is  in  and  of 
itself  an  award  of  execution.  Hyder 
V.  Butler,  103  Tenn.  289,  52  S.  W.  876. 

[f  ]  I A  decree  for  alimony  which 
orders  the  sale  of  specific  real  estate 
for  payment  thereof  is  erroneous.  Ny- 
gren  v.  Nygren,  42  Neb.  408,  60  N.  W. 
885.  I 

[g]  In  a  judgment  against  a  munic- 
ipal corporation  it  is  error  to  award 
execution.  Danville  v.  Mitchell,  63  HI. 
App.  647.  See  Comrs.  of  Highways  v. 
Drainage  Comrs.,  127  HI.  581,  21  N.  E. 
206;  McBane  v.  People,  50  HI.'  503 
(wherein  it  was  contended  that  the 
judgment  was  informal  and  inoperative 
in  awarding  execution,  the  court  said: 
"At  most,  the  award  of  execution'  is 
but  an  error  that  may  be  availed  of  in 
an  appellate  court.  It  does  not  ren- 
der an  otherwise  valid  judgment  void, 
and  it  is  valid  and  binding  until  re- 
versed for  error.  It  being  binding 
until  reversed,  no  question  can  be 
raised  as  to  its  legal  validity  in  a  col- 
lateral proceeding,  which  this  is"). 

94.  City  of  East  St.  Louis  v.  Canty, 
65  111.  App.  325,  limitation  rejected  as 
surplusage. 

[a]  In  an  action  against  a  receiver, 
the  judgment  should  not  prescribe  the 
particular  fund  out  of  which  it  should 
be  paid;  tlie  judgment  should  be 
against    the    receiver    in    his    official 
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a  claim  payable  out  of  a  special  fund,  the  judgment  may  direct  that 
the  same  be  paid  out  of  that  particular  fund.^^ 

K.  Joint  and  Several  Parties  and  Judgments.  —  1.  Joint  Plain- 
tiffs. —  Where  there  are  several  plaintiffs  in  an  action,  it  is  the  rule 
at  common  lavr  that  all  must  recover,  and  if  part  of  them  fail  to 
establish  their  right  of  action  the  suit  must  fail  as  to  all.'®  The  com- 
mon-law rule  is  not  operative  in  all  jurisdictions,  however,  as  the  stat- 
utes of  several  states  allow  the  rendition  of  judgment  in  favor  of  any 
plaintiff  who  establishes  his  right  of  recovery,  even  though  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  fail  so  to  do.'''  And  even  in  the  absence  of  statute,  where 
the  claims  of  the  several  plaintiff's  are  distinct  and  they  are  simply 
united  through  a  common  interest,  a  different  rule  would  apply.'* 


capacity,  "leaving  the  method  of  its 
enforcement  to  be  determined  by  the 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  re- 
ceivership, in  view  of  the  rights  of  all 
persons  interested  in  the  proper  appli- 
cation of  the  fund  in  that  court's  cus- 
tody." Brown  v.  Brown,  71  Tex.  355, 
9  S.  W.  261.  See  generally  the  title 
"Receivers." 

[b]  In  an  action  on  a  claim  against 
an  estate,  "it  was  not  necessary  for 
the  judgment  to  define  what  property 
should  be  levied  upon,  further  than  to 
indicate  that  it  should  be  satisfied  out 
of  property  belonging  to  the  estate, 
rather  than  that  belonging  to  the 
executors  individually."  Horton  v. 
Garrison,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  31,  20  S.  W. 
773. 

Specification  of  medium  of  payment, 
see  supra,  XI,  G,  2. 

95.  Cicero  v.  People,  105  111.  App. 
406. 

[a]  Where  judgment  is  rendered  in 
favor  of  a  member  of  a  mutual  fire- 
insurance  company,  divided  into  sev- 
eral distinct  and  independent  classes, 
for  a  loss  by  fire  of  property  insured 
in  a  particular  class,  and  for  which 
only  those  members  having  property  in- 
sured in  that  class  are,  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  charter  and  by-laws  of 
the  company,  responsible,  the  court  will 
limit  the  operation  of  the  execution 
issued,  to'  run  only  against  the  goods, 
chattels  and  lands,  the  property  and 
fund  of  the  company,  belonging  to 
that  class.  Judkins  v.  Union  Mut.  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  39  N.  H.  172. 

96.  Ala. — Prestwood  v.  McGowin, 
128  Ala.  267,  29  So.  386;  McLeod  v. 
McLeod,  73  Ala.  42;  Kelley  v.  Kelley, 
9  Ala.  App.  306,  63  So.  740.  Ga. 
"Walker  v.  Pope,  101  Ga.  665,  29  S.  E. 
8.     Kan. — Dempster  Mill  Mfg.   Co.  v. 


Fitzwater,  6  Kan.  App.  24,  49  Pae. 
624.  Mo. — McLaran  v.  Wilhelm,  50  Mo. 
App.  658.  N.  Y.— Sheldon  v.  Van 
Slyke,  16  Barb.  26.  Tex.— Wells  v. 
Moore,  15  Tex.  -521.  Wis. — Egaard  v. 
Dalilke,   109   Wis.   366,   85  N.  W.  369. 

97.  See  generally  the  statutes  of  the 
several  states,  and  the  following:  U.  S. 
Meldrin  v.  United  States,  7  Ct.  CI. 
595.  Cal. — Johnson  v.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.,  146  Cal.  571,  80  Pac.  719.  Ind. 
Mississinewa  Min.  Co.  v.  Andrews,  22 
Ind.  App.  523,  54  N.  E.  146;  Louisville, 
etc.  E.  E.  V.  Lange,  13  Ind.  App.  337, 
41  N.  E.  609.  N.  Y.— bhambovet  v. 
Cagney,  3  Jones  &  S.  474.  Pa. — ^Fris- 
bie  V.  McFarlane,  196  Pa.  110,  46  Atl. 
359;  Hinckle  v.  Eifeert,  6  Pa.  196.  Tex. 
Ward  V.  Gibbs,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  287, 
30  S.  W.  1125. 

[a]  Thus  statutes  sometimes  provide 
that  where  the  action  is  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  possession  of  premises, 
in  which  two  or  more  plaintiffs  are 
joined,  any  one  or  more  may  recover 
any  interest  to  which  he  or  they  may 
be  entitled,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
he  or  they  had  brought  separate  ac- 
tions even  though  the  others  fail  to 
prove  any  interest.  Hall  v.  Lanning, 
91  U.  S.  160,  23  L.  ed.  271;  Barton 
V.  Petit,  7  Cranch  (U.  8.)  194,  3  L.  ed. 
313;  Mo.  Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2382;  Nor- 
ton V.  Eeed  (Mo.),  161  S.  W.  842. 

[b]  Where  one  of  the  parties  plain- 
tiff has  not  authorized  the  action,  no 
relief  should  be  granted  to  him.  Toole 
V.  Johnson,  61  S.  C.  34,  39  S.  E.  254. 

98.  Ga. — Steam  Laundry  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  91  Ga.  47,  16  S.  E.  198.  HI. 
Helmuth  v.  Bell,  150  111.  263,  37  N.  E. 
230.  Tex. — Hamilton  Brown  Shoe  Co. 
V.  Whittaker,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  3^,  23 
S.  W.  520. 

[a]     Several  persons  having  separate 
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2.  Joint  Defendants.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Under  the  eoromon  law, 
in  actions  ex  contractu,  where  several  defendants  are  joined  and  all 
are  properly  before  the  court  either  by  service  or  appearance,  recovery 
must  be  had  against  all  or  none,^^  unless  a  personal  plea  is  interposed 


claims  against  a  common  debtor  may 
unite  in  an  action  to  enforce  protec- 
tion of  their  common  rights,  but  their 
recovery  will  be  limited  to  their  com- 
mon rights,  and  their  several  claims  can- 
not be  adjudicated  by  one  judgment. 
Grant  v.  Schmidt,  22  Minn.  1. 

[b]  Nor  can  one  of  a  class  of 
plaintiffs  by  suing  alone  procure  a  judg- 
ment which  will  be  binding  upon  the 
others  unless  they  come  in  and  join 
in  the  action  as  plaintiffs.  Williams 
V.  Williams,  74  N.  C.  1. 

[c]  Where  several  plaintiffs  begin 
proceedings  simultaneously  against  a 
common  fund,  they  would  stand  on  an 
equal  basis  and  would  be  entitled  in 
the  event  of  recovery  to  share  equally 
in  the  fund.  Davis  v.  Davis,  2  Cush. 
(Mass.)   111. 

[d]  Where  several  creditors  join  in 
a  creditor's  suit  to  set  aside  an  at- 
tachment of  the  common  debtor's  prop- 
erty, it  is  not  necessary  that  all  should 
recover  to  uphold  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  a  part  of  them.  Henderson  v.  Brown 
Co.,  125  Ala.  566,  28  So.  79. 

99.  U.  S.— Atlantic  &  P.  E.  Go.  v. 
Laird,  164  TJ.  S.  393,  17  Sup.  Ctj  120, 
41  L.  ed.  485;  United  States  v.  Iteffler, 
11  Pet.  86,  9  L.  ed.  642;  Schofield  v. 
Palmer,  134  Fed.  753;  Mack  v.  Slote- 
man,  21  Ped.  109;  Milne  v.  Huber,  17 
I'ed.   Gas.   No.    9,617.      Ala.— Park    v. 

Edge,   42   Ala.    631.      Ark Parke    v. 

Meyer,  28  Ark.  281.  Cal.— Schultz  ». 
McLean,;  76  Gal.  608,  18  Pac.  775.  Colo. 
Bissell  V.  Cushman,  5  Colo.  76;  God- 
ding V.  Decker,  3  Colo.  App.  198,  32 
Pac.  832.  Fla.— Somers  v.  Florida  Peb- 
ble Phosphate  Co.,  50  Fla.  275,  39  So. 
61;  Bacon  v.  Green,  36  Fla.  325,  18  So. 
870;   Hale  v.   Crowell's  Admx.,   2   Fla. 

534,  50  Am.  Dec.   301.     Ga Millhiser 

V.  McAllister,  103  Ga.  798,  30  8.  E. 
661;  Austell  v.  McLarin,  51  Ga.  467. 
HI.— Kingslaud  v.  Kofippe,  137  HI.  344, 
28  N,  E.  48;  Cairo  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Easterly,  89  111.  156;  Jansen  v.  Var- 
num,  89  111.  100;  Felsenthal  v.  Durand, 
86  m.  230;  Boehm  v.  Boehm,  61  111. 
140;  Thomas  v.  Lowry,  60  111.  512; 
Barbour  «.  White,  37  111.  164;  Flake  v. 
Carson,  33  111.  518;  Griflath  v.  Flurry, 
30  111.  251,  83  Am.  Dee.  186;  People 
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V.  Organ,  27  HI.  27;  Beidler  v.  Eich-' 
ardson,  107  HI.  App.  536;  Connelly  v. 
Cover,  102  111.  App.  426;  Kosciuszko 
Bldg.  Assn.  V.  Dudek,  101  HI.  App. 
353;  Joyce  v.  SpafEord,  94  111.  App. 
554;  Smith  v.  Condon,  90  HI.  App. 
314;  Bedwell  v.  Ashton,  87  HI.  App. 
272;  Schmelzer  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Mfg. 
Co.,  85  111.  App.  596;  Stitt  v.  Kurten- 
bach,  85  111.  App.  38;  Penn.  Finance 
Co.  V.  Hanlon,  75  HI.  App.  188;  Vanston 
V.  Boughton,  71  111.  App.  627;  Brady 
V.  Madden,  67  HI.  App.  637;  Green  v. 
Shaw,  66  111.  App.  74;  Indiana  Millers' 
Mut.  L.  Insurance  Co.  v.  People,  65  111. 
App.  355;  Cooper  .  v.  McNeil,  43  111. 
App.  350;  Davis  v.  Johnson,  41  111. 
App.  22;  Enterprise  Distilling  Co.  v. 
Bradley,  17  111.  App.  509;  Goodale  v. 
Cooper,  6  HI.  App.  81;  Eosenberg  v. 
Barrett,  2  111.  App.  386.  Ind. — Valen- 
tine V.  Duff,  7  Ind.  App.  196,  33  N.  E. 
529;  Helm  v.  Van  Vleet,  1  Blackf.  342, 
12  Am.  Dec.  248.  Kan. — Syracuse  v. 
Eeed,  5  Kan.  App.  806,  49  Pac.  259. 
Ky. — Duckworth  v.  Lee,  10  Bush  51; 
Fernold  v.  Speer,  3  Mete.  459;  Brown 
V.  McKee,  1  J.  J.  Marsfi.  471,  475; 
Johnson  v.  Vaughan,  9  B.  Mon.  217; 
Warren  v.  Lewis,  1  B.  Mon.  119; 
O'Hara  v.  Lannier,  1  B.  Mon.  100; 
Erwiu  V.  Devine,  2  Mon.  124;  Buford 
V.  McDaniel,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  426;  Long 
V.  Garlyle,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  401;  John- 
son V.  Bonfield,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  300, 
40  S.  W.  697.  La.— Francis  v.  Martin, 
28  La.  Ann.  403;  Eeynolds  v.  Feliciana 
Steam  Boat  Co.,  17  La.  397.  Md. 
Barker  v.  Ayers,  5  Md.  202.  Mass. 
Gurrish  v.  Cummings,  4  Cush.  391; 
Woodward  v.  Newhall,  1  Pick.  500. 
Minn. — Johnson  v.  Lough,  22  Minn.  203; 
Fetz  V.  Clark,  7  Minn.  217;  Carlton  v. 
Chouteau,  1  Minn.  102.  Miss. — Prewett 
V.  Caruthers,  7  How.  304;  Jones  v.  Mo- 
Gahey,  1  How.  128.  Mo. — McCoy  v. 
Green,  83  Mo.  626;  Spalding  v.  Citizens 
Bank,  78  Mo.  App.  374;  Miller  v. 
Bryden,  34  Mo.  App.  602.  N.  J.— Stehr 
V.  OUbermann,  49  N.  J.  L.  633,  10  Atl. 
547;  Wills  v.  Shinn,  42  N.  J.  L.  138; 
Patterson  v.  Loughbridge,  42  N.  J.  L. 
21.  N.  M. — Eupe  v.  New  Mexico  Lumb. 
Assn.,  3  N.  M.  261,  5  Pac.  730.  N.  Y. 
Williams  v,  Horgan,  6  Duer  658;  Birk- 
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by  one  of  the  defendants,  which  goes  to  his  discharge,^  or  to  his  dis- 
ability to  contract,^  or  would  bar  the  action  as  to  him  but  not  as  to 
the  other  defendants.^  In  actions  founded  on  tort,  however,  a  differ- 
ent rule  prevails  at  common  law.  In  such  actions,  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  against  only  such  defendants,  as  may  be  found  guilty,  and 
all  those  against  whom  the  proof  is  insufficient  are  entitled  to  a 
verdict.*    But  where  there  are  several  joint  defendants  to  a  tort  action, 


beck  V.  Tucker,  2  Hall  121;  Sager  «. 
Nichols,  1  Daly  1;  Britten's  Estate,  15 
N.  Y.  St.  445;  Platner  v.  Johnson,  3 
Hill  476;  Jewett  v.  Schmidt,  45  Misc. 
34,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  848.  See  Stimson 
V.  Van  Pelt,  66  Barb.  151;  Hopkins  v. 
Lane,  4  Thomp.  &  C.  311,  2  Hun  38. 
Pa.— Coot_  V.  Maekrell,  .  70  Pa.  12; 
Rowan  v.  Eowan,  29  Pa.  181;  Mosher 
V.  Small,  5  Pa.  221.  S.  C— Lucas  v. 
Sanders,  1  McMull.  311.  S.  D.— Ander- 
son v:  CMlson,  8  S.  D.  64,  65  N.  W. 
435.  But  see  Koss  v.  Wait,  4  S.  D. 
584.  Tex. — "Wootters  v.  Kauffman,  67 
Tex.  488,  3  S.  W.  465;  Eodrigues  v. 
Trevino,  54  Tex.  198.  Vt. — Metropol- 
itan, etc.  Machine  Co.  v.  Morris,  39  Vt. 
393.  Va. — Eohr  v.  Davis,  9  Leigh  (36 
Va.)  30;  Jenkins  v.  Hurt's  Comrs.,  2 
Band.  (23  Va.)  446.  W.  Va.— Creigh 
V.  Hedrick,  5  W.  Va.  140. 
.  But  see  Brugman  v.  McGuire,  32  Ark. 
733. 

[a]  Where  all  the  defendants  are 
properly  before  the  court  a  judgment 
rendered  by  agreetnent  against  one  is 
equivalent  to  a  dismissal  of  the  others. 
Henry  v.  Gibson,  55  Mo.  570.  See  also 
Bailey  v.  McWilliams,  111  Mo.  App.  35, 
85  S.  W.  618. 

[b]  A  statute  providing  that 
"though  all  the  defendants  may  hdve 
been  served  with  the  summons,  judg- 
ment may  be  taken'  against  any  of 
them  severally,  when  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  judgment  against 
such  defendants,  if  the  action  had 
been  against  them  alone,"  does  not 
change  the  common-law  rule  that  where 
the  action  is  upon  a  joint  contract 
only  a  recovery  must  be  had  against 
all  or  none.  Fetz  v.  C.  S.  Clark  &  Co., 
7  Minn.  217. 

As  to  necessity  for  joinder  of  all 
joint  contractors  in  action  on  joint 
contract  or  obligation,  see  11  Standard 
Proc.  975,  et  seq. 

1.  U.  S. — Sweeney  v.  Hanley,  126 
Fed.  97.  HI. — Seymour  v.  Hichardson 
Fueling  Co.,  205  HI.  77,  68  N.  E.  716; 
Frink  v.   Jones,   5   HI.    170;     Aten    v. 


Brown,  14  HI.  App.  451;  Goodale  v. 
Cooper,  6  HI.  App.  81.  Ky. — Brown  v. 
Warner,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  37;  Barlow  v. 
Wiley,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  457.  Mass. 
Tuttle  V.  Cooper,  10  Pick.  281;  Hath- 
away V.  Crocker,  7  Mete.  262  (discharge 
in  bankruptcy  or  insolvency).  N.  H. 
Peebles  v.  Rand,  43  N.  H.  337.  N.  Y. 
Sperry  v.  Miller,  2  Barb.  Ch.  632.  Ohio. 
Sprague  v.  Childs,  16  Ohio  St.  107. 

2.  Coe  V.  Hamilton,  Morris  (Iowa) 
319;  McGuire  v.  Johnson,  2  Lans.  (N. 
Y.)  305. 

3.  Robinson  v.  Brown,  82  HI.  279. 

[a]  In  case  a  defendant  bhows  that 
he  was  surety  on  a  note  and  that  the 
payee  granted  an  extension  of  the  time 
of  payment  without  his  knowledge  or 
consent  judgment  may  be  rendered  in 
his  favor  and  against  the  maker  as 
this  would  be  a  personal  defense. 
Ritchie  v.  Gibbs,  7  HI.  App.  149. 

[b]  And  where  a  defendant  has 
been  improperly  or  unnecessarily  joined 
judgment  may  be  rendered  against  the 
others  and  in  favor  of  such  an  one. 
Stevens  Co.  v.  Kehr,  93  111.  App.  510. 

4.  U.  S.— Albright  v.  McTighe,  49 
Fed.  817;  Milne  v.  Huber,  17  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  9,617.  Ala. — Cooper  v.  Turrentine, 
17  Ala.  13;  Blackburn  v.  Baker,  7  Port. 
284;  Sprowl  v.  Kellar,  4  Stew.  &  P. 
382.  Ark. — Criner  v.  Brewer,  13  Ark. 
225.  Colo. — Dewoody  v.  Guertin,  13 
Colo.  App.  517,  58  Pae.  794.  Ga. 
Howard  v.  Dayton  Coal  Co.,  94  Ga. 
416,  20  S.  E.  336.  lU.— Jansen  v.  Var- 
num,  89  HI.  100;  Winslow  v.  Newlan, 
45  111.  145;  Baker  v.  Michigan  S.  &  N. 
J,  R.  R.  Co.,  42  HI.  73;  Davis  v.  Tay- 
lor, 41  111.  405;  Hlinois  Cent.  E.  R.  v. 
Foulks,  92  111.  App.  391;  Vieths  v. 
Skinner,  47  HI.  App.  325.  Ind.— Chi- 
cago I.  &  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Martin,  31  Ind. 
App.  308,  65  N.  E.  591;  Mendenhall  v. 
Stewart,  18  Ind.  App.  262,  47  N.  E.  943. 
Ky.— Shelton  «.  Harlow,15  B.  Mon.  547; 
Prince  v.  Flynn,  2  Litt.  240;  PfafSnger 
V.  Gilman,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1071,  38  S. 
W,  1088.  Me. — Gillerson  v.  Small,  45 
Me.  17;  Thacher  v.  Jones,  31  Me.  528. 
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the  plaintiff  must  establish  a  joint  tort  to  entitle  him  to  any  judg- 
ment.^ 

Under  statutes  providing  that  judgment  may  be  given  for  or  against 
one  or  more  of  several  defendants,  whenever  a  several  judgment  may 
be  Iproper,  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  one  or  more  of  the 
parties  to  the  suit,  where  their  liability  is  established,^  though  the  others 


Md.— Hambleton  .v.  McGee,  19  Md.  43. 
Miss.— Hardy  v.  Thomas,  23  Miss.  544, 
'  57  Am.  Dee.  152.  Neb. — Hayden  v. 
Woods,  16  Neb.  306,  20  N.  W.  345. 
N.  Y. — Turner  v.  McCarthy,  4  E.  D. 
Smith  247;  Loekwood  v.  Bull,  1  Cow. 
322,  13  Am.  Dec.  539;  Lansing  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 2  Johns.  382;  Layton  v.  Me- 
Connell,  61  App.  ,  Div.  447,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  679.  Pa. — Wiest  v.  Electrical 
Traction  Co.,  200  Pa.  148,  49  Atl.  891; 
McCall  i;.,Eorsyth,  4  Watts  &  S.  179; 
Magee  v.  Penn.  S.  V.  B.  E.  Co.,  13 
Pa.  Super.  187.  S.  C. — Chanet  v.  Parker, 
1  Mill.  333.  Tenn.— McCully  v.  Mal- 
colm, 9  Humph.  187.  Tex.— Kinkier 
V.  Junica,  84  Tex.  116,  19  S.  W.  359; 
Dunn  V.  Newberry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
86  S.  W.  626;  Gulf  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Lee 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  65  S.  W.  54;  iSmer- 
son  V.  Skidmore,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  641, 
25  S.  W.  671.  Vt.— Wright  v.  Cooper, 
1  Tyler  425.  Wash. — Doremus  v.  Eoot, 
23  Wash.  710,  63  Pac.  572. 

[a]  Where  an  action  is  brought 
against  a  minor  and  an  adult  as  joint 
tort-feasors,  and  it  is  not  discovered 
until  after  verdict  that  one  of  the 
parties  is  a  minor,  the  court  may  enter 
a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  minor  aiid 
permit  the  verdict  to  stand  against  the 
adult.  Crane  v.  Lynch,  27  Pa.  Super. 
565. 

5.  Ark. — Littlerock,  etc.  E.  Co.  V. 
Stevenson,  62  Ark.  354,  35  S.  W.  787. 
la. — Barnes  v.  Ennenga,  53  Iowa  497, 
5  N.  W.  597.  Pa.— Wiest  v.  Electric 
Traction  Co.,  200  Pa.  148,  49  Atl.  891. 

a  U.  S.— Bibb  *.  Allen,  149  U.  S. 
481,  13  Sup.  Ct.  950,  37  If.  ed.  819. 
Ala. — Burns  &  Co.  v.  Moore,  76  Ala. 
3S9,  52  Am.  Eep'.  332;  Longstreet  v. 
Eea,  52  Ala.  195.  Ark. — Parke  v.  My- 
ers, 28   Ark.   281.     Cal Hanna  v.  De 

Garmo,  140  Cal.  172,  73  Pac.  830; 
Dobbs  V.  Purington,  136  Cal.  70,  68 
Pac.  323;  Mock  v.  Santa  Eosa,  126  Cal. 
330,  58  Pac.  826;  Leadbetter  v.  Lake, 
118  Cal.  515,  50  Pac.  686;  Gruhn  v. 
Stanley,  92  Cal.  86,  28  Pac.  56;  Lewis 
V.  Clarkin,  18  Cal.  399;  Stoddart  v. 
Van  Dyke,  12  Cal.  437;  Kowe  v.  Chand- 
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ler,  1  Cal.  167.  Colo.— Shafer  v.  Hew- 
itt, 6  Colo.  App.  374,  41  Pac.  509. 
Conn. — Salomon  v.  Hopkins,  61  Conn. 
47,  23  Atl.  716;  Dean  v.  Savage,  28 
Conn.  359.  Del. — Cunningham  v.  Dix- 
on, 1  Marv.  163,  41,  Atl.  519.  D.  C. 
Presbrey  v.  Thomas,  1  App.  Cas.  171. 
111. — Neal  V.  Pennington,  65  111.  App. 
68.  Ind.— Hassler  v.  Hefele,  151  Ind. 
391,  50  2Sr.  E.  361;  Lower  v.  Franks, 
115  Ind.  334,  17  N.  E.  630;  Richard- 
son V.  Jones,  58  Ind.  240;  Stafford  v. 
Nutt,  5l  Ind.  535;  Murray  v.  Ebright, 
50  Ind.  362;  Eose  v.  Constock,  17  Ind. 
1;  Hubbell  v.  Woolf,  15  Ind.  204;  Val- 
entine V.  Duff,  7  Ind.  App.  196,  33  N. 
E.  529,  34  N.  E.  453..  la.— Poole  v. 
Hintrager,  60  Iowa  180,  14  N.  W.  223; 
Eyre  v.  Cook,  10  Iowa  586.  Kan. 
Smith  V.  Straub,  1 41  Kan.  7,  20  Pac. 
516.  Ky.— Patton  v.  Shanklin,  14  B. 
Men.  15.  La. — Smith  v.  New  Orleans 
'&  N.  E.  E.'  Co.,  109  La.  782,  33  So, 
769;  Hornor  v.  McDonald,  52  La.  Ann. 
396,  27  So.  91;  Minor  v.  Hart,  52  La. 
Ann.  395,  27  So.  99.  Me. — Gleason  v. 
Sanitary  Milk  Co.,  93  Me.  544,  45  Atl. 
825.  Md. — ^Westheimer  v.  Craig,  76 
Md.  399,  25  Atl.  419.  Minn.— Eirst  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Burkhardt,  71  Minn.  185,  73 
N.  W.  858;  Yellow  Medicine  County 
Bank,  v.  Wiger,  59  Minn.  384,  61  N.  W. 
452;  Miles  v.  Wann,  27  Minn.  56,  6  N.  W. 
417;  Eeed  v.  Pixley,  22  Minn.  540.  Mo. 
Crews  V.  Lacjiland,  67  Mo.  619.  Mont. 
Knatz  V.  Wise,  1'6  Mont.  555,  41  Pac. 
710.  Neb. — School  Dist.  No.  '  34  i). 
Kountze  Bros.,  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  690,  92 
N.  W.  597;  Eoggenkamp  v.  Hargreaves, 
39  Neb.  540,  58  N.  W.  162;  Long  v. 
Clapp,  15  Neb.  417,  19  N.  W.  467.  Nev. 
Mayenbaum  v.  Murphy,  5  Nev.  383. 
N.   J.— Elliott  17.   Bodine,   59   N.   J.   L. 

567,    36    Atl.    1038.      N.   Y Barker   v. 

Cocks,  50  N.  Y.  689;  Mcintosh  v.  En- 
sign, 28  N.  Y.  169;  Brumskill  v.  James, 
11  N.  Y.  294;  Fielden  v.  Lahens,  6  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  341;  McGuire  v.  Johnson, 
2  Lans.  305;  Stimsou  v.  Van  ,Pelt,  66 
Barb.  151;  Dillaye  v.  Wilson,  43  Barb. 
261;  Brown  v.  Eichardson,  4  Eob.  603; 
Moss  V.  Jerome,  10  Bosw.  220;   Claflin 
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are  not  liable.    And  this  is  true  in  all  actions,  whether  founded  upon 
contract  or  upon  tortJ 

b.  Effect  of  Death  of  One  of  Defendants.  —  Where  one  of  the  de- 
fendants dies  before  the  rendition  of  judgment,  or  is  not  served  with 
process,  there  is  a  conflict  of  authority  as  to  the  power  of  the  court 
to  render  judgment  against  joint,  or  joint  and  several  defendants. 
In  some  jurisdietioiis  such  judgments  are  at  most  erroneous  and  are 
held  valid  until  reversed  by  some  appropriate  proceeding;^  and,  if 
reversed,  must  be  reversed  as  to  all  the  defendants  according  to  some 


V.  Butterly, ,  5  Duer  327;  People  v. 
Crarii,  8  How.  Pr.  151;  Fullerton  v. 
Taylor,  6  How.  Pr.  259;  Galligan  v. 
De  Lorenzo,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  268;  Owen 
V.  Conner,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  352;  Earth 
V.  Amberg,  9  N.  Y.  St.  522.  Ohio. 
Lampkin  v.  Chisom,  10  Ohio  St.  450; 
Lennig  &  Co.  v.  Burgoyne,  12  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eepriut)  36.  Ore.— -Hayden  v.. 
Pearce,  33  Ore.  89,  52  Pae.  1049; 
Hamm  v.  Basche,  22  Ore.  513,  30  Pae. 
501;  Ah  Lep  v.  Gong  Choy,  13  Ore. 
205,  9  Pae.  483;  Sears  v.  MeGrew,  10 
Ore.  48.  Pa.— Campbell  v.  Floyd,  153 
Pa.  84,  25  Atl.  1033;  Van  Zandt  v. 
Winters,  22  Pa.  Super.  181.  S.  C. 
Bedenbaugh  v.  Southern  R.  Co.,  69  S. 
C.  1,  48  S.  E.  53;  Roberts  v.  Pawley, 
50  S.  C.  491;  Freeman  "v.  Clark,  3 
Strobh.  281.  S.  D.— Merchants '  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Stebbins,  15  S.  D.  280,  89  N. 
"W.  674;  Ross  v.  Wait,  4  S.  D. 
584,  57  N.  W.  497.  Tenn.— Car- 
penter V.  Lep,  5  Yerg.  265;  Dar- 
win V.  Cox,  5  Yerg.  257.  Tex. — Cole- 
man V.  Colgate,  69  Tex.  88,  6  S.  W. 
553;  Stevens  &  Andrews  v.  Gainesville 
Nat.  Bank,  62  Tex.  499;  Congdon  v. 
Monroe,  51  Tex.  109;  Willis  &  Bros. 
V.  Morrison,  44  Tex.  27;  Kuykendall 
V.  Coulter,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  399,  26 
8.  W.  748.  '  Utah.— Blythe,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Swenson,  15  Utah  345,  49  Pae.  1027. 
Vt.— Reynolds  v.  Field,  41  Vt.  225; 
Hurlburt  v.  Hendy,  27  Vt.  245.  Va. 
Muse  V.  Farmers  Bank,  27  Gratt.  (68 
Va.)  252;  Moffett  v.  Bickle,  21  Gratt. 
(62  Va.)  280;  Steptoe  v.  Read,  19  Gratt. 
(60  Va.)  1.  W.  Va.— Hoflfman  v.  Bireh- 
er,  22  W.  Va.  537.  Wis.— Bacon  v. 
Bieknell,  17  Wis.  "523. 

[a]  The  federal  courts  sitting  in 
states  where  such  statutes  are  in  force 
will  always  regard  them.  Sawin  «. 
Kenney,  93  U.  S.  289,  23  L.  ed.  926; 
Witters  v.  Sowles,  34  Fed.  119. 

[b]  If  defendants  who  are  sued 
jointly  join  in  pleading  the  general 
issue,  and  no  defense  is  made  personal 


to  one  of  them  it  has  been  held  in 
some  states  that  the  statute  would  not 
apply.  Gibson  v.  Beveridge,  90  Va. 
696,  19  S.  E.  785. 

[c]  In  Mississippi,  the  statute  ap- 
plies only  to  actions  or  promissory  note 
and  bills  of  exchange,  and  in  all  other 
actions  the  common-law  rule  prevails. 
Mhoon  V.  Colment,  51  Miss.  60. 

[d]  Where  the  statute  permits  af- 
firmative relief  to  be  granted  to  the  de- 
fendant, one  defendant  may  have  judg- 
ment against  another  if  it  will  not  be 
to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiff.  Beattie 
V.  Latimer,  42  S.  C.  313,  20  S.  E.  53. 

Whether  judgment  must  be  joint  or 
several,  see  infra,  XI,  K,  3. 

7.  Lower  v.  Franks,  115  Ind.  334,  17 
N.  E.  630;  Murray  r.  Ebright,  50  Ind. 
362;  Fitzgerald  v.  Genter,  26  Ind.  238; 
Hubbell  V.  Woolf,  15  Ind.  204;  Blodget 
V.   Morris,   14   N.  Y.   482. 

8.  lU.— Claflin  v.  Dunne,  129  111.  241, 
21  N.  E.  834;  Aldrich  v.  Housh,  71  111. 
App.  607.  la.- — Bowen  v.  Troy  Portable 
Mill  Co.,  31  Iowa  460.  Ky. — Fuqua  v. 
Mullen,  13  Bush  467.  Md — Billingslea 
V.  Smith,  77  Md.  504,  26  Atl.  1077. 
Mo.— Boyd  V.  Ellis,  107  Mo.  394,  18  S. 
W.  29;  Williams  v.  Hudson,  93  Mo.  524, 
6  S,  W.  261;  Holton  v.  Towner,  81  Mo. 
360;  Bailey  v.  McGinnis,  57  Mo.  362; 
Lenox  v.  Clarke,  52,  Mo.  115.  Ore. 
Stivers  v.  Byrkett,  56  Ore.  565,  108 
Pae.  1014,  109  Pae.  386;  Mitchell  «.' 
Schoonover,  16  Ore.  211,  17  Pae.  867. 
Pa. — Donnelly  v.  Graham,  77  Pa.  274; 
Lewis  V.  Ash,  2  Miles  110.  Tex. — Hol- 
mau  V.  Stowers  Furniture  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  30  S.  W.  1120.  Vt.— Holt  &  Co. 
V.  Thacher,  52  Vt.  592. 

[a]  In  Alabama  and  California,  (1) 
when  the  liability  is  joint  or  joint  and 
several  and  one  defendant  dies  pend- 
ing judgment,  judgment  may  be  ren- 
dered against  the  survivors.  Downs  v. 
Allen,  23  Blatch.  54,  22  Fed.  805;  Cox 
V.  Harris,  48  Ala.  538;  Shain  v.  Forbes, 
82  Cal.  577,  23  Pae.  198.     (2)  Nor  does 
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authorities.^  Other  authorities,  however,  hold  that  such  erroneous 
judgments  will  be  reversed,  only  as  to  the  party  or  parties  over  whom 
the  court  did  not  have  jurisdiction.^"     "When  the  liability  is  several 


the  failure  to  suggest  the  death  of  the 
other  on  the  record  affect  the  judg- 
ment against  the  survivor.  Fabel  v. 
Boykin,  55  Ala.  383. 

[b]  Judgment  on  a  forfeited  forth- 
coming bond  is  rendered  by  operation 
of  law;  and  if  one  of  the  obligors  die 
before  the  bond  is  forfeited,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  against  the  survivors 
only  and  will  be  valid-  as  to  them. 
Moody  V.  Harper,  38  Miss.  599. 

[c]  Where  judgment  (1)  is  rendered 
against  a  principal  and  surety  on  a 
forfeited  recognizance  after  the  death 
of  the  principal,  the  judgment  may  be 
vacated  as  to  the  principal  but  not 
as  to  the  surety.  McLaughlin  «.  State,  17 
Kan.  283.  Compare,  Weis  v.  Aaron,  75 
Miss.  138,  21  So.  763,  holding  a  judg- 
ment against  a  principal  and  surety  after 
the  death  of  the  surety  absolutely  void. 
(2)  So  where  the  surety  on  an  appeal 
bond  is  dead  judgment  in  an  action 
on  the  bond  which  is  entered  against 
the  principal  alone  is  not  void.  Lewis 
V.  Maulden,  93   Ga.  758,  21  S.  E.   147. 

9.  Colo. — Streeter  v.  Marshall  Silver 
Min.  Co.,  4  Colo.  535;  Gargan  v.  School 
District,  4  Colo.  53.  HI. — Supreme 
Lodge,  etc.  v.  Goldberg,  175  111.  19,  51 
N.  E.  647;  Claflin  v.  Dunne,  129  III. 
241,  21  N.  E.  834;  Williams  v.  Chal- 
fant,  82  111.  218;  Kimball  v.  Tanner, 
63  111.  519;  Stoetzwell  v.  TuUerton,  44 
111.  108;  Brockman  v.  McDonald,  16  111. 
112;  Lovejoy  v.  Eaymond,  127  111.  App. 
519.  Compare,  Aldrich  v.  Housh,  71  111. 
App.  607.  Ind. — Boor  v.  Lowry,  103 
Ind.  468,  3  N.  B.  151,  53  Am.  Eep. 
519.  Ky. — Joyes  v.  Hamilton,  10  Bush 
544,  judgment  against  person  jointly 
liable,  void  as  to  one,  void  as  to  all. 
Me. — Winslow  v.  Lambard,  57  Me.  356; 
BufEum  V.  Eamsdell,  55  Me.  252,  92  Am. 
Dec.  589.  Mich. — Powers  v.  Irish,  23 
Mich.  429.  Mo. — Holton  v.  Towner,  81 
Mo.  360;  Covenant  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Clover,  36  Mo.  392;  Dickerson  v. 
Chrisman,  28  Mo.  134;  Randalls  v.  Wil- 
son, 24  Mo.  76.  Compare,  Bailey  v.  Mc- 
Ginniss,  57  Mo.  362.  N.  H.— Burt  V. 
Stevens,  22  N.  H.  229;  Sargeant  v. 
French,  10  N.  H.  444.  Ohio, — Frazier 
V.  Williams,  24  Ohio  St.  625;  Swasey 
&  Co.  V.  Antram  &  Co.,  24  Ohio  St.  87; 
Douglass'  Lessee  v.  Massie,  16  Ohio  St. 
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271,  47  Am.  Dec.  375.  Ore.— Stivers 
V.  Byrkett,  56  Ore.  565,  108  Pac.  1014, 
109  Pac.  386.  S.  C— Roberts  v.  Paw- 
ley,  50  S.  C.  491;  Stenhouse  v.  Bonum, 
12  Rich.  L.  620.  Tex. — Wootters  v. 
Kauffman,  67  Tex.  488,  3  S.  W.  465; 
Long  V.  Garnett,  45  Tex.  400;  Dickson 
V.  Burke,  28  Tex.  117;  Wood  v.  Smith, 
11  Tex.  367;  Hulme  v.  Janes,  6  Tex. 
242,  55  Am.  Dec.  774.  Compare,  Saf- 
fold  V.  Navarro,  15  Tex.  76,  holding 
that  when  one  of  several  defendants  is 
not  served  the  action  may  be  dismissed 
against  him  and  judgment  rendered 
against  those  served.  Vt. — Holt  &  Co. 
V.  Thacher,  52  Vt.  592.  ,  W.  Va.— King 
V.  Burdett,  28  W.  Va.  601,  57  Am.  Rep. 
687. 

[a]  The  general  rule  is  that  a  judg- 
ment is  an  entirety  and  if  reversed  as 
to  one  it  must  be  reversed  as  to  all 
the  parties  appealing.  However,  if  the 
judgmenl;  be  distinct  it  may  be  re- 
versed as  to  some  and  aflSrmed  as  to 
others.  That  some  of  the  parties  are 
adults  and  others  infants  does  not 
change  the  rule.  Cavender  v.  Smith,  5 
Iowa  157. 

10.  U.  S.— Downs  V.  Allen,  23  Blatch. 
54,  22  Fed.  805.  Ala.— Fabel  v.  Boy- 
kin,  55  Ala.  383.  Ark. — Cheek  v. 
Pugh,  19  Ark.  574.  Compare,  Hughes 
V.  Lindsey,  10  Ark.  555.  Cal. — ^Ricket- 
son  V.  Richardson,  26  Cal.  149.  Ga. 
Lewis  V.  Maulden,  93  Ga.  758,  21  S.  E. 
147;  Kitchens  v.  Kitchens,  44  Ga.  620. 
Compare,  Tedlie.  v.  Dill,  3  Ga.  104,  hold- 
ing that  when  judgment  is  given 
against  joint  defendants  when  one  of 
them  is  dead  the  judgment  will  be  re- 
versed as  to  all.  la. — North  v.  Mudge 
&  Co.,  13  Iowa  496.  Compare,  Caven- 
der V.  Smith,  5  Iowa  157.  Minn. — Eng- 
strand  v.  KlefEman,  86  Minn.  403,  90 
N.  W.  1054,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  359.  Neb. 
Council  Bluffs  Sav.  Bank  v.  Grlswold, 
50  Neb.  753,  70  N.  W.  376;  Mercer  v. 
James,  6  Neb,  406.  Nev. — Wood  ».  01- 
ney,  7  Nev.  109.  Ore. — Stivers  v.  Byr- 
kett, 56  Ore.  565,  108  Pac.  1014,  109 
Pac.  386.  Tenn,— Collins  v.  Knight,  3 
Tenn.  Ch,  183;  Crank  v.  Flowers,  4 
Heisk.  629;  Winchester  v.  Beardin,  10 
Humph.  247,  51  Am,  J)ea.  702.  Com- 
pare. Drajper  v.  State,  1  Head  262,  hold- 
ing that  it  must  be  reversed  as  to  all 
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the  judgment  may  be  affirmed  as  to  some  and  reversed  as  to  others  ;^^ 
but  such  a  judgment  is  regarded  as  a  nullity  by  some  courts  and  void 
as  to  all  the  defendants.^^ 

c.  Effect  of  Dismissal  or  Discontinuance  as  to  One  or  More  Defend- 
ants}^ —  While  it  is  true  that  the  plaintiff  must  usually  recover  against 
all  or  none  of  the  defendants,^*  it  is  also  true  that  he  may  dismiss 
or  discontinue,  as  against  one  or  more  defendants  and  obtain  judg- 
ment against  the  others  -^^  but  upon  this  proposition,  there  are  author- 


parties.  Va. — Gray  v.  Stuart,  33  Gratt. 
(74  Va.)  351.  Wis.— Keith  Bros.  &  Co. 
V.  Stiles,  92  Wis.  15,  64  N.  W.  860,  65 
N.  W.  860. 

11.  Joyes  V.  Hamilton,  10  Bush 
(Ky.)  544;  Asher  v.  Com.,  23  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  1976,  66  S.  W.  759;  Whiting  v. 
Cochran,  9  Mass.  532.. 

12.  D.  C. — Jackson  v.  Hulse,  6  Mackey 
548.  La. — McCloskey  v.  Wingfield,  29 
La.  Ann.  144.  Mass. — Wright  v.  An- 
drews, 130  Mass.  149;  Knapp  v.  Abell, 
10  Allen  485;  Hall  v.  Williams,  6  Pick. 
232,  17  Am.  Dec.  356.  Miss.— Weis  v. 
Aaron,  75  Miss.  138,  21  So.  763;  Dyson 
V.  Baker,  54  Miss.  24,  28;  Parisot  v. 
Green,  46  Miss.  747;  Martin  v.  Wil- 
liams, 42  Miss.  210.  N.  H — Wilbur  v. 
Abbot,  60  N.  H.  40;  Eangely  v.  Web- 
ster, 11  N.  H.  299.  Ore.— Stivers  v. 
Byrkett,  56  Ore.  565,  108  Pac.  1014, 
109  Pae.   386. 

[a]  In  New  York,  the  authorities 
are  in  conflict.  Holbrook  v.  Murray, 
5  Wend.  161,  follows  the  rule  that 
the  judgment  is  void,  while  St. 
Johns  V.  Holmes,  20  Wend.  609,  holds 
that  such  a  judgment  may  be  good  as 
against  one  party  and  inoperative 
against  the  others.  See  also  Eichards 
V.  Walton,  12  Johns.  434. 

[b]  In  Ohio,  where  a  joint  judg- 
ment is  rendered  against  several  de- 
fendants, some  of  whom  are  served 
with  process,  others  not  being  served, 
the  judgment  is  voij3  as  against  those 
not  served,  and  voidable  as  to  the 
others.  Newburg  ».  Munshower,  29 
Ohio  St.  617.  Compare,  Douglass'  Les- 
see V.  Massie,  16  Ohio  St.  271_,  47  Am. 
Dee.  375,  holding  that  such  judgment 
is  merely  erroneous  and  voidable. 

13.  As  to  dismissal  or  discontin- 
uance, see  generally  the  title  "Dismiss- 
al, Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit." 

'  14.     See  supra,  XI,  K,  1. 
15.     Ala. — ^Hallett  v.    Allaire,    Minor 
360.      m.— Cairo    &    St.    L.    E.    Co.    v. 
Easterly,  89  111.  156.      la. — ^Young    v. 


Brown,  10  Iowa  537.  Mich. — ^Eoot  Co. 
V.  Walton,  etc.  Assn.,  140  Mich.  441, 
103  N.  W.  844.  Miss.— Hardy  v.  Thom- 
as, 23.  Miss.  544,  57  Am.  Dec.  152 
(holding  that  in  an  action  of  tort 
against  several  defendants,  though  they 
all  plead  jointly,  the  plaintiff  may  nol. 
pros,  as  to  one  and  a  judgment  against 
the  rest  will  be  sustained) ;  Harrison 
V.  Agricultural  Bank,  2  Smed.  &  M. 
307;  Wilkinson  &  Turney  v.  Tiffany,  5 
How.  411;  Nevitt  v.  Natchez  Packet 
Co.,  5  How.  196;  Peyton  v.  Scott,  2 
How.  870;  Boush  v.  Smith,  2  Smed.  & 
M.  5l'2.  Mo. — Jackson  v.  Bowles,  67 
Mo.  609.  N.  H. — Flanders  v.  White 
Mountain  Bank,  43  N.  H.  383.  Pa. 
Weist  V.  Jacoby,  62  Pa.  110;  Cham- 
bers V.  Lapsley,  7  Pa.  24;  Common- 
wealth V.  Nesbitt,  2  Pa.  16;  Ward  v. 
Taylor,  1 ,  Pa.  238.  E.  I.— Granite 
Bldg.  Co.  V.  Greene,  25  E.  I.  586,  57 
Atl.  649.  Wash. — Gushing  v.  Williams- 
burg Fire  Ins.  Co.,  4  Wash.  538,  30 
Pac.  736.  Wis.— Hibbard  v.  Bell,  3 
Finn.   190. 

[a]  Where  (1)  there  has  been  a 
misjoinder,  this  is  the  proper  method 
of  procedure  (Thompson  v.  Eeinhard, 
11  Wis.  293),  (2)  as  is  it  where 
through  non-residence  the  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  one  or  more  of  the  de- 
fendants (Fla. — ^Bacon  v.  Green,  36 
Fla.  325,  18  So.  870.  Ky.— Duckworth 
V.  Lee,  10  Bush  51;  Applegate  v.  Jacoby, 
9  Dana  206;  Sebree  v.  Clay,  3  A.  K. 
Marsh.  552.  Mo. — January  v.  Eice,  33 
Mo.  409),  (3)  or  where  process  has  not 
been  served  on  a  part  of  the  defend- 
ants. Ala. — Smith  v.  Eobinson,  11  Ala. 
270.  Ark. — Alston  v.  State  Bank,  9 
Ark.  455.  Ky. — Combs  v.  Warner,  8 
Dana  87;  Violet  v.  Waters,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  303;  Bowmans  v.  Mize,  3  B. 
Mon.  320.  Miss. — Hughes  v.  Evans,  4 
Smed.  &  M.  737;  Dennison  v.  Lewis,  6 
How.  517.  Compare,  Wolley  v.  Bowie, 
41  Miss.  553;  Hunt  v.  Anderson,  33 
Miss.  559.  N.  Y. — ^Bates  v.  Eeynolds, 
7  Bosw.  685. 
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ities  to  the  eontrary.^^  Where  there  has  been  a  diseontinuance  as  to 
one  or  more  defendants,  a  judgment  rendered  against  all  is  reversible.^^ 
'  d.  Effect  of  Default  of  One  or  More  Defendaifts.^— The  effect  of 
the  default  of  one  or  more  defendants  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this 
work.^* 

3.  Joint  and  Several  or  Separate  Judgments.  —  a.  In  General}^ 
In  an  action  brought  upon  a  joint  undertaking  or  obligation  against 
several  defendants  who  plead  and  defend  jointly,  the  judgment  must 
be  against  them  jointly  and  not  severally.^"  If  the  defendants  in  a 
tort  action  plead  jointly,  and  a  joint  verdict  is  rendered  against  them, 


See  generally  the  title  "Dismissal, 
Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit." 

[b]  The  plaintiff  cannot  abitrarily 
dismiss  one  or  more  defendants;  but 
there  must  be  some  good  cause  there- 
for. Ferguson  v.  State  Bank,  11  Ark. 
512;  Trigg  v.  Christmill,  4  Bibb  (Ky.) 
455.  See  generally  the  title  "Dis- 
missal,  Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit." 

16.  Hall  V.  Eochester,  3  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)   374. 

[a]  The  plaintifB  can  only  discon- 
tinue as  to  one  or  more  defendants 
and  obtain  judgment  against  the  others 
when  the  action  is  several  as  well  as 
joint  and  then  only  by  leave  of  court. 
Fitch  V.  Heise,  Cheves  (S.  C.)  185. 

[b]  Under  a  Mississippi  statute 
where  the  action  is  on  negotiable  paper, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  discontinue  as  to 
the  maker  or  makers,  and  take  judg- 
ment against  the  indorsers.  Brunson 
V.  Lea,  5  Sme^.  &  M.  (Miss.)  149. 

17.  Inglish  V.  Watkins,  4  Ark.  199. 

18.  See  14  Standard  Pboo.  907,  et 
seq. 

19.  As  to  plurality  of  judgments 
generally  see  14  Standard  Pboc.  986.   ' 

20.  Cal. — Hulsman  v.  Tocjd,  96  Cal. 
228,  31  Pac.  39;  Stearns  v.  Aguirre,  6 
Cal.  176.  Colo.— Shafer  v.  Hewitt,  6 
Colo.  App.  374,  41  Pae.  509.  lU.— Sey- 
mour V.  Eiehardsou  Fueling  Co.,  205 
111.  77,  68  N.  E.  716;  Howell  v.  Bar- 
rett, 8  111.  433.  Ind.— Starry  v.  John- 
son, 32  Ind.  438.  la. — McArthur  «. 
Linderman,  62  Iowa  307,  17  N.  W. 
531.  Ky. — Elledge  v.  Bowman,  5  J.  J. 
Marsh.  593;  Fletcher  v.  Andrews,  1  A. 
K.  Marsh!  52 ;  Holmes '  Heirs  v.  Gay 's 
Heirs,  6  Bush  47;  Eochester  v.  Ander- 
son, 1  Bibb  439.  La.— Wartelle  v.  Hud- 
son, 8  La.  Ann.  486;  Van  Wyck  v. 
Hills,  4  Bob.  140;  Drew  v.  Atchison, 
3  Eob.  140;  Comstock  v.  Paie,  3  Eob. 
440;  Thompson  v.  Chretien,  3  Eob.  26. 
Minn. — Hanlon  v.  Hennessy,  87  Minn. 
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353,  92  N.  "W.  1.  N.  Y.— Moss  v.  Je- 
rome, .10  Bosw.  220;  Niles  c.  Batters- 
hall, -2  Eob.  146;  Fullerton  v.  Taylor, 
6  How.  Pr.  259.  Ohio. — Dunphy  v. 
Gilliam  Mfg.  Co.,  21  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  696; 
Wilson  V.  Clare  Lead,  etc.  Co.,  7  Ohio 
Dec.  (Reprint)  223.  Tenn.^ — Worley  v. 
Waldran,  3  Sneed  548.  .  Tex. — Murphy  • 
V  Gage  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  21  S.  "W. 
396.  Wash.— Gove  v.  Moses,  1  Wash. 
Ter.  7.  W.  Va. — State  ex  rel.  Kloak 
Bros.  &  Co.  V.  Corvin,  51  W.  Va.  19, 
41  S.  E.  211;  HofiEman  v.  Bircher,  22 
W.  Va.  537. 

As  to  necessity  for  judgment  against 
all  the  parties,  see  supra,  XI,  K,  2. 

[a]  A  statute  providing  that  judg- 
ment may  be  given  for  or  against  one 
or  more  of  several  defendants  joined 
in  an  action  whenever  a  several  judg- 
ment may  be  proper  does  not  change 
the  rule  as  to  joint  or  several  judg- 
ments. "At  common  law,  if  any  num- 
ber of  persons  or  joint  contractors 
were  sued,  it  was  necessary  to  prove 
and  establish  an  entire  case  against 
all  the  defendants  in  the  action,  or  it 
would  fail.  The  legislature  intended 
simply  by  this  section  to  change  the 
rule  of  practice,  which  seemed  to  be 
erroneously  founded,  by  allowing  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  against  so  many 
of  the  defendant^  against  whom  he 
can  prove  a  joint  contract,  and  a  con- 
sequent joint  liability.  This  was  the 
only  object  of  this  section  of  the  code, 
and  this  is  the  only  change  it  made. 
It  does  not  permit  a  separate  judgment 
to  be  entered  against  one  of  two  or 
more  defendants,  proved  to  be  joint 
contractors,  and  therefore  jointly 
liable,  even  though  that  defendant 
should  be  the  only  one  served,  or  who 
appears."  Niles  v.  Battershall,  2  Eob. 
(N.  Y.)  146.  See  also  Fullerton  v. 
Taylor,  6  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  259. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  judgment  de- 
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the  judgment  must  be  joint,  and  not  several.^^  But  where  the  cause 
of  action  is  founded  on  a  joint  and  several  obligation,  or  where  each 
of  the  defendants  might  be  sued  severally  on  the  same  obligation,  sev- 
eral or  separate  judgments  against  them  are  proper.^^  If  the  obliga- 
tions or  liabilities  of  the  defendants  are  not  coextensive,  a  joint  judg- 
ment against  them  all  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  judgmjent  is  im- 
proper ;  the  judgment  should  be  adapted  to  their  respective  liabilities.^^ 
Where  it  is  improper  for  the  jury  to  apportion  the  damages  among 


scribes  one  of  the  defendants  as  prin- 
cipal debtor  and  the  other  as  surety 
will  not  render  a  judgment  several. 
Farney  v.  Hamilton  Co.,  54  Neb.  797, 
75  N.  W.  44. 

[o]  Where  two  defendants  were 
sued  on  a  joint  cause  of  action  in  the 
same  writ  and  service  was  obtained 
upon  one  only  and  another  writ  was 
afterwards  issued  and  served  on  the 
other  defendant  and  a  joint  judgment 
was  rendered  against  both  defendants 
it  was  held  that  the  judgment  was  (er- 
roneous. Goodfrey  v.  McColloeh,  5 
Blackf.   (Ind.)    178. 

[d]  Though  the  undertaking  upon 
'which  action  is  brought  is  joint,  if  the 
pleadings  allege  an  agreement  by  one 
to  pay,  a  judgment  against  such  de- 
fendant alone  will  be  upheld.  Dela- 
field  V.  San  Francisco  &  S.  M.  Ey.  Co , 
107  Cal.  xvii,  40  Pac.  958. 

[e]  Where  a  cause  is  not  at  issue 
as  to  one  of  two  defendants,  if  the 
proofs  require  a  joint  judgment,  th« 
court  cannot  properly  render  any 
judgment.  Eimmele  v.  Huebuer  (Mich.), 
157  N.  W.  10.  ' 

21.  Ind. — Pickle  v.  Byers,  16  Ind. 
383.      Ky. — Cunningham    v.     Dyer,     2 

'Mon.  50;  Rochester  v.  Auderson,  1 
Bibb  439.  E.  I. — Keegan  v.  Hayden, 
14  E.  I.  175. 

22.  Ala. — Williams  v.  Harrison,  19 
Ala.  277.  Cal.— Page  v.  Fowler,  ?9  Cal. 
412.  .  Colo. — Ding  v.  Kennedy,  7  Colo. 
App.  72,  41  Pac.  1112.  Ky.— Gray's 
Admr.  v.  McDowell,  5  Mon.  501.  La. 
Kuhn  &  Co.  V.  Embry,  35  La.  Ann. 
488;  Turnage  v.  Wells,  19  La.  Ann. 
135;  Bell  v.  Massey,  14  La.  Ann.  831. 
Miuu. — Wabasha  Bank  v.  Burkhardt, 
71  Minn.  185,  73  N.  W.  858; 
Fetz  V.  Clark,  7  Minn.  217. 
Mont.  —  Comanche  Mining  Co.  v. 
Eumley,  1  Mont.  201.  N.  Y — Parker 
V.  Jackson,  16  Barb.  33;  Harrington  v. 
Higham,  15  Barb.  524;  FuUerton  v. 
Taylor,  6  How.  Pr.  259.  Ore. — Sears 
V.   MeGrew,    10    Ore.    48.     Pa. — Croas- 


dell  V.  Tallant,  83  Pa.  193.  Teim. 
Chenshaw  v.  Smith,  10  Heisk.  1.  Tex. 
Kuykendall  v.  Coulter,  7  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  399,  26  S.  W.  748;  Missouri  Pac. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Groesbeck  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
24  S.  W.  702.  Wis.— Van  Ness  v.  Cor- 
kins,  12  Wis.  186;  Phillips  v.  Bridges,  3 
Wis.  270. 

[a]  Where  an  action  is  against  two 
defendants  to  recover  mesne  profits  on 
two  separate  pieces  of  land  a  joint 
judgment  against  thein  is  erroneous 
unless  there '  has  been  a  joint  posses- 
sion.    Kennedy  v.  Christian,  2  Ind.  503. 

[b]  Where  one  of  two  defendants 
is  liable  individually  and  the  other  in 
a  representative  capacity  the  judgment 
should  be  several.  Nelson  v.  Humes, 
12  111.   App.  52. 

[c]  A  several  judgment  may  be  en- 
tered against  the  makers  and  indorsers 
of  a  note  where  the  suit  is  against 
Ihem  jointly.  Van  Ness  v.  Corkins,  12 
Wis.  186. 

[d]  A  joint  judgment  for  costs  is 
proper  where  the  defendants  were  sued 
jointly  even  though  they  answer  sep- 
arately. Leadbetter  v.  Lake,  118  Cal. 
515,  §0  Pac.  686. 

23.  U.  S. — Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Boykili,  12  Wdll.  433,  20  L.  ed.  442; 
Chambers  v.  Upton,  34  Fed.  473.  Ind. 
Hassler  v.  Hefele,  151  Ind.  391,  50  N. 
E.  361.  Ky.— Eansdell  v.  Threlkeld,  4 
Bush  347;  Henry  v.  Sennett,  3  B.  Mon. 
311.  Mo.— Smith  v.  Sims,  77  Mo.  269. 
N.  H.— City  Sav.  Bank  v.  Whittle,  63 
N.  H.  587,  3>Atl.  645.  N.  Y.— Van 
Eensselaer  v.  Layman,  39  How.  Pr.  9. 
Vt.— Murray  v.  Mattison,  67  Vt.  553, 
32  Atl.  479.  Wis.— Payne  v.  JellefE, 
67  Wis.  246,  30  N.  W.  526. 

[a]  "A  court  of  chancery  always 
had  power  to  adapt  its  judgment  in  a 
cause  to  the  different  liabilities  of  the 
defendants.  The  same  flexibility  is 
now  given  to  the  proceedings  at  law, 
as  formerly  existed  in  those  in  chan- 
cery, and  a  court  of  law  may  now 
adapt  its  judgment  in  a  cause  to  the 
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several  defendants,  all  being  jointly  liable  therefor,  the  judgment, 
in  ease  of  such  an  appor,tionment,  may  be  against  all  the  defendants 
for  the  largest  amount  allowed.^* 

If  the  interest  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  recovery  is  joint  the  judg- 
ment should  be  in  their  favor  jointly, ^^  but  where  their  interests  are 
.  different  the  judgment  should'  apportion  the  recovery  amongst  them 
in  accordance  with  their  differing  interests.^^ 

b.  Effect  of  Invalidity  of  Joint  Judgment.  —  While  some  courts  hold 
that  a  judgment  is  an  entirety  as  to  all  the  parties  against  whom  it 
is  rendered,  and  cannot  be  reversed  and  remanded  as  to  some  and 
affirmed  as  to  others,^^  but  that  if  void  as  to  one  defendant,  it  is  void 
as  to  all,^*  there  are  authorities  which  hold  that  a  judgment  may  be 
enforced  as  to  a  part  of  the  defendants,  though  void  or  voidable  as 
to  the  others.^^ 

XII.     OPERATION,      EFFECT     AND      CONSTRUCTION.  —  A. 

Opeeation  and  Effect.^  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  final  judgment  of 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  is  binding  and  conclusive  upon  all 
the  parties  to  the  suit  and  their  privies  until  reversed  or  set  aside.^ 
Judgments  derive  their  force  and  effect  from  what  is  decreed  by 
the  eourt,^  not  from  the  admissions  of  the  parties,*  nor  from  matters^ 


respective  liabilities  of  the  parties.  2 
B.  8.,  p.  121."  Douglass  v.  Howland, 
11  Ind.  554. 

24.  Sodousky  v.  McGee,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  267;  Cox  v.  Cooke,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  360;  Eoehester  v.  Ander- 
son, 1  Bibb   (Ky.)  439. 

25.  Wheeler  v.  Hawkins,  116  Ind. 
515,   19   N.   E.  470. 

[a]  A  severance  of  their  interest 
in  the  land  after  the  institution  of 
an  ejectment  suit  does  not  deprive 
joint  plaintiffs  of  a  right  to  a  joint 
judgment  for  the  possession.  Alford 
V.  Dewin,  1  Nev.  207. 

As  to  necessity  for  recovery  by  all 
the  parties,  see  supra^XI,  K,  1. 

26.  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oilman,  112 
Ind.  7,  13  N.  E.  118;  School  Dist.  ■;;. 
Edwards,  46  Wis.  150,  49  N.  W.  968. 

27.  Mahoning  County  Bank's  Ap- 
peal, 32  Pa.  158;  Linn  v.  Arambould, 
55  Tex.  611,  624;  Eobinson  v.  Schmidt, 
48  Tex.  13.  See  Cunningham  v.  Dyer, 
2  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  50. 

[a]  Where  a  joint  judgment  is  set 
aside  as  to  one  of  two  or  more  defend- 
ants, it  should  be  set  aside  as  to  both 
and  not  only  as  to  the  one  making  the 
application.  Storm  Lake  v.  Iowa  Falls 
E,  Co.,  62  Iowa  218,  17  N.  W.  489. 

28.  111. — Cummings  v.  Smith,  114  HI. 
App.  35;  Larsen  v.  Ditto,  90  111.  App. 
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384.  N.  H.— Eangely  v.  Webster,  11 
N.  H.  299.  Pa.— Mahoning  County 
Bank's  Appeal,  32  Pa.  158.  S.  C. — ^Eob- 
erts  V.  Pawley,  50  S.  C.  491,  27  S.  E. 
913.  Tenn.  —  Williams  v.  DufEy,  7 
Humph.  255,  273. 

29.  Kan. — School  Dist.  No.  63  of 
Wabaunsee  County  v.  Chicago  Lumb. 
Co.,  41  Kan.  618,  21  Pac.  599.  Minn. 
Neb. — Council  Bluff  Sav.  Bank  v.  Gris- 
Bngstrand  v.  Kleffman,  86  Minn.  403, 
90  N.  W.  1054,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  359./ 
wold,  50  Neb.  753,  70  N.  W.  376.  Tex. 
Eeynolds  v.  Adams,  3  Tex.  167. 

As  to  enforcement  of  judgments,  see 
generally  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

1.  Operation  and  effect  of  judg- 
ments by  default,  see  14  Standard 
Pboc.  912;  of  judgments  by  consent, 
see  14  Standard  Peoc.  920;  of  judg- 
ments on  the  pleadings,  see  14  Stand- 
ard Proc.  957. 

2.  See  generally  the  title  "Res 
Judicata;"  also  infra,  XVII,  A;  XVII, 

Pleading  judgment  as  estoppel,  see 
infra,  XVII,  D. 

3.  Cuebas  v.  Venas,  8  Mart.  N.  S, 
(La.)  465. 

4.  Cuebas  v.  Venas,  8  Mart.  N.  S. 
(La.)   465. 

5.  Attorney   General   v.   New  York, 
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not  included  in  the  litigation.    A  judgment  does  not  create,  add  to, 
nor  detract,  from  the  indebtedness  of  a  party.'^ 

2.  As  Between  Codefendants.  —  A  judgment  against  two  or  more 
defendants  decides  only  the  question  of  their  liability  to  the  plaintiff,^ 
and  not  the  relative  liabilities  of  the  defendants  inter  sese,*  -unless  the 
respective  rights  of  the  defendants,  as  between  themselves,  are  put  in 
issue  by  the  pleadings  and  adjudicated.^ 

3.  Of  Conflicting  Judgments.  —  If  there  is  an  apparent  conflict 
between  successive  adjudications  between  the  same  parties,  procured 
in  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  on  the  same  cause  of  action,  that 
which  is  later  in  point  of  time  will  prevail.^^," 

4.  As  Affected  by  Subject-Matter  of  Suit.  —  A  judgment  which 
is  general  in  its  terms  will  be  presumed  to  include  all  matters  and 
issues  raised  by  the  pleadings.^^  Where  a  judgment  awards  a  recovery 
upon  one  of  two  causes  of  action,  but  is  silent  as  to  the  other,  such 
judgment  is  prima  facie  an  adjudication  against  such  cause  of  action.^^ 

5.  As  Affected  by  Conditions  Imposed.  —  A  successful  litigant,  by 


N.  H.  &  H.  E.,  201  Mass.  370,  87  N.  E. 
621;  Robinson  v.  Dickey,  14  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  70,  36  S.  W.  499. 

6.  It  only  declares  it  to  exist,  fixes 
its  amount,  and  secures  to  the  suitor 
the  means  of  enforcing  payment.  Gus- 
tine  V.  Union  Bank,  10  Eob.  (La.)  412. 

[a]  A  judgment  obtained  against  a 
surety  does  not  change  the  character 
of  his  debt  nor  the  relation  in  which 
he  stands  to  the  principal  debtor.  Gus- 
tine  V.  Union  Bank,  10  Eob.  (La.)  412. 

7.  Ala. — Buffington  v.  Cook,  35  Ala. 
312.  la. — ^Palmer  v.  Stacy,  44  Iowa 
340.  N.  C. — Gregg  v.  Wilmington,  155 
N.  C.  18,  70  8r  E.  1070;  Baugert  v. 
Blades,  117  N.  C.  221,  23  S.  E.  179. 

8.  Ala. — ^Buffington  v.  Cook,  35  Ala. 
312.  la. — ^Palmer  v.  Stacy,  44  Iowa 
340.  N.  0. — Gregg  v.  Wilmington,  155 
N.  C.  18,  70  S.  B.  1070;  Baugert  v. 
Blades,  117  N.  C.  221,  23  S.  E.  179. 

9.  Gregg  v.  Wilmington,  155  N.  C. 
18,  70  S.  E.  1070;  Baugert  v.  Blades, 
117  N.  C.  221,  23  S.  E.  179;  Hall  v. 
Younts,  87  N.  C.  285. 

10.  ni. — Bant  of  Montreal  v.  Grif- 
fin, 190  Ul.  App.  221.  la. — Wood  v. 
Wood,  143  Iowa  440,  121  N.  W.  1090; 
Cooley  V.  Brayton,  16  Iowa  10.  Tex. 
Stoltz  V.  Coward,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  295, 
30  S.  W.  935. 

See  also  Bateman  v.  Grand  Eapids, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  96  Mich.  441,  56  N.  W. 
28 

11.  Cal.— Miller  v.  More,  170  Cal. 
557,  150  Pac.  775.  111.— People  v.  Beck- 
er. 253  m.  131,  97  N.  B.  269;  Ehoads 
i;.  ■  Metropolis,    144   111.   580,   33   N.   B. 


1092;  Palmer  v.  Sanger,  143  111.  34,  32 
N.  B.  390.  Ky.— United  States  Fidelity 
&  Guaranty  Co.  v.  Martin,  143  Ky.  241, 
136  8.  W.  200. 

See  also  infra,  XVII,  B. 

[a]  Where  the  complaint  declared 
upon  six  warrants  and  the  record  of 
the  proceeding  failed  to  show  that  any 
one  of  these  warrants  were  withdrawn, 
in  the  absence  of  extrinsic  evidence, 
the  presumption  that  each  warrant  de- 
clared on  entered  into  the  considera- 
tion of  the  court  in  making  up  its 
general  judgment  will  obtain.  People 
V.  Becker,  253  HI.  131,  97  N.  E.  269. 

12.  Cal. — Thompson  v.  McKay,  41 
Cal.  221.  la. — Schmidt  v.  Zahensdorf, 
30  Iowa  498.  La. — Spencer  v.  Banister, 
12  La.  Ann.  766;  Eice  v.  Garrett,  12 
La.  Ann.  755.  Tex. — ^Davies  v.  Thom- 
son, 92  Tex.  391,  49  S.  W.  215;  Eackley 
V.  Bowlkea,  89  Tex.  613,  36  S.  W.  77; 
Kendrick  v.  Lunsford  (Tex.  Civ,  App.), 
150  S.  W.  480. 

See  also  infra,  XVII,  B. 

[a]  A  judgment  which  is  silent  as 
to  one  of  the  counts  declared  upon  but 
awards  damages ,  to  plaintifE  upon  the 
other  count,  is,  in  effect,  a  determina- 
tion against  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  former 
count.  Miller  v.  More,  170  Cal.  557, 
150  Pac.  775. 

[b]  A  judgment  entered  for  the 
amount  of  a  note,  determines  that 
there  was  no  fraud  proved  as  to  the 
indebtedness  but  that  it  was  for  a 
valid  indebtedness.  Hudson  v.  Chil- 
dree  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  156  S.  W.  1154. 
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failing  to  comply  with  the  conditions  imposed  in  a  judgment,  may  lose 
the  benefit  of  it.^^ 

B.  CoijSTEucTiON.^*  —  1.  In  General.  —  It  is  a  general  rule,  ap- 
plicable to  judgments,  that,  if  possible,  efEect  should  be  given  to  every 
word  and  clause  therein.^^  Such  words  and  clauses  should  be  con- 
strued according  to  their  natural  and  legal  import,"^  and  the  whole 
context  should  be  considered."  And  when  a  judgment  admits  of  two 
or  more  possible  constructions,  that  interpretation  will  be  adopted 
which  is  consistent  with  the  judgment  that  should  have  been  rendered 
on  the  facts  and  law  of  the  case.^®  An  ambiguous  judgment  must  be 
construed  with  reference  to  the  law  regulating  the  rights  of  the 
parties,^®  or  the  subject-matter  before  the  court  pronouncing  judg- 


13.  Smith  V.  George,  52  Cal.  341. 
And  see  Aubry  v.  Folse,  11  Mart.  (O. 
S.)  (La.)  306  (wherein  it  was  held 
that  even  though  the  court'  had  de- 
creed that  a  judgment  was  null  and 
void  for  want  of  compliance  with  its 
conditions,  yet  as  the  court  had  issued 
an  execution  and  the  conditions  had 
then  been  complied  with,  the  benefit  of 
the  adjudication  was  not  lost) ;  Bank 
of  Old  Dominion  v.  McVeigh,  32  Gratt. 
(73  Va.)   530. 

14.  Construction  of  decrees',  see  >  6 
Standabd  Proc.  783. 

15.  Ala. — Ex,  parte  Beavers,  34  Ala. 
71.  La. — Trepagnier  v.  Williams,  4 
La.  99.  N.  M.— Stalick  v.  Wilson,  154 
Pac.  708.  N.  C— Lamb  v.  Major,  146 
N.  C.  531,  60  S.  E.  425.  S.  C— Wood 
V.  Boss,  85  S.  C.  309,  67  S.  ^E.  449. 

16.  La. — Succession  of  Regan,  12 
La.  Ann.  156.  P.  R. — Puente  v.  Puente, 
17  Porto  Eico  1125.  S.  C. — Wood  v. 
Ross,  85  S.  C.  309,  67  S.  E.  449. 

17.  La. — Ingram  v.  Richardson,  2 
La.  Ann.  839.  Mich. — Barnes  v.  Mich- 
igan Air  Line  Ry.  Co.,  54  Mich.  243, 
20  N.  W.  36.  Minn.— Simons  v. 
Munch,  127  Minn.  266,  149  N.  W.  304. 

[a]  In  arriving  at  the  meaning  of  a 
judgment,  it  is  improper  to  rely  wholly 
on  the  literal  reading  of  clauses  sev- 
ered from  the  sentence  in  which  they 
are  placed.  The  judgment  as  a  whole 
should  be  considered  in  interpreting 
any  particular  clause  or  sentence  there- 
in. Simons  v.  Munch,  127  Minn.  266, 
149  N.  W.  304. 

18.  Cal. — Watson  v.  Lawson,  166 
Cal.  235,  135  Pac.  961.  Kan.— Sharp 
V.  McColm,  79  Kan.  772,  101  Pac.  659; 
Clay  V.  Hildebrand,  34  Kan.  694,  9 
Pac.  466.  La.— Sharp  v.  Zeller,  114  La. 
549,  38  So.  449;  Peniston  v.  Somers, 
15  La.  Ann.  679;  Copley  v.  Robertson, 
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6  La.  Ann.  181;  Trepagnier  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  La.  99;  Harrison  v.  Godbold, 
McGloin  178.  Minn. — Simons  v.  Munch, 
127  Minn.  266,  149  N.  W.  304.  N.  M. 
Stalick  V.  Wilson,  154  Pac.  708.  Okla. 
Hale  V.  Independent  Power  Co.,  148 
Pac.  715.  S.  C— Wood  v.  Ross,  85  S.  C. 
309,  67  S.  E.  449. 

[a]  "It  has  long  been  the  law  of 
this  state  that  a  judgment  open  to  two 
interpretations  should  be  given  that 
meaning  which  will  make  it  correct, 
proper  and  valid,  rather  than  the  one 
which  will  make  it  incorrect,  improper 
and  erroneous."  Sharp  v.  McColm,  79 
Kan.  772,  101  Pac.  659;  Clay  v.  Hilda- 
brand,  34  Kan.  694,  9  Pac.  466;  Hale 
V.  Independent  Power  Co.  (Okla.),  148 
Pac.  715. 

19.  Watson  v.  Lawson,  166  Cal.  235, 
135  Pac.  961 ;  Burnett  v.  Whitesides,  15 
Cal.  35;  Lally  v.  Lally,  152  Wis.  56, 
138  N.  W.  651. 

[a]  "It  must  be  presumed  that  the 
court  intended  to  adjudge  correctly  in 
law  upon  the  facts  of  the  case.  Hence, 
an  interpretation  of  the  general  lan- 
guage of  the  judgment  which  would 
make  it  contrary  to  the  law  applicable 
to  the  facts  must  be  rejected."  Wat- 
son V.  Lawson,  166  Cal.  235,  135  Pac. 
961. 

[b]  Where  the  allottees  of  Indian 
lands  were  prohibited  by  the  statutes 
from  alienating  their  lands  for  twenty- 
five  years,  but  were  permitted  to  lease 
the  land  for  three  years,  a  judgment 
that"  certain  allottees  had  a  right  to 
convey  their  interest  in  the  land  and 
ordering  that  a  good  and  valid  title 
be  conveyed  would  be  interpreted  as 
merely  referring  to  a  leasehold  inter- 
est. Goodrum  v.  Buffalo,  7  Ind.  Ter. 
711,  104  S.  W.  942.    , 
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ment,^"  and  in  such  a  way  as  to  exclude  error,  if  possible.^^  The  juris- 
diction of  the  court  must  be  considered  in  the  construction  of  a  judg- 
ment.^^  Where  the  meaning  of  a  judgment  is  clear  and  certain, 
acquiescence  in  an  erroneous  construction  will  not  control  its  effect  ;^^ 
but  where  the  parties  have  adopted  or  acqiesced  in  the  meaning  of  a 
judgment  which  is  uncertain,  such  construction  will  not  be  lightly  dis- 
regarded, especially  where  such  acquiescence  has  lasted  for  a  long 
period  of  time.^* 

2.  Of  Conflicting  Recitals.  —  Where  some  of  the  recitals  in  a  judg- 
ment purport  to  show  that  the  defendant  made  default,  but  further 
recitals  tend  to  show  that  the  case  was  heard  on  its  merits,  the  judg- 
ment  will  be  construed  as  one  rendered  on  the  merits  of  the  case.^' 

3.  Reference  to  Record.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Where  the  language  of 
a  judgment  is  clear  and  unambiguous,  its  meaning  cannot  be  changed 
by  reference  to  the  record,  pleadings,  findings  or  verdict.^®  But  if  a 
judgment  or  any  part  thereof  is  obscure  or  ambiguous  in  its  terms, 
the  whole  record  may  be  examined  to  remove  the  doubt.^' 


20.  Ha. — Atkinson  v.  Sehilman,  60 
Fla.  301,  53  So.  844,  56  So.  274.  La. 
Sharp  V.  Zeller,  114  La.  549,  38  So. 
449;  Barns  v.  Bidwell,  23  La.  Ann. 
296;  Bell  v.  Massey  &  Poultney,  14  La. 
Ann.  831;  Succession  of  Began,  12  La. 
Ann.  156.  Minn. — Simons  v.  Munch, 
127  Minn.  266,  149  N.  W.  .403.  N.  Y. 
Spier' D.  Hyde,  47  Misc.  443,  95  N.  Y. 
Supp.  952.  Va. — ^Newberry  v.  Button, 
114  Va.  95,  75  S.  E.  785.  Wis.— Childs 
V.  Dahlke,  160  Wis.  184,  151  N.  W. 
378. 

[a]  A  judgment  requiring  defend- 
ants to  do  filling  upon  land  is  sufS- 
ciently  definite  if,  with  the  aid  of  an 
engineer,  the  limits  of  the  filling  may 
be  determined  from  the  description  in 
the  judgment,  construed  according  to 
the  physical  condition  of  the  premises 
at  the  time  the  judgment  is  entered. 
Childs  V.  Dahlkej  160  Wis.  184,  151 
N,  W.  378. 

[b]  A  judgment  based  upon  a  con- 
tract which  did  not  provide  for  in- 
terest upon  an  agreed  sum,  will  not  be 
construed  as ,  providing  for  interest 
where  it  is  for  "tlfe  full  amount 
agreed"  upon.  Hamilton  v.  Hamei 
(S    C),  88  S,  E.  28. 

21.  Maxey  v.  McCord,  120  Wis.  571, 
98  N.  W.  529,  98  N.  W.  923. 

22.  La. — Succession  of  Durnford,  1 
La.  Ann.  92.  N.  M.— Stalick  v.  Wil- 
son, 154  Pac.  708.  S.  C— Wood  v. 
Boss,  85  S.  C.  309,  67  S.  E.  449.  Tex. 
See  Williamson  v.  Wright,  1  Unrep. 
Cas.  711;  Jones  v.  Gough  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  175  S.  W.  1107. 


[a]  "Whenever  a  judgment,  is  sus- 
ceptible of  two  interpretations,*one  of 
which  is  within  the  power  of  the  judge, 
and  the  other  would  exceed  it,  the  first 
must  be  preferred."  Copley  v.  Bob- 
ertson,  6  La.  Ann.  181. 

23.  Bank  of  Old  Dominion  ».  Mc- 
Veigh, 32  Gratt.  (73  Va.)  530. 

24.  Eodee  v.  City  of  Ogdensburg,  86 
Misc.  229,  148  N.  Y.  Supp.  826;  Mooney 
V.  Mooney,  10  MiSc.  386,  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  118;  Bank  of  Old  Dominion  V. 
McVeigh,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.)  530. 

25.  Todd  V.  State  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
134  S.  W.  761. . 

26.  U.  S.— St.  Louis,  E.  C.  &  C.  B, 
Co.  ?;.' Wabash  B.  Co.,  152  Fed.  849,  81 
C.  C.  A.  643.  Minn.— Simons  v.  Munch, 
127  Minn.  266,  149  N.  W.  ^04;  Min- 
neapolis Trust  Co.  V.  Eastman,  47 
Minn.  301,  50  N.  W.  82,  930.  N.  Y. 
Eodee  v.  City  of  Ogdensburg,  86  Misc. 
229,  148  N.  Y.  Supp.  826.  Tex.— High- 
tower  V.  Bennight,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
120,  115  S.  W.  875.  See  also  infra, 
XII,  B,  3,  b  and  c. 

[a]  A  judgment  "must  speak  foi; 
itself,  anji  the  courts  must  be  able,  by 
reading  it,  to  determine  what  it'  means, 
without  other  aid  than  a  knowledge 
of  the  ordinary  and  usual  meaning  of 
the  words  and  characters  employed,  as 
the  same  are  used  in  judicial  proceed- 
ings." Keith  V.  Hayden,  26  Minn.  212, 
2  N.W.  495. 

27.  Cal.— Watson  v.  Lawson,  166 
Cal.  235,  135  Pac.  961;  Atlantic,  Gulf 
&  Pac.  Co.  V.  Wright,  11  Cal.  App.  179, 
104  Pac.  460.     Fla.— State  v.  S:  A.  L. 
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b.  Reference  to  Pleadings.  —  Whenever  a  judgment  is  ambiguous  or 
obscure  and  so  fails  to  express  the  exact  determination  of  the  court, 
reference  may  be  had  to  the  pleadings  and  the  issues  joined  there- 
under as  an  aid  to  dispel  such  ambiguity  or  obscurity.^®  Where  the 
original  complaint  has  been  superseded  by  an  amended  complaint  a 
judgment  which  recites  that  the  court  finds  the  allegations  of  the  com- 


E}-.,  56  Fla.  670,  47  So.  986;  Elizabeth- 
port  Cordage  Co.  v.  Whitlock,  37  Fla. 
190,  20  So.  255;  Taylor  v.  Branham, 
35  Fla.  297,  17  So.  552,  48  Am.  St. 
Eep.  249,  39  L.  E.  A.  362.  lU.— Hof- 
ferbert  v.  Klinkhardt,  58  111.  450;  Hag- 
mann  v.  Schoelkopf,  157  111.  App.  313; 
Adams  v.  Pacini,  119  111.  App.  428. 
Ind.— Fleenor  v.  Driskill,  97  Ind.  27; 
May  V.  George,  53  Ind.  App.  259,  101 
N.  E.  393.  la.— Fowler  v.  Doyle,  16 
Iowa  534;  Finnagan  v.  Manchester,  12 
Iowa  521.  Ky. — Pour  Mile  Land  & 
C.  Co.  V.  Slusher,  107  Ky.  664,  55  S.  W. 
555.  La. — Trepagnier  v.  Williams,  4 
La.  99.  Mich.— Thayer  v.  MeGee,  20 
Mich.  195,  stipulation  of  parties.  Minn. 
Simons  v.  Munch,  127  Minn.  266,  149 
N.  W.  304.  Neb. — Burke  v.  Unique 
Print.  Co.,  63  Neb.  264,  88  N.  W.  488. 
N.  Y. — Eodee  v.  City  of  Ogdensburg, 
86  Misc.  229,  148  N.  T.  Supp.  826. 
Okla. — Hale  v.  Independent  Powder 
Co.,  148  Pac.  715;  Eeaves  v.  Turner, 
20  Okla.  492,  94  Pac.  543.  Pa — Eeide- 
nauer  v.  Killinger,  11  Serg.  &  E.  119. 
TTtah.— Snow  v.  West,  37  Utah  528,  110 
Pac.  52. 

28.  Ala.— Coffey  v.  Cross,  185  Ala. 
86,  64  So.  95;  Alexander  v.  Wheeler, 
69  Ala.  332.  Cal. — Watson  v.  Lawson, 
166  Cal.  235,  135  Pac.  961;  Pomono, 
etc.  Co.  V.  San  Antonio,  etc.  Co.,  152 
Cal.  618,  93  Pac.  881;  Etter  v.  Hughes, 
5  Cal.  Unrep.  Cas.  148,  41  Pac.  790; 
Le  Breton  v.  Stanley  Contract.  Co.,  15 
Cal.  App.  429,  114  Pac.  1028.  Fla. 
Elizabethport  Cordage  Co.  v.  Wtiitlock, 
37  Fla.  190,  20  So.  255;  Taylor  v.  Bran- 
ham,  35  Fla.  297,  17  So.  552,  48  Am. 
St.  Eep.  249,  39  L.  E.  A.  362.  lU. 
Adams  v.  Pacini,  119  HI.  App.  428. 
Ind.— Fleenor  v.  Driskill,  97  Ind.  27; 
May  V.  George,  53  Ind.  App.  259,  101 
N.  E.  393.  la.— Fowler  v.  Doyle,  16 
Iowa  534.  Kan. — Sharp  v.  McColm,  79 
Kan.  772,  101  Pac.  659;  Clay  ij.  Hilde- 
brand,  34'  Kan.  694,  9  Pae.  466.  Ky. 
Four  Mile  Land  &  C.  Co.  v.  Slusher, 
107  Ky.  664,  55  S.  W.  555.  La.— Sharp 
V.  Zeiler,  114  La.  549,  38  So.  4^9; 
Barus    v.    Bidwell,    23    La.    Ann.    296; 
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Peniston  v.  Somers,  15  La.  Ann.  679; 
Bell  V.  Massey  &  Poultney,  14  La.  Ann. 
831;  Succession  of  Eegan,  12  La.  Ann. 
1S6;  Succession  of  Durnford,  1  La.  Ann. 
92.  Mass. — Attorney  General  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  E.,  201  Mass. 
370,  87  N.  E.  621.  Minn — Simons  v. 
Munch,  127  Minn.  266,  149  N.  W.  304. 
Mo.— In  re  Siegel,  263  Mo.  375,  173 
8.  W.  1.  Hr.  Y.— Eodee  v.  City  of  Og- 
densburg, 86  Misc.  229,  148  N.  Y. 
Supp.  826.  Okla. — Eeaves  v.  Turner, 
20  Okla.  492,  94  Pac.  543;  Hale  v.  In- 
dependent Powder  Co.,  148  Pac.  715. 
Tenn. — East  Tennessee  V.  &  G.  Ey.'  Co. 
V.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  51 
S.  W.  202.  Tex. — Eichardson  v.  Trout 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S.  W.  677; 
Croom  V.  Winston,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
1,  43  S.  W.  1072.  Utah.— Snow  v. 
West,  37  Utah  528,  110  Pac.  52. 

[a]  The  facts  stated  in  the  bill  and 
proved  or  admitted  at  the  hearing 
should  always  be  considered  in  the 
construction  of  a  judgment.  Attorney 
General  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E. 
E.,  201  Mass.  370,  87  N.  E.  621. 

[b]  In  determining  the  force  and 
effect  of  a  judgment,  the  pleadings 
must  be  consulted  to  see  what  the 
matter  in  controversy  was.  Newberry 
V.  Dutton,  114  Va.  95,  75  S.  E.  785. 

[c]  To  interpret  and  construe  the 
legal  effect  of  a  judgment  in  the  lighj; 
of  the  pleadings  is  not  an  attack  upon 
nor  an  amendment  of  the  judgment. 
Croom  V.  Winston,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
1,  43  S.  W.  1072. 

[d]  Failure  of  the  judgment  to  re- 
cite the  real  property  involved  in  the 
litigation  may  be  supplied  by  a  refer- 
ence to  the  pleadings  or  entire  record. 
II].— Adams  v.  Pacini,  119  HI.  App.  428. 
la. — Coleman  v.  Eeel,  75  Iowa  304,  39 
N.  W.  510,  9  Am.  St.  Eep.  484;  Fos- 
ter V.  Bowman,  55  Iowa  237,  7  N.  W. 
513.  Md.— Jones  v.  Belt,  2  Gill  106. 
Tex. — Martin  v.  Teal  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
29  S.  W.  691.  But  see  Neff  v.  Coving- 
ton Stone  &  Sand  Co.,  108  Ky.  457, 
55  S.  W.  697,  56  S.  W.  723;  Meyer  v. 

I  City  of  Covington,  103  Ky.  546,  45  S. 
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plaint  to  be  true,  will  be  construed  as  referring  to  the  amended  com- 
plaint.^' 

e.  Reference  to  Verdict  or  Findings.  —  Where  the  judgment  is  am- 
biguous as  to  the  amount  of  the  rebovery,^"  or  the  relief  granted,'^ 
or  against  whom  granted,^^  reference  may  be  had  to  the  verdict  or 
findings  of  the  court  to  remedy  the  defect. 

d.  Reference  to  Opinion.  —  The  opinion  of  the  court  may  properly 
be  consulted  to  determine,  in  case  of  doubt,  the  meaning  and  proper 
construction  of  the  judgment  ;^^  but  if  the  judgment  is  definite  and 
certain,  the  opinion  cannot  be  used  to  aid  in  its  construction.^* 

4.  As  to  Parties.  —  a.  In  General.  —  When  a  judgment  is  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiffs  and  against  the  defendants  in  general  terms,  the 
parties  affected  are  to  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  the  whole  rec- 
ord.^^    So  a  judgment  which  does  not  recite  that  it  is  rendered  for  the 


W.  769  (holding  that  a  judgment  for 
sale  of  real  property  must  describe  the 
property  without  requiring  a  reference 
to  the  pleadings) ;  Harrison  v.  Taylor 
(Ky.),  43  S.  W.  723. 

[e]  A  misdescription  may  be  so  cor- 
rected. Sharp  V.  McColm,  79  Kan.  772, 
101  Pac.  659;  Sanger  v.  Roberts,  92 
Tex.  312,  48  S.  W.  1  (reference  to 
deed). 

[f]  In  criminal  cases,  a  judgment 
of  guilty  "as  charged"  is  sufficient 
as  it  may  be  tested  by  a  reference  to 
the  indictment  upon  which  it  is  based. 
In  re  Siegel,  263  Mo.  375,  173  S.  W. 
1.  See  generally  the  title  "Sentence 
and  Judgment." 

29.  Stalick  v.  Wilson  (N.  M.),  154 
Pac.  708. 

30.  Ellis  V.  Dunn,  3  Ala.  632. 

[a]  The  absence  of  a  dollar  mark 
or  sign  before  the  amount  of  the  re- 
covery does  not  render  the  judgment 
insufficient,  for  the  pleadings  and  the 
verdict  may  be  looked  to  to  supply 
the  defect.  Snow  v.  West,  37  Utah 
528,  110  Pac.  52. 

[b]  Necessity  for  reciting  amount 
of  recovery,  see  supra,  XI,  G,  1. 

31.  Cal. — Watson  v.  Lawson,  166 
Cal.  235,  135  Pac.  961;  Treat  v.  ha.- 
forge,  15  Cal.  41.  Kan. — Armel  v.  Lay- 
ton,  29  Kan.  576.  Miss. — Kelly  v.  Davis, 
37  Miss.  76. 

32.  See  infra,  XII,  B,  4,  c. 

33.  U.  S. — D  'Arcy  v.  Staples  &  Han- 
fcfd  Co.,  161  Fed.  733,  88  C.  C.  A..  606. 
Ey.— Pepper  v.  Donnelly,  87  Ky.  259, 
8  S.  W.  441.  La.— Avery  v.  Police 
Jury,  1.5  La.  Ann.  223,  35  Am.  Dee. 
202,  judge  required  by  state  constitu- 
tion ^to  state  reasons  for  judgment. 
Ore. — Gentry  v.  Pacific  Live  Stock  Co., 


45  Ore.  233,  77  Pac.  115.  P.  R.— Puente 
V.  Puente,  17  Porto  Eieo  1125.  Tenn. 
State  V.  Bank  of  Commerce,  96  Tenn. 
591,  36  S.  W.  719;  Fowlkes  v.  State,  14 
Lea  14. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  refers  to 
the  opinion  of  the  trial  judge  and 
makes  it  clear  that  the  object  was  to 
refer  to  it  to  explain  what  was  de- 
termined, and  the  reasons  therefor, 
then  such  opinion  becomes  a  part  of 
the  record,  and  must  be  looked  to  to 
explain  what  was  in  issue  and  what 
was  determined  by  the  judgment  or 
decree  in  question.  Legrand  v.  Rixey's 
Admr.,  83  Va.  862,  3  S.  E.  864. 

34.  Gentry  v.  Pacific  Livestock  Co., 
45  Ore.  233,  77  Pac.  115. 

35.  Ala.— Adams  v.  Bibby,  69  So. 
588;  Fletcher  v.  Eiley,  169  Ala.  433, 
53  So.  816;  Blackman  v.  Moore-Handly 
Hdw.  Co.,  106  Ala.  458,  17  So.  629; 
Boiling  V.  Speller,  96  Ala.  269,  11  So. 
300;  Collins  &  Co.  v.  Hyslop  &  Son,  11 
Ala.  508.  Fla. — Taylor  v.  Branham,  35 
Pla.  297,  17  So.  552,  48  Am.  St.  Bep. 
249,  39  L.  E.  A.  362.  Ind.— Hendry  v. 
Crandall,  131  Ind.  42,  30  N.  E.  789. 
la. — ^Finnagan  v.  Manchester,  12  Iowa 
521.  Ky.— Four  Mile  Land  &  C.  Co. 
V.  Slusher,  107  Ky.  664,  55  S.  W.  555. 
Mich. — Aldrich  v.  Maitland,  4  Mich. 
205.  Minn. — City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hager, 
52  Minn.  18,  53  N".  W.  867;  Banning 
V.  Sabin,  41  Minn.  477,  43  N. 
W.  329.  Neb.  — Burke  v.  Unique 
Print  -  Co.,  63  Neb.  264,  88  N. 
W.  488.  N.  J.- — Nordstrom  v.  Payne, 
86  N.  J.  L.  361,  91  Atl.  592.  Pa.— Erd- 
man  v.  Stahlnecker,  12  Serg.  &  E.  325. 
Tenn. — Wilson  &  Wheeler  v.  Nance,  11 
Huinph.  189.  Tex. — Dunlap  v.  Souther- 
lin,  63  Tex.  38;  Little  v.  Birdwell,  27 
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plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  may  be  remedied  by  reference  to 
the  declaration.^^  > 

b.  Parties  Plaintiff.^ The  word  "plaintiff"  ih  a  judgment  may 
be  read  in  the  plural. ^^ 

c.  Parties  Defendant.  —  The  word  "defenda,nts"' in  a  judgment,' 
with  the  aid  of  the  record,  will  be  construed  to  apply  to  those  defend- 
ants only  who  were  brought  wjthin  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.^^ 
Thus,  it  may  be  construed  to  mean  the  singular,^^  or  a  less  number 
than  all.*"    Likewise,  the  singular  may  be  read  in  the  plural.*^ 


Tex.  688;  Hays  v.  Yarborougli,  21  Tex. 
487;  Davie  v.  Green  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
132  S.  W.  874;  Easterwood  v.  Burnett, 
59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  521,  126  S.  W.  934. 
W.  Va.— Perry  v.  McHufeman,  7  W.  Va. 
306. 

36.  Adams  v.  Walker,  59  Ga.  506. 

[a]  A  judgment  which  merely  de- 
clares that  thp  plaintiff  shall  have  a 
specified  sum,  but  does  not  declare  the 
person  from  whom  he  is  to  recover  it, 
can  only  be  made  valid  by  the  aid  of 
the  record  showing  the  person  who  is 
liable.  Maxey  v.  McCord,  120  "Wis. 
571,  98,  N.  W.  529,  98  N.  W.  923. 

37.  Ellis  V.  Dunn,  3  Ala.  632;  Hag- 
mann  v.  Sehoelkopf,  157  111.  App.  313 
(omission  of  "s"  clerical  mistake). 
Contra,  Aultman  &  Co.  v.  Wirth,  45  111. 
App.  614;  Sharp  v.  Zeller,  114  La.  549, 
38  So.  449. 

38.  Ala. — Adams  v.  Bibby  (Ala.),  69 
So.  588;  Ice  v.  Manning,  3  Ala.  121. 
Ark. — Neal  v.  Singleton,  ,26  Ark.  491. 
HI.— Gardner  v.  Hall,  29  111.  277;  Daw- 
son V.  Bridges,  19  111.  App.  280.  Ky. 
Walker  v.  Martin,  17  B.  Mon.  181; 
Kountz  V.  Brown,  16  B.  Mon.  577;  Clark 
V.  Finnell,  16  B.  Mon.  329,  334;  Mor- 
gan V.  Morgan,  2  Bibb  388.  Mich. 
Holcomb  'v.  Tift, '54  Mich.  647,  20  N. 
W.  627.  N.  J.— Malaney  v.  Hughes,  50 
N.  J.  L.  546,  14  Atl.  748.  Okla.— Hale 
V.  Independent  Powder  Co.,  148  Pac. 
715.  Fa,. — Rockwell  v.  Tupper,  7  Pa. 
Super.  174.  Tenn. — Wilson  &  Wheeler 
V.  Nance,  11  Humph.  189;  Winchester 
V.  Beardin,  10  Humph.  247;  Boyd  v. 
Baynham,  5  Humph.  386.  Va. — Bank 
of  Dominion  v.  McVeigh,  32  Gratt. 
(73  Va.)  530;  Moss  v.  Moss's  Admr.,  4 
Hen.  &  Mun.  (14  Va.)  293.  W.  Va. 
Perry  v.  McHuffmah,  7  W.  Va.  306. 
Contra. — Langley  v.  Grill,  1  Colo.  71. 

39.  U.  S.— Forsyth  v.  Van  Winkle,  9 
Fed.  247.  Ala. — Eenfro  &  Andrews  v. 
Willis,  67  Ala.  488.  Ind.— Taylor  v. 
Taylor,  64  Ind.  356.  Ky.— Kountz  v. 
Brown,  16  B.  Mon.  577.    Mich. — Barnes 
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V.  Michigan  Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  54  Mich. 
243,  20  N.  W.  36.  Minn.— City  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Hager,  52  Minn.  18,  53  N.  W. 
867.  Neb. — Burke  v.  Unique  Print. 
Co.,  63  Neb.  264,  88  N.  W.  488.  N.  M. 
New  Mexico  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mad- 
den, 7  N.  M.  215,  34  Pac.  50.  Okla. 
Hale  V.  Independent  Powder  Co.,  148 
Pac.  715. 

Contra. — Langley  v.  Grill,  1  Colo.  71. 

40.  Minn.— Banning  v.  Sabin,  41 
Minn.  477,  43  N.  W.  329.  Miss.— Lamar 
V.  Williams,  39  Miss.  342,  reference  to 
verdict.  Wis. — See  Winner  v.  Kuehn, 
97  Wis.  394,  72  N.  W.  227. 

[a]  Although  an  action  is  brought 
against  a  partnership  and  the  individ- 
uals composing  it,  and  a  corporation, 
and  there  is  nothing  upon  the  face  of 
the  record  showing  any  disposition 
made  of  the  action  against  the  part- 
nership and  individuals  composing  it, 
yet  nevertheless  if  it  clearly  appears, 
by  the  finding  of  the  trial  judge,  that 
the  corporation  had  assumed  all  the 
liabilities  of  the  partnership  and  of 
the  individuals  corfiposing  it,  a  judg- 
ment rendered  against  the  defendant 
generally  will  be  construed  to  be 
against  the  defendant  corporation  sole- 
ly. Nordstrom  v.  Payne,  86  N.  J.  L. 
361,  91  Atl.  592. 

41.  Oal. — Atlantic  Gulf  &  Pac.  Co. 
V.  Wright,  11  Cal.  App.  179,  104  Pac, 
460.  m.— Hofferbert  v.  Klinkhardt,  58 
111.  450.  Ky.— Clagget  v.  Blanchard,  8 
Dana  41.  Neb. — Burke  v.  Unique  Print. 
Co.,  63  Neb.  264,  88  N.  W.  488. 
N.  M. — New  Mexico  &  S.  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Madden,  7  N.  M.  215,  34 
Pac.  50.  Okla. — Hale  v.  Independ- 
ent Powder  Co.,  148  Pac.  715.  E'.  I. 
McMahon  v.  Perkins,  22  E.  L  116,  46 
Atl.  405.  Tenn. — Myers  v.  Hammond,  6 
Baxt.  61.  Tex. — Turner  v.  City  of 
Houston  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W. 
69.  Va.— Eoaeh  v.  Blakey,  89  Va.  767, 
17  S.  E.  228. 
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d.  Jointly  or  Severally  Liable.  —  A  judgment  upon  an  obligation 
which  is  joint  and  several  will  be  construed  as  a  joint  and  several 
judgment,  or  in  solido,  where  it  does  not  specifically  state  otherwise  ;*^ 
but  a  judgment  providing  that  the  plaintiff  have  judgment  against 
the  ''defendants  and  each  of  them,"  is  a  several  and  not  a  joint 
judgment.*^ 

e.  Capacity  in  Which  Liable.  —  The  force  and  effect  of  a  personal 
judgment  against  a  party  will  not  be  changed  by  the  use  and  addition 
of  words  merely  descriptio  personae  showing  a  representative 
capacity.*^  And  where  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  a  person  in 
a  representative  capacity, ,  its  effect  will  not  be  changed  by  the  use 
of  words  indicating  a  personal  liability.*^  If  there  is, doubt  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  judgment,  rendered  for  or  against  a  party,  is  in  an 
individual  or  representative  capacity,  the  records  may  be  resorted  to 
to  clear  the  doubt  or  ambiguity.*® 

5.  Of  Judgment  as  to  Costs.  —  Where  an  action,  instituted  against 
several  eodefendants,  is  afterwards  dismissed  as  to  all  but  one,  a 
judgment  against  him  for  all  costs  incurred  therein  will  be  construed 
to  mean  only  the  costs  incurred  as  against  him,*^  and  not  the  costs 
incurred  in  the  prosecution  of  the  action  against  the  other  parties.*^ 

6.  Extrinsic  Aid.*^  —  If  the  language  of  a  judgment  be  uncertain, 
the  condition  of  the  cause  in  which  it  was  entered,  and  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  its  making,  may  be  referred  to  and  considered  f 
but  the  understanding  of  the  parties  as  to  the  scope  of  the  judgment 
is  not  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry.^^     Nor  can  any  subsequent  ex- 


42.  Barus  v.  Bidwell,  23  La..  Ann. 
296;  Bell  v.  Massey  &  Poultney,  14  La. 
Ann.  831;  Pemberton  v.  Grass,  1  La. 
81;  United  States  v.  Hawkins,  .4  Mart. 
(N.  S.)    317. 

[a]  Recognition  liy  Parties. — ^Where 
a  judgment  rendered  in  a  common-law 
state  against  two  persons  does  not 
state  that  it  is  not  rendered  against 
them  in  solido,  a  subsequent  recog- 
nition by  a  party  of  its  solidarity,  will 
sanction  that  interpretation  of  the  judg- 
ment. Bonnafe  &  Co.  v.  Lane,  5  La. 
Ann.  225. 

43.  Spier  v.  Hyde,  47  Misc.  443,  95 
N.   Y.   Supp.   952. 

44.  m. — Corzine  v.  Brents,  123  HI. 
App.  613.  Ky. — Herndon's  Exr.  v.  Bart- 
lett's  Exr.,  7  B.  Mon.  449.  W.  Va. 
Thomson '&  Lively  v.  Mann,  53  W.  Va. 
432,  44  S.  E.   246. 

See  also  supra,  XI,  ¥,  5,  note  17. 

45.  N.  Y.— Beers  v.  Shannon,  73  N. 
Y.  292,  297.  Tex. — Lane  v.  Hewgley 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  156  8.  W.  911.  'Wis. 
Prichard  v.  Bixby,  71  Wis.  422,  37  N. 
"W.  228. 

46.  Lansing  v.  Bever  Land  Co. 
(Iowa),  132  N.  W.  177;  Davie  v.  Green 


(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  132  S.  "W.  874;  Texas 
Savings-Loan  Assn.  v.  Banker,  26  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  107,  61  S.  W.  724;  Groom 
V.  Winston,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  43  S. 
W.  1072. 

47.  Lumpkin  v.  Woods  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  135  S.  W.  1139. 

48.  Lumpkin  v. ,  Woods  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  135  S.  W.  1139. 

49.  Use  of  extrinsic  evidence  where 
there  is  uncertainty  as  to  the  mattei^ 
adjudicated,  see  7  Bncy.  op  Ev.v^855, 
et  seq.;  in  aid  of  construction  of  de- 
crees, see  6  Standard  Proc.  783. 

[a]  Parol  evidence  in  aid  of  con- 
struction or  interpretation  of  judgment, 
see  the  title  "Eecords,"  10  Enct.  op 
Ev.  936,  et  seq. 

50.  Watson  xi.  Lawson,  166  Cal.  235, 
135  Pac.  961;  "Ex  •parte  Ambrose,  72 
Cal.  398,  14  Pac.  33. 

[a]  Judgments  may  be  construed 
and  carried  into  effect  by  inquiries 
outside  the  judgment  where  there  is  a 
latent  ambiguity  therein.  Lea  v. 
Terry,  15  La.  Ann.  159. 

51.  Hartson  v.  Dill,  151  Cal.  137,  90 
Pac.  S30. 
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planation  of  the  trial  court  as  to  what  its  intentions  were  at  the  time 
of  the  rendition  of  judgment  be  resorted  to.^^ 

XlII.  AMENDMENT.  —  A.  By  Courts  of  Original  Jurisdiction. 
1.  Authority.  —  The  power  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  to  amend 
their  judgments  is  a  natural  and  inherent  one,^'  which  has,  since  an 
early  date,  been  recognized  and  confirmed  by  statute  in  many  states.^* 
Witih  regard  to  the  intrinsic  character  of  the  tribunal  there  is  no  dis- 
tinction as  to  the  possession  of  this  power,  it  being  exercised  alike  by 
courts  of  law  and  equity ,^^  and  the  rules  controlling  the  remedy  are 
generally  the  same  in  either  ease.^^ 

2.  General  Qualifications  and  Restrictions,  —  In  a  proper  case  the 
granting  or  withholding  of  an  amendment  to  a  judgment  is  a  matter 
resting  to  some  extent  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,^''  the  power  being 


52.  La. — SuoGession  of  Eegan,  12 
La.  Ann.  156.  P.  B. — Puente  v.  Puente, 
17  Porto  Eico  1125.  TeXi^Hightower 
V.  Bennight,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  120,  115 
S.  W.  875. 

53.  U.  S. — Ex  pdrte  Marks,  136  Fed. 
168,  69  0.  C.  A.  80;  Odell  v.  Reynolds, 
70  Fed.  656,  17  C.  C.  A.  317.  Alas 
Ex  parte  Henderson,  84  Ala.  36,  4  So. 
284.  Cal. — Kaufman  v.  Shain,  111  Cal. 
16,  43  Pae.  393,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  139; 
Forrester  v.  Lawler,  14  Cal.  App.  171, 
111  Pao.  284;  Ex  parte  Von  Vetsera,  7 
Cal.  App.  136,  93  Pac.  1036.  Conn. 
Dunn's  Appeal,  81  Conn.  127,  70  Atl. 
703.  Ga. — WilliEems  v.  Merritt,  109  Ga. 
217,  34  8.  B.  1012;  Brady  v.  Brady,  71 
Gfa.  71.  Ind. — ^^yon  v.  Thomas,  104  Ind. 
59,  3  N.  E.  653;  Jenkins  v.  Long,  23 
Ind.  460;  Silner  v.  Butterfield,  2  Ind. 
24;  Indianapolis,  etc.  Co.  p.  Andis,  33 
Ind.  App.  625,  72  N.  E.  145;  Pursley 
V.  Wickle,  4  Ind.  App.  382,  30  N.  E. 
1115.  la.— Fuller  &  Co.  v.  Stebbins, 
49  Iowa  376;  Shepherd  v.  Brenton,  15 
Iowa  84.  Ky. — Chester  v.  Graves,  159 
Ky.  244,  166  S.  W.  998,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915D,  678.  Minn. — Chase  v.  Whitten, 
62  Minn.  498,  65  N.  W.  84.  Miss. 
"Wilson  1}.  Town  of  Handsboro,  76  Miss. 
578,  54  So.  845.  Mo.— Kansas  City  v. 
Woerishoeffer,  249- Mo.  1,  155  S.  "W. 
779;  Turner  v.  Christy,  50  Mo.  145; 
Cauthorn  v.  Berry,  69  Mo.  App.  404; 
State  V.  Leonard  (Mo.  App.),  116  S.  W. 
14.  Neb.— School  Dist.  v.  Bishop,  46 
Neb.  850,  65  N.  W.  902.  N.  H.— Friuk 
V.  Frink,  43  N".  H.  508,  80  Am.  Dee. 
189.  N.  Y.  — Bohlen  v.  Metro- 
politan El.  E.  Co.,  121  N.  Y. 
546,  24  N.  E.  932;  Hatch  v.  Cent. 
Nat.  Bank,  78  N.  J.  487;  Audu- 
bon V.  Excelsior  Ins.  Co.,  27  N.  T.  216; 
Martin  v.  Martin,   138  App.  Div.   758, 
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123  N.  T.  Supp.  509;  Cooper  v.  Cooper, 
51  App.  Div.  595,  64  N.  T.  Supp. 
901;  "Wood  V.  '  "Wesley,.  75  Misc. 
521,  135  N.  T.  Supp.  876.  N.  0. 
Harrison  v.  Harrison,  114  N.  C. 
219,  19  S.  E.  232;  Ashe  v.  Streator,  53 
N.  C.  256.  Tex. — Coleman  v.  Zapp,  105 
Tex.  491,  151  S.  "W.  1040;  Yarn  v. 
Varn,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  595,  125  S.'"W. 
639.  Wash.— State  v.  Fletcher,  50 
"Wash.  303,  97  Pac.   242. 

See  also  Ala. — Commissioner's  Court 
V.  Holland,  177  Ala.  60,  58  So.  270. 
N.  Y.— Bohlen  v.  Metropolitan  El.  E. 
Co.,  121  N.  Y.  546,  24  N.  E.  932; 
Conklin  v.  New  York  El.  E.  Co.,  13 
N.  Y.  Supp.  782.  Tex.— Burnett  v. 
State,  14  Tex.  455,  65  Am.  Dec.  131. 

54.  See  the  statutes  of  the  various 
states  and  especially  the  following: 
Conn.— Gen.-  St.,  §1119,  Eev.  1902,  §746. 
Fla.— §97  McC's  Dig.,  p.  834.  Ga. 
Code  §4644.  And  see  Moses  v.'  Eagle, 
etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  68  Ga.  241.  Ky.— Srpith 
V.  Mullens,  3  Mete.  182.  Me. — Bean 
V.  Ayers,  70  Me.  421."  N.  Y.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §724;  Hunt  v.  Grant,  19 
"Wend.  90;  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  51  App. 
Div.  595,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  901.  Tex. 
Coleman  «.  Zapp,  105  Tex.  491,  151  S. 
W.  1040. 

55.  Ga. — Perkins  v.  Castleberry,  119 
Ga.  702,  46  S.  E.  825,  involving  Act 
of  1887,  p.  64.  Ky.— Chester  v.  Graves' 
159  Ky.  244,  166  S.  "W.  998,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915D,  678.  Md.— Lovejoy  v.  Irelan, 
19  Md.  56.  Miss.— Guise  v.  Middleton, 
Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  89.  N.  J.— Day  v. 
Argus  Printing  Co.,  47  N.  J.  Eq."594, 
22  Atl.   1056. 

56.  Guise  v.  Middleton,  Smed.  &  M. 
Ch.   (Miss.)   89. 

57.  U.  S.  —  Ex  parte  Morgan, 
114  U.  S.  174,  5  Sup.  Ct.    825,    29    L. 
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exercised  whenever  the  dictates  of  justice  require  and  the  facts  of  the 
case  permit.^*  Stated  conversely,  the  rule  is  that  where  the  amend- 
ment sought  would  be  barren  of  results,*®  or  would,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances be  inequitable,^"  or  would,  in  effect,  create  a  judgment 
which  could  not  be  justified  by  the  facts,  it  will  be  ;refused.^^  To 
say  that  this  matter  is  discretionary,  however,  does  not  mean  that  this 
relief  may  be  granted  or  withheld  according  to  the  whim  or  caprice 
of  the  court.  It  is  only  when  intervening  equities  are  in  evidence  that 
this  discretion  attaches;  where'  no  innocent  third  parties  will  suffer 
thereby,  it  is  the  legal  duty  of  a  court  to  amend  its  judgment  in  con- 
formity with  the  truth.^^    This  power  is  most  frequently  employed  in 


ed.  135;  'Ex  'parte  Marks,  136  Fed. 
168,  69  C.  C.  A.  80.  Ala. — Ex  parte 
WoodruflE,  123  Ala.  99,  26  So.  509; 
Tanner  v.  Hayes,  47  Ala.  722.  Ark. 
Lowe  V.  Hart,  93  Ark.  548,  125  S.  W. 
1030.  Gal. — ^Lewis  v.  Eigney,  21  Cal. 
268.  Colo. — Pleyte  v.  Pleyte,  15  Colo. 
44,  24  Pac.  579.  Conn. — ^Wooster  v. 
Glover,  37  Conn.  315;  Waldo  v.  Spen- 
cer, 4  Conn.  71.  6a. — Saffold  v.  Keenan, 
2  Ga.  341.  HI. — ^Desnoyers  Shoe  Co.  v. 
Litchfield  First  Nat.  Bank,  89  111.  App. 
579,  affirmed,  188  HI.  312,  58  N.  E. 
994.  la.— Chapman  v.  Allen,  Morris  23. 
Ky.— Chester  v.  Graves,  159  Ky.  244, 
166  S.  W.  998,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  678. 
Mass. — Eugg  V.  Parker,  7  Gray'  172. 
Minn. — ^Wright  v.  Krabljenhoft,  104 
Minn.  460,  116  N.  W.  940.  Mo.— Becher 
V.  Denser,  169  Mo.  159,  69  S.  W.  363. 
NeTJ.— Wise  v.  Frey,  9  Neb.  217,  2  N. 
W.  375.  N.  H. — ^Wendell  v.  Mugridge, 
19  N.  H.  109.  N.  M.— See  also  Secou 
V.  Leroux,  1  N.  M.  388.  N.  Y.-'Smith 
V.  Smith,  40  App.  Div.  251,  57  N.  T. 
Siipp.  1122;  Sexton  v.  Bennett,  17  N. 
Y.  Supp.  437.  And  see  Bohlen  v. 
Metropolitan  El.  E.  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  546, 
24  N.  E.  932.  N.  C— Brooks  v.  Steph- 
ens, 100  N.  C.  297,  6  S.  E.  81;  Bagley 
V.  Wood,  34  N.  C.  90;  Jones  v.  Lewis, 
30  N.  C.  70,  47  Am.  Dec.  338;  Brady 
V.  Beason,  28  N.  C.  425.  See  also  Ashe 
V.  Streator,  53  N.  C.  256.  Ohio.— Niles 
v.  Parks,  49  Ohio  St.  370,  34  N.  E.  735. 
Pa.— Com.  ■;;.  Hultz,  6  Pa.  469.  Tenn. 
Eickman  v.  Eickman,  6  Lea  483.  Tex. 
Austin  &  Clapp  v.  Jordan,  5  Tex.  130. 
Wash. — ^Bryan  v.  American,  etc.  Co.,  50 
Wash.  371,  97  Pac.  241. 

[a]  "Whether  the  court  would  or- 
der the  completion  of  those  records 
(a  judgment  entry)  was  a  matter  of 
judicial  discretion."  Eugg  v.  Parker, 
7  Gray  (Mass.)   172. 

58.    Conn. — Dunn's  Appeal,  81  Conn. 


127,  70  Atl.  703;  Brown  v.  Clark,  81 
Conn.  562,  71  Atl.  727.  Ga.— Wright 
V.  Boyd,  96  Ga.  745,  22  S.  E.  379.  Ky. 
Chester  v.  Graves,  159  Ky,  244,  166  S. 
W.  998,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  678.  Me. 
Lewis  V.  Eoss,  37  Me.  230,  59  Am.  Dee. 
49.  N.  Y. — Martin  v.  Martin,  138  App. 
Div.  758,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  509.  Tex. 
Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Haynes,  82 
Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605;  Yarn  v.  Yarn, 
58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  595,  125  S.  W.  639. 

[a]  In  an  action  for  divorce  where 
the  decision  of  the  court  fixed  the 
date  of  the  marriage  and  awarded  the 
custody  of  a  minor  child  to  the  plain- 
tiff, but,  through  clerical  error  this  date 
was  misstated  and  no  provision  made 
for  the  custody  of  the  child  the  count 
may  correct  a  final  judgment  entered 
therein,  based  upon  this  interlocutory 
decree  so  that  it  may  fecite  the  true 
and  entire  action  of  the  court.  Mar- 
tin V.  Martin,  138  App.  Div.  758,  123 
N.  Y.  Supp.  509. 

59.  Hurley  v.  Eobinson,  85  Me.  400, 
27  Atl.  270.  And  see  Burns  v.  Stan- 
ton, 2  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  457. 

60.  Gove  V.  Lyford,  44  N.  H.  525; 
Wendell  v.  Mugridge,  19  'N.  H.  109. 

61.  Lovelace  v.  Smith,  39  Ga.  130; 
Scotton  V.  Mann,  89  Ind.  404. 

62.  U.  S.— Cromwell  v.  Bank  of 
Pittsburg,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,409.  Ala. 
Garner  v.  Garner,  107  Ala.  242,  18  So. 
169;  Wilkerson  v.  Goldthwaite,  1  Stew. 
&  P.  159;  Scales  v.  Swan,  9  Port.  163, 
168.  Ga. — Bayues  v.  Billups,  48  Ga. 
347.  111. — Consolidated,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Oeltjen,  189  111.  85,  59  N.  E.  600;  Mains 
V.  Cosner,  67  HI.  536;  Denhard  v.  Dun- 
bar, 98  ni.  App.  266,  270.  Me.— White 
V.  Blake,  74  Me.  489;  Lewis  v.  Eoss, 
37  Me.  230,  235,  59  Am.  Dec.  49.  Mo. 
Kansas  City  v.  Woerishoeffer,  249  Mo. 
1,  155  S.  W.  779;  Nave  v.  Todd,  83  Mo. 
601.     N.  C— Mayo  v.  Whitson,  47  N. 
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civil  eases,^^  but  is,  by  no  means,  restricted  to  them,  being  exercised 
in  criminal  cases  in  the  same  manner.**  In  the  exercise  of  this  power 
the  court  may  properly  act  through  any  one  of  its  several  judges,  in 
the  event  there  are  more  than  one,*®  although  the  better  practice  is 
to  have  the  motion  determined  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  case,  if 
he  be  nat  disqualified  or  for  any  other  reason  incapable  of  acting,** 
and  some  courts  have  held  that  it  is  only  in  such  a  case,  i.  e.,  where 
the  judge  who  rendered  the  judgment  to  which  the  amendment  is 
asked  is  thus  disqualified  or  incapacitated,  that  apother  judge  of  the 
same  tribunal  may  entertain  an  application  for  this  relief.*^ 

3.  Particular  Limita,tions.  —  a.  As  to  Time.  -^  (I.)  During  the  Term. 
It  is  a  well  settled  rule  that,  during  the  term  at  which  a  judgment  is 
rendered,  the  court,  in  a  proper  case,  may  amend**  or  otherwise  cor- 


C.  231.  Tex. — Coleman  v.  Zapp,  105 
Tex.  491,  151  S.  W.  1040.  Wash. 
O 'Bryan  v.  American,  ete.  Co.,  50 
Wash.  371,  97  Pac.  241;  Seattle  &  Mon- 
tana Ey.  Go.  V.  Johnson,  7  Wash.  97, 
34  Pac.  567.  Tex.— See  also  Westall 
«.  Marshall,  16  Tex.  182. 

[a]  This  is  often  stated  conversely 
as  the  aggrieved  party's  "undoubted 
right."  Ala. — Garner  v.  Garner,  107 
Ala.  242,  18  So.  169;  Wilkerson  v. 
Goldthwaite,  1  Stew.  &  P.  159.  And 
see  Scales  b.  Swan,  9  Port.  163,  168. 
Minn.— Nell  v.  Daytbn,  47  Minn.  257, 
49  N.  W.  981.  N.  C— Mayo  v.  Whit- 
son,  47  N.  C.  231. 

See  also  Sherry  v.  Priest,  57  Ala. 
410;  Modawell  v.  Hudson,  57  Ala.  75; 
Pettus  V.  McCIannahan,  52  Ala.  55; 
Nave  V.  Todd,  83  Mo.  601.  But  com- 
•gare  Ala. — Acre  v.  Eoss,  3  Stew.  288. 
Cal. — Dreyfus  v.  Tompkins,  67  Cal.  339, 
7  Pac.  732.  lU.— Consolidated,  etc.  Co. 
v.   Oeltjen,   189   111.   85,   59   N.   E.  ^600. 

[a]  "No  discretion  is  involved  in 
the  correction  of  an  entry  which  oon- 
cededly  does  not  speak  the  judgment 
of  the  court.  To  correct  such  an  or- 
der is  an  imperative  duty  when  no  in- 
nocent third  person  will  suffer  there- 
by." O 'Bryan  v.  American  Inv.  & 
Imp.  Co.,  50  Wash.  371,  97  Pac.  241. 

63.  See  cases  herein  cited. 

64.  Ark.— Hydrick  v.  State,  103 
Ark.  4,  145  S.  W.  542.  Cal.— People 
V.  Ward,  141  Cal.  628,  75  Pac.  306. 
Ga.— Eichards  v.  McHan,  139  Ga.  37, 
76  8.  E.  382.  Mo.— State  ex  rel.  Graves 
V.  Primm,  61  Mo.  166;  State  v.  Clark, 
18  Mo.  432;  Harrison  'v.  State,  10  Mo. 
686.  See  also  State  v.  Leonard  (Mo.' 
App.),  116  S.  W.  14.  Neb.— Harris  v. 
State,  24  Neb.  803,  40  N.  W.  317.  Pa. 
Com.  V.   Chauncey,  2   Ashm.   90.     Tex. 
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State  V.  Womack,  17  Tex.  237;  Burnett 
V.  State,  14  Tex.  455,  65  Am.  Dec. 
131. 

65.  Deutermann  v.  Pollock,  30  App. 
Div.  378,  51  N.  Y.  Siipp.-928;  Foley  v. 
Foley,  15  App.  Div.  276,  44  N.  T. 
Supp.  588. 

66.  Oakley  v.  Cokalete,  6  App.  Div. 
229,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  1001".  See  also 
Wells  V.  Vanderwerker,  45  App.  Div. 
155,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  1089;  Foley  v. 
Foley,  15  App.  Div.  276,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
588. 

On  appeal,  this  question  raised.  See 
infra,  XIII,  D,  2,  1,  (II). 

[a]  In  Texas,  art.  1357,  Eev.  St. 
1895,  provides  that  in  a  proper  case 
the  amendment  may  be  made  by  "the 
court  in  which  such  judgment  or  de- 
cree shall  be  rendered  and  the  judge 
thereof  ..." 

67.  New  York  Security  &  Trust  Co.' 
V.  Lipman,  83  Hun  569,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
65.  See  also  Barrett  v.  James,  30  S.  C. 
329,  9  S.  E.  263. 

[a]  But  one  judge  may  thus  correct 
clerical  errors  in  a  judgment  rendered 
by  his  predecessor  (Henlein  v.  Gra- 
ham, 32  S.  C.  303,  10  S.  E.  1012;  Car- 
roll V.  Tompkins,  14  S.  C.  223),  and, 
conversely,  the  judge  who  rendered  the 
judgment,  having  left  the  bench,  may 
not  entertain  such  an  application. 
Hughes  V.  Shingle  Co.,  51  S.  C.  1,  25, 
28  S    E    2 

68.  V.  S.— Barrel!  v.  Tilton,  119  U. 
S.  637,  7  Sup.  Ct.  332,  30  L.  ed.  511; 
Alabama,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nichols,  109 
U.  S.  232,  3  Sup.  Ot.  120,  27  L.  ed- 
915;  Cheong-Kee  v.  United  States,  3 
Wall.  320,  18  L.  ed.  72;  Smith  v.  Jack- 
son, 1  Paine  486,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,- 
065.  Ala. — Acre  v.  Ross,  3  Stew.  288; 
Neale  v.  Caldwell,  3  Stew.  134.  Alaska. 
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irect  it,  as  by  revision,  modification  or  alteration,*'^ffltr"^opriety  of 
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Banks  V.  Wilson,  1  Alaska  241.  Ark. 
King  V.  State  Bank,  9  Ark.  185, 1 47 
Am.  Dec.  739.-  Cal. — ^Braekett  v.  Bane- 
gas,  99  Cal.  623,  626,  34  Pae.  344; 
'De  Castro  v.  Eichardson,  25  Cal.  49. 
See  also  Allison  v.  Thomas,  72  Cal.  562, 
14  Pae.  309,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  89;  Ex 
parte  Von  Vetsera,  7  Cal.  App.  136,  93 
Pae.  1036.  Conn. — "Weed  v.  Weed,  25 
Conn.  337.    Ga. — ^Perkins  v.  Castleberry, 

119  Ga.  702,  46  S.  E.  825;  Oliver  v. 
Boss,  27  Ga.  363;  Jones  v.  Garage  Co., 
16  aa.  App.  596,  85  S.  E.  940;  Mathews 
V.  Swatts,  16  Ga.  App.  208,  84  S.  E. 
980.  m.— Bartak  v.  Isvolt,  261  111. 
279,  103  N.  E.  967;  Goueher  v.  Pat- 
terson, 94  ni.  525;  People  ex  rel.  Mc- 
Crea  v.  Quick,  92  HI.  580;  Becker  v. 
Sauter,  89  111.  596;  Edwards  v.  Irons, 
73  lU.  583;  Cook  v.  Wood,  24  HI.  295; 
CoUghran  -o.  Gutcheus,  18  111.  390;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Hoyne  v.  Northup,  184  111. 
App.  638;  McLaughlin  i;.  Chicago,  Eoek 
Island  &  P.  E.  E.  Co.,  115  HI.  App. 
262;  Werner  v.  Evans,  94  111.  App.  328; 
Marine  Bank  v.  Mailers,  58  HI.  App. 
232;  Stoney  Island  Hotel  Co.  v.  John- 
son, 57,  HI.  App.  608.  Ind. — Torr  v. 
Torr,  20  Ind.  118;  Pursley  v.  Wickle, 
4  Ind.  App.  382,  30  N.  E.  1115.  la. 
Hull  V.  Eby,  123  Iowa  257,  98  N.  W. 
774;  Hartley  v.  Bartruff,  112  Iowa  592; 
84  N".  W.  704;  Wolmerstadt  v.  Jacobs, 
61  Iowa  372,  16  N.  W.  217;  Porter  v. 
McBride,  44  Iowa  479;  Dawson  «.  Wis- 
ner,  11  Iowa  6;  Lind  v.  Adams,  10  Iowa 
398,  77  Am.  Dec.  123 ;  Chapman  v.  Allen, 
Morris  23.  See  also  Streeter  v.  Gleeson, 

120  Iowa  703,  95  N.  W.  242.  Kan.— Cor- 
nell Univ.  V.  Parkinson,  59  Kan.  365,  53 
Pae.  138.  Ky. — Talbott  v.  Krahwinkle, 
124  S.  W.  323;  Scroggins  v.  Scroggins, 
1  J.  J.  Marsh.  362.;  Holeman  v.  Cole- 
man, 1  A.  K.  Marsh.  296;  Brown  v. 
XJ.  S.  Home,  etc.  Assn.,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
283,  13  S.  W.  1085;  Worthington  v. 
Campbell,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  416,  1  S.  W. 
714.     Md. — Eobinson  v.  Commissioners, 

12  Md.  132.    Miss. — Sagory  v.  Bayless, 

13  Smed.  &  M.  153;  McEaven  v.  Mc- 
Guire,  9  Smed.  &  M.  34.  Mo. — Kansas 
City  V.  Woerishoeffer,  249  Mo.  1,  155 
S.  W.  779;  Bergen  v.  Bolton,  10  Mo. 
658;  State  v.  Leonard  (Mo.  App.),  116 
S.  W.  14.  Neb.— Harris  v.  State,  24 
Neb.  803,  40  N.  W.  317;  Wise  «.  Frey, 
9  Neb.  217,  2  N.  W.  375;  Coxe  v.  Oma- 
ha, etc.   Co.,  4  Neb.   (Unof.)   412,  94 


N,  W.  519;  Colby  «.  Maw,  1  Neb. 
(Unof.)  478,  95  N.  W.  677.  Nev. 
Marshall  v.  Golden  Fleece  G.  &  S.  M. 
Co.,  16  Nev.  156.  N.  H.— Frink  v. 
Prink,  43  N.  H.  508,  80  Am.  Dec.  189. 
N.  Y. — Cooper  v.  Cooper,  51  App.  Div. 
595,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  901;  Gough  v. 
McFall,  31  App.  Div.  578,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  221;  Swift  r.  Swift,  34  N.  Y. 
Supp.  852;  Conklin  v.  New  York  El. 
E.  Co.,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  782.  N.  O. 
Hobbs  V.  Bland,,  124  N.  C.  284,  32  S.  E. 
683;  Moore  v.  Hinnant,  90  N.  C.  163; 
Simmons  v.  Dowd,  77  N.  C.  155.  Ore. 
Silliman  v.  Silliman,  66  Ore.  402,  133 
Pae.  769;  Hall  v.  Darth,  62  Ore.  97, 
122  Pae.  898.  Pa.— Larkin  v.  Glover 
S.  &  G.  Fitting  Co.,  2  Del.  Co.  Eep. 
453.  P.  R. — Capo  v.  Fernandez,  16 
Porto  Eico  332.  E.  I.— Bishop  v. 
Aborn,  16  E.  I.  568,  IS  Atl.  803;  Eich- 
ardson V.  Hunt,  7  E.  I.  543.  Tenn. 
Oeoee  Bank  v.  Hughes,  2  Coldw.  52; 
State  V.  Disney,  5  Sneed  598.  Tex. 
Sugg  V.  Thornton,  73  Tex.  666,  9  S.  W. 
145;  Lane  v.  EUinger,  32  Tex.  369; 
Wood  V.  Wheeler,  7  Tex.  13.  Wis. 
Weber  v.  Weber,  153  Wis.  132,  140 
N.  W.  1052,  45  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  875; 
Frost  V.  Meyer,  137  Wis.  255,  118  N.  W. 
811. 

[a]  "The  court  has  absolute  con- 
trol of  its  decrees  and  judgments  dur- 
ing the  term  at  which  they  are  ren- 
dered." Cornell  Hriiv.  v.  "Parkinson, 
59  Kan.  365,  53  Pae.  138. 

[b]  Obviously,  this  may  be  done 
with  the  consent  of  the  parties.  Scan- 
Ion  V.  Jacobs,  24  Cal.  App.  101,  140 
Pae.  292. 

[e]  The  Rule  Is  the  Same  in  Crim- 
inal Cases. — Ala. — In  re  Newton,  94 
Ala.  431,  10  So.  549;  Ex  parte  Jones, 
61  Ala.  399.  See  Minton  v.  State,  9 
Ala.  App.  95,  64  So.  369.  Ga. — Mathews 
V.  Swatts,  16  Ga.  App.  208,  84  S.  E, 
980.  Md. — Eobinson  v.  Commissioners, 
12  Md.  132.  Miss.— See  Barber  v. 
Biloxi,  76  Miss.  578,  25  So.  298.  Neb, 
Harris  v.  State,  24  Neb.  803,  40  N.  W, 
317.  Tex. — Ex  parte  Ogden,  63  Tex, 
Crim.  380,  140  S.  W.  345.  See  gen 
erally  the  title  "Sentence  and  Judg- 
ment." 

69.  U.  S. — ^Henderson  v.  Carbon- 
dale,  etc.  Co.,  140  U.  S.  25,  11  Sup 
Ct.  691,  35  L.  ed.  332;  Barrell  v.  Til 
ton,  119  U.  S.  637,  7  ^up.  Ct.  332,  30 
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having  been  recognized  at  common  law/"  and  confirmed  by  statutes 
in  most  states  as  well.'^  ' 

(II.)  At  a  Subsequent  Term.  — Although  frequently  altered  by  stat- 
utes/^ especially  with  respect  to  judgments  in  divorce  proceedings,'^ 
the  general  rule  is  that  the  power  of  a  court  over  its  judgments  is 
lost  with  the  closing  of  the  term  at  which  such  judgments  were  ren- 
dered and  it  may  not  thereafter  amend  them  in  any  matter  of  sub- 
stance or  to  correct  a  judicial,  as  distinguished  from  a  mere  clerical, 
error.'*    This  rule  is,  iiowever,  no  impediment  to  the  correction  by 


L.  ed.  511;  Memphis  v.  Brown,  94  U. 
S.  715,  24  L.  ed.  244;  United  States 
ex  rel.  Animarium  Co.  v.  Circuit  Court, 
129  Fed.  897,  64  C.  C.  A.  329.  Ark. 
Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v.  Lumber  Co.,  107 

Ark.   415,   155    S.   "W.     122.      Cal De 

Castro  V.  Eiehardson,  25  Cal.  48;  Ex 
parte  Von  Vetsera,  7  Cal.  App.  136,  93 
Pac.  1036.  Ga. — ^Latimer  v.  Sweat,  125 
Ga.  475,  54  S.  E.  673;  Jones  v.  Garagb, 
etc.  Co.,  16  Ga.  App.  596,  85  S.  E.  940. 
ni.— Bartak  v.  Isvolt,  261  111.  279,  103 
N,  E.  967.  Kan. — Chapman  v.  Western 
Irr.  Co.,  75  Kan.  765,  90  Pac.  284; 
Cornell  Univ.  v.  Parkinson,  59  Kan. 
365,  53  Pac.  138.  N.  C— Hobbs  v. 
Bland,  124  N.  C.  284,  32  S.  E.  683; 
Moore  v.  Hinnant,  90  N.  C.  163;  Sim- 
mons v.  Dowd,  77  N.  C.  155.  N.  D. 
Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Doyle,  17  N.  D.  386, 
116  N.  W.  5^9,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
606.  Okla.— Carey  Co.  ■;;.  Vickers,  38 
Okla.  643,  134  Pac.  851.  Ore.— Silli- 
man  v.  Silliman,  66  Ore.  402,  133  Pac. 
769;  Hall  v.  Dartt,  62  Ore.  97,  122 
Pac.  898.  Pa. — Larkin  v.  Glover  Steam 
&  Gas  Fitting  Co.,  2  Del.  Co.  Rep.  453. 
R.  I. — Eiehardson  v.  Hunt,  7  E.  I.  543. 
Tex. — Henderson  v.  Banks,  70  Tex. 
398,  7  S.  W.  815;  Wood  v.  Wheeler,  7 
Tex.  13;  Ex  parte  Ogden,  63  Tex.  Grim. 
380,  140  S.  W.  345.  W.  Va.— Mauion 
V.  Fahy,  11  W. ,  Va.  482,  496.  Can. 
Canadian,  etc.  Co.  v.  Municipality  of 
D^sart,  9  Ont.  495. 

[a]  During  the  term,  judicial  as 
well  as  clerical  errors  are  thus  under 
the  control  of  the  court.  Miss. — Mo- 
Eaven  v.  McGuire,  9  Smed.  &  M.  34,  55. 
N.  Y. — Granite  State  Provident  Assn. 
V.  M'Hugh,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  341.  R.  I. 
Bishop  V.  Aborn,  16  E.  I.  568,  18  Atl. 
203;  Eiehardson  v.  Hunt,  7  E.  I.  543. 
Tex. — Wood  V.  Wheeler,  7  Tex.  13. 
See  infra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (I)  and  (II)': 
70.  Ala. — Whorley  v.  Memphis  & 
Charleston  E.  Co.,  72  Ala.  20.  Cal. 
Braiikett  «,  Bonegas,  99   Cal.   623,  34 
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Pac.   344.     Eng. — Philips    v.    Smith,    1 
Strange  139,  93  Eng.  Eeprint  433. 

71.  Dearing  v.  Smith,  4 -Ala.  432. 
See   generally   the    statutes    of    the 

various   states   and  infr'a,  XIII,   A,   3, 
b,  (II). 

72.  In  Greazel  v.  Price,  135  Iowa 
364,  112  N.  W.  827,  in  construing  §244 
of  the  code  which  provides  that  'Jen- 
tries  made  and  signed  at  a  previous 
term  can  be  altered  only  to  correct  an 
evident;  mistake,"  the  court  declared 
that  under  such  a  statute  a  substantial 
change  might  be  effected  in  the  judg- 
ment in  this  manner,  provided  the  error 
was  "evident." 

See  generally  the  statutes  of  the 
various  states. 

73.  Buzzo  V.  Buzzo,  45  Utah  625,  148 
Pac.  362,  involving  Comp.  Laws  1907, 
§1212;  State  ex  rel.  Jones  v.  Superior 
Court,  78  Wash.  372,  139  Pae.  42. 

,[a]  In  divorce  matters,  the  rule  ob- 
tains in  some  states,  that  the  court 
retains  control  over  its  judgments  and 
may,  at  any  time,  make  any  proper 
ordfer  affecting  the  subject-matter  of 
the  suit.  State  ex  rel.  Jones  v.  Superior 
Court,  78  Wash.  372,  139  Pac.  42. 

74.  U.  S. — Wetmore  v.  Karrick,  205 
U.  S.  141,  27  Sup.  Ct.  434,  51  L.  ed. 
745;  Phillips  v.  Negley,  117  U.  S.  665, 
6  Sup.  Ct,  901,  29  L.  ed.  1013;  City 
of  Des  Moines  v.  Water  Co.,  218  Fed. 
939.  Ala.— Campbell  v.  Beyers,  189 
Ala.  307,  66  So.  651;  Southern  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Griffith,  177  Ala.  364,  58  So.  425; 
Briggs  V.  Tennessee,  etc.  Co.,  175  Ala. 
130,  57  So.  882;  Story  Mercantile  Co. 
V.  McClellan,  145  AU.  629,  40  So.  123; 
Hastings  v.  Alabama  Co.,  124  Ala.  608, 
26  So.  881;  Browder  v.  Faulkner,  82 
Ala.  257,  3  So.  30;  Whorley  v.  Memphis 
&  Charleston  E.  Co.,  72  Ala.  20;  Ean- 
dolph  v.  Little,  62  Ala.  396;  Pettus  v. 
McClannahan,  52  Ala.  55;  Gibson  v. 
Wilson,  18  Ala.  63.  Alaska. — Banks  v. 
Wilson,  1  Alaska  241.    Ark. — St.  Louis. 
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amendment  of  mere  clerical  errors  in  a  judgment.     That  is  to  say,  a 


&  N.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Bratton,  93  Ark.  234, 
124  S.  W.  752;  Melpas  v.  Lowenatiene, 
46  Ark.  552.  Cal. — Takekawa  v.  Hole, 
170  Cal.  323,  149  Pac.  593;  O'Brien  v. 
O'Brien,  124  Cal.  422,  57  Pac.  225; 
Calkins  v.  Monroe,  17  Cal.  App.  324, 
119  Pac.  680.  Conn.— Brown  v.  Clark, 
81  Conn.  562,  71  Atl.  727;  Taylor  '  u. 
Starr,  2  Boot  293.  Ga. — Eichards  v. 
McHan,  139  Ga.  37,  76  S.  E.  382.  111. 
Cramer  v.  Com.  Men's  Assn.,  260  111. 
516,  103  N.  E.  459;  Pisa  v.  Eezek,  206 
111.  344,  69  N.  E.  67;  Goucher  v.  Pat- 
terson, 94  111.  525;  Becker  v.  Sauter,  89 
ni.  596;  Hibbard  v.  Mueller,  86  111. 
256;  Eobinson  v.  Brown,  82  111.  279; 
Smith  V.  Wilson,  26  111.  186;  Cook  v. 
Wood,  24  111.  295;  Bill  Board  Co.  v. 
McCarahan,  180  111.  App.  539;  Pinch 
V.  Finch,  111  111.  App.  481;  Fitzgerald 
V.  Gore,  105  111.  App.  242;  Peterson  v. 
Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank,  88  111.  App. 
190;  Utley  v.  Cameron,  87  Bl.  App. 
71;  Schmidt  v.  Eehwinkel,  86  111.  App. 
267;  Ives  ».  Hulce,  17  Bl.  App.  30; 
Baragwanath  v.  Wilson,  4  HI.  App.  80. 
Ind. — Cauthorn  v.  Bierhaus,  44  Ind. 
App.  362,  88  N.  E.  314;  Johnson  v.' 
Foreman,  24  Ind.  App.  93^  56  N.  E.  254. 
See  also  Heaton  v.  Grant  Lodge,  55 
Ind.  App.  100,  103  H.  E.  488.'  la. 
Hull  V.  Eby,  123  Iowa  257,  98  N.  W. 
774;  Streeter  v.  Gleeson,  120  Iowa  703, 
95  N".  W.  242.  Kan. — Chapman  v.  West- 
ern Irr.  Co.,  75  Kan.  765,  90  Pac.  284; 
Barker  v.  Mecartney,  10  Kan.  App. 
130,  62  Pac.  439;  Birmingham  v.  Leon- 
hardt,  2  Kan.  App.  513,  43  Pac.  996. 
Ky.— Com.  v.  Shanks,  10  B.  Mon.  304; 
Norton  v.  Sanders,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  12; 
Ballard  v.  Davis,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  656; 
Scroggin  v.  Scroggin,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
362;  Speed  v.  Harm,  1  Mon.  16,  15 
Am.  Dec.  78.  La, — State  v.  Williams, 
etc.  Co.,  132  La.  949,  61  So.  988,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914D,  1290.  Me.— Inhab.  of  Lim- 
erick, Petitioners,  18  Me.  183.  Mo. 
Martin  v.  Brown,  162  Mo.  App.  223, 
144  S.  W.  1115;  Bishop  v.  Seal,  92  Mo. 
App.  167;  State  ex  rel.  Hay  v.  Harper, 
56  Mo.  App.  611.  See  also  State  v. 
Tate,  109  Mo.  265,  18  S.  W.  1088,  32 
Am.  St.  Eep.  664.  Mont. — Keene  v. 
Welsh,  8  Mont.  305,  21  Pac.  25.  Nev. 
Sparrow  v.  Strong,  2  Nev.  362.  N.  H. 
Chamberlain  v.  Crane,  4  N.  H.  115. 
N.  Y. — Heath  v.  New  York,  etc.  Co., 
146  N.  T.  260,  40  N.  E.  770;  BuUard 
V.  Sherwood, '85  N.  Y.  253;  Heath  v. 


Banking  Co.,,  84  Hun  302,  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  454;  Dunscomb  v.  Poole,  41  Misc. 
335,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  749;  Beitz  v. 
Puller,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  950.  See  also 
Eay  V.  Connor,  3  Edw.  478;  Gardner 
V.  Bering,  2  Edw.  131;  Petrie  v.  Trus- 
tees, 36  N.  Y.  Supp.  636.  N.  O.^Moore 
V.  Hinnant,  90  N.  C.  163;  Wall  v.  Cov- 
ington, 83  N.  C.  144.  See  also  Hinton 
V.  Insurance  Co.,  116  N.  C.  22,  21  8.  E. 
201;  Moore  v.  Hinnant,  90  N.  C.  163. 
Ohio. — Botkin  v.  Comrs.  of  Pickaway 
County,  1  Ohio  375,  13  Am.  Dec.  630. 
See  also  Greene  v.  Dodge,  3  Ohio  486. 
Ore.— Silliman  v.  Silliman,  66  Ore.  402, 
133  Pac.  769.  Pa.— Smith  v.  Hood  & 
Co.,  25  Pa.  218,  64  Am.  Dec.  692.  Tex. 
Coleman  v.  Zapp,  '105  Tex.  491,  151 
S.  W.  1040;  Perkins  v.  Dunlavy,  61  Tex. 
241;  MUam  County  v.  Eobertson,  47 
Tex.  222;  Chambers  v.  Hodges,  3  Tex. 
517;  Hamilton  v.  Joachim  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  160  S.  W.  645;  Sass  v.  Hirsh- 
feld,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  56  S.  W. 
941;  Holland  v.  Preston,  12  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  585,  34  S.  W.  975;  Eogers  v.  East 
Line  Lumb.  Co.,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App,  108, 
33  S.  W.  312.  W.  Va.— Bank  v.  Kalph- 
snyder,  54  W.  Va.  231,  46  S.  E.  206; 
Stewart  v.  Stewart,  40  W.  Va.  65,  20 
S.  E.  862;  Morris  v.  Peyton,  29  W.  Va. 
201,  11  S.  E.  954.  Wis — Bostwick  v. 
Van  Vleck,  106  Wis.  387,  82  N.  W. 
302;  Van  Dresar  v.  Coyle,  38  Wis.  672; 
Pinger  v.  Vandick,  36  Wis.  141.  See 
also  Cole,  Will  of,  52  Wis.  591,  9  N. 
W.  664;  Note  to  Hill  v.  Hoover,  5  Wis. 
386,  68  Am.  Dec.  70.  Wyo.— O'Keefe 
V.  Foster,  5  Wyo.  343,  40  Pac.  525. 
Can. — Port  Elgin  School  Board  v.  Eby, 
17  Ont.  Pr.  58. 

See  infra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (I)  and 
(II). 

[a]  "Until  the  entry  of  the  judg- 
ment the  record  was  in  the  breast  of 
the  court.  Afterward  it  was  in  the 
roll.  It  was  only  the  'record'  thus 
made  up  which  imported  absolute 
verity.  'The  making  up  of  the  judg- 
ment-roll is  the  equivalent  under  our 
practice  of  the  entry  of  record  at  com- 
mon law.'  "  Kaufman  v.  Shain,  111 
Cal.  16,  43  Pac.  393,  52  Am.  St.  Eep. 
139. 

[b]  "If  a  judgment  ...  is  not 
void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  court 
rendering  it,  whether  it  is  a  court  of 
superior  or  inferior,  of  general  or  lim- 
ited jurisdiction,  has  not  power,  at  a 
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term  subsequent  to  its  rendition,  to 
.  .  .  alter  it.  The  correction  of  clerical 
misprisions  is  the  extent  of  the  power 
the  court  can  subsequently  exercise." 
Pettus  V.  McClannahan,  52  Ala.  55. 
The  reason  for  this  rule  is  found  in 
the  maxim,  "Interest  republicae  ut  sit 
finis  litium."  Pettus  v.  McClannahan, 
52  Ala.  55. 

[e]  "No  authorities  need  be  cited 
to  the  ^proposition  that,  in  the  absence 
of  statute,  judgments  regularly  entered 
are  beyond  the  court's  control  after 
the  term  has  expired^  A  judgment  pro- 
cured by  fraud  or  by  irregular  or  im- 
proper conduct  of  the  successful  party, 
or  one  entered  without  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  against  whom  it  is  given, 
can  hardly  be  said  to  be  regularly 
entered."  Exchange  Bank  v.  Ford,  7 
Colo.  314,  3  Pao.  449. 

[d]  In  Arkansas  the  court  has  no 
power,  after  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
to   modify   a  judgment,   except   in   the 

'mode  and  for  the  causes  specified  in 
the  civil  code.  Malpas  v.  Lowenstine, 
46  Ark.  552. 

[e]  It  is,  of  course,  (1)  very  often 
provided  by  statute  that  judgments 
may  be  vacated  for  prescribed  reasons, 
after  the  term  (Carlow  v.  Aultman,  28 
Neb.  672,  44  N.  W.  873),  but  this  is 
not  amendment.  Carlow  v.  Aultman, 
28  Neb.  672,  44  N.  W.  873.  See  also 
infra,  XIV.  (2)  This  would  be  in  ef- 
fect (to  correct  a  judicial  error  which, 
after  the  term  can  only  be  cured  by 
a  writ  of  error  from  or  appeal  to  some 
higher  tribunal  or  their  statutory 
equivalent.     See  supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b, 

(I)- 

[f]  "The  power  (retained  by  the 
court  over  its  records  after  the  lapse 
of  the  term)  does  not  authorize  the 
entry  of  an  order  which  ought  to  have 
been  made,  but  only  those  which  were 
actually  made."  Evans  v.  Eisher,  26 
Mo.  App.  541. 

[g]  "Where  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  a  stockholder  "for 
the  use  of ,  the  bank, ' '  and  thereafter 
on  appeal,  affirmed,  it  was  error  for 
the  trial  court  to  change,  by  a  so- 
called  amendment,  the  judgment  so  as 
to  direct  the  payment  of  a  part  of  the 
sum  recovered  to  the  stockholder  for 
attorney's  fees.  Wickersham  v.  Crit- 
tenden, 103  Cal.  582,  37  Pac.  513. 

[h]  The  judgment  cannot  be 
changed  to  include  costs,  after  the 
term,  though  costs    may    be    retaxed. 
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Jackson  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  I'ranoisco 
B.  Co.,  89  Mo.  104.  See  Gove  v.  Ly- 
ford,  44  N.  H.  525;  and  infra,  XIII, 
A,  3,  b,  (VI),  (B). 

[i]  "That  which  enters  into  the 
consideration  of  the  court,  and  consti- 
tutes a  part  of  the  judgment,  cannot 
be  changed  after  the  term.  .  .  .  Much 
less  has  a  court  power  under  the  form 
of  an  amendment  to  render  a  (differ- 
ent) judgment."  Whitwell  v.  Emory, 
8  Mich,  84,  89,  59  Am.  Dec.  220.  And 
see  Reynolds  v.  Eeynolds,  115  Mich. 
378,  73  N.  W.  425. 

[j]  "A  court  may,  at  a  subsequent 
term,  amend  so  as  to  effectuate,  but 
not  so  as  to  materially  alter  or  defeat 
a  judgment  which  it  actually  gave  at 
a  p;reeeding  term."  Norton  v.  San- 
ders, 7  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  12. 

[k]  "'.  .  .  no  amendment  is  per- 
mitted at  any  subsequent  term.'  3 
Blk.  Com.  407.  This  is  good -law  at 
this  day  and  prevails  in  this  state,  and 
in  most,  if  not  in  all  the  states  of  the 
Union,  except  that  after  the  term  at 
which  judgment  is  given  is  past  the 
court  may  correct  it  so  as  to  make  it 
conform  to  what  it  was  intended  by 
the  court  to  be."  Moore  v.  Hinnant, 
90  N.  C.  163., 

[1]  "But  the  power  of  amendment 
after  term  does  not  extend  to  the  cor- 
rection of  judicial  errors,  ..."  Elder 
V.  Richmond  Gold,  etc.  JMin.  Co.,  58 
Fed.  536,  7  C.  C.  A.  354. 

[m]  By  Consent. — This  restriction 
does  not  apply  when  the  modification 
is  expressly  consented  to  by  all  the 
parties  interested  (Sheridan  v.  City  of 
Chicago,  175  111.  421,  51  N.  E.  898), 
and  statutes  occasionally  provide  for 
this  exception.  Alabama  Code,  1907, 
§3334;  Stevenson  v.  Black,  168  Mo.  549, 
68  S.  W.  909. 

[n]  In  a  final  judgment  "no 
change  or  modification  can  be  made, 
after  the  term  in  which  it  has  been 
rendered,  which  may  substantially  vary 
or  affect  it  in  any  material  thing." 
City  of  Des  Moines  v.  Des  Moines 
Water  Co.,  218  Fed.  939. 

[o]  "The  principal  question  in  the 
case  before  us,  .  .  .,  is  whether  the 
mistake  sought  to  be  corrected  was  a 
judicial  error,  .  .  .  which  the  court 
had  no  power  to  correct  at  a  subse- 
quent term,  or  was  a  clerical  mistake 
.  .  .  which  the  court  might  correct 
even  at  a  later  term."  Brown  V, 
Clark,  81  >Conn.  562,  71  Atl.  727. 
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eourt  may,  at  a  subsequent  term/*  or,  indeed,  at  any  time,  correct, 


[p]  It  has  also  been  said  that 
where  the  error  or  mistake  was  one 
committed  in  the  exercise  of  a  "judi- 
cial function"  it  "cannot  be  corrected 
by  it  at  a  subsequent  terii. "  Lewis 
V.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  31,  64  So.  537. 

[q]  "After  the  close  of  the  term, 
the  case  ceases  to  be  in  fieri,  and  the 
court  has  no  further  jurisdiction  to 
take  any  action  whatever  in  it.  It 
may,  of  course,  in  a  proper  case,  in  a 
proper  proceeding,  correct  clerical  mis- 
'  takes  in  the  entry  of  the  record  of 
the  judgment  .  .  . "  Cauthorn  v. 
Bierhaus,  44  Ind.  App.  362,  88  N.  E. 
314. 

[r]  In  eminent  domain  proceedings, 
where  the  court  is  required  to  fix  the 
time  for  payment,  the  court  may,  after 
the  term,  change  that  time  since  to 
do  so  would  be  to  alter  a  substantial 
part  of  tlie  judgment.  La  Salle  Coun- 
ty, etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Hill,  260  HI.  621,  103 
N.  E.  624. 

75.  U.  S.— "Wetmore  v.  Karrick,  205 
V.  S.  141,  27  Sup.  Ct.  434,  51  L.  ed. 
745;  Ex  parte  Marks,  136  Fed.  168,  69 
C.  C.  A.  80;  City  of  Manning  v.  Ger. 
Ins.  Co.,  107  Fed.  52;  46  C.  C.  A.  144; 
Woodruff  &  Co.  V.  United  States,  154 
Fed.  861;  Morgan's  La.  &  T.  B.  Co. 
V.  Texas  Cent.  Ey.  Co.,  32  Fed.  525; 
United  States  v.  Fearson,  5  Cranch  C. 
C.  95,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,082;  Pierce 
V.  Turner,  1  Cranch  C.  C,  433,  19  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  11,148;  Barnes  v.  Lee,  1 
Cranch  C.  C.  430,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,017;  Northern  Bank  v.  Labitut,  1 
"Woods  11,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  842;  Eus- 
sell  V.  United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  168. 
Ala.— Campbell  v.  Beyers,  189  Ala.  307, 
66  So. '651;  Spears  v.  Wise,  187  Ala. 
346,  65  So.  786;  Briggs  v.  Tennessee, 
etc.  Co.,  145  Ala.  629,  57  So.  882; 
Story  Mercantile  Co.  v.  McClellan,  145 
Ala.  629,  40  So.  123;  Burdeshaw  &  Co. 
V.  Comer,  108  Ala.  617,  18  So.  556; 
Pettus  V.  McClannahan,  52  Ala.  55;  Lee 
V.  Houston,  20  Ala.  301;  Parks  v. 
Stonum,  8  Ala.  752;  Dobson  v.  Dick- 
son, 8  Ala.  252;  Snelgrove  v.  Bank  of 
Mobile,  5  Ala.  295;  Yarborough's  Exr. 
V.  Scott,  5  Ala.  221;  Brown  v.  Bartlett, 
2  Ala.  29;  Smyth  v.  Strader,  9  Port. 
446;  Wilkerson  v.  Goldthwaite,  1  Stew. 
&  P.  159;  Ex  parte  Dew,  7  Ala.  App. 
437,  62  So.  261.  Ark.— Melton  v.  St. 
Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  99  Ark.  433,  139 
8.  W.  289;  St.  Louis,  etc.  E,  Co.  v. 


Bratton,  93  Ark.   234,  124  8.  W.  752; 
Arrington  v.  Conrey,  17  Ark.  100;  King 
V.    State    Bank,    9    Ark.    185,   47    Am. 
Dec.  739.     Cal. — De  Castro  v.  Eichard- 
son,  25  Cal.  49;  Branger  v.  Chevalier, 
9  Cal.  351;  Morrison  v.  Dapman,  3  Cal. 
255.     Colo.— Pleyte  v.  Pleyte,  15  Colo. 
44,  24  Pac.  579;  Hittson  v.  Davenport, 
4   Colo.   169;   Wolfley  v.  Lebanon   Co., 
3    Colo.   296.     Conn. — Brown   v.   Clark, 
81   Conn.   562,   71  Atl.   727;    Pelton   u. 
Goldberg,  81  Conn.  280,  70  Atl.  1020; 
Goldreyer  v.  Cronan,  76  Conn.  113,  55 
Atl.  594,     Del.— Walker  v.  Walker,    3 
Harr.  502.     Fla. — McGourin  v.  De  Fu- 
niak   Spgs.,   52  Fla.   556,  42   So.    186; 
Adams  v.  Ee  Qua,  22  Fla.  250,  1  Am. 
St.    Eep.    191.      Ga.^Eichards    v.   Mc- 
Han,  139  Ga.  37,  76  S.  E.  382;  Latimer 
r.   Sweet,   125   Ga.  475,  54  S.  E.   673; 
Mahone    v.    Perkinson,     35     Ga.     207; 
Mathews  v.  Swatts,  16   Ga.  App.   208, 
84   S.   E.   980.     HI. — Culver  v.  Cougle, 
165  HI.  417,  46  N.  E.  242;  Baldwin  v. 
McClelland,  152  HI.  42,  38  N.  E.  143; 
Davenport  l).  Kirkland,  156  HI.  169,  40 
N.    E.    304;    Jansen   v.    Grimshaw,    125 
HI.   468,   17   N.    B.    850;    Hibbard    v. 
Mueller,  86  HI.  256;  Cairo  &  St.  Louis 
E.  Co.  V.  Holbrook,  72  HI.  419;  Mains 
V.  Cosner,  67  HI.  536;  Seely  v.  Pelton, 
63  111.  101;  McKindley  v.  Buck,  43  HI. 
488;  Smith  v.  Wilson,  26  HI.  186;  Cook 
V.    Wood,    24    HI.     295;     Coughran    v. 
Gutcheus,   18  HI.   390;   Atkiiis  v.  Hin- 
man,  7  HI.  437;  Bill  Board  Co.  ■«.  Mc- 
Carrahan,    180    HI.    App.    539;    Bledsoe 
V.    Ziegenhein    Co.,    161   111.    App.    146; 
Finch  V.  Finch,  111  HI.  App.  481;  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Gore,  105  HI.  App.  242;  Den- 
hard  V.  Dunbar,  98  111.,  App.  266;  Mor- 
rison V.  Stewart,  21  HI.  App.  113;  Ives 
V.  Hulee,  17  111.  App.  30;  Troutman  «. 
Hills,  5  111.  App.  396;  Baragwanath  v. 
Wilson,  4  HI.  App.  80.     See  also  Bald- 
win v.  McClelland,  152  lU.  42,  38  N.  B. 
143.     Ind.— Hughes   v.   Hinds,   69   Infl. 
93;   Sherman  v.   Nixon,    37    Ind.    153; 
Cauthorn  v.  Bierhaus    (Ind.   App.),   88 
N.    E.    314;    Indianapolis,    etc.    Co.    v. 
Andis,  33  Ind.  App.  625,  72  N.  B.  145; 
Pursley  v.  Wickle,  4  Ind.  App.  382,  30 
N.  -E.  1115.    la. — Hurley  v.  Dubuque  G. 
L    &  C.  Co.,  8  Iowa  274.     Kan. — Chap-, 
man  v.  Western  Irrigation  Co.,  75  Kan. 
765,  90  Pac.  284;   Bank  v.  Stevenson, 
65  Kan.   816,   70  Pac.  865;   S.  K.  Ey. 
Co.   V.   Brown,   44   Kan.    681,   24   Pac. 
1100;  Clevenger  v.  Hansen,  44  Kan.  182, 
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24  Pac.  61;  Birmingham  V.  Leonhardt, 
2  Kan.  App.  513,  43  Pac.  996.  Ky. 
Norton  D.  Sanders,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  12; 
Ballard  v.  Davis,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  656; 
Hendrix  's  Heirs  v.  Clay,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
462;  Smith  v.  Mullens,  3  Mete.  182; 
Johnson  v.  Bank  of  Ky.,  2  Duval  521; 
Oldham  ».  Braunon,  2  Mete.  302.  Me. 
Lewis  V.  Ross,  37  Me.  230,  59  Am.  Dec. 
49.  Md.— Bcker  v.  Bank,  64  Md.  292, 
1  Atl.  849.  Mass. — Capen  v.  Stoughton, 
16  Gray  364.  Miuu. — Schloss  v.  Len- 
non,  123  Minn.  420,  144  N.  W.  148. 
Miss. — Wilson  V.  Town  of  Handsboro, 
76  Miss.  578,  54  So.  845.  Mo.— Steven- 
son V.  Black,  168  Mo.  549,  68  S.  W. 
909;  Wand  v.  Ryan,  166  Mo.  646,  65 
S.  W.  1025;  Jackson  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
R.  Co.,  89  Mo.  104,  1  S.  W.  224;  Nave  v. 
Todd,  83  Mo.  601;  State  ex  rel.  Graves 
V.  Primm,  61  Mo.  166;  Gibson  v.  Chou- 
teau's Heirs,  45  Mo.  171,  100  Am.  Dec. 
366;  Stacker  v.  Circuit  Court,  25  Mo. 
401;  Hanley  v.  Dewes,  1  Mo.  16;  State 
'  V.  Goodrich,  159  Mo.  App.  422,  140 
S.  W.  629;  State  v.  Leonard  (Mo. 
App.),  116  S.  W.  14;  Pulitzer  Pub.  Co. 
V.  Allen,  134  Mo.  App.  229,  113  S.  W. 
1159;  Bishop  v.  Seal,  92  Mo.  App. 
167;  City  of  California  v.  Harlan,  75 
Mo.  App.  506;  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v. 
White,  75  Mo.  App.  257;  Farley  Bros. 
V.  Cammanu,  43  Mo.  App.  168;  Evans 
V.  Fisher,  26  Mo.  App.  541.  Mont. 
Barber  v.  Briscoe,  9  Mont.  841,  23  Pac. 
726;  Keene  v.  Welsh,  8  Mont.  305,  21 
Pac.  25.  Neb. — Hoagland  v.  Way,  35 
Neb.  387,  53  N.  W.  207;  Brownlee  v. 
Davidson,  2g  Netf.  785,  45  N.  W.  51; 
Grimes   v.    Grosjean,    24    Neb.    700,   40 

N.    W.     137.      Nev ^Breckenridge    v. 

Lamb,  34  Nev.  275,  118  Pac.  687,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914B,  871.  N.  H.— Frink  v.  Frink, 
43  N.  H.  508,  80  Am.  Dec.  189.  N.  Y. 
Boyd  V.  Campbell,  12  7[isc.  351,  33  N. 
¥.  Supp.  557.  N.  C— Beam  v.  Bridg- 
ers.  111  N.  C.  269,  16  S.  E.  391;  Mc- 
Dowell V.  McDowell,  92  N.  C.  227; 
Wall  V.  Covington,  83  N.  C.  144.  Ohio. 
Ohio  V.  Beam,  3  Ohio  St.  508;  Ham- 
mer V.  McConnel,  2  Ohio  31;  Botkin 
V.  Comrs.  of  Pickaway  County,  1  Ohio 
375,  13  Am.  Dec.  630.  See  also  Kel- 
logg V.  Churchill,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint) 
4.  Ore. — Silliman  v.  Silliman,  66  Ore. 
402,  133  Pac.  769.  Pa. — Rhoads  v. 
Com.,  15  Pa.  272,  276;  Beek's  Appeal, 
15  Pa.  406;  In  re  Franklin  Twp.,  8 
Pa.  Super.  358.  R.  I. — ^^See  also  Trott  v. 
Wheatou,  5  R.  I.  353.  Tex. — Coleman 
V.  Zapp,  105  Tex.  491,  151  S.  W.  1040; 
Whittaker  v.  Gee,  63  Tex.  435;   Swift 
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V.  Faris,  11  Tex.  18;  Chambers  «. 
Hodges,  3  Tex.  517;  Hamilton  v. 
Joachim  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  160  S.  W. 
645;  Rogers  v.  East  Line  Lumb.  Co., 
11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  108,  33  8.  W.  312. 
See  also  Sass  v.  Hirshfeld,  23  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  1,  56  S.  W.  941.  W.  Va.— Mor-- 
ris  V.  Peyton,  29  W.  Va.  201,  11  S.  E. 
954.  Wis. — Bostwick  v.  Van  Vleck,  106 
Wis.  387,  82  N.  W.  302;  State  v.  Town 
Board,  etc.,  69  Wis.  264,  34  N.  W.  123; 
Williams  v.  Hayes,  68  Wis.  248,  32  N. 
W.  44;  Will  of  Ebenezer  W.  Cole,  52 
Wis.  591,  9  N.  W.  664;  Pringle  v. 
Dunn,  39  Wis.  435;  Durning  v.  Burk- 
hardt,  34  Wis.  585;  Scheer  v.  Keown, 
34  Wis.  349;  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cormick,  20  Wis.  265;  Hill  i}.  Hoover, 
5  Wis.  886,  68  An?.  Dec.  70.  See  also 
Williams  v.  Williams,  55  Wis.  800,  12 
N.  W.  465,  13  N.  W.  274,  42  Am. 
Rep.  708.  Wyo. — O'Keefe  v.  Foster,  5 
Wyo.  343,  40  Pac.  525.  Can.— See  also 
Port  Elgin  School  Board  v.  ^by,  17 
Ont.  Pr.  58. 

[a]  "The.  court  had  the  inherent 
power,  when  the  matter  of  the  mistake 
was  brought  before  it,  to  correct  the 
(clerical)  error,  in  the  interest  of  com- 
mon honesty  and  justice."  Ex  parte 
Marks,   136  Fed.   168,   69   C.   C.  A.   80. 

[b]  "The  principle  has  been  long 
regarded  as  settled,  that  a  court  is 
without  power  to  alter,  vary  or  annul 
final  judgments  or  decrees,  after  the 
close  of  the  term  at  which  they  are 
rendered,  unless  it  be  for  the  mere  cor- 
rection of  clerical  errors  or  omissions." 
Hastings  v.  Alabama  Land  Co.,  124  Ala. 
608,  26  So.  881. 

[c]  In  justices'  courts  this  rule  is 
also  true,  except  that  it  obtains  im- 
mediately upon  the  entry  of  judgment. 
State  ex  rel.  Johnson  v.  Case,  14  Mont. 
520,  87  Pac.  95. 

[d]  In  ITebraska  the  powers  of  and 
practice  in  the  county  courts  in  this 
regard  are  the  same  as  in  the  district 
courts.  Grimes  v.  Grosjean,  24  Neb. 
700,  40  N.  W.  137. 

_[e]  Where  the  power  of  a  court  in 
this  regard  is  dependent  upon  a  stat- 
ute which  authorize^  an  amendment 
only  as  a  "defect  op  want  of  form," 
the  court  is  limited  in  the  exercise  of 
this  power  to  such  cases  as  present  such 
errors  or  "defects,"  and  a  mistake 
of  fact  as  to  the  Christian  name  of 
one  of  the  parties  is  not  a  defect  of 
form  within  the  meaning  of  such  a 
statute.  Albers  v.  Whitney,  1  Story 
310,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  137,  involving  §32, 
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in  this  manner,'^  clerical  errors  in  its  judgment  tO'  the  end  that  its 
records  may  speak  the  truth  and  its  entered  judgment  conform  to  the 
judgment  actually  rendered.  It  has  been  said  that  no  lapse  of  time 
will  divest  the  court  of  its  power,  or  absolve  it  from  its  duty,  to  supply 


Judiciary  Act,  1789,  c.  20,  1  St.  at  L. 
91. 

[f]  The  Bule  Is  the  Same  in  Crim- 
inal Cases. — U.  S. — Wight  v.  Nicholson, 
134  U.  S.  136,  10  Sup.  Ct.  487,  33  L. 
ed.  865.  Ala. — In  re  Newton,  94  Ala. 
431,  10  So.  549.    Ark. — Borner  v.  Jones, 

140  S.   W.   22.     Cal.— People  v.  Ward, 

141  Cal.  628,  75  Pac.  306.  Ga.— Mathews 
V.  Swatts,  16  Ga.  App.  208,  84  S.  E. 
980.  Miss. — Wilson  v.  Town  of  Hands- 
boro,  99  Miss.  252,  54  So.  845,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913E,  345;  Barber  v.  Biloxi,  76 
Miss.  578,  25  So.  298.  See  generally 
the  title  "Sentence  and  Judgment."    , 

[g]  A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  may 
not  be  used  for  this  purpose.  Ex  parte 
Porscutt,  167  Mich.  438,  133  N.  W.  315. 

76.  U.  S.— Sibbald  v.  United  States, 
12  Pet.  488,  491,  9  L.  ed.  1167;  City 
of  Manning  v.  German  Ins.  Co.,  107 
Fed.  52,  46  C.  C.  A.  144;  Odell  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 70  Fed.  656,  17  C.  C.  A.  3r7; 
Elder  v.  Richmond,  Gold,  etc.  Min. 
Co.,  58  Fed.  536,  7  C.  C.  A.  354;  Wood- 
ruff &  Co.  V.  United. States,  154  Fed. 
861;  Hicklin  v.  Marco,  64  Fed.  609; 
Doe  V.  Waterloo  Min.  Co.,  60  Fed.  643; 
Gilmer  v.  City  of  Grand  Eapids,  16 
Fed.  708;  Cromwell  v.  Bank  of  Pitts- 
burg, 6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,409;  Northern 
Bank  v.  Labitut,  1  Woods  11,  2  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  842.  See  also  Coelle  v.  Lock- 
head,  Hempst.  194,  5  Fed.  Cas.  Np. 
2,943a.  Ala. — McLaughlin  v.  Beyer, 
181  Ala.  427,  61  So.  62;  Jones  v.  Wood- 
stock Co.,  95  Ala.  551,  10  So.  635; 
Parks  V.  Stonum,  8  Ala.  752;  Dobson 
V.  Dickson,  8  Ala.  252;  Snelgrove  v. 
Bank  of  Mobile,  5  Ala.  295;  Yarbor- 
ough's  Exr.  V.  Scott,  5  Ala.  221;  Brown 
V.  Bartlett,  2  Ala.  29;  Smyth  v.  Strader, 
9  Port.  446;  Wilkerson  v.  Goldthwaite, 
1  Stew.  &  P.  159.  Cal.— Tukekawa  «. 
Hole,  170  Cal.  323,  149  Pac.  593;  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  v.  Brown, 
153  Cal.  644,  96  Pac.  281;  Canadian, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Clarita,  etc.  Co.,  140  Cal. 
672,  74  Pac.  301;  O'Brien  v.  O'Brien, 
124  Cal.  422,  57  Pac.  225;  Scamman 
V.  Bonslett,  118  Cal.  93,  50  Pac.  272, 
62  Am.  St.  Rep.  226;  San  Joaquin,  etc. 
Co.  V.  West,  99  Cal.  345,  33  Fac.  928; 
Egan  V.  Egan,  90  Cal.  15,  27  Pac.  22; 
Dreyfuss  v.  Tompkins,   67   Cal.   339,   7 


Pac.  732;  De  Castro  v.  Richardson,  25 
Cal.  49;  Gregory  v.  Haynes,  13  Cal. 
592;  Calkins  v.  Monroe,  17  Cal.  App 
324,  119  Pac.  680;  Forrester  v.  Lawler, 
14  Cal.  App.  171,  111  Pac.  284.  Colo, 
Pleyte  v.  Pleyte,  15  Colo.  44,  24  Pac 
579;  Hittson  v.  Davenport,  4  Colo.  169 
Wolfley  V.  Lebanon  Co.,  3  Colo.  296 
Conn, — Goldreyer  v.  Cronan,  76  Conn 
113,  55  Atl.  594.  Del.— Walker  v.  Walk- 
er, 3  Harr.  502.  Ga.— Eucker  v.  Wil- 
liams, 129  Ga.  828,  60  S.  E.  155;  Wil 
liams  V.  Merritt,'  109  Ga.  217,  34  S.  E 
1012;  Pollard  v.  King,  62  Ga.  103.  HI. 
Cairo  &  St.  Louis  R.  Co.  v.  Holbrook, 
72  111.  419;  O 'Conner  v.  Mullen,  11 
111.  57;  Harris  v.  Schilling,  108  111. 
App.  116.  Ind.— -Miller  v.  Royce,  60 
Ind.  189;  Clifton  v.  State,  5  Blackf. 
224;  State  v.  Hood,  3  Blackf.  351; 
Pritchard  v.  Mines,  56  Ind.  App.  671, 
106  N.  E.  411.  la.— Shelley  v.  Smith, 
50  Iowa  543;  Hurley  v.  Dubuque  G. 
L.  &  C.  Co.,  8  Iowa  274.  Kan — Locke 
V.  Cope,  94  Kan.  137,  146  Pac.  416; 
State  V.  Johnson,  91  Kan.  180,  136 
Pac.  940;  State  v.  Linderholm,  90  Kan. 
489,  135  Pac.  564;  Clevenger  v.  Han- 
sen, 44  Kan.  182,  24  Pac.  61.  Ky. 
Emison  v.  Walker,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  238, 
31  S.  W.  461;  Seller  v.  Bank,  9  Ky. 
L  Rep.  497,  5  S.  W.  536;  Smith  v. 
Mullins,  3  Mete.  182.  La.— State  h. 
Williams,  etc.  Co.,  132  La.  949,  61  So. 
988,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  1290.  Me.— Lew- 
is V.  Ross,  37  Me.  230,  59  Am.  Dec. 
49.  Mich. — Emery  v.  Whitwell,  6  Mich. 
474;  Whitwell  v.  Emory,  3  Mich.  84, 
59  Am.  Dec.  220.  Minn. — McClure  v. 
Bruck,  43  Minn.  305,  45  N.  W.  438. 
Miss. — Wilson  v.  Town  of  Handsboro, 
99  Miss.  252/  54  So.  845,  Ain.  Cas. 
1913E,  345;  Graves  v.  Fulton,  7  How. 
592.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Graves  v. 
Primm,  61  Mo.  166;  Latshaw  v.  Mc- 
Nees,  50  Mo.  381;  State  ex  rel.  Koontz 
V.  Luce,  -50  Mo.  361;  Gibson  v.  Chou- 
teau's Heirs,  45  Mo.  171,  100  Am. 
Dec.  366;  Hickman  v.  Barnes,  1  Mo. 
156;  Hauley  v.  Dewes,  1  Moi  16;  Mar- 
tin V.  Brown,  162  Mo.  App.  223,  144 
S.  W.  1115;  Cauthorn  v.  Berry,  69  Mo. 
App.  404;  Blize  v.  Castlio,  8  Mo.  App. 
290.  But  see  Wilson  v.  Boughton,  50 
Mo.   17.     Neb. — Brandt    v.    Albers,    6 
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deficiencies  in  the  records  of  its  own  proceedings,  where  justice  alid 
the  truth  of  a  case  require  it,"  although  there  is  authority  that  the 
lapse  of  such  a  period  of  time  as  would  bar  the  judgment  itself  would 
operate  to  defeat  the  power  to  grant  an  amendment  thereto./^  But 
the  policy  of  the  courts  in  this  regard  has  been  one  of  indulgence  and 
liberality,  and,  ordinarily,  mere  lapse  of  time  has  not  been  considered 
as  a  bar  to  this  relief,''^  and  amendments  have  been  permitted  after  a 
lapse  of  two,^°  ten,^^  and  even  twenty  years  from  the  date  of  entry. '^ 
Wherever  such  a  length  of  time  has  elapsed,  however,  that  to  grant 
an  amendment  would  result  in  an  injustice  being  done,  the  court  should 


Neb.  504.  Nev. — Sparrow  v.  Strong,  2 
Nev.  362.  N.  H.— Frink  v.  Frink,  43 
N.  H.  508,  80  Am.  Dec.  189.  N.  J. 
Probaseo  v  Probasco,  3  N.  J.  L.  565. 
N.  Y. — BoMen  v.  Metropolitan  El.  E. 
Co.,  121  N.  Y.  546,  24  N.  E.  932;  Wil- 
liams V.  Wheeler,  1  Barb.  48,  51;  Beitz 
V.  Fuller,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  950.  N.  0. 
Brooks  V.  Stephens,  100  N.  C.  297,  6 
S.  E.  81;  Strickland  v.  Strickland,  95 
N.  C.  471;  Moore  v.  Hinnant,  90  N.  C. 
163;  Walton  v.  Pearson,  85  N.  C.  34; 
Simmons  v.  Dowd,  77  N.  G.  155;  Griffin 
V.  Hinson,  51  N.  C.  154;  Mayo  v. 
Whitson,  47  N.  C.  231.  See  also  Wall 
V.  Covington,  83  N.  C.  144.  Ore.— Niek- 
lin  v'.  Robertson,  28  Ore.  278,  42  Pac. 
993,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  790.  Pa.— Smith 
V.  Hood  &  Co.,  25  Pa.  218,  64  Am. 
Dee.  692.  Tex. — Coleman  v.  Zapp,  105 
Tex.  491,  151  S.  W.  1040;  Austin  v. 
Jordan,  5  Tex.,  130;  Hamilton-Brown 
Shoe  Co.  V.  Whitaker,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
380,  23  S.  W.  520.  Wis.— Bostwick  v. 
Van  Vleck,  106  Wis.  387,  82  N.  W. 
302;  State  v.  Town  Board,  etc.,  69  Wis. 
264,  34  N.  W.  123;  Williams  v.  Hayes, 
68  Wis.  248,  32  N.  W.  44.  Eng.— Hat- 
ton  V.  Harris,  67  L.  T.  722;  Philips 
V.  Smith,  1  Str.  136,  93  Eng.  Reprint 
433..  Can.— McMaster  v.  Eadford,  16 
Ont.  Pr.  20. 

[a]  In  Michigan  the  court  has  said 
that  "under  our  statute,  a  court  may 
at  any  time  amend  clerical  errors 
.  .  . "  Whitwell  V.  Emory,  3  Mich. 
84,  88,  59  Am.  Dec.  220. 

[b]  "The  question  (correction  of 
a  clerical  error  by  amendment)  is  not 
one  of  terms.  ..."  The  court  ' '  has 
the  undoubted  power  and  its  exercise 
only  awaits  the  making  out  of  the 
proper  case."  Bohlen  v.  Metropolitan 
El.  E.  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  546,  24  N.  E. 
932. 

[e]     "The   court   has   power   at   all 
to   make   its  xeeords  speak   the 
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truth    .    .    . "     Moore  v.  Hinnant,  90 
N.  C.  163. 

[d]  This  power  '''is  exercised  by 
the  courts  .  .  .,  in  the  absence  of 
express  provision,  unaffected  by  limi- 
tation." Coleman  v.  Zapp,  105  Tex. 
491,  151   S.  W.  1040. 

[e]  Statutes  providing  for  relief 
from  specified  clerical  errors  within  a 
certain  time  have  no  application  to 
clerical  errors  not  So  specified.  See 
generally  the  statutes  and,  in  par- 
ticular, Girard  Trust  Co.  v.  Null,  97 
Neb.  324,  149  N.  W.  809,  involving 
Neb.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §602;  Rev.  St. 
1913,   §820. 

77.  Lewis  v.  Boss,  37  Me.  230,  235, 
59  Am.  Dec.  49.  And  see,  to  the  same 
effect.  White  v.  Blake,  74  Me.  489; 
Latshaw  v.  McNees,  50  Mo.  381;  Mar- 
tin V.  Brown,  162  Mo.  App.  223,  144 
S.  W.  1115.  See  also  mfra,  XIII,  D, 
2,  d. 

[a]  "The  amended  judgment  was 
the  correction  merely  of  a  clerical 
error  .  .  .  which  the  court  could 
make  at  any  subsequent  time  however 
long.  Martin  v.  Brown,  162  Mo.  App. 
223,  144  S.  W.  1115. 

78.-  Healy  v.  Just,  53  Miss.  547. 
And  see  Probaseo  v.  Probaseo,  3  N.  J. 
L.  565. 

79.  Ga. — Eucker  v.  Williams,  129 
Ga.  828,  60  S.  E.  155.  Mass.— Eugg 
V.  Parker,  7  Gray  172.  Mont. — Keene 
V.  Welsh,  8  Mont.  305,  £1  Pac.  25. 
N.  Y.— Wight  V.  Alden,  3  How.  Pr. 
213.  Pa.— Berryhill  v.  Wells,  5  Binn. 
56. 

80.  Brittenham  v.  Eobinson,  22  Ind. 
App.  536,  54  N.  E.  133;  Fairchild  v. 
Dean,  15  Wis.  206. 

81.  Pollard  v.  King,  62  Ga.  103; 
Irby  V.  Brown,  59  Ga.  596.  See  also 
Coelle  V.  Lockhead,  Hempst.  194,  5  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,943a. 

82.  Probasco  v.  Probasco,  3  N.  J.  L. 
565. 
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deny  the  relief  sought.'^  So,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  other 
cases  delays  ranging  variously**  from  twenty  years^^  to  six  months,^* 
have  been  considered  fatal.  Moreover,  the  limitations  imposed  by  this 
rule  are  suspended  so  long  as  the  cause  in  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered  remains  in  fieri,*^  and  for  this  reason,  any  motion  or  t^o- 
ceeding  in  the  cause,  which  is  made  and  continued  at  the  current  term 
will  have  the  effect  of  extending,  to  the  term  to  which  the  matter  is 
thus  continued,  the  court 's  plenary  control  over  its  judgment.®* 

(III.)  In  the  Absence  of  Terms.  — Where  terms  of  court  have  been 
abolished  provision  is  sometimes  made  that  after  the  lapse  of  a  specified 
time  the  court  retains  jurisdiction  over  its  judgments  solely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  correcting  clerical  errors  therein.**    Under  such  statutes  the 


83.  Ky. — Bonar  v.  Gosney,  17  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  92,  30  S.  W.  602.    Mass.— Snell, 

V.  Dwight,  121  Mass.  348.     Mich See 

Harrington  v.  Calhomi  Probate  Judge, 
162  Mich.  35,  127  N.  W.  255.  Minn. 
Nell  V.  Dayton,  47  Minn.  257,  49  N.  W. 
981.  Mo.— See  Wand  v.  Ryan,  166  Mo. 
646,  656,  65  S.  W.  1025.  N.  Y.— Hirsh- 
bach  V.  Ketchum,  79  App.  Uiv.  561, 
80  N.  T.  Supp.  143;  Gall  v.  Gall,  58 
App.  Div.  97,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  649.  Tex. 
Williamson  v.  Wright,  Tex.  Unrep.  Cas. 
711.  Eng. — See  Hatton  v.  Harris,  67 
L.  T.  722. 

84.  One  Year. — ^Fiteh  v.  Eichard,  18 
E.  I.  617,  29  Atl.  689. 

[a]  Five  Years. — Rogers  v.  Rogers, 
1  Paige  (N.  T.)  188;  Hirshbach  v. 
Ketchum,  79  App.  Div.  561,  80  N.  Y. 
Supp.  143. 

[b]  Ten  Years. — Russell  v.  United 
States,  15  Ct.  01.  168;  Grant  v.  Gris- 
wold,  21  Hun  (N.  Y.)  509. 

[c]  Fourteen  Years.  —  Safflold  v. 
Keenan,  2   Ga.   341. 

[d]  Twenty-six  Years. — Williamson 
V.  Wright,  1  Tex.  Unrep.  Cas.  711. 

85.  Bonar  v.  Gosney,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
92,  30  S.  W.  602. 

86.  Snell  v.  Dwight,  121  Mass.  348. 

87.  Cal. — Hastings  v.  Cunningham, 
35  Cal.  549.  lU.— Cook  v.  Wood,  24 
HI.  295.  Ind. — Terr  v.  Torr,  20  Ind. 
118.  See  also  Cauthorn  v.  Bierhaus,  44 
Ind.  App.  362,  S8  N.  E.  314.  Ky. 
Salyer  v.  Arnett,  23  Ky.  L.  Rep.  321, 
62  S.  W.  1031.  Miss.— Shirley  v.  Con- 
way, 44  Miss.  434.  Mo. — See  Bruner 
V.  Marcum,  50  Mo.  405;  MeGonigle  v. 
Bresnen,  44  Mo.  App.  423. 

[a]  The  length  of  time  during 
which  the  court  thus  retains  control 
over  its  judgments  may,  of  course,  be 
regulated  by  statute.  Sehwarz  v.  Op- 
penheimer,  90  Ala.  462,  8  So.  36. 


88.  U.  S.— Waskey  v.  Hammer,  179 
Fed.  273,  102  C.  C.  A.  629;  City  of 
New  Orleans  v.  Fisher,  91  Fed.  574, 
34  C.  C.  A.  15.  See  Barrell  v.  Tilton, 
119  U.  S.  637,  7  Sup.  Ct.  332,  30  L. 
ed.  511;  Judson  v.  Gage,  98  Fed.  540, 
39  C.  C.  A.  156.  Oal.— O'Brien^"  v. 
O'Brien,  124  Cal.  422,  57  Pac.  225; 
Brackett  v.  Banegas,  99  Cal.  623,  34 
Pac.  344;  De  Castro  v.  Richardson,  25 
Cal.  49.  lU. — ^Watson  v.  Le  Grande, 
etc.  Co.,  177  111.  203,  52  N.  E.  317. 
Mo.— Collier  v.  Lead  Co.,  208  Mo.  246, 
106  S.  W.  971;  Guinan  v.  Donnell,  201 
Mo.  173,  98  S.  W.  478;  McGurry  v. 
Wall,  122  Mo.  614,  27  8.  W.  327; 
Bruner  v.  Marcum,  50  Mo.  405;  Weis 
Cornice  Co.  v.  Neevel  (Mo.  App.),  1-74 
S.  W.  159;  Breeding  v.  Nelson, 
142  Mo.  App.  685,  121  S.  W.  1080; 
Houston  v.  Thompson,  87  Mo.  App.  63. 
Nov. — See  Marshall  v.  Golden  Fleece 
G.  &  S.  M.  Co.,  16  Nev.  156.  Ohio. 
Niles  V.  Parks,  49  Ohio  St.  370,  34 
N.  E.  735.  bbla.— Carey  Co.  ■».  Viek- 
ers,  38  Okla.  643,  134  Pac.  851.  W.  Va. 
See  Green  v.  Pittsburg  W.  &  Ky.  R. 
Co.,  11  W.  Va.  685.  ,  Wis.— Note  to 
Hill  V.  Hoover,  5  Wis.  386,  68  Am. 
Dee.  70.  See  Pringle  v.  Dunn,  39  Wis. 
435.  Wyo. — Luther  Lumber  Co.  v.  Shel- 
dahl  Savings  Bank,  22  Wyo.  302,  139 
Pac.  433;  O'Keefe  v.  Foster,  5  Wyo. 
343,  40  Pac.  525. 

[a]  The  decision  upon  such  a  mo- 
tion had  relation  to  the  time  within 
the  term  when  the  motion  waS  made 
and  operated  as  an  order  made  at  that 
time.  Brackett  v.  Banegas,  99  Cal.  623, 
34  Pac.  344. 

89.  Story  Mere.  Co.  v.  MeClellan, 
145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123,  involving  Acts 
of  1894-95,  p.  1227. 

[a]  In  New  Mexico,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  §2875,  C.  L.  1897,  that  the 
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lapse  of  this  specified  period  is  considered  as  having  the  same  effect 
upon  the  court's  power  to  amend  its  judgments  as  did  the  passing  of 
the  current  term  under  the  common-law  rule.®"  Thus,  after  the  ex- 
piration of  this  period,  the  court  may  not  correct  a  judicial  error  in 
its  own  judgment,'^  unless  a  motion  to  that  effect  is  properly  brougnt 
to  the  attention  of  the  court  and  continued,  before  the  statutory  time 
has  run.^^  The  court  may,  however,  properly  entertain  a  motion  to 
amend  and  correct  a  clerical  error  at  any  time.^^  Where  there  is  no 
statute  regulating  the  matter,  it  seems  that  the  entry  of  judgment  is 
given  the  same  effect  as  the  end  of  the  term  at  common  law.°* 

(IV.)  After  and  Pending  an  Appeal.  —  The  power  of  the  trial  court  to 
so  amend  their  judgments  as  to  make  them  speak  the  truth  is  not  lost 
simply  because  a  writ  of  error  has  been  sued  out  or  an  appeal  taken, 
and  may  be  exercised  at  any  time  until,°°  but  notiafter,  an  affirmance 


district  courts  "shall  be  at  all  times 
in  session,"  it  is  considered'  that,  ex- 
cept for  purposes  connected  with  jury 
trials  there  are  no  terms  of  court,  the 
lapse  of  which  would  affect  the  court's 
control  over  its  judgment.  Crichton 
V.  Storz,  20  N.  M.  195,  147  Pae.  916, 
following  Weaver  v.  Weaver,  16  N.  M. 
98,  113  Pac.  599. 

90.  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Griffith,  177 
Ala.  364,  58  So.  425;  Story  Mercantile 
Co.  V.  McClellan,  145  Ala.  629,  40  So. 
125. 

91.  Story  Mercantile  Co.  v.  McClel- 
lan, 145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123.  See 
infra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (I)  and  (II). 

92.  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Griffith,  177 
Ala.  364,  58  So.  425.  See  supra,  Xni, 
A,  3,  a,  (II). 

93.  Story  Mercantile  Co.  v.  McClel- 
lan, 145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123.  See 
supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  a,  (II);  i/nfra,  XIII, 
D,  2,  d. 

94.  "Where  findings  are  filed, 
which  constitute  the  rendition  of  a 
jvidgment,  and  where,  of  course,  the 
conclusions  of  law  signed  by  the  judge 
show  what  judgment  is  to  be  entered, 
it  hrfs  been  repeatedly  held  that  the 
court  retains  power  to  amend  or  change 
the  conclusions  of  law  so  as  to  point 
,to  a  different  judgment  and  to  enter 
a  judgment  different  from  that  first 
announced,  and  that  this  power  con- 
tinues until  the  eptry  of  the  judgment. ' ' 
Brownell  v.  Superior  Court,  157  Cal. 
703,  109  Pac.  91,  and  to  the  same  effect 
Bee  Ex  parte  Von  Vetsera,  7  Cal.  App. 
136,  93  Pac.  1036;  Bohlen  v.  Metropol- 
itan EI.  E.  Co.,  121  N:  T.  546,  24 
N. 'E.  932;  East  New  York  Eefrigerator 
Co.  V.  Halpern,  140  App.  Div.  201,  125 
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N.  Y.  Supp.  Ill;  Smith  v.  Smith,  121 
App.  Div.  480,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  137. 
95.  Ala. — ^Birmingham  Bank  v.  May- 
er, 104  Ala.  634,  16  So.  520;  Ex  parte 
Henderson,  84  Ala.  36,  4  So.  284;.  Sey- 
mour V.  Thomas  Co.,  81  Ala.  250,  1 
So.  45;  Eaudolph  v.  Little,  62  Ala.  396; 
Dow  V.  Whitman,  36  Ala.  604;  Moore 
V.  Horn,  5  Ala.  234;  Evans  v.  St.  John, 
9  Port.  186.  Ark.— Ereel  v.  State,  21 
Ark.  212.  See  Hershy  v.  Baer,  45  Ark. 
240.  Cal.— Fay  v.  Stubenrauch,  141 
Cal.  573,  75  Pac.  174.  Colo.— Kindel 
V.  Litho.  Co.,  19  Colo.  310,  35  Pae.  538; 
Pleyte  v.  Pleyte,  15  Colo.  44,  24  Pac. 
579.  HI.— Heintz  v.  Pratt,  54  HI.  App. 
616.     Ky. — Speed  v.  Hann,  1  Mon.  16, 

15  Am.  Dec.  78.  Md. — Ecker  v.  Bank, 
64  Md.  292,  1  Atl.  849.  Mo.— Kansas 
City  V.  Woerishoeffer,  249  Mo.  1,  155 
S.  W.  779;  Nat.  Bank  v.  Allen,  68  Mo. 
474;  De  Kalb  County  v.  Hixon,  44  Mb. 
341;  Cauthorn  v.  Berry,  69  Mo.  App. 
404.  Neb.— Wise  v.  Frey,  9  Neb.  217, 
2  N.  W.  375.  Nev.— Sparrow  v.  Strong, 
2  Nev.  362.  N.  Y.— See  Genet  v.  Dela- 
ware &  H.  C.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  217,  32 
N.  E.  851.  Pa.— Smith  v.  Hood  &  Co., 
25  Pa.  218,  64  Am.  Dec.  692;  Crutcher 
V.  Com.,  6  Whart.  340.  S.  0.— Carroll 
V.  Tompkins,  14  S.  C.  223.  Tex. — De 
Hymel  v.  Mortgage   Ccf.,   80   Tex.  493, 

16  S.  W.  311;  Wood  v.  Wheeler,  7 
Tex.  13.  Wis.— State  v.  Town  Board, 
69  Wis.  264,  34  N.  W.  123;  Chouteau 
V.  Hooe,  1  Pinn.  663. 

[a]  On  an  appeal  by  a  garnishee 
from  a  judgment  against  him  which 
does  not  recite  the  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment or  the  amount  thereof  against 
the  defendant,  the  judgment  against 
the  garnishee  may  l^e  amended  by  the 
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of  the  judgment  by  the  appellate  court,®®  although  there  is  authority 
to  the  contrary  on  the  latter  proposition.®^  Accordingly,  if  the  judg- 
ment was  not  affirmed,  it  may  be  amended  after  having  been  remanded, 
unless  the  amendment  pertains  to  a  question  expressly  adjudicated  by 
the  appellate  court,®^  ^or,  where  the  appeal  is  dismissed,  after  such  dis- 
missal.*® Some  courts,  however,  recognize  as  an  exception  to  this  rUle, 
a  case  in  which  the  appeal  did  not  involve  any  question  as  to  the  form 
of  the  judgment,^  or  where  there  was  no  controversy  as  to  the  error 
which  it  was  proposed  to  cure  by  amendment,  holding  that  in  such 
cases  the  trial  court  might  properly  grant  a  motion  to  amend  the 
judgment  even  after  an  affirmance.^ 

(V.)    In  Vacation  and  at  Chambers.  —  In     the     absence     of     statutory 


trial  court  so  as  to  contain  the  neces- 
sary recitals.  Birmingham  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Mayer,  104  Ala.  634,  16  So.  520. 

[b]  "Nor  is  the  right  of  the  lower 
court  to  amend  suspended  or  impeded 
by  an  appeal,  where  an  amendment 
does  not  affect  any  substantial  rights 
of  the  appellant,  and  consists  of  the 
correction  of  a  clerical  mistake  appear- 
ing upon  the  face  of  the  record.  It  is 
true  that  the  courts  by  the  appeal  loses 
jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  appeal,  but  it  does  not 
lose  jurisdiction  of  its  records."  Pay 
V.  Stubenrauch,  141  Cal.  573,  75  Pac. 
174. 

96.  U.  S.— See  Hicklin  v.  Marco,  64 
Fed.  609.  Ala. — Werborn  v.  Pinney,  76 
Ala.  291;  Randolph  v.  Little,  62  Ala. 
396; ^Stephens  v.  Norris,  15  Ala.  79. 
Ark. — Schofield  v.  Eankin,  86  Ark.  86, 
109  S.  W.  1161.  ni.— Mains  v.  Cosner, 
67  ni.  536.  la.— Edgar  v.  Greer,  10 
Iowa  279.  Ky. — ^Bleight  v.  McHvoy,  4 
Mon.  142.  N.  Y — Meldon  v.  Devlin, 
39  App.  Div.  581,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  670; 
People  ex  rel.  Reynolds  v.  Council,  69 
Misc.  403,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  1071.  N.  C. 
Harrison  v.  Harrison,  114  N.  C.  219, 
19  S.  E.  232.  Va.— See  Cralle  v.  Cralle, 
84  Va.  198,  6  8.  E.  12.  Wash.— See 
Pacific  Drug  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  76  Wash. 
524,  136  Pac.  1144.  Wis.— McKinney 
V.  Jones,  57  Wis.  301,  15  N,  W.  160; 
Smith  V.  Armstrong,  25  Wis.  517. 

[a]  The  Beason. — A  judgment  which 
is  affirmed  on  appeal  is  merged  in  the 
judgment  of  the  appellate  court,  hence 
the  rule  that  it  cannot  be  thereafter 
amended  by  the  trial  court.  Randolph 
V.  Little,  62  Ala.  396. 

[b]  "All  courts  have  the  inherent 
power  to  correct  their  records,  so  as 
to  make  them  speak  the  truth,  even 
after  final   decree,   and   after   appeal. 


.  .  .  And  that  power  exists  until  the 
judgment  or  decree  of  the  lower  court 
becomes  merged  in  the  judgment  of 
this  court  by  affirmance."  Ex  parte 
Henderson,  84  Ala.  36,  4  So.  284. 

97.  Conway  r.  Day,  79  Ind.  318. 

[a]  In  Michigan,  where  property 
was  replevied  from  defendant  and  the 
verdict,  which  fixed  the  value  of  the 
property,  was  for  the  defendant  but 
the  judgment  as  entered  did  not  ad- 
judge recovery  of  the  property  or  its 
value,  and  the  judgment  thereon  was 
afterward  affirmed  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant 
might,  on  a  motion  made  by  leave  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  have  the  judgment 
corrected.  Salter  v.  Sutherland,  125 
Mich.  662,  85  N.  W.  112. 
■  [b]  In  California  it  has  been  held 
that  this  (to  amend  the  judgment) 
"may  be  done  even  after  an  appeal 
and  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment." 
Roussett  V.  Boyle,  45  Cal.  64. 

98.  Moody  v.  Keener,  9  Port.  (Ala.) 
252. 

99.  Whittaker  v.  Gcq,  63  Tex.  435. 

1.  Salter  v.  Sutherland,  125  Mich. 
662,  85  N.  W.  112. 

[a],  "tt  is  undoubtedly  true  that 
the  circuit  court  has  no  power  to 
modify  in  any  material  respect  a  judg- 
ment in  any  manner  inconsistent  with 
the  decision  of  this  court;  but  in  the 
present  ease  it  appears  that  the  error 
was  not  discovered  until  after  the  de- 
cision of  this  court,  and  that  no  point 
decided  in  the  case  by  this  court  turned 
on  the  form  of  the  verdict  or  judg- 
ment." Salter  «.  Sutherland,  125  Mich. 
662,  85  N.  W.  112. 

2.  Eoussett  V.  Boyle,  45  Cal.  64; 
West  Chester  Plank  Road  Co.  v.  Ches- 
ter County,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  86.      See 
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authority  the  court  may  not  amend  its  judgments  in  vacation,^  or.  at 
chambers,*  without  the  consent  of  all  the  parties.^  In  some  states, 
however,  statutes  provide  for  the  exercise  of  this  power  in'  vacation.' 

(VI.)  After  Execution  and  Satisfaction.  —  The  fact  that  an  execution 
has  been  issued  upon  a  judgment,^  or  it  has  been  held  that  the  judg- 
ment has  been  satisfied  will  not,  standing  alone,  prohibit  the  granting 
of  an  amendment  in  a  proper  case,^  although  circumstances  may  arise 
under  which  the  granting  of  an  amendment  at  this  time  would  be 
error.^  Thus,  in  keeping  with  the  general  rule  set  forth  above  that 
where  to  grant  an  amendment  to  a  judgment  would,  in  the  nature  of 
the  circumstances,  be  inequitable  the  courts  will  refuse  to  act.^"  An 
amendment  of  a  judgment  will  not  be  granted  after  the  satisfaction 
thereof  where  to  do  so  would  make  a  party  liable  to  pay  money  there- 
under a  second  time.^^  The  courts  of  some  jurisdictions  have  laid 
down  the  rule  unqualifiedly  that  at  such  a  time  an  amendment  of  a 
judgment  is  improper.^^ 

b.  As  to  the  Nature  of  Errors.  —  (I.)  Judicial  Errors.  —  There  is  a 
well  defined  distinction  between  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  and  the 
entry  thereof, ^^  and  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  amend  its  judg- 
ments the  court  can  do  no  more  than  make  the  entry  correspond  to 


also  Dreyf uss  v.  Tompkins,  67  Cal.  339, 
7  Pac.  732. 

3.  N.  C— Hinton  v.  Ins.  Co.,  116 
N.  C.  22,  21  S.  E.  201.  S.  '  C— See 
Middleton  v.  Denmark  Co.,  97  S.  C. 
457,  81  S.  E.  157.  Tex. — Texas  Co.  v. 
Beddingfield,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  10,  114 
S.  W.  894.  Wash.— Hale  v.  Finch,  1 
■Wash.  Ter.  517. 

4.  Middleton  v.  Denmark  Co.,  97  S. 
C.  457,  81  S.  E.  157. 

5.  Hinton  v.  Insurance  Co.,  116  N. 
C.  22,  21  S.  E.  201;  Middleton  v.  Den- 
mark Co.,  97  S.  C.  457,  81  S.  E.  157 
(involving  Code  Laws,  S.  C.  1912, 
§3833);  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  E.  Co.  V. 
Moise,  85  S.  C.  530,  67  S.  E.  785. 

6.  Miss. — Shirley  v.  Conway,  44 
Miss.  434;  Graves  v.  Fulton,  7  How. 
592.  N.  Y.— Geller  v.  Hoyt,  7  How. 
Pr.  265.  Tex. — Texas  Co.  v.  Bedding- 
field,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  10,  114  S.  W. 
894,  overruling  Swift  v.  Faris,  11  Tex. 
18.  See  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Haynes,  82  Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605. 

7.  Thompson  v.  Am.  Mtg.  Co.,  122 
Ga.  39,  49  S.  E.  751;  Dennis  v.  Col- 
ley,  112  Ga.  114,  37  S.  E.  119;  Sanders 
V.  Williams,  75  Ga.  283;  Moses  v.  Eagle, 
etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  68  Ga.  241;  Elliott  v. 
Wilks,  16  Ga.  App.  466,  85  8.  E.  679; 
Grand  Eapids  Bank  v.  Widdicomb,  114 
Mich.  639,  72  N.  W.  615. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered   by    default    it    may    also    be 
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amended  after  execution  to  conform  to 
the  pleadings.  Dennis  v.  Colley,  112 
Ga.  114,  37  8.  E.  119. 

8.  Cal.— Takekawa  v.  Hole,  170  Cal. 
323,  149  Pac.  593.  Ga. — Dixon  v.  Ma- 
son, 68  6a.  478.  Ind. — Sherman  v. 
Nixon,  37  Ind.  153.  Minn. — Schloss 
V.  Lennon,  123  Minn.  420,  144  N.  W. 
148. 

9.  Ind. — Gray  v.  Eobinson,  90  Ind. 
527.  Miss. — Burns  v.  Stanton,  2  Smed. 
&  M.  457.  Pa. — Hassler's  Appeal,  5 
Watts  176.  Tex. — See  Gaines  v.  Men- 
sing,  64  Tex.  325. 

[a]  As  Against  Sureties  After  Sat- 
isfaction.— Where  a  judgment  on  a 
promissory  note  was  inadvertently  en- 
tered for  a  less  amount  than  was 
actually  due  and  the  sureties  of  the 
defendant,  to  save  his  property  from 
execution,  had  paid  such  judgment,  it 
is  error  to  thereafter  amend  this  judg- 
ment as  against  the  sureties.  Gray  v. 
Eobinson,   90  Ind.   527. 

10.  See  supra,  XIII,  A,  2. 

11.  Hassler's  Appeal,  5  Watts  (Pa.) 
176. 

12.  D  'Apremont  v.  Peytavin,  5  Mart. 
O.  8.  (La.)  641;  Louisiana  Bank  v. 
Hampton,  4  Mart.  O.  S.  (La.)  94; 
Spring  V.  Tidwell,  31  Miss.  63. 

13.  Cal. — Brownell  v.  Superior  Court, 
157  Cal.  703,  109  Pac.  91;  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  v.  Brown,  153 
Cal.  644,  96  Pac.  281.   Ind.— Pursley  «. 
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the  judgment  actually  rendered."  Never,  under  the  guise  oi  an 
amendment,  may  the  court,  with  propriety,  correct  a  judicial  error, 
i.  e.,  change  the  judgment  itself,^^  indeed,  the  very  purpose  of  amend- 
ing the  judgment  is  not  to  make  it  conform  to  what  it  should  have 
been,  but  to  make  it  conform,  to  what  it  was,  right    or   wrong,    as 


Wiejile,  4  Ind.  App.  382,  30  N.  E.  1115. 
Me.— Bean  v.  Ayers,  70  Me.  421.  Minn. 
Chase  v.  Whitten,  62  Minn.  498,  65  N. 
W.  84.  Mich. — See  Whitwell  v.  Emory, 
3  Mich.  84,  88,  59  Am.  Dee.  220.  Mo. 
Hanley  v.  Dewes,  1  Mo.  16.  See  also 
Webb  V.  Elliott,  75  Mo.  App.  557. 
Neb. — Dillon  v.  Chicago,  ete.  Co.,  58 
Neb.  472,  78  N.  W.  927.  See  Nuek- 
olls  V.  Irwin,  2  Neb.  60,  69.  N.  Y. 
See  Geller  v.  Hoyt,  7  How.  Pr.  265. 
N.  0. — See  Moore  v.  Hinnant,  90  N.  C. 
163,  166.  Wash.— Quareles  v.  Seattle, 
26  Wash.  226,  66  Pac.  389.  Wis.— See 
Bostwick  v.  Van  Vleek,  106  Wis.  387, 
82,  N.  W.  302. 

See  generally  14  Standard  Pboc.  971, 
et  seq. 

[a]  "A  judgment  is  one  thing;  the 
record  of  a  judgment  is  another  thing. 
The  one  is  a  judicial  act;  the  other 
a  clerical  act  only."  Bean  v.  Ayers, 
70  Me.  421. 

[b]  "There  is  a  clear  distinction 
between  the  making  or  rendering  of 
a  judgment  and  its  entry.  The  judg- 
ment is  made  or  rendered  when  the 
court  announces  it  or  signs  the  judg- 
ment, as  is  the  common  practice,  and 
returns  the  signed  judgment  to  coun- 
sel. It  is  entered  when  it  is  placed 
of  record  by  the  clerk."  Quareles  v. 
Seattle,  26  Wash.  226,  66  Pac.  389. 

14.  Cal. — Kaufman  v.  Shain,  111 
Cal.  16,  43  Pac.  393,  52  Am.  St.  Eep. 
139.  Conn. — Brown  v.  Clark,  81  Conn. 
562,  71  Atl.  727.  Mo.— Evans  v.  Fish- 
er, 26  Mo.  App.  541.  N.  Y.— Smith  v. 
Smith,  40  App.  Div.  251,  57  N.  Y.  'Supp. 
1122;  Heert  v.  Cruger,  14  Misc.  .508; 
35  N.  Y.  Supp.  1063;  Jones  v.  Newton, 
19  N.  Y.  Supp.  786.  N.  C— Wolfe  v. 
Davis,  74  N.  C.  597.  Can.— Balfour  v. 
Drummond,  4  Manitoba  L.  Bep.  467. 

[a]  "These  decisions  show  that 
the  power  to  amend  the  record  is  lim- 
ited to  making  the  record  conform  to 
the  fact,  that  is,  to  making  it  express 
the  judgment  which  was  actually  ren- 
dered.'? Evans  v.  Fisher,  26  Mo.  App. 
541,  548. 

15.  U.  S.— Elder  v.  Richmond  Gold, 
etc.  Min.  Co.,  58  Fed.  536,  7  C.  C.  A. 
354;''  Hicklin  v.   Marco,  64  Fed.   609; 


Northern  Bank  v.  Labitut,  1  Woods  11, 
2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  842.  Ala. — Wilmerding 
V.  Corbin  Bkg.  Co.,  126  Ala.  268,  28 
So.  640;  Robertson  v.  King,  120  Ala. 
459,  24  So.  929;  Brown  v.  Barnes,  93 
Ala.  58,  9  So.  455;  Emerson  v.  Heard, 

81  Ala.  443,  1  So.  197;  Lewis  v.  State, 
10  Ala.  App.  31,  64  So.  537.  Ark. 
Mcliain  v.  Duncan,  57  Ark.  49,  20  S. 
W.  597.  Ca,i.—In  re  Wullard,  139  Cal. 
501,  73  Pac.  240;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Dusy,  110  Cal.  69,  42  Pac.  476;  For- 
rester V.  Lawler,  14  Cal.  App.  171,  111 
Pac.  284;  Mann  «.  Mann,  6  Cal.  App. 
610,  92  Pac.  740.  Colo.— Breene  v. 
Booth,  6  Colo.  App.  140,  40  Pac.  193. 
Conu. — ^Brown  v.  Clark,  81  Conn.  562, 
71  Atl.   727.    m — Eobinson  ■;;.  Brown, 

82  HI.  279;  Lill  v.  Stookey,  72  HI.  495; 
Cramer  v.  Com.  Men's  Assn.,  176  HI. 
App.  1;  Horner  v.  Horner,  37  111.  App. 
199.  Ind.— Stone  v.  Stone,  158  Ind. 
628,  64  N.  E.  86;  Johnson  v.  Foreman, 
24  Ind.  App.  93,  56  N.  E.  254.  la. 
Perry  v.  Kaspar,  113  Iowa  268,  85  N. 
W.  22.  Ky. — Chester  v.  Graves,  159 
Ky.  244,  166  S.  W.  998,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915D,  678;  Ballard  v.  Davis,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  656.  La. — State  %  Williams, 
etc.  Co.,  132  La.  949,  61  So.  988,  Ann. 
Cas,  1914D,  1290;  Factor's,  etc.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  New  Harbor  Co.,  39  La.  Ann. 
583,  2  So.  407.  Minn. — Sehloss  ».  Leu- 
non,  123  Minn.  420,  144  N.  W.  148; 
Day  V.  Mountain,  89  Minn.  297,  94 
N.  W.  887.  Miss. — Wilson  v.  Town  of 
Handsboro,  99  Miss.  252,  54  So.  845, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  345;  involving  §1016, 
Miss.  Code  of  1906.  Neb.— Dillon  v. 
Chicago,  ete.  E.  Co.,  58  Neb.  472,  78 
N.  W.  927.  N.  H.— Gove  v.  Lyford,  44 
N.  H.  525.  N.  J.— See  Probasco  v.  Pro- 
basco,  3  N.  J.  L.  565.  N.  Y.— Heath 
V.  New  York,  etc.  Co.,  146  N.  Y.  260, 
40  N.  E.  770;  Bohlen  v.  Metropolitan 
EI.  E.  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  546,  24  N.  E. 
932;  BuUard  v.  Sherwood,  85  N.  Y. 
253;  Hotaling  V.  Marsh,  14  Abb.  Pr. 
161;  Heath  v.  Banking  Co.,  84  Hun 
302,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  454;  Pond  v.  New 
Eochelle  Water  Co.,  140  App.  Div.  141, 
124  N.  Y.  Supp.  1033;  Morrison  v. 
Metropolitan  E.  Co.,  60  App.  Div.  180, 
70   N.   Y.   Supp.   65;    Matter   of   Silli- 
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actually  pronounced.^^    So,  where  the  defect  consists  in  the  failure  of 


man,  38  Misc.  226,  77  N.  T.  Supp.  267; 
Heert  v.  Cruger,  14  Misc.  508,  35  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1063;  Public  Bank  v.  Birnbaum, 
117  N.  Y.  Supp.  237.  See  McLean  v. 
Stewart,  14  Hun  472;  Sabater  v. 
Sabater,  7  App.  Div.  70,  39  N.  Y. 
Supp.  958;  Beitz  v.  Fuller,  36  N.  Y. 
Supp.  950;  Parker  v.  Linden,  13  N. 
Y.  Supp.  95.  N.  C. — Creed  v.  Marshall, 
160  N.  C.  394,  76  S.  E.  ,270;  Moore 
V.  Hiunant,  90  N.  0.  163;  Simmons  v. 
Dowd,  77  N.  C.  155;  "Wolfe  ■;;.  Davis, 
74  N.  C.  597.  Ohio. — Greene  v.  Dodge, 
3  Ohio  486.  Pa. — Duffey  v.  Houtz,  105 
Pa.  96;  Paul  v.  Hardee,  9  Serg.  &  E. 
23;  Gannon  v.  Eiel,  3  Lack.  Leg.  N. 
68.  S.  0.— Knox  v.  Moore,  41  S.  C. 
355,  19  S.  E.  683.  See  Carroll  v.  Tomp- 
kins, 14  8.  C.  223.  Tex. — Coleman  v. 
Zapp,  105  Tex.  491,  151  S.  W.  1040; 
Missouri  Pae.  By.  Co.  v.  Haynes,  82 
Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605;  Perkins  v.  Dun- 
lavy,  61  Tex.  241;  ,  Milam  County  v. 
Eobertson,  47,  Tex.  222;  Chambers  v. 
Hodges,  3  Tex.  517;  Hedriek  v.  Smith 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  146  S.  W.  305.  Va, 
Jefferson  v.  Gregory,  113  Va.  61,  73 
S.  B.  452;  Shipman  v.  Pleteher,  91  Va. 
473,  49.0,  22  S.  B.  458;  Cralle  v.  Cralle, 
84  Va.  198,  6  S.  E.  12;  Com.  v.  W.in- 
stons,  5  Rand.  (26  Va.)  546.  Wasll. — Siv- 
ery  v.  Lawyer,  25  Wash.  360,  65  Pae.^529; 
Seattle  &  Mont.  E.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  7 
Wash.  97,  34  Pae.  567.  W.  Va.— Bank 
V.  Ealphsnyder,  54  W.  Va.  231,  46  S, 
E.  206;  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  40  W.  Va. 
65,  20  S.  E.  862;  Morris  v.  Peyton,  29 
W.  Va.  201,  11  S.  E.  954.  See  With- 
Tow  V.  Smithson,  37  W.  Va.  757,  17  S. 
E.  316,  19  L.  E.  A.  762.  Wis.— Wil- 
liams V.  Hayes,  68  Wis.  248,  32  N.  W. 
44;  Piuger  -y.  Vandick,  36  Wis.  141; 
Durning  v.  Burkhardt,  34  Wis.  585;  Wy- 
man  v.  Buckstaff,  24  Wis.  477. 

[a]  "Th*  law  does  not  authorize 
the  correction  of  judicial  errors,  under 
the  pretense  of  correcting  clerical  er- 
rors." Bvans  v.  Fisher,  26  Mo.  App. 
541,  547.  See  to  the  same  effect,  Gove 
V.  Lyford,  44  N.  H.  525;  Johnson  V. 
Atlantic  &  St.  L.  E.,  43  N.  H.  410. 

[b]  Where,  in  an  action  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  and  a  pledge  of 
water  stock,  no  mention  of  the  water 
stock  was  made  in  either  the  finding 
or  the  conclusions  of  law,  but  the  lat- 
ter recited  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  a  certain  sum  and  that  such 
sum  was  a  valid  lien  upon  the  premises 
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described  in  the  complaint  and  tha,t 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  such 
premises  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied, 
etc.,  and  concluded  by  directing  that 
"judgment  be  entered  accordingly," 
this  is  a  judicial,  not  a  clerical,  omis- 
sipu  and  is  not  the  subject  of  amend- 
ment. First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Busy,  110 
Cal.  69,  42  Pae.  476. 

[e]  "There  is,  .  .  .  no  authority 
to  correct  judicial  errors  under  the  pre- 
tense of  correcting  clerical  errors,  and 
to  entitle  a  party  to  an  order  anlend- 
ing  a  judgment  or  decree,  he  must  es-' 
tablish  that  the  entry  as  made  does 
not  conform  to  what  the  court  in- 
tended it  should  be  when  it  was  or- 
dered. An  error  of  the  court,  no  mat- 
ter how  palpable,  cannot  be  corrected 
in  this  way,  .  .  . "  Ives  v.  Hulce, 
17  HI.  App.  30.  And  see  Eadclyffe  v. 
Barton,  154  Mass.  157,  28  N.  E.  148. 

[d]  "No  error  in  the  application  of 
the  law  to  tlie  facts,  or  what  is  known 
as  judicial  error,  can  be  corrected"  by 
amendment.  Stringer  v.  Anderson,  23 
W.  Va.  482. 

[e]  Nor  has  the  court  power,  under 
the  guise  of  an  amendment  of  a  void 
judgment,  to  create  a  judgment.  Fair- 
child  V.  Dean,  15  Wis.  206. 

[f]  Seducing  Amount  of  Judgment. 
"  'Thus  it  is  error  to  amend  a  judg- 
ment by  reducing  the  amount  where 
the  reason  for  the  alteration  is  that 
the  court  has  changed  its  mind;  such 
action  may  be  taken  as  the  means  of 
correcting  a  miscalculation  or  other 
clerical  error,  but  not  to  set  right  a 
judicial  mistake. '  ' '  State  v.  Williams, 
etc.  Co.  (La.),  61  So.  988.  To  same 
effect  see  Pursley  v.  Wickle,  4  In/d. 
App.  382,  30  N.  B.  1115;  Grifath  v. 
Maxwell,  19  Wash.  614,  54  Pae.  35. 

[g]  After  a  judge  has  heard  the 
plaintiff's  testimony  and  decided  the 
case  on  its  merits,  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint, he  cannot  'destroy  the  effect  of 
that  decision  by  overruling  the  judg- 
ment so  as  to  give  the  plaintiff  leave 
to  bring  another  action.  Bostwick, 
etc.  V.  Abbott,  40  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  331. 

16.  Ala. — ^Eobertson  «.  King,  120 
Ala.  459,  24  So.  929;  Browder  v.  Faulk- 
ner, 82  Ala.  257,  3  So.  30.  Cal;— Ire  re 
Estate  of  Willard,  139  Cal.  501,  73  Pae. 
240;  Byrne  v.  Hoag,  116  Cal.  1,  47  Pae. 
775;  Kaufman  v.  Shain,  111  Cal.  16, 
43  P9,c.  393,  52  Am.  St.  Bep.  139;  First 
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the  court  to  render  the  proper  judgment,^'  or  arises  from  a  want  of 
judicial  action,  the  judgment  cannot  be  corrected  by  amendment.^* 
Thus  it  follows  that  where  a  judgment  as  entered  is  for  an  amount 
in  excess  of  the  sum  for  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  the  entry- 
may  properly  be  corrected  by  amendment,^*  although  where  the  judg- 
ment rendered  is  for  more  than  the  amount  actually  due,  the  cor- 
rection cannot  be  made  in  this  manner.^"    There  are,  however,  rare 


Nat.  Bank,  v.  Busy,  110  Cal.  69,  42 
Pac.  476;  Bgan  v.  Egan,  90  Cal.  15, 
27  Pae.  22.  See  Forrester  i).  Lawler, 
14  Cal.  App.  171,  111  Pac.  284.  Conn. 
Bee  Brown  v.  Clark,  81  Conn.  562,  71 
Atl.  727.  Ga. — ^Moses  v.  The  Eagle, 
etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  68  Ga.  241.'  HI.— Ives 
V.  Hulce,  17  HI.  App.  30.  Ind. — Pur- 
Bley  V.  Wickle,  4  Ind.  App.  382,  30 
N.  E.  1115.  la. — Graham  Paper  Co.  v. 
Wohlwend,  116  Iowa  358,  89  N.  W. 
1068.  La. — State  v.  Williams,  etc.  Co., 
132  La.  949,  61  So.  988,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914D,  1290.  Mo. — See  Burnside  v. 
Wand,  170  Mo.  531,  71  S.  W.  337,  62 
L.  E.  A.  427;  Fetters  v.  Baird,  72'  Mo. 
389.  Mont. — See  Keene  v.  Welsh,  8 
Mont.  305,  21  Pac.  25.  N.  Y.— See  Mc- 
Lean V.  Stewart,  14  Hun  472.  N.  C. 
Wall  V.  Covington,  83  N.  C.  144;  Sim- 
mons V.  Dowd,  77  N.  C.  155;  Wolfe  v. 
Davis,  74  N.  C.  597.  Ohio.— Cleveland, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Green,  52  Ohio  St.  487,  40 
N.  E.  201,  49  Am.  St.  Kep.  725.  Tex. 
Milam  County  v.  Eohertson,  47  Tex. 
222;  Eogers  v.  East  Line  Lumb.  Co., 
11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  108,  33  S.  W.  312. 
Wis. — See  Wyman  v.  Buckstaff,  24  Wis. 
477. 

[a]  "A  record  is  the  memorial  of 
what  was  done  and  not  what  ought  to 
have  been  done."  Simmons  v.  Dowd, 
77  N.  C.  155. 

17.  Ala. — Story  Mercantile  Co.  v. 
MeClellan,  145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123; 
Browder  v.  Faulkner,  82  Ala.  257,  3 
So.  30.  Cal.— Estate  of  Potter,  141 
Cal.  424,  75  Pac.  850;  Byrne  v.  Hoag, 
116  Cal.  1,  47  Pac.  775;  Dyerville  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Heller,  102  Cal.  615,  36  Pac. 
928;  Egan  v.  Egan,  90  Cal.  15,  27  Pae. 
22.  Colo. — ^Bfeene  v.  Booth,  6  Colo. 
App.  140,  40  Pac.  193.  la. — Graham 
Paper  Co.  v.  Wohlwend,  116  Iowa  358, 
89  N.  W.  1068;  Kenyon  v.  Baker,  82 
Iowa  724,  47  N.  W.  977.  Ky.— Chester 
V.  Graves,  159  Ky.  244,  166  S.  W.  998, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  678;  Ballard  v.  Davis, 
3  J.  J.  Marsh.  656;  Scroggins  v.  Scr.og- 
gins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  362.  Mei — Thomas 
V.  TbQinas,  98  Me,  184,  56  Atl.  651; 


Lewis  V.  Boss,  37  Me.  230,  59  Am.  Dec. 
49;  Hall  v.  Williams,  10  Me.  278,  v290. 
Miss. — Barber  v.  Biloxi,  76  Miss.  578, 
25  So.  298.  Mo.— Fetters  v.  Baird,  72 
Mo.  389;  Hanley  v.  Dewes,  1  Mo.  16. 
Ohio. — Cleveland,  etc.  Co.  v.  Green,  52 
Ohio  St.  487,  40  N.  E.  201,  49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  725.  Tex. — Perkins  v.  Dun- 
lavy,  61  Tex.  241.  Wis.— Williams  v. 
Hayes,  68  Wis.  248,  32  N.  W.  44. 

18.  Ala. — Story  Mercantile  Co.  v. 
MeClellan,  145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123; 
Wilmerding  v.  Corbin  Bkg.  Co.,  126 
Ala.  268,  28  So.  640;  Ivey  v.  Gilder, 
119  Ala.  495,  24  So.  715;  Tippins  v. 
Peters,  103  Ala.  196,  15  So.  564;  Brow- 
der v:  Faulkner,  82  Ala.  257,  3  So.  30; 
McEntire  v.  Paffe,  12.  Ala.  App.  507, 
67  So.  713.  Cal.— O'Brien  t;..  O'Brien, 
124  Cal.  422,  57  'Pao.  225;  Kaufman  v. 
Shain,  111  Cal.  16,  43  Pac.  393,  52  Am. 
St.  Eep.  139;  Egan  v.  Egan,  90  Cal. 
15,  27  Pac.  22.  Colo.— Doane  v.  Glenn,' 
1  Colo.  454.  Conn. — Goldreyer  v.  Cro- 
nan,  76  Conn.  113,  55  Atl.  594.  HI. 
Cook  V.  Wood,  24  111.  295;  Forquer  v. 
Forquer,  19  111.  67;  Kretzinger  v.  Lewis, 
174  HI.  App.  45;  Ives  v.  Hulce,  17  111. 
App.  30.  Ind. — Eader  v.  Sheets,  26 
Ind.  App.  479,  59  N.  E.  1090.  la; 
Knox  V.  Moser,  72  Iowa  154,  33  N.  W. 
617.  Ky.— Com.  v.  EatclifE,  27  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
297,  84  S.  W.  1147.  La.— Factors'  etc. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Harbor,  etc.  Co.,  39  La.  Ann. 
583,  2  So.  407.  Me. — Inhab.  of  Limerick, 
Petitioners,  18  Me.  183.  Md.— Hawk- 
ins V.  Bowie,  9  Gill  &  J.  42S.  Mo. 
Burnside  v.  Want,  170  Mo.  531,  '71  8. 
W.  337;  Gibson  v.  Chouteau's  Heirs,  45 
Mo.  171,  100  Am.  Dec.  366;  Evans  v. 
Fisher,  26  Mo.  App.  541,  547.  N.  C. 
See  Creed  v.  Marshall,  160  N.  C.  394, 
76  S.  E.  270;  Brady  v.  Beason,  28  N. 
C.  425.  Tex.— Perkins  v.  Dunlavy,  61 
Tex.  241. 

19.  Mingay  v.  Lackey,  142  N.  T. 
449,  37  N.  E.  471,  See  infra,  XIII,  A, 
3,  b,  (VI). 

20.  Heath  v.  New  York,  etc.  Co., 
146  N.  Y,  260,  40  N,  E.  770.    Compare, 
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instances  where  a  clerical  error  may  be  said  to  have  been  responsible 
for  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  and  in  such  a  case  the  judgment 
itself  may  be  corrected  by  amenjiment,^^  but  only  where  this  is -ap- 
parent from  the  record.^^  In  such  a  case  it  is  important  that  the 
distinction  be  observed  between  a  mere  mistake,  miscalculation  or  mis- 
recital  and  an  error  in  the  opinion  or  judicial  determination  of  the 
court,^^  for  the  latter  are  judicial  errors,  and,  as  such,  this  rule  has 


Eubank   V.   Ralls,   4   Leigh     (31     Va.) 
308. 

21.  '  Ala.— Ford  v.  Tinehant,  49  Ala. 
567.  Cal. — ^Levistoa  v.  Swan,  33  Cal. 
480;  Kowalsky  v.  Nicholson,  23  Cal. 
App.  160,  137  Pae.  607.  See  Estate  of 
Schroeder,  46  Cal.  305.  Ga.. — See  John- 
son &  Murphy  v.  Globe,  etc.  Co.,  '11 
Ga.  ^pp.  485,  75  S.  E.  822.  Minn. 
Chase  v.  Whitten,  62  Minn.  498,  65  N. 
W.  84.  N.  M.— Criehton  v.  Storz,  20 
N.  M.  195,  147  Pae.  916.  N.  Y.— See 
Bohleu  V.  Metropolitan  El.  R.  Co.,  121 
N.  Y.  546,  24  N.  E.  932.  Va.— See 
Eubank  v.  Ralls,  4  Leigh  (31  -Va.) 
308. 

[a]  "In  their  prayer  for  relief, 
however,  they  asked  both  that  the  fore- 
closure be  set  aside  and  also  that  the 
mortgage  be  adjudged  void.  ...  It 
is  also  apparent  to  us  from  the  rec- 
ord, and  particularly  from  the  lan- 
guage, of  the  order  for  judgment  on 
the  pleadings,  that  all  that  the  court 
intended  to  do  was  to  order  judgment 
declaring  the  foreclosure  void;  that  the 
judicial  mind  never  assented  to  /  the 
proposition  that  the  mortgage  was 
void,  but  that  the  order  was  worded 
as  it  was  through  the  clerical  mistake 
or  inadvertence  of  the  judge  by  reason 
of  his  not  knowing  or  having  presently 
in  mind  the  fact  that  the  prayer  of 
the  complaint  for  relief  asked  that  the 
mortgage  itself  be  adjudged  void.  We 
think  the  court  had  the  power  to  cor- 
rect in  this  way  its  mere  clerical  mis- 
take or  misprision  so  that  the  judg- 
ment might  conform  to  what  the  court 
intended  it  should  be."  Chase  v.  "Whit- 
ten, 62  Minn.  498,  65  N.  W.  84. 

[b]  "But,  where  the  amendment  is 
in  the  line  of  the  correction  of  a  mis- 
take, or  of  an  omission,  obviously  due, 
as  in  this  ease,  to  the  trial  judge's 
oversight,  the  power  to  make  it  is  a 
general  and  incidental  one."  Bohlen 
v.  Metropolitan  El.  R.  Co.,  121  N.  Y. 
546,  24  N.  B.  932. 

[c]  Also,  where  a  note  sued  upon 
provided  that  a  ten  days'  notice  shouli^ 
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be  given  after  the  maturity  thereof  to 
entitle  the  payee  to  attorney's  fees  and 
the  records  showed,  besides  this,  that 
the  suit  was  commenced  eight  dSys 
after  maturity,  it  was  held  that  the 
judgment  might  be  amended  in  this 
regard.  Johnson  1}.  Globe,  etc.  Co.,  11  ^ 
Ga.  App.  485,  75  S.  E.  822. 

[d]  In  California  the  courts  have 
said  that  the  "power  of  the  courts  to 
amend  their  judgments  .  .  .  extends 
also  to  cases  where,  as  here,  the  order 
was  inadvertently  made  and  entered. 
This  is  not  a  case  like  the  Estate  of 
Potter,  141  Cal.  424,  75  Pao.  850,  where, 
upon  dismissal,  the  court  might  have 
directed  different  forms  of  judgment 
to  be  entered.  Here,  the  defendant 
being  entitled  to  a  dismissal  of  the 
action,  as  the  court  correctly  held  it 
followed  under  the  circumstances  dis- 
closed by  the  record  that  the  judg- 
ment should,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
have  directed  the  return  to  her  of  the 
property  taken.  Its  failure  to  do  soj 
it  clearly  appears,  was  merely  an  in- 
advertence or  mistake,  and  not  a 
judicial  error."  Kowalsky  v.  Nichol- 
son, 23  Cal.  App.  160,  137  Pae.  607. 

[e]  In  New  Mexico  it  has  been  held 
that  where,  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a 
mechanic's  lien,  the  judgment  allowed 
"recovery  for  the  costs  of  filing  plain- 
tiff's lien,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that,  if  asked  for  at  the  time  the 
court  would  have  rendered  judgment 
foreclosing  the  liens  as  a  matter  of 
course,  and  the  omission  to  do  so 
arose  from  mere  inadvertance."  Crieh- 
ton V.  Storz,  20  N.  M.  195,  147  Pae. 
916. 

22.  Ga. — See  Johnson  v.  Globe,  etc. 
Co.,  11  Ga.  App.  485,  75  S.  E.  822. 
Minn.— Chase  v.  Whitten,  62  Minn.  498, 
500,  65  N.  W.  84.  Va.— Eubank  v. 
Ralls,  4  Leigh  (31  Va.)  308. 

23.  Com.  V.  Winstons,  5  Eahd.  (26 
Va.)  546;  Eubank  v.  Rail's  Exr.,' 4 
Leigh  (31  Va.)  308. 

[a]  "But  if,  upon  the  inspection  of 
the  proceeding,  the  matter  complained 
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no  application  to  them,^*  while  the  former  are,  in  their  last  analysis, 
clerical  errors,  presenting  an  apparent  rather  than  an  actual  exception 
to  the  rule.^^  The  power  of  a  court  to  change  its  judgment,  i.  e.,  to 
correct  judicial  errors  thertein,  as  well  as  the  time  within  which  such 
changes  may  be  made,  is  controlled  by  different  principles,^"  such  a 
change  being  accomplished  by  revision  or  modification,^^  as  distin- 
guished from  amendment.^^    After  the  lapse  of  the  term,^^  or,  in  those 


of  appears  to  have  proceeded  £rom  er- 
ror in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and 
not  from  mere  mistake,  the  case  is  not 
within  the  statute.  Eubank  v:  Ealls, 
4  Leigh  (31  Va.)  308. 

[b]  "It  was  not  intended  to  cover 
errors  in  the  reasoning  and  conclusion 
of  the  court"  (Shipman  v.  Fletcher,  91 
Va.  473,  489,  22  S.  E.  458),  or  those 
"committed  by  the  court  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  judicial  functions"  (Lewis 
V.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  31,  64  So.  537). 

[c]  Error  "in  the  application  of  the 
law  to  the  facts,  or  what  is  known  as 
a  judicial  erroj-, "  cannot  be  so  cor- 
rected. Stringer  v.  Anderson,  23  W. 
Va.  482.  See  Pringle  v.  Dunn,  39  Wis. 
435. 

24.  Com.  V.  Winstons,  5  Eand.  (26 
Va.)  546;  Eubank  v.  Ball's  Exr.,  4 
Leigh  (31  Va.)  308.  See  also  preced- 
ing notes  in  this  subdivision. 

[a]  Judicial  Error. — An  error  or 
mistake  committed  by  the  court  in  the 
exercise  of  its  judicial  function  is  a 
judicial  error  and  cannot  be  corrected 
in  this  manner.  Lewis  v.  State,  10  Ala. 
App.  31,  64  So.  537;  Shipman  v. 
netcher,  91  Va.  473,  489,  22  S.  E. 
458. 

25.  Kowalsky  v.  Nicholson,  23  Cal. 
App.  160,  137  Pac.  607. 

[a]  Where  the  defendant  was,  ac- 
cording to  holding  of  the  court  and 
the  circumstances  as  disclosed  by  the 
record,  entitled  to  a  dismissal  in  a 
proceeding  in  claim  and  delivery,  he 
was  also  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
to  a  judgment  directing  the  property 
to  be  returned.  "Its  failure  to  do  so, 
it  clearly  appears,  was  merely  an  in- 
advertance  or  mistake,  and  not  a  judi- 
cial error."  Kowalsky  v.  Nicholson,  23 
Cal.  App.  160,  137  Pac.  607. 

26.  Kaufman  v.  Shain,  111  Cal.  16, 
43  Pac.  393,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  139. 
See  Brackett  v.  Banegas,  99  Cal.  623, 
34  Pac.  344;  Hotaling  «.  Marsh,  14 
Abb.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   161. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Appeals;" 
"Certiorari;"     "New    Trial;"     "Re- 


view;"  "Writ  of  Error;"  and  infra, 
XIV,  XV,  XVI. 

[a]  "The  mistakes  here  referred  to 
(in  the  code  provision  for  the  cor- 
rection of  mistakes  in  the  judgment) 
are  not  judicial  errors  in  rendering 
judgment;  those  are  to  be  corrected 
in  another  manner."  Hotaling  v. 
Marsh,  14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   161. 

27.  Pursley  v.  Wickle,  4  Ind.  App. 
382,  30  N.  E.  1115;  Culbreth  v.  Smith, 
124  N.  C.  289,  32  S.  E.  714. 

[a]  Amendments  are  "not  allowed 
as  a  means  of  incorporating  into  a 
judgment  a  mere  afterthought  nor  as 
ar  means  of  modifying  or  enlarging  the 
judgment,  so  that  it  shall  express 
something  which  the  court  did  not 
do  .  .  . "  Pursley  v.  Wickle,  4  Ind. 
App.  382,  30  N.  E.  1115.  And  see  Whit- 
well  V.  Emory,  3  Mich.  84,  59  Am.  Dec. 
220. 

[b]  Errors  of  this  kind  are  cor- 
rected by  "modification"  or  "altera- 
tion" rather  than  by  amendment.  Cul- 
breth V.  Smith,  124  N.  C.  289,  32  S.  E. 
714. 

28.  U.  S.— Northern  Bank  of  Labi- 
tut,  1  Woods  11,  2  Ped.  Cas.  No.  842. 
Cal. — Canadian,  etc.  Co.  v.  Clarita,  etc. 
Co.,  140  Cal.  672,  74  Pac.  301;  Brackett 
V  Banegas,  99  Cal  623,  628,  34  Pac. 
344;  Forrester  v.  Lawler,  14  Cal.  Appl 
171,  111  Pac.  284.  N.  Y.— Bullard  v. 
Sherwood,  85  N.  Y.  253;  Libby  v.  Eose- 
kraus,  55  Barb.  202;  Sheldon  v.  Wil- 
liams, 52  Barb.  183;  Jleert  v.  Cruger, 
14  Misc.  508,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  1063. 
See  Maltby-Henley  Co.  v.  Deane,  57 
N.  Y.  Supp.  457.  N.  C— Culbreth  v. 
Smith,  124  N.  C.  289,  32  S.  B.  714. 

[a]  "That  judicial  errors  .  .  . 
cannot  be  thus  summarily  corrected  is 
equally  well  settled."  Forrester  v. 
Lawler,  14  Cal.  App.  171,  111  Pae. 
284. 

29.  XS.  S.— Wetmore  v.  Karrick,  205 
U.  S.  141,  27  Sup.  Ct.  434,  51  L.  ed. 
745;  Jenkins  v.  Eldredge,  1  Woodb.  & 
M.  61,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,269;  North- 
ern  Bank  v.  Labitut,   1   Woods   11,   2 

Vol.  XV 


118 


JUDGMENTS 


jurisdictions  where  "terms"  have  been  abolished,  as  soon  as  the  jtfdg- 
ment  has,  by  the  rules  of  practice  become  final,^"  judicial  errors  are 
properly  corrected  only  by  a  writ  of  error  from  or  an  appeal  to  a 
higher  tribunal,^^  or  by  review  or  rehearing  as  either  may  be  ap- 
propriate.^^ 

(II.)  Clerical  Errors.  —  General  Statement.  —  While,  as  already  noticed,, 
judicial  errors  in  a  judgment  are  not  subject  to  correction  in  the 
summary  manner  of  amendment,'^  clerical  errors  may,  at  any  time,^* 
subject  to  certain  statutory  restriction,'^  be  corrected  by  the  court  in 
this  manner,  in  order  that  its  judgment  may  speak  the  truth.'^    In- 


Fpd.  Cas.  No.  842;  Eussell  v.  United 
States,  15  Ct.  CI.  168.  Ga.— Eiehards 
V.  McHan,  139  6a.  37,  76  S.  E.  382. 
lU. — Bill  Board  Pub.  Co.  v.  MoCarahan, 
180  111.  App.  539;  XJtley  v.  Cameron,  87 
111.  App.  71.  Ind. — Pursley  v.  Wiekle, 
4  Ind.  App.  382,  30  N.  B.  1115.  Ky. 
Com.  V.  Eatclife,  27  Ky.  L.  Rep.  297, 
^4  S.  W.  1147.  N.  Y.^Meldon  v.  Dev- 
lin, 39  App.  Div.  581,  57  N.  Y.  Supp. 
670;  Heert  v.  Oruger,  14  Misc.  508, 
35*  N.  Y.  Supp.  1063.  See  Eay  v.  Con- 
nor, 3  Edw.  Ch.  478;  Gardner  v.  Ber- 
ing, 2  Edw.  Ch.  131;  In  re  Silliman,  38 
Misc.  226,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  267.  N.  C. 
Simmons  v.  Dowd,  77  N.  C.  155.  Tex. 
Missouri  Pae.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hayues,  82 
Tex.  4'48,  18  S.  Vf.  605;  Perkins '  v. 
Dunlavy,  61  Tex.  241;  Milam  County 
V.  ^Robertson,  47  Tex.  222;  Sass  v. 
Hirshfeld,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  56  S. 
W.  941.  W.  Va.— Bank  v.  Ealphsnyder, 
54  W.  Va.  231,  46  S.  E.  206;  Stringer 
V.  Anderson,  23  W.  Va.  482.  See  With- 
rOw  V.  Smithson,  37  W.  Va.  757,  17 
S.  E.  316,  19  L.  E.  A.  762.  Wis.— Van 
Dresar  v.  Coyle,  38  Wis.  672;  Burning 
V.  Burkhardt,  34  Wis.  585. 

See  supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  a,  (II). 

[a]  That  this  may  also  be  done  by 
a  writ  0^  review  see  Barron  v.  Jack- 
son, 42  N.  H.  419.  But  see  Johnson 
V.  Atlantic  &  St.  L.  Eailroad,  43  N.  H. 
410. 

30.  U.  S. — ^Wetmore  v.  Karrick,  205 
tr.  S.  141,  27  Sup.  Ct.  434,  51  L. 
ed.  745.  Mass. — See  Dalton-Ingersoll 
Co.  V.  Eiske,  175  Mass.  15,  55  N.  E. 
468.  Minn.— -See  Schloss  v.  Lennon,  123 
Minn.  420,  144  N.  W.  148.  N.  Y. 
Bohlen  v.  Metropolitan  El.  R.  Co.,  121 
N.  Y.  546,  24  N.  E.  932;  Morrison  v. 
Metropolitan  E.  Co.,  60  App.  Div.  180, 
70  N.  Y.  Supp.  65;  Maltby-Henley  Co. 
v.  Deane,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  457.  See 
Meyer  v.  Haven,  70  App.  Div.  529,  75 
N.  Y.  Supp.  261. 
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[a]  In  Minnesota  this,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  rule  at  least,  is  after  the 
time  for  appeal  has  elapsed.  Schloss 
V.  Lennon,  123  Minn.  420,  144  N.  W. 
148. 

See  supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  a,  (III). 

31.  Cook  V.  Wood,  24  HI.  295. 

See  the  titles  "Appeals;"  "Writ  of 
Error;"  and  infra,  XVI. 

32.  XT.  S. — Eussell  v.  United  States, 
15  Ct.  CI.  168.  Cal.— Forrester  v.  Law- 
ler,  14  Cal.  App.  171,  111  Pac.  284. 
III.— Cook  V.  Wood,  24  111.  295.  N.  0. 
Moore  v.  Hinn?nt,  90  N.  C.  163.  Tex._ 
Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Haynes,  82 
Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605.  Ore.— -See 
Hoover  v.  Hoover,  39  Ore.  456,  65  Pac. 
796.  ' 

See  infra,  XVI,  also  the  titles  "Ee- 
learing ; "  "  Eeview. ' ' 

[a]  Certiorari  is,  under  some  cir- 
cumstances, the  proper  remedy.  Sim- 
mons V.  Dowd,  77  N.  C.  155.  See  the 
title  "Certiorari." 

33.  See  supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (I). 

34.  See  supra,  XIII,  A,   3,   a,    (II). 

35.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Under  some  statutes  relief  is 
confined  to  the  grounds  enumerated 
therein  (Girard  Trust  Co.  v.  Null,  97 
Nob.  324,  149  TST.  W.  809)  and  so  where 
the  statute  provided  for  the  correction, 
at  a  certain  time  and  in  certain  man- 
ner, of  errors  arising  from  the  "mis- 
take ...  of  the  clerk"  (Neb.  Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §602;  Eev.  St.  1913,  §8207) 
an  error  of  the  court  in  calculation 
could  not  be  cured  at  such  time  by 
amendment  (Girard  Co.  v.  Null,  supra) 
although  such  a  mistake  is,  in  many 
jurisdictions,  treated  as  a  "clerical  er- 
ror. ' ' 

36.  tl.  S.— Fidelity  Ins.,  ete.  Co.  v. 
Roanoke  Iron  Co.,  84  Fed.  744;  Hiek- 
lin  V.  Marco,  64  Fed.  609;  Albers  v. 
Whitney,  1  Story  310,  1  Fed.  flas.  No. 
137.     See  Barnes  v.  Lee,  1  Cranch  C. 
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C.  430,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,017.  Ala. 
Story  Mercantile  Co.  v.  McClellan,  145 
Ala.  629,  40  So.  123;  Tippins  v.  Peters, 
103  Ala.  196,  15  So.  564;  Myers  «.  Con- 
way &  Co.,  90  Ala.  109,  7  So.  639; 
Taylor  v.  Harwell,  65  Ala.  1;  Eandolph 
V.  Little,  62  Ala'.  396;  Eussell  v.  Er- 
win's  Admr.,  41  Ala.  292;  Moore  v.  Ap- 
pleton,  26  Ala.  633;  Dobson  v.  Dick- 
son, 8  Ala.  252;  Jordan  v.  Hunts ville 
Bank,  5  Ala.  284j  Bearing  v.  Smith,  4 
Ala.  432;  Smyth  v.  Strader,  9  Port. 
446;  Moody  v.  Keener,  9  Port.  252. 
Ark. — Melton  v.  Eailroad  Co.,  99  Ark. 
433,  139  S.  W.  289;  St.  Louis  &  N.  A. 
B.  Co.  V.  Bratton,  93  Ark.  234,  124  S. 
W.  752;  Portis  v.  Talbot,  33  Ark.  218; 
Arrington  v.  Conrey,  17  Ark.  100.  Cal. 
San  Francisco  «.  Brown,  153  Cal.  644, 
96  Pae.  281;  Canadian,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Clarita,  etc.  Co.,  140  Cal.  672,  74  Pae. 
301;  In  re  Willard,  139  Cal.  501,  73 
Pae.  240;  Galvin  v.  Palmer,  134  Cal. 
426,  66  Pae.  572;  Homeseekers'  L. 
Assn.  V.  Gleeson,  133  Cal.  312,  65  Pae. 
617;  O'Brien  v.  O'Brien,  124  Cal.  422, 
57  Pae.  225;  Dickey  v.  Gibson,  113 
Cal.  26,  45  Pae.  15,  54  Am.  St.  Eep. 
321;  Jones  v.  BuUard,  107  Cal.  130,  40 
Pae.  108;  Alpers  v.  Shamftiel,  75  Cal. 
590,  17  Pae.  708;  Dreyfuss  v.  Tompkins, 
67  Cal.  339,  7  Pae.  732;  Will  v.  Sink- 
witz,   41    Cal.   588;    Leviston   v.   Swan, 

33  Cal.  480;  De  Castro  v.  Eichardsou, 
25  Cal.  49;  Swain  v.  Naglee,  19  Cal. 
127;  Morrison  v.  Dapman,  3  Cal.  255; 
Des  Granges  v.  Crall,  27  Ca,l.  App.  313, 
149  Pae.  777;  Forrester  C.  Lawler,  14 
Cal.  App.  171,  111  Pae.  284.  -Colo. 
Seeley  v.  Taylor,  17  Colo.  70,  28  Pae. 
461,  723;  Gaynor  v.  Clements,  16  Colo. 
209,  26  Pae.  324;  Wolfley  v.  Lebanon 
Co.,  3  Colo.  296;  Doane  v.  Glenn,  1 
Colo.  454;  Bjeene  v.  Booth,  6  Colo. 
App.  140,  40  Pae.  193.  See  Bates  v. 
Hall,  44  Colo.  360,  98  Pae.  3.  Conn. 
Brown  v.  Clark,  81  Conn.  562,  71  Atl. 
727;  Pelton  v.  Goldberg,  81  Conn.  280, 
70  Atl.  1020.  Fla.— McGourin  v.  De 
Funiak  Spgs.,  52  Fla.  556,  42  So.  187. 
Ga.— Williams  v.  Merritt,  109  Ga.  217, 

34  S.  E.  1012;  Pollard  v.  King,  62 
Ga.  103;  McLendon  v.  Frost,  59  Ga. 
350;  Castellaw  v.  Guilmartin,  58  Ga. 
305;  Pryor  v.  Leonard,  57  Ga.  136; 
Saffold  V.  Wade,  56  Ga.  174;  Lenoard 
V.  CoUier,  53  Ga.  387.  HI.— Consol- 
idated,'etc.  Co.  V.  Oeltjen,  189  111.  85, 
59  N.  E.  600;  Newman  v.  Chicago,  153 
HI.  469,  38  N.  E.  1053;  Cairo  &  St. 
Louis  Eailroad  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  72  HI. 
419;  Lill  V.  Stookey,  72  lU.  495;  Smith 


v.  Wilson,  ^6  HI.  186;  MeCormick  v. 
Higgius,  190  111.  App.  241;  De  Wolf 
V.  Springer,  190  111.  App.  ^16;  Goody- 
koontz  V.  Kelly,  185  HI.  App.  165; 
Bledsoe  «.  Ziegenhein  Co.,  161  111. 
App.  146;  Murphy  v.  McMahon,  131 
111.  App.  3^4;  Metz  v.  McAvoy  Brew. 
Co.,  98  111.  App.  584,  592;  Heintz  v. 
Pratt,  54  HI.  App.  616;  Littlefield  v. 
Sehmoldt,  24  111.  App.  624;  Ives  v. 
Hulce,  17  HI.  App.  30;  Eauh  v.  Eitchie, 
1  111.  App.  188.  Ind.— Eyon  v.  Thomas, 
104  Ind.  59,  3  N.  E.  653;  Sherman  v. 
Nixon,  37  Ind.  153;  Jenkins  v.  Long, 
23  Ind.  460;  Silner  v.  Butterfield,  2 
Ind.  24;  Brittenhaus  v.  Eobinson,  22 
Ind.  App.  536,  54  N.  E.  133;  Stratton 
V.  Lockhart,  1  Ind.  App.  380,  27  N.  E. 
715.  la. — Code  1897,  §4091;  Greazel  v. 
Price,  135  Iowa  364,  112  N.  W.  827; 
Goldsmith  v.  Clausen,  14  Iowa  278; 
Hurley  v.  Dubuque  G.  L.  &  C.  Co.,  8 
Iowa  274.  See  Thompson  v.  Associa- 
tion, 136  Iowa  '557,  114  N.  W.  ^1. 
Kan.— Cubitt  v.  Cubitt,  74  Kan.  353, 
86  Pae.  475;  Morris  «.  Bunyan,  58  Kan. 
210,  48  Pae.  864;  Clevenger  v.  Hansen, 
44  Ean.  182,  24  Pae.  61;  Sumner  v. 
Cook,  12  Kan.  162;  Birmingham  v.^ 
Leonhardt,  2  Kan.  App.  513,  43  Pae. 
996.  Ky. — Chester  v.  Graves,  159  Ky. 
244,  166  S.  W.  998,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D, 
678;  Scroggins  v.  Scroggins,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  362;  Johnson  v.  Bank  of  Ken- 
tucky, 2  Duval  521;  Oldham  v.  Bran- 
non,  2  Mete.  302;  Hurt  v.  Chess,  33 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  767,  '  111  S.  W.  285; 
Brashears,  33  Ky.  L.  Eep.  233,  110  S. 
W.  303;  Lindsey  v.  Brawner,  29  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1236,  97  S.  W.  1;  United 
States  Fidelity  &  Guar.  Co.  v.  Boyd,  29 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  598,  94  S.  W.  35;  Seller  v. 
Bank,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  497,  5  S.  W.  536. 
La. — State  p.  Williams  Cypress  Co.,  132 
La.  949,  61  So.  988,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D, 
1290;  MuUan  v.  Creditors,  39  La.  Ann. 
397,  2  So.  45;  Hale  v.  City  of  New  Or- 
leans, 18  La.  Ann.  353.  Me. — Thomas  v. 
Thomas,  98  Me.  184,  56  Atl.  651;  Bean 
V.  Ayers,  70  Me.  421;  Lewis  v.  Eoss, 
37  Me.  230,  59  Am.  Dec.  49;  Colby  v. 
Moody,  19  Me.  Ill;  Inhab.  of  Lim- 
erick, Petitioners,  18  Me.  183;  Hall  v. 
Williams,  10  Me.  278.  Md. — Ecker  v. 
Bank,  64  Md.  292,  1  Atl.  849;  Park- 
hurst  V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  61  Md. 
254.  Mass. — Fay  v.  •  Wenzell,  8  Cush. 
315;  Bacon  v.  Lincoln,  2  Cush.  124; 
Clark  V.  Lamb,  8  Pick.  415,  19  Am. 
Dec.  332.  Mich. — Kunze  v.  Bank,  130 
Mich.  688,  90  N.  W.  668;  Souvais  v. 
Leavitt,  53  Mich.  577,  19  N.  W.  261; 
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Emery  v.  Whitwell,  6  Mich.  474.    Minn, 
Schloss  V.  Lennon,  123  Minn.  420,  144 
N,    W.    148;    State    v.    Lindberg,    120 
Minn.  147,  139  N.  W.  286;  Northwest- 
ern, etc.  Co.  V.  Gippe,  92  Minn.  36,  99 
N.  W.  364;  Chase  v.  Whitten,  62  Minn. 
498,  65  N.  "W.  84;  Nell  v.  Dayton,  47 
Minn.   257,  49  N.  "W.  981;   MoClure  v. 
Bruck,   43   Minn.    305,   45    N.   W.   438. 
Mo. — Davison  v.  Davison,  207  Mo.  702, 
106  S.  W.   1;   Stevenson  v.  Black,  168 
Mo.  549,  68  S.  W.  909;  "Wand  v.  Eyan, 
166  Mo.  646,  65  S.  W.  1025;   Nave  v. 
Todd,  83  Mo.  601;  State  v.  Primm,  61 
Mo.    166;    Robertson   v.    Neal,    60    Mo. 
579;  Hanley  v.  Dewes,  1  Mo.  16;  Hick- 
man «.  Barnes,   1   Mo.   156;   Martin  v. 
Brown,   162   Mo.   App.   223,   144   S.   W. 
1115;  Kreisel  v.  Snavely,  135  Mo.  App. 
155,    115   S.   "W.   1059;    Tait   v.   Locke, 
130  Mo.  App.  273,  109  S.  W.  105;  Jack- 
son V.  Railroad  Co.,  89  Mo.  App.  104. 
Mont. — Kendall   v.   O'Neal,     16    Mont. 
303,  40  Pac.  599;  Barber  v.  Briscoe,  9 
Mont.  341,  23  Pac.  726.    Neb. — Brown- 
lee  V.  Davidson,  28  Neb.  785,  45  N.  W. 
51;  Nuckolls  v.  Irwin,  2  Neb.  60,  69;  Col- 
by V.  Maw,  1  (Unof .)  478,  95  N.  W.  677. 
Nev.^Breokenridge  v.  Lamb,  34  Nev. 
275,  118  Pac.  687,  Ann.  Gas.  1914B,  871. 
N.  H.— State  v.  Dowd,  43   N.  H.  454. 
N.   J. — Probasco  v.  Probasco,   3   N.   J. 
L.  565;  Day  v.  Argus  Printing  Co.,  47 
N.   J.   Eq.   594,   22   Atl.    1056.     N.   Y. 
Pangburn  v.  Buick  Motor  Co.,  211   N. 
Y.  228,  105  N.  E.  423;  Roberts  &  Co. 
V.  Buckley,  145  N.  Y.  215,  234,  39  N.  E. 
966;   Bohlen  v.  M.   E.  R.   Co.,   121  N. 
Y.   546,   24   N.   E.   932;   Produce   Bank 
«.  Morton,  67  N.  Y.   199;   Mitchell  v. 
Van  Buren,  27  N.  Y.  300;  Union  Bank 
V.   Bush,   36   N.   Y.    631;    Rockwell    v. 
Carpenter,     25     Hun     529;     Daly     v. 
Mathews,  20  How.  Pr.  267;  Hirshbach 
V.  Ketchum,  79  App.  Div.  561,  80  N.  Y. 
Supp.   143;   Deutermann  v.   Pollock,   30 
App.   Div.    378,   51   N.   Y.   Supp.    928; 
Strodl  V.  Earish-Stafford  Co.,  65  Misc. 
625,    121    N.    Y.    Supp.    93;    Heath    v. 
Banking   Co.,   84   Hun    302,   32    N.   Y. 
Supp.  454;  Jones  V.  Newton,  19  N;.  Y. 
Supp.  .786;    Gasz   e.    Strick,    3    N.    Y. 
Supp.   830.     N.    C. — Harrison    v.    Har- 
rison,   114    N.    C.    219,    19    S.    E.    232; 
Beam  v.   Bridgers,   111   N.    C.   269,   16 
S.  E.  391;  Wall  v.  Covington,  83  N.  C. 
144;    Brady  v.   Season,   28   N.    C.   425. 
See  State  v.  King,  27  N.  C.  203.    Ohio. 
State  V.  Beam,   3  Ohio  St.  508;   Ham- 
mer V.  McConnel,  2  Ohio  31.     See  Hol- 
lister  V.   Dist.   Court,   8   Ohio   St.   201, 
70   Am.    Dec.    100.     Okla.— Bristow   v. 
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Carrigan,  37  Okla.  730,  132  Pae.  1106. 
Ore.— State  v.  Donahue,  75  Ore.  409, 
144  Pac.  755,  147  Pac.  548.  Fa,.— In  re 
Pocono  Twp.,  22  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  105.  S.  C. 
Brown  v.  Rogers,  80  S.  C.  289,  61  S. 
B.  440;  Gregory  v.  Perry,  71  S.  C.  246, 
50  8.  E.  787;  Knox  v.  Moore,  41  S.  C. 
355,  19  S.  E.  683;  Chafee  v.  Rainey, 
21  S.  C.  11,  17.  See  Carroll  v.  Tomp- 
kins, 14  S.  C.  223.  S.  D. — Carney  v. 
Twitchell,  22  S.  D.  521,  118  N.  W. 
1030;  Sioux  Falls  El.  Light,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Sioux  Falls,  21  S.  D.  18,-108  N.  W. 
488.  See  Sundback  v.  Griffith,  7  S.  D. 
109,  63  N.  W.  544.  Tenn.^-Rickman 
V.  Rickman,  6  La.  483.  Tex. — Coleman 
V.  Zapp,  105  Tex.  491,  151  S.  "W.  1040; 
Chambers  v.  Hodges,  3  Tex.  517;  Tay- 
lor V.  Doom,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  59,  95 
S.  W.  4.  Utah. — Ryan-Ream  Cattle  Co. 
V.  Slaughter,  6  Utah  278,  21  Pac.  997. 
Va. — Saunders  v.  Lipscomb,  90  Va.  647, 
19  S.  E.  450;  Digges  v.  Dunn,  1 
Munf.  (15  Va.)  56.  Wash. — Sivyer  v. 
Lawyer,  25  Wash.  360,  65  Pac.  529; 
Seattle  &  Mont.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  7 
Wash.  97;  34  Pac.  567.  W.  Va.— See 
Triplett  v.  Lake,  43  W.  Va.  428,  27 
S.  E.  363.  Wis.— Frost  v.  Meyer,  137 
Wis.  255,  118  N.  W.  811;  Bostwick  v. 
Van  Vleck,  106  Wis.  387,  82  N.  W. 
302;  State  v.  Delafield,  69  Wis.  264, 
34  N.  W.  123;  Wyman  v.  Buckstaff, 
24  Wis.  477.  Eng.— Tucker  v.  New 
Brunswick,  etc  Co.,  44  L.  Rep.  Ch. 
Div.  249;  Hatton  v.  Harris,  67  L.  T. 
722. 

[a]  "The  right  of  a  court  to  have 
its  judgments  entered  as  they  are  giv- 
en, and  where,  through  clerical  mis- 
prisions the  entries  are  inaccurately 
made,  to  have  them  corrected  so  as 
to  express  the  truth,  is  too  well  estab- 
lished to  require  a  citation  of  author- 
ities. The  judgment  of  the  court  is 
that  which  it  pronounces.  The  record 
entry  is  not  itself  the  judgment,  but 
rather  the  evidence  of  the  judgment, 
or  its  embodiment  in  visible  and  per- 
manent form;  and  the  court,  in  virtue 
of  the  same  authority  by  which  it 
pronounces  its  judgment,  can  cause  the 
record  to  express  it  as  it  was  given, 
or  change  an  inaccurate  record  into  a 
true  one."  Breene  v.  Booth,  6  Colo. 
App.  140,  40  Pac.  193. 

[b]  A  judgment  which,  according 
to  the  records,  had  been  rendered  pre- 
maturely upon  constructive  service, 
but  which,  in  fact,  had  been  rendered 
on  personal  service,  may  be  amended 
so  as  to  conform  to  the  truth.    Seeley 
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deed  this  is  expressly  sanctioned  by  statute  in  many  states.^'  This 
power  of  the  court  to  correct  by  amendment  errors  arising  from  clerical 
inadvertence  or  mistake  is  distinct  from  the  statutory  power  to  relieve 
against  excusable  mistake  of  the  parties.^^  The  "mistakes"  contem- 
plated by  those  last-mentioned  statutes  are  such  as  deprive  a  party 
of  his  day  in  court,  i.  e.,  prevent  him  from  presenting  his  cause  of 
action  or  defense."'*  The  term  "clerical  errors"  as  here  used,  includes 
any  mistake  into  which  judicial  reasoning  or  determination  did  not 
enter  and  but  for  which  the  judgment  would  not  have  been  rendered 
in  the  precise  maimer  in  which  it  is  found.*"     Thus  where  a  judg- 


V.    Taylor,    17    Colo.    70,    28   Pae.    461, 
723. 

[c]  Where  one  judgment  against 
the  defendant  had  already  been  en- 
tered the  act  of  the  clerk  in  enter- 
ing another  judgment  against  him 
amounted  to  a  mere  clerical  error  which 
might  have  been  properly  corrected  by 
amendment.  Green  v.  Commonwealth, 
152  Ky.  239,  153  8.  W.  242. 

[d]  Judgment  Against  Sureties. — In 
Arkansas,  under  the  statute,  when  a 
decree  for  money,  stayed  by  an  appeal 
bond,  is  affirmed,  since  a  decree  goes 
against  the  sureties  the  appeal  bond 
as  a  matter  of  course,  if  the  clerk 
omits  to  enter  the  decree  against  the 
sureties  at  the  time  of  entering  the 
decree  of  affirmance  against  the  appel- 
lant, it  may  afterwards  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tunc  (Eogers  v.  Brooks,  31 
Ark.  194),  and  the  same  doctrine  has 
been  held  to  apply  to  sureties  in  crim- 
inal eases.  Shaul  v.  Duprey,  48  Ark. 
331,  3  S.  W.  366. 

[e]  Fraudulent  alteration  or  defac- 
ing of  a  judgment  may  be  reviewed 
in  the  exercise  of  this  same  -power. 
Hollister  v.  District  Court,  8  Ohio  St. 
201,  70  Am.  Dec.  100. 

[f]  Errors  in  descriptions  of  prop- 
erty may  be  thus  corrected.  Ala. — Tay- 
lor V.  Harwell,  65  Ala.  1.  Idaho. 
Wilcox  V.  Wells,  5  Idaho  786,  51  Pae. 
985.  Mo.— Elliott  V.  Buffington,  149 
Mo.  a63,  51  S.  W.  408;  Harlan  v. 
Moore,  132  Mo.  483,  34  S.  W.  70; 
Bishop  V.  Seal,  92  Mo.  App.  167. 

[g]  Errors  in  Dates.— XJ.  S.— Fidel- 
ity, Ins.,  etc.  Co.  v.  Eoanoke  Iron  Co., 
84  Fed.  752.  Ga. — Girardey  v.  Bess- 
man,  62  Ga.  654.  HI. — ^Woodward  v. 
People,  56  111.  App.  45.  Neb. — Grimes 
V.  Grosjean,  24  Neb.  700,  40  N.  W. 
137,  N.  H.— Carlton  v.  Patterson,  29 
N.  H.  580. 

[h]  The  alternative  clause  in  re- 
plevin judgment  I  may  be  supplied  when 


inadvertently  omitted.  Kowalsky  v. 
Nicholson,  23  Cal.  App.  160,  137  Pae. 
607;  Brittenham  v.  Eobinson,  22  Ind. 
App.  536,  54  N.  E.  133. 

37.  Ala.— Code,  §3334;  Benford  v. 
Daniels,  13  Ala.  667;  Hood  v.  Bank  of 
Mobile,  9  Ala.  335;  Dearing  v.  Smith, 
4  Ala.  432;  Armstrong  v.  Eobertson,  2 
Ala.  164;  Dunn  v.  Tillotson,  9  Port. 
272.  Ind. — Cramer  v.  Illinois  Commer- 
cial Men's  Assn.,  260  111.  516,  103  N. 
E.  459.  Ky.— Oldham  v.  Brannon,  2 
Mete.  302.  La.— State  v.  Williams,  etc. 
Co.,  132  La.  949, '61  So.  988,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914D,  1290;  involving  art.  547  Code 
Pr.  Miss.— Code  1906,  §1016.  Neb. 
Girard  Trust  Co.  v.  Null,  97  Neb.  324, 
149  N.  W.  809  (involving  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §602;  Eev.  St.  1913,  §8207); 
Brandt  v.  Albers,  6  Neb.  504.  S.  0. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §196.  Tenn. — Eick- 
man  v.  Eickman,  6  Lea  483;  Tunstall 
V.  Schoenpflug,  4  Baxt.  43. 

38.  Strickland  v.  Strickland,  95  N. 
C.  471.  But  see  Bank  of  Newburgh 
V.  Seymour,  14  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  219, 
where  an  amendment  of  the  judgment 
was  permitted  because  of  a  mistake 
made  by  the  clerk  of  one  of  the  at- 
torneys. 

39.  As  to  relief  from  excusable  mis^ 
take  and  inadvertence  see  infra,  XIV. 

40.  Ala. — ^Ford  v.  Tinchant,  49  Ala. 
567;  City  of  Huntsville  v.  Goodenrath 
(Ala.  App.),  68, So.  676.  Cal.— Levis- 
ton  V.  Swan,  33  Cal.  480.  Minn. — Chase 
V.  Whitten,  62  Minn.  498,  65  N.  W. 
84.  .  Mont. — Power  v.  Turner,  37  Mont. 
521,  97  Pae.  950.  N.  Y.— Hexter  Stable 
Co.  V.  Taxieab  Co.,  114  N.  Y.  Supp. 
859.  N.  C— Wolfe  v.  Davis,  74  N.  C. 
597.  Va.— Jefferson  v.  Gregory,  113 
Va.  61,  73  S.  E.  452. 

See  supra,  Kill,  A,  3,  b,  (I)  and 
(11). 

[a]  Clerical  errors  (1)  are  not  those 
alone  which  the  clerk  makes.  Ala. 
Ford   V.   Tinchant,   49   Ala.   567.     Cal. 
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ment  inadvertently  and  incorrectly  recites  that  judgment  was  had 
"upon  the  merits,"*^  or  upon  "the  issues  in  the  action,"*^  or  "against 
the  defendant"  when,  in  truth,  it  was  "against  the  defendants, "*= 
it  is  proper  to  cure  the  defect  by  amendment.  In  short,  wherever  a 
judgment  has  been  inaccurately  entered,  an  amendment  is  the  proper 
mode  of  correction.** 


Will  v.  Sinkwitz,  41  Cal.  588;  Leese 
«.  Clark,  28  Cal.  26.  HI.— Ives  v. 
Hulee,  17  111.  App.  30.  Ky. — Johnson 
V.  Bank  of  Kj.,  2  Duv.  521.  Me. — Hall 
V.  Williams,  10  Me.  278,  290.  N.  Y. 
Hunt  V.  Grant,  19  Wend.  90.  Va. 
Shipman  v.  Fletcher,  91  Va.  473,  22 
S.  E.  458.  (2)  They  include  all  such, 
being  matters  of  record,  as  intervene 
in  the  progress  of  a  cause  (Moses  v. 
Eagle,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  68  Ga.  241),  (3) 
whether  committed  by  the  court  (Ala. 
Taylor  v.  Harwell,  65  Ala.  1;  Sherry 
V.  Priest,  57  Ala.  410;  Ford  «.  Tinchant, 
49  Ala.  567.  Cal.— In  re  Estate  of  Wil- 
lard,  139  Cal.  501,  73  Pae.  240.  Ga. 
Mosps  V.  Eagle,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  68  Ga. 
241.  Idaho.— Betts  v.  Butler,  1  Idaho 
185.  ni.— Ives  V.  Hulce,  17  111.  App. 
30.  Ky.— Blair  v.  Russell,  14  Bush  412; 
Johnson  l).  Bank  of  Kentucky,  2  Duval 
■521;  Young  v.  Sadler,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
531,  24'  S.  W.  877.  Minn.— (Shase  v. 
Whitten,  62  Minn.  498,  65  N.  W.  84; 
Knappen  v.  Freeman,  47  Minn.  491,.  50 
N.  W.  533.  Ohio.— See  Elliot  v.  Plat- 
tor,  43  Ohio  St.  198,  IN.  E.  222. 
E.  I.— Trott  V.  Wheaton,  5  E.  I.  353. 
Va. — Shipman  v.  Fletcher,  91  Va.  473, 
22  S.  E.  458),  (4)  or  counsel  (U.  S. 
Ex  parte  Marks,  136  Fed.  168,  69  C. 
C.  A.  80.  Ala.— Ford  v.  Tinchant,  49 
Ala.  567.  Ga.— Pollard  v.  King,  62  Ga. 
103;  Lenoard  v.  Collier,  53  Ga.  387. 
Me.— Hall  v.  Williams,  10  Me.  278,  290. 
N.  H.— See  Laighton  v.  Lord,  29  N.  H. 
237.  N.  Y.— Hunt  v.  Grant,  19  Wend. 
90.  N.  C— Brooks  v.  Stephens,  100  N. 
C.  297,  6  S.  E.  81),  (5)  to  which 
judiaial  sanction  or  discretion  cannot 
reasonably  be  said  to  have  been  ap- 
plied. Ford  V.  Tinchant,  49  Ala.  567; 
Shipman  v.  Fletcher,  91  Va.  473,  489, 
22  S.  E.  458;  Eubank  v.  Balls,  4  Leigh 
(31   Va.)   308. 

Compare,  Ostrowski  v.  Wayne  Circuit 
Judge,  170  Mich.  563,  136  N.  W.  442, 
where  an  amendment  was  refused  when 
the  judgment  was  entered  exactly  as 
presented  by  counsel  for  the  success- 
ful litigant. 

[a]  "The  test  to  be  applied  in  de- 
termining whether  an  error  in  a  judg- 
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ment  is  of  a  judicial  character,  or  a 
mere  clerical  mistake  which  may  be 
corrected  in  the  court '  where  it  was 
made  at  any  time,  ...  is  whether 
the  error  relates  to  something  that  the 
trial  court  erroneously  omitted  to  pSss 
upon  or  considered  and  passed  upon 
erroneously,  or  a  mere  omission  to  pre- 
serve the  record,  correctly  in  all  re- 
spects, the  actuiil  decision  of  the  court, 
which  in  itself  was  free  from  error." 
Bostwick  V.  Van  Vleck,  106  Wis.  387, 
82  N.  W.  302. 

[b]  "A  clerical  error,  as  its  desig- 
nation imports,  is  an  error  of  a  clerk 
or  a  subordinate  officer  in  transcrib- 
ing or  entering  an  official  proceeding 
ordered  by  another."  Marsh  v.  Nich- 
ols &  Co.,  128  U.  S.  605,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
168,  32  L.  ed.  538.      ^ 

[c]  "The  statute  does  not,  .  .  . 
confine  the  power  to  amend,  to  mis- 
takes, etc.,  made  by  the  clerk  only; 
but,  extends  to  those  also  made  by 
the  court,  if  they  be  not  errors  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court."  Com.  v. 
Winstons,  5  Band.  (26  Va.)  346. 

[d]  Omissions  are  included  in  the 
term  "clerical  errors."  Schoonover  v. 
Eeed,  65  Ind.  313;  Miller  v.  Eoyce,  60 
Ind.  189.  See  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  40 
W.  Va.  65,  20  S.  E.  862;  Morris  v.  Pay- 
ton,  29  W.  Va.  201,  11  S.  E.  954.     . 

>  41.  Card  v.  Meiucke,  70  Hun  382,  24 
N.  Y.  Supp.  375;  Petrie  v.  Hamilton 
College,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  636;  Martin 
V.  Bronsveld,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  1119; 
Mannion  v.  Brd'y.  &  Seventh  Ave.  E. 
Co.,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  759;  Eiggs  v. 
Chapin,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  765;  Williams 
V.  Hayes,  68  Wis.'  248,  32  N-  W.  44. 

[a]  A  judgment  may  be  amended 
by  adding  that  a  dismissal  was  "upon 
the  merits,"  where  such  was  the  case 
and  the  judgment  does  not  so  state. 
Euegamer  v.  Cieslinskie,  104  App.  !Div. 
135,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  599. 

42.  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  880. 

43.  Pelton  V.  Goldberg,  81  Conn. 
280,  70  Atl.  1020:  SafEold  v.  Wade,  56 
Ga.  174. 

44.  Olcott  V.  Kohlsaat,  8  N,  T. 
Supp.  117. 


JUDGMENTS 


123 


(111.)  Names  of  Parties.  —  (A.)  Adding,  Steiking  Out  and  Courecting 
Spelling  op.  — yThat  it  is  a  proper  exercise  of  this  power  to  add  or 
strike  out  names  of  parties  inadvertently  and  improperly  omitted  or 
inserted,*^  or  to  correct  clerical  errors  in  names  properly  appearing  in 
the  judgment,  has  long  been  recognized,*"  having,  in  fact,  been  pro- 
vided for  by  express  statutory  enactments  at  an  early  date  in  some 


[a]  Irregularities  as  to  form  are 
properly  corrected  by  amendment.  Hart- 
ley V.  "White,  94  Pa.  31. 

45.  Ala. — ^Brown  v.  Barnes,  93  Ala. 
58,  9  So.  455;  Russell  v.  Erwin's 
Admr.,  41  Ala.  292;  Savage  v.  Walshe, 
26  Ala.  619;  English  v.  Brown,  9  Ala. 
504;  Smith  v.  Redus,  9  Ala.  99,  44  Am. 
Dee.  429;  Hood  v.  Bank  of  Mobile,  9 
Ala.  335.  Ark. — Shaul  v.  Duprey,  48 
Aik.  331,  3  S.  W.  366.  Cal.— Alpers  v. 
Sehiammel,  75  Cal.  590,  17  Pae.  708; 
Mulliken  v.  Hull,  5  Cal.  245.  Colo. 
Breene  v.  Booth,  6  Colo.  App.  140,  40 
Pac.  193.  Ga. — Eucker  v.  Williams,  129 
Ga.  828,  60  S.  E.  155;  Bryan  v.  Averett, 
21  Ga.  401,  68  Am.  Dec.  464.  Idaho. 
Gaffney  v.  Hoyt,  2  Idaho  199,  10  Pac. 
34.  HI. — Heintz  v.  Pratt,  54  HI.  App. 
616.  Ind.— Bales  v.  Brown,  57  Ind. 
282;  Lemen  v.  Young,  14  Ind.  3.  Kan. 
Chapman  v.  Western  Irr.  Co.,  7^5  Kan. 
765,  90  Pac.  284.  Miss.— Forbes  v. 
Navra,  63  Miss.  1.  Mo. — Powell  v. 
Banks,  146  Mo.  620,  48  S.  W.  664; 
Neenan  v.  St.  Joseph,  126  Mo.  89,  28 
S.  W.  963;  State  v.  Tate,  109  Mo.  265, 
18  S.  W.  1088,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  664; 
Turner  v.  Christy,  50  Mo.  145;  Bergen 
V.  Bolten,  10  Mo.  658;  City  of  Cali- 
fornia V.  Harlan,  75  Mo.  App.  506; 
Eumsey  Co.  v.  Baker,  35  Mo.  App.  217. 
N.  Y. — Mingay  v.  Lackey,  142  N.  Y. 
449,  37  N.  E.  471;  Produce  Bank  of 
N.  T.  V.  Morton,  67  N.  Y.  199;  Sher- 
man V.  Fream,  8  Abb.  Pr.  33;  Nathan 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Smelting  Co.,  130  App.  Div. 
518,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  1037.  N.  C. 
Patterson  v.  Walton,  119  N.  C.  500,  26 
S.  E.  43;  People's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Arthur,  82  N.  C.  107;  Ashe  v.  Streator, 
53  N.  C.  256.  Ohio. — Hammer  v.  Mc- 
Counel,  2  Ohio  31.  Pa. — ^Young  v. 
Young,  88  Pa.  422.  S.  0.— See  Car- 
roll V.  Tompkins,  14  S.  C.  223.  Tex. 
Henderson  v.  Banks,  70  Tex.  398,  7 
S.  W.  815;  Whittaker  v.  Gee,  63  Tex. 
435;  Prerich  v.  Hering  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  147  S.  W.  1164.  See  Sugg  v. 
Thornton,  73  Tex.  666,  9  S.  W.  145; 
McPherson  v.  Johnson,  69  Tex,  484,  6 
S.  W.  798;  Birdsong  v.  Allen  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.   1177;  Benge  v. 


Panhandle  Land  Co.   (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
145  S.  W.  318. 

[a]  Names  of  parties  (1)  which  are 
not  fully  (Smith  v.  Bedus,  9  Ala.  99, 
44  Am.  Dec.  429),  (2)  or  properly 
stated  are  amendable  by  reference  to 
the  papers  in  the  cause  (Patterson  v.- 
Walton,  119  N.  C.  500,  26  S.  E.  43), 
(3)  and  also,  where  a  judgment  has 
been  rendered  against  A.  and  B.  while 
the  declaration  was  against  A.  alone, 
such  judgment  is  amendable  at  a  sub- 
sequent term,  by  striking  out  the  name 
of  the  defendant  who  was  not  before 
the  court.  Hammer  v.  McConnel,  2 
Ohio  31. 

[b]  A  judgment  erroneously  entered 
against  one  only  of  several  defendants 
may  be  regarded  as  the  result  of  a 
clerical  error  and  amended.  Eussell  v. 
Erwin's  Admr.,  41  Ala.  292,  301. 

[c]  But  a  name  cannot  be  s,truok 
out  to  correct  a  judicial  error.  Green 
V.  Worth  Bros.  Co.,  223  Pa.  604,  72 
Atl.  1064. 

[d]  Where  one  of  several  defend- 
ants made  default  and  a'  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  did  pot  recite  that  the 
same  was  also  against  the  defaulting 
defendant,  this  error  is  properly  cured 
by  amendment.  Birdsong  i).  Allen 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  1177. 

[e]  The  theory  that  a  judgment  is 
,an  entirety  is  no  longer  looked  upon 
as  a  bar  to  amending  or  correcting  a 
judgment  as  to  one  of  several  parties, 
unless  substantial  rights  of  the'  others 
would  be  injuriously  affected  thereby. 
Hood  «.  Bank  of  Mobile,  9  Ala.  335; 
Neenan  v.  City  of  St.  Joseph,  126  Mo. 
89,  28  S.  W.  963.  And  Powell  v. 
Banks,  146  Mo.  620,  644,  48  S.  W. 
664. 

46.  Ala. — ^Floyd  ■».  Lamar  (Ala. 
App.),  69  So.  227.  Ga. — Hicks  v.  Eiley, 
83  Ga.  332,  9  S.  E.  771.  Kan.— South- 
ern Kan.  By.  Co.  v.  Brown,  44  Kan. 
681,  24  Pae.  1100. 

[a]  In  Alabama  clerical  mistakes  in 
the  names  of  the  parties  are  corrected 
by  the  court  by  reference  to  other 
parts  of  the  record,  without  a  motion 
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states.*^  At  the  same  time,  a  judgment,  to  be  amendable,  must  not 
be  ¥oid,*^  and  so  a  judgment  against  a  party  who  was  sued  by  a 
wrong  name  and  who  was  neither  served  with  process  nor  made  any 
appearance  in  the  action,  being  entirely  void,  cannot  be  corrected  in 
any  respect  by  an  amendment,*^  and  it  would  be  an  obvious  abuse  of 
this  power  to  so  amend  a  judgment  as  to  include,  as  parties  defendant, 
strangers  to  the  action.^" 

(B.)  Personal  and  Eepresentative  Capacity.  —  Whenever,  through  cler- 
ical inadvertence,  a  judgment  has  been  entered  against  a  party  in  his 
individual  capacity  when  it  should  have  been  against  him  in  a  repre- 
sentative capacity,  or  vice  versa,^^  the  judgment  may  be  corrected  in 
this  respect  by  an  amendment. 

(IV.)  Omission.  — Under  the  power  to  correct  clerical  errors  in  the 
■judgment  the  court  may  supply  omissions  therein,^^  but  the  omission, 


to  amend.  Floyd  v.  Lamar  (Ala. 
App.),  69  So.  227. 

[b]  A  Mistake  in  the  Name  Is  Not 
a  Defect  of  Form. — Albers  v.  Whitney, 
1  Story  310,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  137,  under 
§32,  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  c.  20  (1 
St.  at  L.  91,  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1901,  pp. 
696,  714). 

47.  Sherman  v.  Fream,  8  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  33.  See  also  art.  1357,  Eev. 
St.  1895,  Texas,  and  the  statutes  of 
the  various  states. 

48.  See  mfra,  XIII,  A,  3,  e,  (V). 

49.  Schoellkopf  v.  Ohmeis,  11  Misc. 
253,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  736. 

50.  Ga. — Giddens  v.  Alexander,  127 

Ga.  734,  56  S.  E.  1014.    Ill ^Northwest 

Laud  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Lowman,  132  111. 
App.  454.  Pa. — Young,  v.  Young,  88 
Pa.  422.  Wash. — Pacific  Drug  Co.  v. 
Hamilton,  76  Wash.  524,  136  Pae.  1144. 

[a]  The  court  must  not  in  striking 
a  name  from  a  judgment  in  effect  cor- 
rect a  judicial  error  or  alter  the  judg- 
ment in  a  material  matter.  Barag- 
wanath  v.  Wilson,  4  HI.  App.  80. 

51.  Ala. — Garner  v.  Garner,  107  Ala. 
242,  18  So.  169;  Guun  v.  Howell,  35 
Ala.  144,  73  Am.  Deo.  484;  Sellers  v. 
Smith,  11  Ala.  264;  Yarborough's  Exr. 
V.  Scott,  5  Ala.  221.  Ark. — Crane  v. 
Crane,  51  Ark.  287,  11  S.  W.  1.  Cal. 
Leonis  v.  Leffingwell,  126  Cal.  369,  58 
Pao.  940.  Compare,  Bemmerly  v.  Wood- 
ward, 134  Cal.^  568,  57  Pac.  561.  Fla. 
Adams  v.  Ee  Qua,  22  Fla.  250,  1  Am. 
St.  Eep.  191.  Ga. — Lenoard  v.  Col- 
lier, 53  Ga.  387.  Ky. — Speed  v.  Hann, 
1  Mon.  16,  15  Am.  Dec.  78.  Me. 
West  V.  Jordan,  62  Me.  484.  Mo. 
Martin  v.  Brown  (Mo.  App.),  144  S. 
W.   115.     N.   0.— Davis  v.  CoflEee  Co., 
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152  N.  C.  763,  67  S.  E.  922.  Pa. 
Aycinena  v.  Peries,  2  Pa.  286.  Tenn. 
Conn  V.  Scruggs, ,  5  Baxt.  567.  Tex. 
Sass  V.  Hirshfeld,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1, 
56  S.  W.  941.  Compare,  Gilbert  v. 
Hancock,  2  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  §379. 
Wis.— Wyman  v.  Buckstaff,  24  Wis. 
477. 

[a]  A  judgment  is  properly  amended 
to  show  that  it  is  against  the  members 
of  a  firm  instead  of  a  corporation. 
Davis  V.  Coffee  Co.,  152  N.  C.  763,  67 
S.  E.  922. 

52.  Ala.— Gatchell  v.  Foster,  94  Ala. 
622,  10  So.  434;  Browder  v.  Faulkner, 
82  Ala.  257,  3  So.  30.  Ark.— Melton 
V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  99  Ark.  433,  139 
S.  W.  289;  Crane  «.  Crane,  51  Ark.  287, 
11  S.  W.  1.  See  Bomer  v.  Jones,  140  S. 
W.  22.  Cal.— See  Estate  of  Willard,  139 
Cal.  501,  73,  Pac  240,  64  L.  E.  A. 
554.  Colo. — Hittson  v.  Davenport,  4 
Colo.  169.  Conn. — ^Dunn's  Appeal',  81 
Conn.  127,  70  Atl.  703.  Ga.— Pollard 
f.  King,  62  Ga.  103;  Woolfolk  v.  Gunn, 
45  Ga.  117.'IU.— Eeid  v.  Morton,  119 
111.  118,  6  N.  E.  414;  Gebhard  v.  Brew- 
ers Malting  Co.,  185  111.  App.  254.  la. 
Thorpe  v.  Piatt,  34  Iowa  314;  Buck- 
waiter  V.  Craig,  24  Iowa  215;  Lind  v. 
Adams,  10  Iowa  398,  77  Am.  Dec.  123. 
Kan. — Bank  v.  Stevenson,  65  Kan.  816, 
70  Pac.  865;  Sumner  v.  Cook,  12  Kan. 
162.  La. — State  v.  Williams,  etc.  Co.. 
132  La.  949,  61  So.  988,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914D,  1290.  Mich.— Salter  v.  Suther- 
land, 125  Mich.  662,  85  N.  W.  112. 
Mo. — Fitzmaurice  v.  Turney,  214  Mo. 
610,  114  S.  W.  504;  Evaiis  v.  Fisher, 
26  Mo.  App.  541.  Mont. — Kendall  v. 
O'Neal,  16  Mont.  303,  40  Pac.  599. 
Neb.— State  v.  Moran,  24  Neb.  103,  38 
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to  be  the  proper  subject  of  an  amendment,  must  be  of  some  matter 
or  provision  which  was  intended  and  understood  to  be  a  part  of  the 
judgment,  and  not  a  mere  afterthoughtj^"  but  failed  to  be  incorporated 
in  it  through  the  negligence  or  inadvertence  of  the  court  or  the  clerk.®* 
Thus  an  omission  of  the  clerk  to  enter  a  judgment  of  dismissal  for 
want  of  prosecution  may  be  corrected  by  amendment.®^ 

(V.)  Recitals  as  to  Process,  Service  and  Appearance.  —  If  the  judgment, 
through  clerical  inadvertence,  contains  erroneous  recitals  as  to  the 
issuance  of  process,  or  the  service  thereof,  or  the  appearance  of  the 
party  thereunder  this  may  be  corrected  by  amendmnt.®^ 

(VI.)  As  to  Amount  and  Character  of  Belief  Obtained.  —  (A.)  GeneIkal 
Statement.  — This  power  of  the  courts  may  also  be  invoked  to  remedy 
such  matters  as  the  failure  of  the  clerk  to  have  the  judgment  recite 
the  true  amount  thereof,®'  or  any  enlargement  or  abridgement  of  the 


N.  W.  29.  N.  Y.— Galligan  v.  Galligan, 
73  App.  Div.  71,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  786; 
Strodl  V.  Farish-StafEord  Co.,  65  Misc. 
625,  121  N.  Y  Supp.  93;  Martin  v. 
Bronsveia,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  1119.  N.  0. 
Alexander  v.  Eobinson,  85  N.  C  275; 
Freshwater  v.  Baker,  52  N.  C.  404;  Gal- 
loway V.  MeKeithen,  27  N.  C.  12,  42 
Am.  Dee.  153.  Ohio. — Nye  v.  Stillwell, 
etc.  Co.,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  40.  Okla. 
Bristpw  V.  Carrigar,  37  Okla.  730,  132 
Pao.  1106.  Ore. — Silliman  v.  Silliman, 
66  Ore.  402,  133  Pac.  769. 

[a]  The  power  of  the  court  to 
amend  its  judgments  "extend  to  all 
omissions  to  enter  the  judgment  pro- 
nounced by  the  court."  Browder  v. 
Faulkner,  82  Ala.  257,  3  So.  30. 

53.  Ala. — Robertson  v.  King,  120 
Ala.  459,  24  So.  92?.  Ark.— Liddell  v. 
Landau,  87  Ark.  438,  112  S.  W.  1085. 
Ga. — Eucker  v.  Williams,  129  Ga.  828, 
60  S.  E.  155;  Branch  v.  Carswell,  66 
Ga.  254.  m. — ^Forquer  v.  Forquer,  19 
111.  67.  Me. — Inhab.  of  Limerick,  Peti- 
tioners, 18  Me.  183.  Md. — Montgomery 
V.  Murphy,  19  Md.  576,  81  Am.  Dec. 
652.  N.  Y.— Nathan  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Smelt- 
ing Co.,  130  App.  Div.  518,  114  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1037.  Ore.— Silliman  v.  Silli- 
man, 66  Ore.  402,  133  Pac.  769.  Tex. 
Hamilton  v.  Joachim  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
160  S.  W.  645;  Frerich  v.  Hering  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  147  S.  W.  1164. 

[a]  "If  .  .  .  the  proposed  ad- 
dition is  a  mere  afterthought  and 
formed  no  part  of  the  judgment  orig- 
inally intended  and  pronounced,  it  can- 
not be  brought  in  by  way  of  amend- 
ment." Silliman  v.  Silliman,  66  Ore. 
402,  133  Pac.  769. 

54.  Silliman  v.  Silliman,  66  C^e. 
402,  133  Pac.  769. 


55.  State  v.  Goodrich,  159  Mo.  App. 
422,  140  S.  W.  629. 

56.  Ala. — Seymour  v.  Harrow  Co.,  81 
Ala.  250,  1  So.  45.  Oolo.— Breene  v. 
Booth,  6  Colo.  App.  140,  40  Pac.  193. 
Me.— Smith  v.  "Wood,  48  Me.  252. 
Mass. — Merrill  v.  Kaulback,  158  Mass. 

328,   33   N.   E.   515.      N.  D ^Mills    v. 

Howland,  2  N.  D.  30,  49  N.  "W.  413. 

[a]  A  judgment  which,  according 
to  the  records,  had  been  rendered  pre- 
maturely upon  constructive  service,  but 
which,  in  fact,  had  beeu  rendered  on 
personal  service,  may  be  amended  so 
as  to  conform  to  the  truth.  Breene 
V.  Booth,  6  Colo.  App.  140,  40  Pac. 
193. 

57.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Frear- 
son,  5  Craneh  C.  C.  95,  25  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,081.  Ala.— McGowan  v.  Sim- 
mons, 185  Ala.  310,  64  So.  569;  Gatchell 
V.  Foster,  94  Ala.  622,  10  So.  434; 
Sherry  v.  Priest,  57  Ala.  410;  Moda- 
well  V.  Hudson,  57  Ala.  75;  Drane  «. 
King,  21  Ala.  556;  Burt  v.  Hughes,  11 
Ala.  571;  Smith  v.  Eobinson,  11  Ala. 
270.  Ark.— Powhatan  Zinc  Co.  v.  Hill, 
98  Ark.  519,  136  S.  W.  669;  Arring- 
ton  V.  Conrey,  17  Ark.  100.  Cal. — Al- 
pers  v.  Sehammel,  75  Cal.  590,  17 
Pac.  708.  Colo.— Kindel  v.  Beck  Lith. 
Co.,  19  Colo.  310,  35  Pac.  538; 
Gaynor  v.  Clements,  16  Colo.  209,  26 
Pac.  324.  Del.— State  v.  Walker,  3 
Harr.  502.  Ga. — Alexander  v.  Trout- 
man,  1  Ga.  469.  HI. — Elston  v.  Dewes, 
28  111.  436;  O'Connor  v.  MuUan,  11  111. 
57.  See  Luckey  v.  Yoeman,  141  HI. 
App.  332.  Ind. — Daniels  v.  McGinnis, 
97  Ind.  549;  Mitchell  v.  Lincoln,  78 
Ind.  531;  Miller  v.  Eoyce,  60  Ind.  189; 
Latta  V.  Griflath,  57  Ind.  329;  Sher- 
man V,  Nixon,  37  Ind.   153;  Pritchard 
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scope  or  operation  of  the  judgment.^*  These  errors  must,  however,  be 
,  clerical,  and  not  judicial,  in  their  character,  to  be  remedied  by  amend- r 
ment.^^  Thus,  a  motion  to  amend  may  not  be  urgfed  upon  the  ground 
that  the  amount  of  the  judgment  was  not  justified  by  the  evidence; 
this  would  call  upon  the  court  to  review  its  prior  judicial  determination 
of  that  question.^" 

(B.)  As  TO  Costs.  —If  the  court,  in  rendering  judgment,  failed  to 
make  any  provision  for  costs,  this  error,  since  it  is  a  judicial  one, 
cannot  be  remedied,  at  a  subsequent  term,  by  amendment.^^  However, 
if  the  judgment,  through  a  purely  clerical  error  or  omission  does 


V.  Mines,  56  Ind.  App.  671,  106  N.  E. 
411.  Kan. — Eedinger  v.  Jones,  68  Kan. 
627,  75  Pae.  997;  Clevenger  v.  Han- 
sen, 44  Kan.  182,  24  Pac.  61.  Ky. 
Emison  v.  Walker,  17  Ky.  I».  Eep. 
238,  31  S.  W.  461.  La.— State  v.  Cy- 
press Co.,  132  La.  949,  61  So.  988; 
Goldman  v.  Goldman,  47  La.  Ann.  1463, 
17  So.  881;  'Hale  v.  City  of  New 
Orleans,  18  La.  Ann.  353.  Me. — White 
V.  Blake,  74  Me.  489.  Mass. — ^Bacon  v. 
Lincoln,  2  Cush.  124.  Mich. — ^Lyman 
V.  Becannon,  29  Mich.  466;  Emery  v. 
Whitwell,  6  Mich.  474.  Minn.— Clem- 
ents V.  Utley,  91  Minn.  352,  98  N.  W. 
188;  Kijappeu  v.  Freeman,  47  Minn. 
491,  50  N.  W.  533.  Nev.— Howard  v. 
Richards,  2  Nev.  128.  N.  Y. — Roberts 
&  Co.  V.  Buckley,  145  N.  Y.  215,  39 
N.  E.  966;  Greer  v.  New  York,  4  Rob. 
675;  Erankland  v.  Schoenfeld,  106  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1101.  N.  C— Anthony  v. 
Sstes,  101  N.  C.  541,  8  S.  B.  347;  Wall 
V.  Covington,  83  N.  C.  144.  Ohio. 
Kellogg  V.  Churchill,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 4.  Pa.— Smith  v.  Hood,  25  Pa. 
218.  R.  I.— Trott  v.  Wheaton,  5  R.  I. 
353.'  Compare,  RichardsoA  v.  Hunt,  7 
R.  I.  543.  S.  C— Patton  v.  Massey,  2 
Hill  475.  Tex.— De  Hymel  v.  Scottish- 
American  Mtg.  Co.,  80  Tex.  493,  16  S. 
W.  311;  Stephens  v.  Lee,  70  Tex.  279, 
8  S.  W.  46.  Vt.— Lowry  v.  Catlin,  2 
Vt.  365.  Wash. — Tacoma  Lumb.,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Wolff,  7  Wash.  478,  35  Pac.  115, 
755.  W.  Va.— Triplett  v.  Lake,  43  W- 
Va.  428,  27  S.  E.  363. 

[a]  "If  .  '.  .  one  of  the  parties 
or  a  ,  clerk  in  making  necessary 
arithmetical  calculations  commits  an 
error,  so  that  a  wrong  amqunt  is  in- 
serted in  the  decree,  that  would  be 
regarded  as  a  clerical  error."  Morris 
V.  Peyton,  29  W.  Va.  201,  11  S.  E. 
954,  expressly  affirmed  in  Stewart  v. 
Stewart,  40  W.  Va.  65,  20  S.  E.  862. 

[b]  Failure  of  the  docket  to  show! 
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amount  of  judgment  is  a  tuere  clerical 
error  and  amendable  as  such.  Nabers' 
Admr.  v.  Meredith,  67  Ala.  333. 

[c]  As  was  said  in  State  v.  Wil- 
liams Cypress  Co.,  132  La.  949,  965, 
61  So.  988,  "the  fact  that  2-f2=4 
and  that  a  smaller  number  subtracted 
from  a  larger  one  leaves  a  certain,  im- 
mutable, remainder,  the  amount  of 
which  may  be  ascertained  by  the  use 
of  a  mechanical  device,  are  estab- 
lished, leaving  no  room  for  the  exer- 
cise of  any  judicial  function." 

58.  United  States  v.  Fearson,  5 
Cranch  C.  C.  95,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,081;  Brusie  v.  Peck,  16  N.  Y.  Supp. 
645.  See  Effray  v.  Masson,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  353. 

59.  Ind.— Boos  v.  State,  11  Ind.  App. 
257,  39  N.  E.  197;  Pursley  v.  Wickle, 
4  Ind.  App.  382,  30  N.  E.  1115.  la. 
McConkey  v.  Lamb,  71  Iowa  636,  33 
N.  W.  146.  Mo. — See  Evans  v.  Fisher, 
26  Mo.  App.  541.  Tenn.— See  Williams 
«.  Tenpenny,  11  Humph.  176.  Tex. 
Missouri  Pae.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Haynes,  82 
Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605. 

See  supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (I)  and  (H), 
and  generally  the  cases  hereinbefore 
cited. 

60.  Boos  V.  State,  11  Ind.  App.  257, 
39  N.  E.  197. 

61.  Jackson  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Rail- 
road Co.,  89  Mo.  104,  1  S.  W.  224. 

[a]  That  costs  may  be  dealt  with 
by  the  amendment  of  the  •  appellate 
court  under  Certain  circumstances,  see 
McDonald  v.  Patterson,  190  HI.  121,  60 
N.  E.  106. 

As  to  correction  of  judgment  during 
the  term,  see  supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  a,  (I). 

[b]  It  was  held  in  Locke  v.  Cope 
(Kan.),  146  Pac.  416,  that  it  was  proper 
for  the  court  to  retax  costs  iipon  9, 
motion  to  amend, 
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not  incorporate  the  true  direction  of  the  court  in  regard  to  costs  this, 
too,  may  be  cured  by  an  amendment.®^ 

(C.)  Errors  in  Calculation  of  Interest.  — The  calculation  or  com- 
putation of  interest,  involving,  as  it  does,  no  exercise  of  judicial  de- 
termination or  discretion,  is  amendable  at  any  time.^^ 

(VII.)  To  Conform  to  Verdict,  Findings  and  Pleadings.  —  It  is  proper  to 
amend  the  judgment  in  conformity  with  the  verdict,®*  or,  where  the 
cause  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  to  conform  with  the  find- 
ings of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,"^  or  the  pleadings.''^ 

c.  As  to  Kinds  of  Judgments  Affected.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —In  the 
exercise  of  this  power  of  amendment  of  its  judgments,  the  court  is 
not  confined  to  any  class  or  kind  of  judgments,"'  its  power  extending 


62.  Ark. — England  v.  Files,  45  Ark. 
530.     Cal.— Janes  v.  Bullard,   107   Cal. 

■  130,  40  Pac.  108.  Gsl. — MeLendon  v. 
Frost,  59  Ga.  350.  Ky. — Hilton  v.  Hil- 
ton, 32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1082,  107  S.  W. 
736.  Me. — Thomas  v.  Thomas,  98  Me. 
184,  56  Atl.  651.  Mo.— -Little  v.  St. 
Louis  Trust  Co.,  146  Mo.  App.  580,  124 
S.  W.  600;  Saunders  v.  Seott,  132  Mo. 
App.  209,  111  S.  W.  874.  N.  J.— Blaek- 
well  V.  Leslie,  4  N.  J.  L.  112.  N.  Y. 
Cornwell  v.  Sheldon,  134  App.  Div.  58, 
118  N.  T.  Supp.  707;  Thurston  v. 
Thurston,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  340;  Mar- 
tine  V.  Huylar,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  66. 
K.  I.— Bishop  V.  Aborn,  16  E.  I.  568, 
18  Atl.   203. 

63.  U.  S. — ^Fidelity  Ins.  Co.  v.  Iron 
Co.,  84  Fed.  744.  Ala — Hastings  v. 
Alabama  State  Land  Co.,  124  Ala.  608, 
26  So.  881;  Spenee  v.  Eutledge,  11  Ala. 
590.  Ga. — Loftis  v.  Alexander,  139  Ga. 
346,  77  S.  E.  169.  Ind. — Conway  v. 
Day,  79  Ind.  318;  Hughes  v.  Hinds,  69 
Ind.  93.  Ky.— Dils  «.  Hatcher,  25 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  891,  76  S.  W.  514. 
La.  —  Mullan  v.  Creditors,  39  La. 
Ann.  397,  2  So.  45.  N.  C— Grif- 
fin V.  Hinson,  51  N.  C.  154.  Pa.— West 
Chester,  etc.  Co.  ».  Chester  County,  21 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  86.  S.  C. — Ashmore  v. 
Charles,  14  Eich.  63;  Patton  v.  Massey, 
2  Hill  475;  O'Driscoll  v.  McBurney,  2 
Nott.  &  McC.  58.  Tenn. — ^Eickmau  v. 
Eiekman,  6  Lea  483.  Tex. — Taylor  v. 
Doom,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  59,  95  S. 
W.  4;  Ellis  V.  National  City  Bank,  42 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  83,  94  S.  W.  437. 

Compare,  Girard  Trust  Co.  v.  Null, 
97  Neb.  324,  149  I<r.  W.  809;  Garrett 
V.  Love,  90  N.  C.  368. 

64.  Ga.— Eucker  v.  Williams,  129 
Ga.  828,  60  8.  B.  155;  Thompson  v. 
Am.  Mtg.  Co.,  122  Ga.  39,  49  S-.  E. 
751;  Sanders  v.  Williams,  75  Ga.  283; 
Dixon  V.  Mason,  68  Ga.  478;  Moses  v. 


Eagle,  etc.  Co.,  68  Ga.  241.  Ky.— Tal- 
bot V.  Krahwinkle,  124  S.  W.  323. 
Mich. — Grand  Eapids  Bank  v.  Wlddi- 
comb,  114  Mich.  639,  72  N.  W.  615.  Mo. 
Weis  Cornice  Co.  v.  Neevel  &  Sons,  187 
Mo.  App.  496,  174  S.  W.  159.  N.  Y. 
Goldstein  v.  Stern,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  274. 
Pa. — See  Paul  v.  Harden,  9  Serg.  &  E. 
23.  Utah.— Eyan-Eeam  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Slaughter,  6  Utah  278,  21  Pae.  997. 
Wash.— Seattle  &  Mont.  Ey.  Co.  "». 
Johnson,  7  Wash.  97,  34  Pac.  567. 

[a]  Where  a  general  verdict  was 
rendered  upon  two  counts  whereas  it 
should  only  have  been  rendered  upon 
one,  the  proper  practice  is  to  first 
amend  the  verdict  and  then  amend  the 
judgment  to  conform  therewith.  Paul 
V.  Harden,  9  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  23. 

[b]  Confo?'mity  of  judgment  with 
verdict,  see  supra,  XI,  D. 

65.  Gough  V.  McFall,  31  App.  Div. 
578,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  221;  Foley  v. 
Foley,  15  App.  Div.  276,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 

588. 

Conformity  of  judgment  with  find- 
ings, see'  suproj  XI,  D,  3. 

66.  Dennis  v.  CoUey,  112  Ga.  114,  37 
S.  E.  729;  Irby  v.  Brown,  59  Ga.  596; 
Elliot  V.  Wilks,  16  Ga.  App.  466,  85  S. 
E.  679;  Latham  v.  Lindsay,  130  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  669,  113  S.  W.  878. 

Conformity  of  judgment  with  plead- 
ings, see  supra,  XI,  D,  2,  b. 

[a]  In  a  default  case  where  the  law 
has  assigned  to  the  clerk  the  duty  of 
assessing  damages,  in  the  discharge  of 
that  duty,  the  clerk  should  allow  either 
too  little  or  too  much,  the  proper 
remedy  is  to  apply  by  motion  to  the 
court  under  whose  direction  it  was 
made,  to  correct  it.  Elston  v.  Dewes, 
28  111.  436, 

67.  See  infra,  the  cases  cited  in  this 
section, 
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to  interlocutory  and  final  judgments  alike.®®  Dormant  judgments,  too, 
are  subject  to  correction  in  this  manner."' 

(II.)  Judgments  ty  Consent.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  court  has 
no  power  to  amend  a  judgment  by  consent  unless  all  the  parties  con- 
cerned acquiesce  therein,^"  and  so,  it  was  held  to  be  beyond  the  power 
of  the  court  to  correct  by  amendment  a  recital  of  the  amount  of  liability 
in  such  a  judgment.''^  On  the  same  principle,  where  a  judgment  was 
entered  upon  a  stipulation,  in  strict  accordance  therewith,  it  is  im- 
proper to  change  it  in  any  respect  upon  a  motion  to  amend.'^^  But 
this  rule  does  not  preclude  the  correcting  of  simple  clerical  mis- 
prisions in  the  entry  of  such  a  judgment,^^  and,  if,  through  a  clerical 
mistake  or  omission,  such  a  judgment  was  not  entered  at  all,  it  may  be 
entered  nunc  pro  tunc.'* 

(III.)  Judgments  T)y  Confession.  — Judgments  by  confession  are  not 
peculiar  in  this  regard  and  the  court  has  power  to  amend  them  upon 
the  same  terms  and  to  the  same  extent  as  other  judgments.''^ 


68.  Ala.— Hurt  v.  Hurt,  157  Ala. 
126,  47  So.  260;  Sims  v.  Boynton,  32 
Ala.  353;  State  v.  Craig,  12  Ala.  363. 
111.— Campbell  v.  Powers,  139  Bl.  128, 
28  N.  E.  1062.  Ky. — Eoyse  v.  Eoyse, 
17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1403,  34  8.  W.  1068. 
N.  Y.— Strodl  V.  Tarish  Stafford  Co., 
65  Misc.  625,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  93.  N.  C. 
Coates  V.  Wilkes,  94  N.  0.  174.  Tex. 
Eogers  v.  Watrous,  8  Tex.  62. 

69.  Allen  v.  Bradford,  3  Ala.  281; 
Williams  v.  Merritt,  109  Ga.  217,  34 
S.  E.  1012. 

As  to  time  for  making  application, 
see  infra,  XIII,  D,  2,  d. 

70.  U.  S.— City  of  Des  Moines  v. 
Des  Moines  Water  Co.,  218  Fed.  939; 
Jenkins  V.  Eldredge,  1  Woodb.  &  M. 
61,  13  Fed.  Gas.  No.  7,269.  la.— Inde- 
pendent School  Dist.  V.  Boss,  95  Iowa 
69,  63  N.  W.  576;  McCoukey  v.  Lamb, 
71  Iowa  636,  33  N.  W.  146.  -N.  Y. 
Aronsou  v.  Sire,  85  App.  Div.  607,  83 
N.  Y.  Supp.  362.  N.  C— McEachern 
i:  Kerohner,  90  N.  C.  177. 

Judgments  by  consent  generally,  see 
14  StajJdabd  Peoc.  913,  et  seq. 

71.  McCoukey  v.  Lamb,  71  Iowa  636, 
33  N.  W.  146. 

72.  N.  Y.— Stilwell  v.  Stilwell,  81 
Hun  392,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  961;  Aronson 
V.  Sire,  85  App.  Div.  607,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  362.  N.  C— MeEachern  v.  Kerch- 
ner,  90  N.  C.  177.  W.  Va.— Morris  v. 
Peyton,  29  W.  Va.  201,  11  S.  E.  954. 

[a]  "If  the  defendant  desired  to 
be  released  from,  his  stipulation  his 
remedy  was  by  motion  for  such  relief, 
and  to  have  the  interlocutory  judgment 
vacated  and  not  by  motion  to  correct 
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the  decree  as  entered."  Aronson  v. 
Sire,  85  App.  Div.  607,  83  N.  Y.  Supp. 
362.  And  see  McKee  v.  Tyson,  10  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  392;  Morris  v.  Peyton,  29 
W.  Va.  201,  11  S.  E.  954. 

[b]  But  in  a  similar  instance  the 
New  York  supreme  court  proceeded  in 
this  respect  on  the  principle  that  the 
stipulation  and  judgment  constituted  a 
contract  which  could  not  properly  be 
changed  by  the  court.  Stilwell  v.  Stil- 
well, 81  Hun  3,92,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  961. 

73.  McEachern  v.  Kerchner,  90  N.  C. 
177;  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  40  W.  Va.  65, 
20  S.  E.  862;  Morris  v.  Peyton,  29  W. 
Va.  201,  11  S.  E.  954.  See  Merchants' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Cotton  Mills,  115  N.  C. 
507,  20  S.  E.  765. 

74.  McDowell  v.  McDowell,  92  N. 
0    227. 

75.  Ga. — Gaines  v.  Wedgeworth,  19 
Ga.  31.  Ind.— Kindig  v.  March,  15  Ind. 
248.  la.— Thorp  v.  Piatt,  34  Iowa  314. 
Md. — Sunderland  v.  Braun  Packing  Co., 
119  Md.  125,  86  Atl.  126.  Mich. 
Grand  Eapids  Bank  v.  Widdicomb,  ]14 
Mich.  639,  72  N.  W.  615.  Mo.— Hull 
V.  Dowdall,  20  Mo.  359.  N.  C— Mer- 
chants' Nat.  Bank  v.  Cotton  Mills,  115 
N.  C.  507,  20  S.  E.  765.  Pa.— Jenkins 
V.  Davis,  141  Pa.  266,  21  Atl.  592. 
W.  Va.— Stringer  v.  Anderson,  28  W. 
Va.  482. 

Judgments  by  confession  generally, 
see  14  Standard  Pkoc.  791,  et  seq. 

[a]  Of  course  the  rule  that  a  court 
may  not,  by  amendment,  alter  a  sub- 
stantial or  material  portion  therepf 
(supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  b,  (I)  and  .(H). 
applies    to    judgments     of     this    kind. 
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(IV.)  Judgments  by  Default.  —  Judgments  by  default,  too,  may  he 
corrected  by  an  amendment.'^ 

(V.)  Void  Judgments.  —  A  judgment  which  is  void  is  a  nullity  and 
cannot  be  made  a  valid  judgment  by  an  amendment.'^'  And  yet,  even 
here  the  court  may  exercise  its  inherent  power  to  make  its  records 
speak  the  truth  and  may  amend  even  an  invalid  judgment  to  that 
end.'^* 

4.  Amendment  Nunc  Pro  Tunc.''®  —  An  amendment, nunc  pro  tunc 
should  be  granted  or  refused,  as  justice  may  require,  in  view  of  the 
circumstances  of  each  particular  case.*"  Where  no  injustice  will  re- 
sult, and  an  amendment  is  proper  in  the  premises,  it  may  be  made 
nunc  pro  tunc.^^  On  the  other  hand,  to  permit  an  amendment  to 
have  a  retroactive  efEect  when  to  do  so  would  mean  an  infringement 
upon  the  intervening  rights  of  innocent  third  parties  would  mani- 
festly be  inequitable  and  should  be  refused.*^    Thus,  it  is  not  competent 


Emerald  Benev.  Assn.  v.  Burke,  9  Kulp. 
(Pa.)  177. 

76.  HI.— Cairo,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hol- 
brook,  72  HI.  419.  Ind. — Torr  v.  Terr, 
20  Ind.  118.  N.  C— Churchill  v.  Brook- 
lyn Life  Ins.  Co.,  88  N.  'C.  205;  GrifSn 
V.  Hinson,  51  N.  G.  154;  Powell  v. 
Jopling,  47  N.  C.  400.  Ohio.— Haswell 
V.  Henley,  7  Ohio  Dee.  (Reprint)  453. 
Vt. — ^Mosseaux  v.  Brigham,  19  Vt.  457. 
Va.— Dillard  v.  Thornton,  29  Gratt.  (70 
Va.)  392;  Hatcher  v.  Lewis,  4  Eand. 
(25  Va.)   152. 

Judgments  by  default  generally,  see 
14  Standard  Proc.  854,  et  seq. 

77.  Higgins  v.  Driggs,  21  Fla.  103. 
See  Juster  v.  Court  of  Honor,  120  Minn. 
325,  139  N.  "W.  701. 

[a]  "A  thing  void  is  a  thing  ir- 
reparable, and  no  energy  of  the  law 
suffices  to  make  something  of  noth- 
ing." Schoellkopf  v.  Ohmeis,  11  Misc. 
253,  32  N.  T.  Supp.  736. 

[b]  A  judgment  resting  on  a  ver- 
dict which  is  wholly  void  is  wholly  in- 
sufficient and  cannot  be  amended. 
Hedrick  v. .  Smith  (Tex.),  146  S.  W. 
805;  Fairchild  v.  Dean,  15  "Wis.  206. 

[c]  To  do  otherwise  would  be  "  'to 
create  a  judgment  and  give  it  a  retro- 
active effect.'  It  seems  a  perversion 
of  the  word  amendment,  to  attempt  to 
disguise  under  that  name  the  exercise 
of  such  an  extraordinary  power." 
Fairchild  v.  Dean,  15  Wis.  206. 

78.  Where  a  judgment  was  rendered 
without  jurisdiction  it  may  be  after- 
wards amended  so  as  to  show  what  the 
judgment  actually  rendered  was,  ir- 
respective of  the  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  court  was,  in  the  first  in- 


stance, without  jurisdiction.  Thomp- 
son V.  Kimbrel,  46  Ga.  529. 

79.  Entry  of  judgments  nunc  pro 
tunc,  see  14  Standard  Proc.  1017,  et 
seq. 

80i  Borer  v.  Chapman,  119  XT.  S.  587, 
597,  7  Sup.  Ct.  342,  30  L.  ed.  532; 
Acklen  v.  Acklen,  45  Ala.  609. 

81.  Ala. — ^Dobson  ■;;.  Dickson,  8  Ala. 
252;  Wilkerson  v.  Goldthwaite,  1  Stew. 
&  P.  159.  Ark.— Melton  v.  St.  Louis, 
L  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.,  99  Ark.  433,  139 
S.  W.  289.  Cal.— Kowalsky  v.  Nichol- 
son, 23  Cal.  App.  160,  137  Pae.  607. 
Conn. — Wooster  v.  Glovpr,  37  Conn. 
315;  Waldo  v.  Spencer,  4  Conn.  71. 
Fla. — Adams  v  Higgins,  23  Fla.  13,  1 
So.  321.  Ga.— Shaw  «.  Watson,  52  Ga. 
201.  ni.— Monson  v.  Kill,  144  HI.  248, 
33  N.  E.  43.    Kan.— Small  v.  Douthitt, 

1  Kan.  317.    Ky. — Oldham  v.  Brannon, 

2  Metc.'^302.  Mass.— See  Gibson  v. 
Crehore,  5  Pick.  146.  Mo. — Koch  v. 
Atlantic,  etc.  E.  Co.,  77  Mo.  354; 
Bishop  V.  Seal,  92  Mo.  App.  167;  Evans 
V.  Fisher,  26  •  Mo.  App.  541.  Mont. 
Barber  v.  Briscoe,  9  Mont.  341,  23 
Pac.  726.  N.  Y.— Eagan  v.  Moore,  2 
Civ.  Proc.  300;  Buffalo  Com.  Bank  v. 
Nice,  139  N.  Y.  Supp.  322;  De  Lancey 
V.  Piepgras,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  1110.  Ohio. 
Elliott  V.  Plattor,  43  Ohio  St.  198,  1 
N.  E:  222;  Green  v.  Eaitz,  18  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  364.  Ore. — Senkler  v.  Berry, 
52  Ore.  212,  96  Pac.  1070.  S.  C— See 
Carroll  v.  ToinpkinS,  14  S.  C.  223.  Tex. 
Tillman  v.  Peoples,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
233,  67  S.  W.  201. 

82.  la— McCormick  v.  Wheeler,  36 
HI.  114.  See  Greenleaf  v.  Eoe,  17  HI. 
474.    la,— Miller  v.  Wolf,  63  Iowa  233, 
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for  a  court  to  bind  by  a  lien  the  land  of  a  third  person,  by  the  ren- 
dition 6i  a  nunc  pre  tune  judgment  against  such  third  person's 
grantor.*^  However,  subject  to  the  foregoing  restriction  it  is  proper 
that  such  matters  as  the  failure  to  enter  of  record  a  judgment 
actually  rendered,**  or,  in  an  entered  judgment,  its  failure  to  express 
the  true  judgment  of  the  court,  are  properly  corrected  by  an  amend- 
ment nunc  pro  tunc.*^ 

5.  Courts  of  Inferior  Jurisdiction.  —  Courts  of  limited  or  special 
jurisdiction  may  amend  their  judgments  to  the  end  that  they  may 
speak  the  triith,*^  although  they  do  not  possess,  in  the  absence  of  a 
statutory  grant  thereof,  the  power  to  modify  or  revise,  in  any  matter 
of  substance,  a  judgment  rendered  therein.*' 

6.  Eflfect  of  Filing  Transcript  in  Higher  Cour^.  —  Where  a  judg- 
ment of  an  inferior  court  becomes,  in  effect,  a  judgment  of  a  superior 
court  by  the  filing  of  a  transcript  therein,  the  latter  court  may  amend 
it,®^  otherwise,  it  may  be  amended  only  "by  the  court  which  rendered 


18  N.  W.  889.  Ky.— Graham  v.  Lynn, 
4  B.  Mon.  17.  Mo. — Koch  v.  Atlantic, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  77  Mo.  354. 

[a]  An  amendment  may  be  good  as 
to  all  persons  and  efEectual  for  all  pur- 
poses after  the  making  thereof,  and 
yet  -  have  no  effect  upon  intervening 
rights  of  third  persons  acquired  prior 
to  the  amendment.  Greenleaf  v.  Eoe, 
17  ni.  474. 

83.  Miller  v.  Wolf,  63  Iowa  233,  18 
N.  W.  889. 

[a]  A  party  may  not,  however,  de- 
feat the  rendition  of  such  an  order 
simply  because  the  rights  of  his  grantee, 
who  with  notice  of  the  proposed  action 
did  not  intervene  nor  in  any  manner 
ask  the  protection  of  the  court,  will 
be  effected  thereby.  Hyde  v.  Miehel- 
son,  52  Neb.  680,  72  N.  W.  1035. 

84.  IT.  S. — Borer  v.  Chapman,  119 
V.  S.  587,  7  Sup.  Ct.  342,  30  L.  ed. 
532.  Neb.— Hyde  v.  Michelson,  52  Neb. 
680,  72  N.  W.  1035.  N.  C— Creed  v. 
Marshall,  160  N.  C.  394,  76  S.  E.  270. 
Okla. — ^Bristow  v.  Carrigar,  37  Okla. 
730,  132  Pao.  1106. 

85.  Spears  v.  Wise,  187  Ala.  346,  65 
So.  786;  Creed  v.  Marshall,  160  N.  C. 
394,  76  S.  E.  270. 

[a]  It  has  been  held  that  "an  order 
for  a  judgment  entry  nunc  pro  tunc 
cannot  be  made  to  relate  back  for  the 
purposes  of  an  appeal."  Hoffman- 
Bruner  Co.  v.  Stark,  132  Iowa  100,  108 
N.  W.  329. 

86.  See  the  title  "Justices  Of  the 
Peace."  Compare,  Audubon  v.  Excel- 
sior Ins.  Co.,  27  N.  Y.  216. 

[a]     The  municipal  court    of    New 
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York  has  this  power  by  express  statu- 
tory provision.  Municipal  Court  Act, 
Laws  1902,  p. '1563,  e.  580,  §254;  Eue- 
gamer  i>.  Cieslinskie,  104  App.  Div.  135, 
93  N.  Y.  Supp.  599;  Frankland  v. 
Schoenfeld,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  1101. 

[b]  The  surrogate's  court  of  New 
York,  while  exercising  only  such  powers 
as  are  granted  to  it  by  statute  and 
being  thus  a  court  of  "limited  juris- 
diction" (7m  re  Henderson,  157  N.  Y. 
423,  52  N.  E.  183),  "certainly  must 
possess  .  .  .  some  inherent  power, 
and  the  correction  of  their  own  rec- 
ords, when  effected  by  some  mistake 
or  clerical  error,"  is  a  power  which  is 
"recognized  and  perhaps  regulated  by 
various  statutes,  but  it  does  not  pro- 
ceed from  or  rest  upon  statutes,  since 
it  would  exist  without  them."  In  re 
Henderson,  157  N.  Y.  423,  52  N.  B. 
183,  quoted  with  approval  in  Matter 
of  Eobertson,  151  App.  Div.  589,  136 
N.  Y.  Supp.  548,  involving  §2481, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  of  New  York. 

[e]  Probate  courts  possess  such 
jpower.  AuU  v.  St.  Louis  T.  Co.,  149 
Mo.  1,  50  S.  W.  289;  Kennedy  v.  Wach- 
smith,  12  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  171,  14  Am. 
Dec.  676.  See  generally  the  title  "Pro- 
'bate  Courts." 

87.  See  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace."  See  Audubon  v.  Excelsior 
Ins.  So.,  27  N.  Y.  216. 

88.  Crane  «.  Crane,  51  Ark.  287,  11 
S.  W.  1;  Marlow  v.  Eobins,  14  Ark. 
602;  Harrison  v.  Mfg.  Co.,  10  S.  C. 
278.  And  see  Babb  v.  Bruere,  23  Mo. 
App.  604,  where  it  was  held  that  the 
superior  court  in  which  a    transcript 
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it.*'  And  it  would  seem  that  even  in  the  first  instance  the  filing  of 
such  a  transcript  does  not  destroy  the  power  of  the  inferior  court 
thereafter  to  correct  clerical  errors  in  the  judgment.®" 

B.  Courts  of  Appellate  Jurisdiction.  —  1.  Generally.  —  There 
is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  appellate  jurisdiction  which  inhibits  the 
granting  of  am^ndments,®^  and  this  power  is  sometimes  expressly  con- 
ferred upon  appellate  tribunals  by  statutory  enactment.®^  An  appellate 
court  has  power  to  amend  its  own  judgments  in  conformity  with  the 
truth  of  the  case.^^  Thus,  where  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court  in- 
advertently entered  up  a  judgment  of  affirmance  in  a  cause  wherein 
the  judgment  appealed  from  was,  in  reality,  reversed,'*  or,  where  the 
judgment  entered  was  in  an  incorrect  sum,*^  or  improperly  entitled,'" 
or  otherwise  incomplete,'^  the  appellate  court  may  so  amend  such 
judgment  as  to  make  it  show  the  true  and  entire  action  of  the  court. 
The  rule  that  a  court  may  not,  at  a  subsequent  term,  review  or  revise 
its  judgments  upon  any  matter  of  substance,'^  applies  with  equal  force 
to  appellate  tribunals  and  their  judgments." 

2.  Power  Over  Judgments  of  Trial  Court,  —  As  a  general  rule, 
whenever  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  correct  save  for  a  clerical 
error  therein  the  appellate  court  may  remand  the  cause  with  directions 


was  thus  filed  might  "modify"  the 
judgment  of  the  inferior  court  to  con- 
form to  law. 

[a]  The  transcript  itself  was  held 
to  have  been  properly  amended  in  the 
superior  court  in  "Wiley  v.  Foraee,  6 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  246.  And,  for  a  similar 
case,  see  Justice  v.  Meeker,  30  Pa. 
Super.  207. 

As  to  effect  of  filing  transcript,  see 
the  title  "Justices  of  the  Peace." 

89.  Maltby-Henley  Co.  v.  Deane,  57 
N.  Y.  Supp.  457.  See  Greider  v.  Kauf- 
man, 19  Pa.  Dist.  90. 

90.  Morris  v.  Bunyan,  58  Kan.  210, 
48  Pae.   864. 

91.  Brett  v.  Ming,  1  Ha.  498,  502; 
McDonald  v.  Patterson,  190  111.  121,  60 
N.  E.  106. 

[a]  Where  a  cause  was  appealed  to 
the  appellate  court  in  which  an  order 
was  entered  that  " .  .  .  it  is  further 
considered  by  the  court  that  the  said 
appellant  recover  of  and  from,  etc., 
costs,  etc.  ..."  whereas  in  the  order 
as  directed  no  costs  were  provided  for, 
it  was  held  that  the  appellate  court 
might,  even  after  affirmance  by  the 
supreme  court,  amend  in  this  regard. 
McDonald  v.  Patterson,  190  111.  121,  60 
N.  B.  106; 

92.  Mo. — State  ex  ret.  Ozark  County 
V.  Tate,  109  Mo.  265,  18  S.  "W.  1088; 
Wiel  V.  Simmons,  66  Mo.  617.  Ohio. 
Huntington  v.  Ziegler,   2   Ohio  St.   10. 


Pa. — Smith  V.  MeChesney,  238  Pa.  538, 
86  Atl.  493,  involving  Act  of  May  20, 
1891    (P.  L.   101),   §2. 

93.  Ala. — Stephens  v.  Norris,  15  Ala. 
79.  Cal.— Swain  v.  Naglee,  19  Cal.  127. 
La. — O'Rourke  v.  Pulton  Bag  &  Cot- 
ton Mills,  133  La.  955,  63  So.  480.  Tenn. 
Crutchfleld  v.  Stewart,  1  Humph.  380; 
Parris  v.  Kilpatrick,  1  Humph.  379. 
Tex. — ^Milam  County  v.  Robertson,  47 
Tex.  222;  Chambers  v.  Hodges,  3  Tex. 
517.     Vt.— Lowry  v.  Catlin,  2  Vt.  365. 

94.  Crutehfield  v.  Stewart,  1  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  380. 

95.  Kyle  v.  Caravello,  103  Ala.  150, 
15  So.  527;  Smith  v.  Robinson,  11  Ala. 
270. 

96.  Kennedy  &  Merritt  v.  Young,  25 
Ala.  563;  Buffalo  Com.  Bank  v.  Nice, 
139  N.  Y.  Supp.  322. 

97.  Farris  v.  Kilpatrick,  1  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   379. 

98.  See  supra,  XIII,  A,  3,  a,   (II). 

99.  Ferguson  v.  Beaumont  Land,  etc. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  154  S.  W.  303; 
Boland  v.  Benson,  54  Wis.  387,  11  N. 
W.  911. 

[a]  "As  the  judgment  of  this 
court  was  rendered  at  a  former  term, 
it  would  seem  that  this  court  would 
have  no  jurisdiction  at  this  time  to 
set  that  judgment  aside,  though  it  may 
have  been  erroneously  rendered."  Fer- 
guson V.  Beaumont  Land,  etc.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  154  S.  W.  303. 
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to  amend  the  judgment  in  this  regard  and  declare  the  same  affirmed 
as  corrected/  or  it  may  amend  the  judgment  itself.^ 

C.  By  the  Clebk.  —  The  amendment  of  a  judgment  is  strictly  a 
function  of  the  court,''  and  a  clerk,  after  a  judgment  has  been  entered 
and  the  record  thus  completed,  may  not,  unless  it  be  at  the  court's 
direction,  make  any  changes  or  corrections  therein.* 

D.  Pkoceedings  To  Obtain  Relief.  —  1.  On  the  Court's  Own 
Motion.  —  The  court  may  amend  a  judgment  of  its  own  motion,  in 
those  respects  in  which  judgments  are  ordinarily  amendable.^ 


1.'  Cal, — Alpers  v.  Schammel,  75  Cal. 
590,  17  Pae.  708.  Idaho.— Gaffney  «. 
Hoyt,  2  Idaho  184,  199, 10  Pae.  34;  Betts 
V.  But,ler  J.  Idaho  185.  HI. — Woodward  v. 
People,  50  In.  App.  45.  Ky. — See  Latham 
i;.  Lindsay,  130  Ky.  669,  113  S.  W. 
878.    Md.— Ecker  v.  Bank,  64  Md.  292, 

I  Atl.  849.  Mich. — Kees  v.  Maxim,  99 
Mich.  493,  58  N.  W.  473.  Mo.— El- 
liott «.',Biiffington,  149  Mo.  663,  51  S. 
W.    408.     Monti — Quigley  v.  Birdseye, 

II  Mont.  439,  28  Pae.  741.  N.  Y. 
Pace  V.  Drainage  Co.,  J38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
420.  See  Foley  v.  JPoley,  15  App.  Div. 
276,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  588;  Biggs  v. 
Chapin,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  765.  N.  C. 
Alexander  v.  Eobinson,  85  N.  C.  275. 
Pa.— Hartley  v.  "White,  94  Pa.  31; 
Barker  &  Co.  v.  Johnson,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
414.  Tex. — ^MeNairy  v.  Castleberry,  6 
Tex. '286.  W.  Va.— Bee  v.  Burdett,  23 
W.  Va.  744.  Wis. — Jones  v.  Supervis- 
ors, 14  Wis.  514. 

2.  Ala. — Southern  States  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Brannon,  178  Ala.  115,  59  So.  60; 
Eamey  v.  Peoples  Grocery  Co.,  108  Ala. 
476,  18  So.  805;  Tobias  v.  Treist,  103 
Ala.  664,  15  So.  914;  Seisel  v.  Folmar, 
103  Ala.  491,  15  So.  850;  Ladiga,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Smith,  78  Ala.  108;  Parker  v. 
Wimberly,  78  Ala.  64;  Sherry  v.  Priest, 
57  Ala.  410;  English  v.  Brown,  9  Ala. 
504.  m.— Doyle  v.  Doyle,  257  111.  229, 
100  N.  E.  950.  Ind.— M'Manus  v.  Rieh- 
ardson,  8  Blaekf.  100;  Pursley  v. 
Wickle,  4  Ind.  App.  382,  30  N.  E.  1115. 
La. — Hale  v.  City  of  New  Orleans,  18 
La.  Ann.  353.  Mo.— Elliott  v.  Buffing- 
ton,.  149  Mo.  663,  51  S.  W.  408. 

[a]  A  statute  in  Alabama  specific- 
ally requires  this.  Southern  States 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Brannon,  178  Ala.  115,  59 
So.  60  (§2891  Alabama  Code  1907). 
This  statute  applies  "only  to  judg- 
ments, not  verdicts,  and  to  such  er- 
rors and  mistakes  as  may  be  corrected 
from  matter  apparent  on  the  record." 
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Cook,  etc.  Contracting  Co.  v.  Bell,  177 
Ala.  618,  59  So.  273. 

[b]  Where  the  judgment  of  affirm- 
ance is  in  entire  harmony  with  the 
records  before  the  court  it  will  not  re- 
ceive proof  that  the  judgment  of  the 
trial  court  should  have  been  amended 
before  the  affirmance,  since  to  do  so 
would  clearly  involve  the  exercise,  of 
original,  not  appellate,  jurisdiction. 
Stephens  v.  Norris,  15  Ala.  79.  See 
also   Chambers  v.  Hodges,   3  Tex.  517. 

3.  Chapin  v.  Broder,  16  Cal.  403. 

4.  IT.  S. — Barnes  v.  Lee,  1  Cranch  C. 
C.  430,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,017.  Cal. 
Chapin  v.  Broder,  16  Cal.  403.  la. 
Grattan  v.  Matteson,  54  Iowa  229,  6 
N.  W.  298.  Me.— Rockland  Water  Co. 
V.  Pillsbury,  60  Me.  425.  N.  Y.— See 
Smith  V.  Coe,  7  Eobt.  477.  Ohio. 
Hollister  v.  Dist.  Court,  8  Ohio  St.  201. 
See  Woods  v.  Green,  Wright  503.  Pa. 
Prowattain  v.  McTier,  1  Phila.  105. 
S.  C— Chafee  v.  Eainey,  21  8.  C.  11. 

5.  U.  S. — Ex  parte  Morgan,  114  XT. ' 
S.  174,  5  Sup.  Ct.  825,  29  L.  ed.  135. 
Ala. — ^Ployd  v.  Lamar  (Ala.  App.),  69 
So.  227.  Ark.— Portis  &  Bro.  v.  Tal- 
bot, 33  Ark.  218.  CaL— Brackett  - «. 
Bauegas,  99  Cal.  623,  626,  34  Pae. 
344.  Ga. — Jones  v.  Garage  Co.,  16 
Ga.  App.  696,  85  S.  E.  940. 
Ind.— Eyon  v.  Thomas,  104  Ind.  59, 
3  N.  E.  ,  653.  la.— Willson  -v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  166  Iowa  852,  147  N. 
W,  766;  McConnell  v.  Avery,  117  Iowa 
282,  90  N.  W.  604.  Me.— Lewis  ■;;.  Ross, 
37  Me.  230,  235.-  N.  H.— Emery  v. 
Berry,  28  N.  H.  473.  N.  C— Parsons 
V.  McBride,  49  N.  t!.  99.  Tex.— Cole- 
man V.  Zapp,  105  Tex.  491,  151  S.  W. 
1040;  Hooker  v.  Williamson,  60  Tex. 
524. 

[a]  If  the  parties  are  before  the 
court  the  amendment  may  be  made  by 
the  court  ex  mero  motu.  Portis  &  Bro. 
V.  Talbot,  83  Ark.  218. 

[b]  Where  all  the  parties  were  be- 
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2.  On  the  Application  of  the  Parties.  —  a.  Nature  of  the  Pro- 
ceedings. —  Formerly  relief  in  such  instaices  was  obtained  through  the 
writ  of  error  coram  nobis,®  but  this  end  is  now  almost  universally  at- 
tained by  the  more  direct  means  of  a  motion/    While  an  amendment 


fore  the  court  it  was  held  that  the 
court's  action  in  granting  an  amend- 
ment was  not  improper  simply  because 
a  formal  motion  was  not  made  and 
filed.  Yarn  v.  Yarn,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
595,  125  S.  W.  639. 

[c]  In  Criminal  Case. — Ex  parte 
Breckenridg'e,  34  Nev.  275,  118  Pae. 
687.  See  the  title  "Sentence  and 
Judgment." 

[d]  In  Louisiana  no  change  or  cor- 
rection may  be  made  by  the  judge  ex 
proprio  motu  after  the  judgment  has 
been  signed  by  him,  even  though  the 
judgineut  as  signed  is  exactly  opposite 
to  the  judgment  orally  pronounced, 
since  signing  is  essential  to  a  valid 
judgment.  State  ex  rel.  Vignes  v. 
Judge,  43  La.  Ann.  1169,  10  So.  294; 
Miller  v.  Chandler,  29  La.  Ann.  88. 
See  Miller  v.  Chandler,  29  La.  Ann.  88. 

6.  U.  S. — Phillips  V.  Russell,  Hempst. 
62,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,105a.  Ariz. 
Billups  V.  Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268,  52 
Pae.  367.  Ark. — King  v.  Bank,  9  Ark. 
185.  m.— People  v.  Petit,  266  HI.  628, 
107  N.  E.  830;  Cramer  v.  HI.  Com. 
Men's  Assn.,  260  HI.  516,  103  N.  E. 
459;  Consolidated  Coal  Co.  v.  Oeltjen, 
189  m.  85,  59  N.  E.  600;  McPherson 
V.  Wood,  52  m.  App.  170;  Baragwanath 
V.  Wilson,  4  HI.  App.  80.  la — Mc- 
Kinney  v.  Western  Stage  Co.,  4  Iowa 
420.  Miss. — Mississippi  &  Tenn.  Eail- 
Toad  Co.  V,  Wynne,  42  Miss.  315;  Laud 
V.  Williams,  12  Smed.  &  M.  362.  Mo. 
,See  Bishop  v.  Seal,  92  Mo.  App.  167. 
Tenn. — Brandon  v.  Diggs,  1  Seisk.  472. 
Tex. — Milam  County  v.  Robertson,  47 
Tex.  222.  Wis. — Gardner  v.  Comrs.  of 
Grant  County,  1  Pinn.  210. 

Review  by  Writ  of  Error  Coram 
Nobis.— See  infra,  XVI,  C. 

[a]  "The  common-law  writ  of 
coram  nobis  is  not  entirely  obsolete  in 
Kansas,  but  it  is  so  largely  superseded 
by  statutory  methods  for  obtaining  a 
review  of  the  law  and  facts  that  its 
application  is  limited  to  those  cases 
not  provided  for  by  statute."  Dobbs 
V.  State,  63   Kan.   321,  65  Pae.  658. 

7.  U.  S. — Ex  parte  Morgan,  114  U. 
S.  174,  5  Sup.  Ct.  825, '29  L.  ed.  135; 
Manning  v.  German  Ins.  Co.,  107  Fed. 
52,  m  C.  C.  A.  144;  Morgan's  Louisi- 


ana, etc.  Co.  V.  Texas  Cent.  Ey.  Co., 
32  Fed.  525.  See  Ledgerwood  v.  Pick- 
etts,  1  McLean  143,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,175;  Jenkins  v.  Eldredge,  1  Woodb. 
&  M.  61,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,269.  Ala. 
Gatchell  &  Co.  v.  Foster,  94  Ala.  622, 
10  So.  434.  Ariz. — Billups-  v.  Freeman, 
5  Ariz.  268,  52  Pae.  367.  Ark.— King 
V.  Bank,  9  Ark.  185.  Cal.— Mulliken 
V.  Hull,  5  Cal.  245.  Ga.— Mayo  v. 
Kersey,  24  6a.  167.  HI.— People  v. 
Petit,  266  111.  628,  107  N.  E.  830; 
Cramer  v.  Illinois  Com.  Men's  Assn., 
260  111.  516,  103  N.  E.  459;  Life  As- 
sociation V.  Fassett,  102  111.  315;  Mains 
V.  Cosner,  67  HI.  536;  Luckey  v.  Yeo- 
man of  Am.,  141  111.  App.  332;  Mc- 
Pherson V.  Wood,  52  111.  App.  170; 
Baragwanath  v.  Wilson,  4  111.  App.  80. 
See  Doyle  «.  Doyle,  257'  111.  229,  100 
N.  E.  950.  Ind. — Daniels  v.  McGinnis, 
or  Indi  549;  Baker  v\  Allen,  92  Ind. 
101;  Gray  v.  Robinson,  90  Ind.  527; 
Urbanski  v.  Manns,  87  Ind.  585;  Mitch- 
ell V.  Lincoln,  78  Ind.  531;  Hughes  v. 
Hinds,  69  Ind.  93;  Blizzard  v.  Bliz- 
zard, 40  Ind.  344;  Hebel  «.  Scott,  36 
Ind.  226;  ,  Clifton  v.  State,  5  Blackf. 
224;  Pursley  v.  Wickle,  4  Ind.  App. 
382,  30  N.  E.  1115.  la.— Greazel  v. 
Price,  135  Iowa  364,  112  N.'  W.  827, 
involving  §§4091,  4093  and  224  of  code. 
Kah. — ^Eedinger  v.  Jones,  68  Kan.  627, 
75  Pae.  997;  Bank  v.  Stevenson,  65 
Kan.  816,  70  Pae.  87)5;  Sumner  v.  Cook, 
12  Kan.  162;  Birmingham  v.  Leon- 
hardt,  2  Kan.  App.  513,  43  Pae.  996. 
Ky.— Green  v.  Com.,  152  Ky.  239,  153 
S.  W.  242;  Oldham  v.  Brannon,  2  Mete. 
302;  Emison  ».  Walker,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
238,  31  S..  W.  461.  La.— Shelly  v.  Dob- 
bins, 31  La.  Ann.  530.  Me. — Thomas  v. 
Thomas,  98  Me.  184,  56  Atl.  651;  West 
V.  Jordan,  62  Me.  484;  Lewis  v.  Ross,  37 
Me.  230;  Hall  v.  Williams,  10  Me.  278, 
290.  Mass. — Atkins  v.  Sawyer,  1  Pick, 
351.  Minn.— Chase  v.  Whitten,  62  Minn 
498,  65  N.  W.  84;  Knappen  v.  Free- 
man, 47  Minn.  491,  50  N.  W.  533;  Hall 
V.  Merrill,  47  Minn.  260,  49  N.  W.  980 
Nell  V.  Dayton,  47  Minn.  257,  49  N.  W. 
981.  Miss. — Mississippi  &  Tenn.  Rail 
road  Co.  v.  Wynne,  42  Miss.  315.  Mo, 
Fitzmaurioe  v.  Turney,  214  Mo.  610 
114  S.  W,  504;  Neenan  v.  City  of  St' 
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may  only  be  obtained  in  a  direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose/  the 
remedy  pursued  is,  nevertheless,  considered,  not  as  an  independent 
action,  but  rather  as  an  auxiliary  to  the  one  in  which  tibe  judgment 
in  question  was  rendered,"  and  a  proceeding  instituted  by  complaint 


Joseph,  126  Mo.  89,  28  S.  W.  963; 
Nave  V.  Todd,  83  Mo.  601;  Latshaw 
V.  McNees,  50  Mo.  381;  Fugate  v: 
Glasscock,  7  Mo.  577;  Bishop  v.  Seal, 
92  Mo.  App.  167.  N.  H,— Gove  v.  Lv- 
ford,  44  N.  H.  525.  W.'Y.— Corn  Exch. 
Bank  v.  Blye,  119  N.  Y.  414,  23  N.  E. 
805;  Mitchell  v.  Van  Bnren,  27  N.  Y. 
300;  Coleman  v.  Security  Bank,  161 
App.  Div.  715,  146  N.  Y.  Supp.  622; 
Olcott  V.  Kohlsaat,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  117. 
See  Nealon  v.  Frisbie,  9  Misc.  660,  30 
N.  Y.  Supp.  551.  Ohio. — HaawelL  v. 
Henley,  7  OhioJDec.  (Reprint)  453;  Ohio 
V.  Beam,  3  Ohio  St;  508.  Ore.— Hoov- 
er V.  Hoover,  39  Ore.  456,  65  Pac. 
796.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Hultz,  6  Pa.  469. 
S.  0. — Carroll  v.  Tompkins,  14  S.  C. 
223.  Tenn.— See  Eidgeway  v.  Ward,  4 
Humph.  430.  Tex. — Coleman  v.  Zapp, 
105  Tex.  491,  151  S.  W.  1040  (involv- 
ing art.  1356-7,  Sayles  Civ.  St.) ;  Whlt- 
taker  v.  Gee,  63  Tex.  435;  Benge  v. 
Panhandle  Land  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
145.  S.  W.  318.  "See  Converse  v.  Lang- 
shaw,  81  Tex.  275,  16  S.  W.  1031. 
Wash.— Seattle  &  Mont.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  7  Wash.  97,  34  Pae.  567. 
W.  Va.— Triplett  v.  Lake,  43  W.  Va. 
428,  440,  27  S.  E.  363;  AUeman  v. 
Kight  &  Bro.,  19  W.  Va.  201.  Wis. 
Hill  V.  Hoover,  5  Wis.  386,  68  Am.. 
Deo.  70;  Chouteau  i;.  Hooe,  1  Pinn.  663. 
Wyo.— O'Keefe  v.  Foster,  5  Wyo.  343, 
40  Pac.  525.  Eng. — Hatton  v.  Harris, 
67  L.  T.  722. 

[a]  "The  writ  of  coram  nobis  was 
employed  only  to  supply  or  rectify  a 
mistake  of  fact  in  a  decree  or  judg- 
ment .  .  .  The  writ  was  abolished 
by  Sec.  67,  chap.  110,  E.  S.,  which  pro- 
vides that  such  mistake  of  fact  may 
be  corrected  by  motion  in  the  court 
wherein  the  judgment  or  decree  was 
entered."  McPherson  v.  Wood,  52  HI. 
App.  170.  See  also  Luekey  v.  Yeo- 
man of  Am.,  141  m.  App.  332. 

[b]  In  Connecticut  the  error,  if  dis- 
covered at  the  time  in  which  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered,  may  be  corrected 
without  any  formal  application.  "But 
if  the  mistake  is  not  discovered  until 
after  the  term  is  ended,  .  .  .  the 
correction  ought  not  to  be  made,  un- 
less  upon   a    formal    petition    setting 
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forth  the  mistake,  and  the  alteration 
prayed  for,  and  after  due  notice  has 
been  given  to  the  adverse  party, 
.    .    ."     Weed  V.  Weed,  25  Conn.  337. 

[c]  "Where  a  judgment  not  author- 
ized by  the  verdict  or  direction  of 
the  court  or  referee  is  entered,  the 
proper  remedy  is,  in  the  first  instance, 
not  by  appeal,  but  by  motion  to  cor- 
rect the  entry."  Hall  v.  Merrill,  47 
Minn.  260,  49  N.  W.  980.  But  see  Wil- 
son V.  Boughton,  50  Mo.   17. 

[d]  "Frem  the  English  statute  .of 
14  Ed.  3,  stat.  1,  ch.  6,  which  is  said 
to  have  been  the  first  statute  of  amend- 
ment, .  .  .  the  legislative  will  has 
leaned  to  the  amendment  of  mere  mis- 
prisions, without  the  necessity  of  en- 
countering the  expense  and  trouble  of 
a  writ  of  error."  Eubank  i).  Balls 's 
Exr.,  4  Leigh   (31  Va.)  308. 

[e]  "Motions  are  substitutes  for 
writs  of  error  coram  nobis  in  many 
respects.  The  court  can  correct  mis- 
takes of  the  clerk  upon  motion."  Chou- 
teau V.  Hooe,  1  Pinn.  (Wis.)   663. 

[f]  Amendments  in  special  proceed- 
ings may  be  had  only  upon  the  terms 
of  and  in  the  manner  directed  by,  the 
statute  creating  such  proceeding.  Child 
V.  Whitman,  7  Colo.  App.  117,  42  Pae. 
601;  Harrison  v.  i/lfg.  Co.,  10  S.  C. 
278,  298. 

8.  Holland  v.  Preston,  12  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  585,  34  S.  W.  975.  See  Lansing 
V.  Beaver  Land  Co.,  158  Iowa  693,  -138 
N.  W.  833;  Greazel  v.  Price,  135  Iowa 
364,  112  N.  W.  827. 

[a]  "It  (a  judgment)  cannot  be 
amended  in  a  collateral  proceeding." 
Lansing  v.  Beaver  Land  Co.,  158  Iowa 
693,  138  N.  W.  833. 

[b]  A  proceeding  to  correct  a  judg- 
ment may  be  joined  with  one  to  re- 
vive the  judgment.  Taylor  v.  Doom, 
43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  59,  95  S.  W.  4. 

9.  Ind. — Gray  v.  Robinson,  90  Ind. 
527;  Urbanski  v.  Manns,  87  Ind.  585; 
Latta  V.  Griflath,  57  Ind.  329;  Bales 
V.  Brown,  57  Ind.  282;  Indianapolis  & 
G.  E.  T.  Co.  V.  Andis,  33  Ind.  App. 
625,  72  N.  E.  145.  Md.- Dent  v.  Han- 
cock, 5  Gill.  120.  N.  Y.— Libby  v. 
Eosekrans,  55  Barb.  202;  Colburn  v. 
woodworth,  81  Barb.  381.    Tex. — Cole- 


JUDGMENTS 


135 


and  summons,  as  in  ordinary  actions,  is  irregular,*"  althougH  not 
necessarily  ineffectual,  for  even  though  the  initial  step  in  the  remedy 
be  designated  a  "  petition,  "^'^  or  a  "  complaint,  "'^^  the  court  may  re- 
gard the  pleading  as  a  motion,"  and  grant  the  desired  relief  accord- 
ingly, i* 

b.  Contents  and  Formal  Requisites  of  Application:  —  This  motion 
is  governed  by  those  rules  which  control  the  form  and  contents  of 
motions  generally.^*  It  should  be  entitled  in  the  court  which  ren- 
dered the  judgment,^"  and  should  state  with  certainty  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  relief  is  sought."  This  last  requirement  is  sometimes 
prescribed  by  statute.^^  Thus,  if  the  motion  be  made  upon  the  ground 
of  fraud  it  should  set  forth  with  particularity  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances.*^ The  motion  must  be  addressed,  not  to  the  validity  or  cor- 
rectness of  the  judgment,  but  to  the  form  or  substance  of  the  same,^" 
and,  if  it  should  appear  from  such  a  motion  that  the  error,  if  any,  is 
not  such  as  is  properly  cured  by  amendment,  the  motion  is  defective.^* 


man  v.  Zapp,  105.  Tex.  491,  151  S.  "W. 
1040. 

[a]  In  Ulinois. — ^But  in  Barnes  v. 
Chicago  City  Ey.  Co.,  185  111.  App. 
148,  the  court  says  that  while  the  mo- 
tion substituted  for  the  writ  of  error 
coram  nobis  "is  entitled  in  the  case 
in  -which  the  judgment  sought  to  be 
corrected  was  entered,  and  is  filed 
among  the  papers  in  that  case,  it  is 
not  in  fact  a  step  in  that  case,  but 
is,  like  a  writ  of  error,  a  new  suit  in 
which  original  pleadings  are  filed, 
process  issued  and  served,  issues  made 
up  and  final  judgment  entered." 

10.  ^ray  v.  Eobinson,  90  Ind.  527; 
TJrbanski  v.  Manns,  87  Ind.  585;  Bliz- 
zard V.  Blizzard,  40  Ind.  344;  Hebel 
V.  Seott,  36  Ind.  226;  Dunham  v.  Tap- 
pan,  31  Ind.  173;  Goodwine  v.  Hedrick, 
29  Ind.  383;  JenEms  v.  Long,  28  Ind. 
460;  Indianapolis  &  G.  E.  T.  Co.  v. 
Andis,  33  Ind.  App.  625,  72  N.  E.  145. 

[a]  But  note  that  even  so  the 
remedy  is  a  summary  proceeding  and 
does  not  proceed  as  an  ordinary  ac- 
tion. Urbanski  v.  Manns,  87  Ind.  585; 
Douglass  V.  Keehn,  78  Ind.  199;  Nord 
V.  Marty,  56  Ind.  531. 

11.  Miller  v.  Eoyce,  60  Ind.  189. 

12.  Latta  v.  Grifath,  57  Ind.  329. 

13.  Gray  v.  Eobinson,  90  Ind.  527; 
Latta  v.  Grifath,  57  Ind.  329. 

14.  Latta  v.  Grifath,  57  Ind.  329. 

15.  See  the  title   "Motions." 

16.  See  infra,  XIII,  D,  2,  e. 

17.  Ala. — Dunham  v.  Eoberts,  28 
Ala.  286.  See  Story  Mercantile  Co. 
V.  McClellan,  145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123. 


111. — Barnes  v.  Chicago  City  Ey.  Co., 
185  111.  App.  148.  Ind. — Scotton  v. 
Mann,  89  Ind.  404;  Bole  v.  Newberger, 
81  Ind.  274;  Zink  v.  Zink,  56  Ind. 
App.  677,  106  N.  E.  381;  Heaton  v. 
Grant  Lodge  No.  335,  55  Ind.  App. 
100,  103  N.  E.  488;  Borror  v.  Carrier, 
34  Ind.  App.  353,  73  N.  E.  123.  Ohio. 
Cleveland  Leader  Ptg.  Co.  v.  Green,  52 
Ohio  St.  487,  40  N.  B.  201.  W.  Va. 
Slinglufe  V.  Gainer,  49  W.  Va.  7,  37  S. 
E.   771. 

[a]  "Good  practice  doubtless  re- 
quires" that  the  motion  should  show 
"the  character  of  the  relief  sought,  as 
well  as  the  facts  and  circumstances 
upon  which  the  applicant  rests  his 
claim  to  such  relief."  Cleveland,  etc. 
Printing  Co.  V.  Green,  52  Ohio  St.  487, 
40  N.  E.  201. 

18.  Nigh  V.  Stillwell,  etc.  Co.,  5 
Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  335. 

19.  Dunham  v.  Eoberts,  28  Ala.  286. 

[a]  The  averment  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  fraud,  that  the  record 
shows  a  fact  which  was  not  proved 
and  that  "the  record  as  it  stands, 
operates  as  a  fraud"  on  the  rights 
of  the  applicant,  and,  in  another  part, 
that  "the  record  is  void,  in  law,  on 
account  of  fraud,  in  a  legal  sense," 
is  insufacient.  Dunham  v.  Eoberts,  28 
Ala.  286. 

20.  Stone  v.  Stone,  158  Ind.  628,  64 
N.  E.  86;  "Warrick  v.  Spry,  49  Ind. 
App.  327,  97  N.  B.  361;  Cooley  v. 
Kelley,  52  Ind.  App.  687,  96  N.  B. 
638,  98  N.  E.  653. 

21.  Strange  v.  Tyler,  95  Ind.  396. 
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e.  Parties.  —  The  rule  generally  obtains  that  either  party  to  the 
action  in  which  the  judgment  under  consideration  was  rendered  may 
apply  to  the  court  to  have  the  same  amended,^^  and  is  equally  well 
settled  that  a  stranger  to  the  action  may  not  do  so,^'  though  this  rule 
has  been  relaxed  to  the  extent  of  permitting  one,  not  a  party  to  the 
action,  but  directly  interested  in  the  outcome  thereof  and  possessed 
of  rights  liable  to  be  injuriously  effected  thereby,  to  become  a  party 
to  a  proceeding  of  this  nature.^*  All  parties  to  the  action  in  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered  should,  ordinarily,  be  made  parties  to  an  ap- 
plication to  amend  such  judgment.^^ 

d.  Time  for  Making  Application.  —  Of  course  whenever  such,  a 
length  of  time  has  elapsed  since  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  that  the 
court  has  lost  its  power  to  make  the  amendment  desired,  an  applica- 
tion for  this  relief  would  be  fruitless.^^  And  in  any  event  the  ap- 
plicant should  proceed  with  due  diligence;  an  unreasonable  delay  may 
operate  as  a  bar  tg  the  desired  relief,^'  and  where  statutes  require  the 
application  to  be  made  within  a  designated  time  the  failure  to  proceed 
within  that  time  is  usually  fatal.^* '  It  should  be  noticed,  however, 


22.  ni.— Adam  v.  Arnold,  86  111. 
185.  Ind. — ^Urbanski  v.  Manns,  87 
Ind.  585.  Ky. — ^Lathafti  v.  Lindsay, 
130  Ky.  669,  113  S.  W.  878.  See 
Smith  V.  Mullins,  3  Mete.  182.  N.  Y. 
Montgomery  v.  Ellis,  6  How.  Pr.  326. 
W.  Va.— Triplett  v.  Late,  43  W.  Va. 
428,  439,  27  S.  E.  363. 

[a]  "The  judge  thereof  may  on  the 
motion  of  any  party  amend  such  judg- 
ment or  decree."  Triplett  v.  Lake,  43 
W.  Va.  428,  439,  27  S.  E.  363. 

[b]  In  Texas  it  is  expressly  pro- 
vided ■  by  statute  (art.  1357,  Eev.  St. 
1895)  that  the  amendment  may  be 
made  "on  the  application  of  either 
party." 

23.  Adam  v.  Arnold,  86  111.  185. 

[a]  Sureties  on  a  bond  to  release 
an  attachment  in  the  action  are  not 
proper  parties.  Urbanski  v.  Manns,  87 
Ind.  585. 

24.  Strickland  v.  Strickland,  95  N. 
C.  471.  See  Parsons  v.  McBride,  49 
N.  C.  99. 

25.  Pritchard  v.  Mines,  56  Ind.  App. 
671,  106  N.  B.  411;  Bradford  v.  Mc- 
Bride, 50  Ind.  App.  624,  96  N.  B.  508; 
Oldham  v.  Brannon,  2  Mete.  (Ky.) 
302. 

26.  See  supra,  XIII,  A,  3.,  a,  et  seq. 

27.  U.  S.— Coleman  v.  Neill,  11  Bed. 
461.  ni.— Elston  V.  Dewes,  28  ni.  436. 
Ind. — Brittenham  v.  Bobinson,  22  Ind. 
App.  536,  54  N.  E.  133.  Ky.— Bonar  v. 
Gosney,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  92,  30  S.  W. 
602.     La. — Smith's  Heirs    v.    Railroad 
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Lands  Co.,  120  La.  564,  45  So.  441. 
Mass. — Snell  v.  Dwight,  121  Mass.  348. 
Mich. — Harrington  v.  Probate  Judge, 
162  Mich.  35,  127  N.  W.  255.  Minn. 
Nell  V.  Dayton,  47  Minn.  257,  49  N. 
"W.  981.  KTeb.— Girard  Trust  Co.  v. 
Null,  97  Neb.  324,  149  N.  W.  809. 
N.  Y. — Hirshbach  v.  Ketchum,  79  App. 
Div.  561,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  143;  Gall  v. 
Gall,  58  App.  Div.  97,  68  N.  Y.  Supp. 
649.  N.  C. — Pinnell  v.  Burroughs,  168 
N.  C.  315,  84  S.  E.  364.  Ohio.— Bowble 
V.  Eayberg,  4  Ohio  45.  Pa.— UUery  v. 
Clark,  18  Pa'.  148.  Tex. — Williamson 
V.  Wright,  1  Tex.  Unrep,  Cas.  711.  See 
Coleman  v.  Zapp,  105  Tex.  491,  151 
S.  W.  1040.  Wis. — McKinney  v.  Jones, 
57  Wis.  301,  15  N.  W.  160. 

[a]  In  California,  due  diligence  is 
all  that  is  required,  it  having  been  said 
that  the  amendment  might  be  granted 
at  any  time  "provided  the  party  mov- 
ing proceeds  with  due  diligence."  City 
and  County  of  San  Bra-ncisco  v.  Brown, 
153  Cal.  644,  96  Pac.  281. 

28.  Ala. — McLaughlin  «.  Beyer,  181 
Ala.  427,  61  So.  62;  Story  Mercantile 
Co.  V.  McClellan,  145  Ala.  629,  40  So. 
123;  Sartor  v.  Montgomery  Bank,  29 
Ala.  353.  Cal. — Scamman  v.  Bonslett,  118 
Cal.  93,  50  Pac.  272;  Dyerville  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Heller,  102  Cal.  615,  36  Pac.  928. 
Colo.— Pleyte  v.  Pleyte,  15  Colo.  44,  24 
Pac.  579;  Child  v.  Whitman,  7  Colo. 
App.  117,  42  Pac.  601.  Ga.— See  Gid- 
dens  V.  Alexander,  127  Ga.  734,  56 
S.  E.  1014.  HI. — ^Barnes  v.  Chicago 
City  Ry.,  Co.,  185  111.  App.  148.     Ind. 
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that  ordinarily  statutes  limiting  the  time  within  which  an  application 
for  the  modification  of  a  judgment  may  be  made  do  not  apply  to  the 
amendment  of  clerical  errors,  as  distinguished  from  the  revision  or 
correction  of  judicial  mistakes ;^^  and  the  consequences  of  the  "mis- 
take or  excusable  neglect"  of  the  party,'"  and  statutes  which  ap- 
parently refer  to  such  mistakes  have  recei"ved  so  liberal  a  construction 
as  to  be  practically  nullified  in  this  regard.'^  On  the  other  hand,  the 
provisions  of  some  statutes  on  this  subjefet  are  such,  and  have  received 


Douglass  V.  Keehn,  78  Ind.  199.  la. 
Eeed  v.  Lane,  96  Iowa  454,  65  N.  W. 
380;  Wetmore  v.  Harper,  70  Iowa  346, 
30  N.  W.  611.  Kan.— State  Bank  v. 
Stevenson,  65  Kan.  816,  70  Pae.  875. 
Ky. — Boro  v.  Holtzhauer,  23  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  2317,  67  S.  W.  30.  Minn.— Gal- 
lagher -  V.  Irish-American  Bank,  79 
Minn.  226,  81  N.  W.  1057;  McClure  v. 
Bruck,  43  Minn.  395,  45  K.  W.  438. 
Neb.— Girard  Trust  Co.  v.  Null,  97  Neb. 
324,  149  N.  W.  809.  N.  Y.- Deagan 
V.  King,  83  App.  Div.  428,  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.  422;  Oliver  v.  French,.  9  App. 
Div.  623,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  106.  Ohio. 
Corry  v.  Campbell,  -34  Ohio  St.  204. 
E.  I.— Fitch  V.  Eichard,  18  E..  I.  617, 
29  Atl.  689.  S.  C— Eobbins  v.  Slat- 
tery,  30  S.  C.  328,  9  S.  E.  510.  Terni. 
Carney  v.  McDonald,  10  Heisk.  232. 
Wis. — Williams  v.  Hayes,  68  Wis.  248, 
32  N.  W.  44.  Wyo. — Holt  v.  Cheyenne, 
22  Wyo.  212,  137  Pac.  876. 

[a]  This  means  that  the  matter 
must  be  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  court  within  this  designated  time, 
that  is  a  hearing  musf  be  had;  it  is 
not  sufficient  that  the  notice  of  motion 
be  served  within  this  tinie.  Brownell 
V.  Superior  Court,  157  Cal.  703,  109 
Pac.  91. 

29.  Cal.— Dyerville  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hel- 
ler, 102  Cal.  615,  36  Pac.  928  (in- 
volving §473,  Code  Civ.  Proc).  And 
San  Joaquin  Land  &  W.  Co.  v.  West, 
99  Cal.  345,  33  Pae.  928;  Egan 
V.  Egan,  90  Cal.  _15,  27  Pac.  22. 
See  City  and  County  of  San  Fran- 
cisco V.  Brown,  153  Cal.  644,  96  Pac. 
281.  Colo.— Pleyte  v.  Pleyte,  15  Colo. 
44,  24  Pac.  579  (involving  §75,  Code 
Civ.  Proc).  Ky.— Smith  v.  Mullins,  3 
Mete.  182.  Bllnn. — See  Gallagher  v. 
Irish-American  Bank,  79  Minn.  226,  81 
N.  W.  1057;  McClure  v.  Bru,ek,  43 
Minn.  305,  45  N.  W.  438.  Mo.— See 
Latshaw  v.  McNees,  50  Mo.  381.'  N.  C. 
Walton  V.  Pearson,  85  N.  C.  34.  Tex. 
Coleman  v.  Zapp,  105  Tex.  491,  151 
S.  W.  1040,  overruling  earlier  cases. 


[a]  This  is  not  "a,  motion  to  re- 
lieve a  party  from  a  judgment  taken 
against  him  through  his  mistake  or 
excusable  neglect;  for  then  it  would 
have  come  within  the  scope  of  section 
133  of  the  code,  and  must,  as  sug- 
gested by  the  judge,  have  been  made 
within  one  year  after  notice;  but  it 
was  a  motion  to  amend,  net  the  action 
of  the  court,  its  judgment  or  its 
process,  but  simply  its  record  as  in- 
advertently made  by  its  officer  and 
there  is  no  length  of  time  which  will 
bar  this  power  of  the  court  or  relieve 
it  of  the  duty  of  exercising  it."  Wal- 
ton V.  Pearson,  85  N.  C.  34. 

30.  McClure  v.  Bruck,  43  Minn. 
305,  45  N.  W.  438;  Walton  v.  Pearson, 
85  N.  C.  34. 

See  infra,  XXV. 

[a]  The  power  to  amend  is  distinct 
from  the  power  to  relieve  against  such 
mistakes.  Strickland  v.  Strickland,  95 
N.  C.  471.  The  distinction  between 
such  cases  is  recognized  in  Corry  v. 
Campbell,  34  Ohio  St.  204. 
'  [b]  In  Indiana,  in  considering  §405, 
Burns'  Ann.  St.  1908,  which  provides 
that  ' '  the  courf  may  also  .  .  .  relieve 
a  party  from  a  judgment  taken  against 
him  through  his  mistake,  inadvertance, 
surprise,  or,  excusable  neglect,  .  .  .," 
the  court  says  (Cauthorn  v.  Bierhaus 
[Ind.  App.],  88  N.  E.  314).  "The  de- 
fect sought  to  be  cured  here  clearly 
does  not  come  within  the  meaning  of 
any  of  the  terms  used."  "If  a  mis- 
take, (it)  was  a  mistake  of  .  .  .  the 
court. ' ' 

31.  Shelley  v.  Smith,  50  Iowa  543; 
Goldsmith  v.  Clausen,  14  Iowa  278. 

[a]  In  Tennessee  the  rule  adopted  is 
ttat  the  right  of  a  party  to  demand 
such  a  correction  as  of  right  ceases 
at  the  expiration  of  the  timfe  prescribed 
by  the  statute  (Cbde,  §2877)  but  that 
after  that  time  it  is  discretionary  with 
the  court  whether  it  will  make  the 
correction  or  not  (Code,  §2878).  Eick- 
man  v.  Eiekman,  6  Lea  483. 
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such  a  construction  at  the  hands  of  the  courts,  as  to  render  them  ap- 
plicable to  clerical  errors  as  well.'^ 

e.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  Jurisdiction  of  such  a  motion  is  pos- 
sessed only  hy  the  tribunal  in  which  the  judgment  involved  was 
rendered.^^ 

f .  Notice.  —  (I.)  When  Necessary.  —  (A.)  General  Statement.  —  The 
rules  governing  the  necessity  of  giving  notice  of  such  an  application 
are  dependent,  to  some  extent,  upon  the  view  taken  by  the  courts  in 
that  particular  jurisdiction  as  to  the  class  or  kind  of  evidence  which 
will  support  an  amendment.^*  Thus,  whenever  the  amendment  is 
considered  as  properly  made  only  upon  record  evidence  notice  has  been 
held  to  be  necessary^*  since  in  such  a  case  any  amendment  which' 
may  be  obtained  is  always  founded  upon  matter  of  record  and  cannot 


32.  Bank  v.  Stevenson,  65  Kan.  816, 
70  Pae.  875.  See  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  51 
App.  Div.  595,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  901. 
Compare,  Corn  Exch.  Bank  v.  Blye,  119 
N,  Y.  414,  23  N.  E.  805. 

[a]  See  Luckey  v.  Yoeman  of  Am., 
141  m.  App.  332,  involving' §66,  Pr. 
Act  1872,  which  provides  that  such 
errers  may  be  corrected  by  motion  "in 
writing  made  at  any  time  within  five 
years  after  the  rendition  of  final  judg- 
ment. ' ' 

33.  U.  S.— King  v.  French,  2  Sawy. 
441,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,793.  Ga. 
Eiehards  v.  McHan,  139  Ga.  37,  76  S. 
E.  382;  Woolfolk  v.  Gunn,  45  Ga.  117. 
Kan. — Holdredge  v.  McCombs,  63  Kan. 
889,  66  Pac.  1048.  La — Smith's  Heirs 
V.  Railroad  Lands  Co.,  120  La.  564,  45 
So.  441.  N.  Y.— Maltby-Henley  Co.  v. 
Deane,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  457.  N.  C. 
Johnson  v.  Marcom,  121  N.  C.  83,  28 
S.  E.  58;  Adams  v.  EeeveS,  76  N.  C. 
412.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Hultz,  6  Pa.  469. 
S.  C— Hughes  V.  Shingle  Co.,  51  S.' 
C.  1,  28  S.  E.  2.  Tex. — See  Milam  Coun- 
ty V.  Robertson,  47  Tex.  222;  Wheeler 
V.  Roberts,  2  Tex.  Civ.  Cas.,  §127.  Eng. 
Tucker  v.  New  Brunswick  Trading  Co., 

44  L.  Rep.   (Ch.  Div.)  249. 

[a]  In  New  York  the  supreme  court 
has  declared  that  it  had  not  the  power 
to  amend  a  judgment  of  the  municipal 
court,  even  though  such  judgment  had 
been  filed  with  the  county  clerk  for 
enforcement.  Maltby-Henley  Co.  v. 
Deane,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  457.  For  a 
similar  case  see  In  re  Ashman's  Estate, 
218  Pa.  513,  67  Atl.  842. 

[b]  "The  court  where  a  judgment 
is  rendered  is  the  proper,  and,  indeed, 
the  only  court  where  a  motion  can  be 
made  to  amend  it. ' '    Woolfolk  v.  Gunn, 

45  Ga.  117. 
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[e]  In  Texas  the  statute  regulating 
this  remedy  (art.  1357,  Rev.  St. 
1895)  provides  that  the  amendment 
may  be  made  by  "court  in  which  such 
judgment  or  decree  shall  be  ren- 
dered  ..." 

34.  See  infra,  Xm,  D,  2,  i. 

35.  MeGowan  v.  Simmons,  185  Ala. 
310,  64  So.  569;  McLaughlin  v.  Beyer, 
181  Ala.  427,  61  So.  62;  Ware  v.  Kent, 
123  Ala.  427,  26  So.  208;  Jones  v. 
Woodstock  Iron  Co.,  95  Ala.  551,  10 
So.  635;  Naber's  Admr.  v.  Meredith,  67 
Ala.  333;  Gunn  v.  Howell,  35  Ala.  144; 
Glass  •87.  Glass,  24  Ala.  468;  Allen  v._ 
Bradford,  3  Ala.  281;  Homeseekers' 
Assn.  V.  Gleeson,  133  Cal.  312,  65  Pac. 
617;  Dickey  «.  Gibson,  113  Cal.  26,  45 
Pac.  15;  Crim  v.  Kessing,  89  Cal.  478, 
26  Pac.  1074.  And  see  Herman  v.  San- 
tee,  103  Cal.  519,  37  Pac.  509.  Contra, 
Alexander  'v.  Stewart,  23  Ark.  18;  Mar- 
tin  V.  Bank,   20   Ark.   636. 

[a]  In  Crim  v.  Kessing,  89  Cal.  478, 
26  Pac.  1074,  it  was  said  that  ' '  ordinar- 
ily, a  court  would  require  notice  of  the 
motion  to  be  given  to  all  parties  in- 
terested, but  it  has  the  power  to  make 
the  correction  without  such  notice." 

[b]  "Where  it  is  manifest  from  a 
bare  inspectio'n  ef  the  record  (that) 
the  clerk  entered  a  judgment  other  than 
the  one  the  ceurt  rendered,  opinions 
have  held  an  amendment  to  make  the 
record  express  the  true  judgment  giv- 
en by  the  court  may  be  ordered  with- 
out notice  .  .  .  But  if  the  propriety 
of  the  amendment  cannot  be  thus  de- 
termined, notice  must  be  given.  .  .  . 
The  essence  of  the  rule  is  that  notice 
must  be  given  to  the  adverse  party, 
unless  it  is  obvious  he  cannot  be  ag- 
grieved by  the  proposed  amendment." 
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be  affected  by  extraneous  faets.^^  But  whenever  the  amendment  can,  in 
the  nature  of  things,  only  be  predicated  upon  extrinsic  facts,  it  is  held 
that  a  notice  is  required.'^  However,  the  fact  that  extraneous  evidence  is 
permissible  does  not  necessitate  notice  of  the  application  except  when  the 
records  do  not  disclose  sufficient  grounds  to  justify  an  amendment.^* 
Some  courts  unqualifiedly  require  that  a  proper  notice  of  -such  an 
application  be  given,^''  while  others  say  that  notice  is  never  necessary 
in  case  of  the  correction  of  clerical  errors.*"  In  other  jurisdictions  the 
necessity  of  notice  is  made  to  depend  upon  whether  or  not  the  amend- 
ment is  proposed  at  the  same  term  in  which  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered, it  being  considered  essential  when  the  motion  to  amend  is  made 
at  a  subsequent  term,*^  but  unnecessary  if  made  during  the  current 


Pulitzer    Pub.    Co.    v.    Allen,    134    Mo. 
App.  229,  113  S.  W.  1159. 

36.  Odell  V.  Reynolds,  70  Fed.  656, 
17  C.  C.  A.  317;  McGowan  v.  Simmons, 
185  Ala.  310,  64  So.  569;  Nabers  v. 
Meredith,  67  Ala.  333;  Allen  V.  Brad- 
ford, 3  Ala.  281. 

[a]  In  Georgia,  however,  one  of  this 
group  of  states  (see  infra,  XIII,  D, 
2,  i),  and  amendment  of  a  former 
order  by  the  ordinary  is  proper  only 
after  notice  to  the  adverse  parties. 
Fisehesser  v.  Thompson,  45  Ga.  459. 

[b]  "In  the  former  case  (an  amend- 
ment based  upon  record  evidence)  no- 
tice to  the  parties  is  not  necessary. 
.  .  .  The  court,  for  the  clearer  and 
more  accurate  expression  of  its  final 
action,  molds  into  form  that  which  is 
fairly  and  reasonably  deducible  from 
the  whole  record,  taken  together.  There 
is  nothing  to  litigate.  No  right  is  sub- 
stantially affected."  Odell  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 70  Fed.  656,  17  C.  C.  A.  317. 

[c]  When  this  motion  is  made  in 
answer  to  another  motion  notice  there- 
of has  been  held  unnecessary.  Whit- 
taker  V.  Gee,  63  Tex.  435. 

37.  Where  a  default  judgment  is  ob- 
tained against  A.  D.  when,  in  reality, 
the  defendant's  name  is  C.  D.,  it  is 
improper  to  entertain  a  motion  to 
amend  unless  it  be  shown  that  C.  D. 
has  been  given  suflcient  notice  of  the 
making  of  the  motion.  This  is  be- 
cause the  record,  in  such  a  case,  could 
contain  no  evidence  on  which  to  predi- 
cate an  amendment.  McNally  v.  Mott, 
3  Cal.  235.  And  see  Chester  v.  Miller, 
13  Cal.  558. 

[e^]  Amendment  on  the  ground  of 
fraud  requires  notice.  Dunham  v.  Rob- 
erts, 28  Ala.  286;  Carney  v.  McDonald, 
10  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  232  (statute). 

38.  U.    S.— Odell    v.    Reynolds,    70 


Fed.  656,  17  C.  C.  A.  817.  Cal.— Scam- 
man  V.  Bonslett,  118  Cal.  93,  50  Pac. 
272.  Mich. — Emery  ».  Whitwell,  6 
Mich.  474.  And  see  Souvais  v.  Leavitt, 
53  Mich.  577,  19  N.  W.  261. 

39.  Wooster  v.  Glover,  37  Conn.  315; 
Weed  V.  Weed,  25  Csnn.  337. 

[a]  In  the  Federal  Court. — ^In  this 
connection  the  supreme  court  has  said, 
"It  is  urged  that  when  the  necessary 
facts  appear  in  the  record  such  cor- 
rection can  be  made  without  notice, 
because,  it  is  said,  there  is  nothing 
to  litigate.  But  aside  from  the  fact 
that  this  proposition  ignores  the  fact 
jurisdiction  once  lost  can  only  be  re- 
gained by  some  proper  notice,  the  case 
at  bar  is  an  illustration  that  such 
action  may  impair  the  substantial  right 
of  a  party  to  be  heard  against  the 
rendition  of  a  new  judgment  against 
him."  Wetmore  v.  Karrick,  205  V.  S. 
141,  158,  27  Sup.  Ct.  434,  51  L.  ed. 
745. 

48.  Chafee  &  Co.  v.  Rainey,  21  S.  C. 
11. 

41.  V.  S.— Wetmore  v.  Karrick,  205 
U.  S.  141,  27  Sup.  Ct.  434,  51  L.  ed. 
745.  111. — Jansen  v.  Grimshaw,  125  111. 
468,  17  N.  E.  850;  Gillet  v.  Booth,  95 
Hi.  183;  Lill  V.  Stookey,  72  111.  495; 
Cairo  &  St.  L.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Holbrook, 
72  111.  419;  Seely  v.  Pelton,  63  111.  101; 
Swift  V.  Allen,  55  HI.  303;  Means  v. 
Means,  42  111.- 50;  Smith  v.  Wilson,  26 
111.  186;  Cook  v.  Wood,  24  HI.  295; 
Coughran  v.  Gutcheus,  18  HI.  390; 
O'Connor  v.  Mullen,  11  HI.  57;  Atkins 
V.  Hinman,  7  HI.  437;  Fitzgerald  v. 
Gore,  105  111.  App.  242;  Page  v.  Shields, 
102  HI.  App.  575;  Ives  v.  Hulce,  17  HI. 
App.  30;  Baragwanath  v.  Wilson,  4  111. 
App.  80;  Rauh  v.  Ritchie,  1  111.  App. 
188.  Ind. — Corwin  v.  Thomas,  83  Ind. 
110;  Richardson  v.  Howk,  45  Ind.  451; 
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ierm.*^  However,  such  relief  may  always  be  granted  upon  motion, 
notieei  and  hearing,  provided,  of  course  the  facts  permit  and  the 
dictates  of  justice  require  it.*^ 

(B.)  To  Stbangees.  — "Wherever  subsequently  acquired  rights  of 
third  persons  may  have  become  involved,  it  is  the  better  practice  to 
give  such  persons  notice  of  the  motion  to  amend,**  although  it  would 
seem  to  be  not  absolutely  necessary,;*^  nor  is  it  necessary  to  notify  a 
defendant  who,  although  properly  served,  has  never  appeared  in  the 
action.*^ 

(11.)  Waiver  of.  —  The  parties  may  by  appearance  waive  formal 
notice,*^  as  by  voluntarily  appearing  and  contesting  the  motion.*^ 

(III.)    Form  and  Contents.  —  The  office  of  the  notice  is  tO  bring  the 


Clifton  V.  State,  5  Blackf.  224;  Brad- 
ford V.  McBride,  50  Ind.  App.  624,  96 
N.  E.  508;  Pursley  v.  Wickle,  4  Ind. 
App.  382,  30  N.  E.  1115.  la.— Browne 
V.  Kiel,  117  Iowa  316,  90  N.  W.  624. 
Kan. — Morris  v.  Bunyan,  58  Kan.  210,' 
48  Pac.  864;  Birmingham  v.  Leonhardt, 
2  Kan.  App.  513.  Ky. — Oldham  v. 
Brannon,  2  Mete.  302;  Seller  v.  North- 
ern Bank,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  497,  5  S.  W. 
536.  Minn. — Berthold  v.  Fox,  21  Minn. 
51.  Miss. — Shirley  v.  Conway,  44  Miss. 
434;  Mississipp'i  &  Tenn.  Railroad  Co. 
V.  Wynne,  42  Miss.  315;  Poole  v.  Mc- 
Leod,  1  Smed.  &  M.  391.  Mo. — Brown 
V.  Marshall,  241  Mo.  707,  145  S.  W. 
810;  Pulitzer  Pub.  Co.  v.  Allen,  134 
Mo.  App.  229,  113  S.  W.  1159.  See 
Wand  V.  Ryan,  166  Mo.  646,  656,  65 
S.  W.  1025;  Pulitzer  Pub.  Co.  v.  Allen, 
134  Mo.  App.  229,  113  S.  W.  1159.  Ore. 
Hoover  v.  Hoover,  39  Ore.  456,  65  Pac. 
796.  Tex. — CofCee  v.  Black,  50  Tex. 
117.  See  De  Hymel  v.  Scottish-Aiiier- 
ican  Mtg.  Co.,  80  Tex.  493,  16  S,  W. 
311;  Note  to  Swift  v.  Faris,  ll  Tex. 
18. 

[a]  An  amendment  in  a  material 
point  "should  not  have  been  allowed 
without  .  .  .  notice  ;  .  .  True, 
they  (the  parties)  were  nominally  in 
court  .  .  .  but  the  decree,  .  .  .  had 
been  made  at  a  former  term."  Means 
V.  Means,  42  HI.  50. 

[b]  Where  the  motion  was  made 
pending  an.  appeal,  notice  was  required 
in  Eno  P.  Hunty  8  Iowa  43  6i 

[c]  At  such  a  time;  all  the  parties 
should  be  given  notice,  and  where  the 
application  was  to  amend  a:  judgment 
on  a  crosS'Complaiat,  it  is  'hot  suffi- 
cient to  give  the  respective  cjoss-com- 
plainants  notice,  the  plaintifE  as  well 
as   othe*  defendants   must   be  served. 
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Bradford  v.  McBride,  50  Ind.  App.  624, 
96  N.  E.  508. 

[d]  But  it  has  been  held  that,  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter, 
viz.,  the  right  to  correct  the  record, 
its  judgment  in  such  matter  would  be 
binding  on  those  parties  who  were 
properly  before  it.  Pritchard  v.  Mines, 
56  Ind.  App.  671,  106  N.  E.  411. 

42.  Eichardson  v.  Howk,  45  Ind. 
451.  And  see  Homan  v.  Hellman,  35 
Neb.  414,  53  N.  W.  369. 

[a]  Where  all  the  parties  are  be- 
fore the  court  the  failure  of  the  mov- 
ing party  to  file  and  serve  a  formal 
notice  of  the  application  to  amend  will 
not  invalidate  the  proceedings.  Varn 
V.  Yarn,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  595,  125 
8.  W.  639. 

43.  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  98  Me.  184, 
56  Atl.  651. 

44.  Auerbaoh  v.  Gieseke,  40  Minn, 
258,  41  N.  W.  946. 

[a}-  Sureties  on  attachment  bond 
are  entitled  to  notice  of  motion  to 
amend.     Forbes  v.  Navra,  63  Miss.  1. 

45.  Auerbaoh  v.  Gieseke,  40  Minn. 
258,  41  N.  W.  946. 

46.  Case  v.  Mannis,  11  N".  T.  Supp. 
243. 

47.  Conn. — ^Brown  v.  Clark,  81  Conn. 
562,  71  Atl.  727.  El.— National  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  69  HI. 
22.  la. — ^McConnell  v.  Avery,  117  Iowa 
282,  90  N.  W.  604.  Miss. — Graves  v. 
Fulton,  7  How.  592.  Va. — Dillard  v. 
Thornton,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.)  392. 
Wash. — Stark  Bros.  v.  Royoe,  44  Wash. 
287,  87  Pac.  340.  W.  Va.— Johnson  v. 
Wheeler  Lum.  Co.,  69  W.  Va.  539,  72 
S.  E.  470. 

48.  Graves  v.  Fulton,  7  How.  (Miss.) 
592;  'Stark  Bros.  v.  Eoyce,  44  Wash. 
287,  87  Pac.  340. 
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adverse  party  into  court  at  the  time  of  the  hearing,*'  and  if  it  serve 
this  purpose  it  would  seem  unnecessary  that  it  be  in  any  particular 
form.^°  Indeed,  it  has  been  held  that  the  notice  need  not  even  be  in 
writing,^*  and  that  constructive,  as  well  as  actual,  notice  is  sufficient 
to  support  such  a  motion.^^  , 

(IV.)  Service.  —  (A.)  Time  op  Seeviob.  —  Where  the  length  of  notice 
is  not  prescribed  by  statute  the  notice  must  be  given  or  served  at  such 
a  time  as  will  give  the  adverse  party  a  "reasonable  notice."^*  What 
will  constitute  a  reasonable  notice  in  a  given  case  is  a  matter  entirely 
dependent  upon  attending  circumstances.^* 

(B.)  By  and  Upon  Whom  Made.  —  If  the  ca,use  is  still  in  fieri  the  notice 
may  be  served  upon  the  attorney  of  the  adverse  party, °^  but  after  the 
lapse  of  any  considerable  time  this  is  not  enough ;  the  notice  must  then 
be  served  upon  such  party  personally.^"  Whenever  personal  service 
is  necessary,  service  on  a  co-party  is  insufficient.^^  Service  may  be 
made  by  any  sherifE,^^  constable,^'  or  disinterested  person""  who  would 
be  a  competent  witness."^ 

(0.)  Proof  and  Eetuen.  —  The  return  of  any  officer,"^  or  the  affidavit 
of  a  disinterested  person,"^  is  a  suffi:cient  proof  of  service.    The  notice 


49.  Makepeace  1).  Lukens,  27  Ind. 
435;  Indianapolis  &  G.  E.  T.  Co.  v. 
Andis,  33  Ind.  App.  625,  72  N.  E.  145. 
See  State  v.  Williams  Cypress  Co.,  132 
La.  949,  61  So.  988. 

50.  Latta  v.  Griffith,  57  Ind.  329. 

[a]  Notice  Considered  Sufacient. 
Ind.— Bales  v.  Brown,  57  Ind.  282.  La. 
State  V.  Williams  Cypress  Co.,  132  La. 
949,  61  So.  988.  Va.  — Dillard  v. 
Thornton,  29  Gratt.   (70  Va.)   392. 

[b]  A  summons  may  serve  as  a 
notice  in  case  the  remedy  was  sought 
to  be  pursued  by  complaint  and  sum- 
mons instead  of  by  motion.  Gray  ■». 
Eobinson,  90  Ind.  527. 

51.  Dillard  V.  Thornton,  29  Gratt. 
(70  Va.)  392.  But  see  Swift  v.  Allen, 
55  ni.  303. 

52.  O 'Conner  v.  Mullen,  11   IlL  57. 

53.  Coffee  v.  Black,  50  Tex".  117; 
Ellis  V.  Nat.  City  Bank,  42  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  83,  94  S.^W.  437;  Dillard  v. 
Thornton,   29   Gratt.    (70  Va.)    392. 

[a]  ' '  We  do  not  think  that,  on  prin- 
ciple, the  same  indulgence  should  be 
granted  the  defendant  on  a  motion  to 
reform  a  mere  clerical  error  in  a  judg- 
ment already  rendered,  as  would  be 
proper  to  prepare  his  defense  in  the 
first  instance,  ..."  Coffee  v.  Black, 
50  Tex.  117. 

[b]  "  'But  the  opposite  party  shall 
have  reasonable  notice  of  the  applica- 
tion for  such  amendment.'  "  Art. 
1357,  Eev.  St.  1895,  construed  in  Ellis 


V.  Nat.  City  Bank,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
83,  94  8.  W.  437. 

54.  Dillard  v.  Thornton,  29  Gratt. 
(70  Va.)  392.  See  generally  the  title 
"Notice." 

[a]  Four  days  has  been  held  to  be 
a  sufficient  notice  of  such  an  applica- 
tion.    Coffee  V.  Black,  50  Tex.   117. 

55.  'Berthold  v.  Fox,  21  Minn.  51; 
McNairy  v.   Castleberry,  6  Tex.  286. 

56.  Berthold  v.  Fox,  21  Minn.  51. 

[a]  Where  the  attorney's  connec- 
tion with  the  case  is  considered  at  an 
end  with  the  entry  of  judgment  notice 
must  thereafter,  be  given  to  the  parties 
personally.     Swift  v.  Allen,  55  111.  303. 

57.  Swift  V.  Allen,  55  Bl.  303. 

58.  Nigh  V.  Stillwell,  etc.  Co.,  5 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  335. 

59.  Nigh  V.  Stillwell,  etc.  Co.,  5 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  335. 

60.  Nigh  V.  Stillwell,  etc.  Co.,  5 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  335. 

[a]  But  in  Louisiana,  "service 
cannot  be  made  by  an  unofficial  per- 
son." Weaver  v.  Schumpert,  118  La. 
315,  42  So.  949. 

61.  Note  to  Swift  V.  Paris,  11  Tex. 
18. 

62.  Nigh  ti.  Stillwell,  etc.,  Co.,  5 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  335. 

63.  Nigh  V.  Stillwell,  etc.  Co.,  5 
Ohio   Cir.   Dec.   335. 

[a]     The    affidavit    of    an    attorney 
of  the  moving  party  would  seem  to  be, 
insufficient  for  this  purpose.     Nigh  v. 
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should  be  returned,  or  noticed  on  the  record,  before  the  day  named 
therein  as  the  one  upon  which  the  motion  would  be  made,°*  otherwise 
the  applicant  must  be  regarded  as  having  abandoned  his  notice  and 
the  court  should  refuse  to  entertain  the  motion.*^ 

g.  Mode  of  Defense.  —  In  the  event  that  the  grounds  Mpon  which 
the  amendment  is  asked  do  not  appear  to  be  sufficient,  the  question 
is  properly  raised  by  a  motion  to  quash  or  dismiss  the  proeeedings,^°" 
but  not  by  demurrer,"'  nor,  it  has  been  held,  by  motion  to  strike."* 
Prohibition  will  not  lie  to  enjoin  a  court  from  entertaining  an  ap- 
plication to  amend  its  judgment,^'  unless  the  court  has  lost 'juris- 
diction over  the  eause.'^" 

h.  The  Hearing.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  only  such  questions 
as  are  necessary  to  determine  the  propriety  of  granting  the  amendment 
will  ,be  considered,  on  the  hearing.'^  Such  facts,  however,  as  are 
pertinent  and  properly  considered  are  to  be  determined  by  the  court 
and  not  by  the  jury/^ 

i.'  What  M(py  Be  Shown.  —  The  rule  followed  in  some  states  as  to 
what  may  properly  be  shown  in  support  of  a  motion  to  amend  a  judg- 
ment is  that  the  amendment  cannot  be  made  except  upon  record 
evidence,'^  or  some  entry  or  memorandum  of  the  trial  made  at  the 


Stillwell,   etc.    Co.,   5   Ohio     Cir.    Dec. 
335. 

64.  Johnson  v.  Wheeler  Lumb.  Co., 
69  "W.  Va.  539,  72  S.  E.  470. 

65.  Johnson  v.  Wheeler  Lumb. 


69  W.  Va.  539,  72  S.  E.  470. 
66.     " 


,  Co., 

318; 


Conway   v.   Day,   79    Ind. 
Douglass  V.  Keehn,  78  Ind.  199. 

67.  Urbanski  v.  Manns,  87  Ind.  585; 
Sidener  v.  Coons,  88  Ind.  183;  Conway 
V.  Day,  79  Ind.  318;  Latta  v.  Griffith, 
57  Ind.  329.     , 

[a]  The  objection  was,  however, 
raised  by  demurrer  in  Mitchell  l>.  Lin- 
coln, 78  Ind.  531,  and  it  has  been 
held  that  if  the  proper  result  is  ob- 
tained in  this  manner,  the  fact  that  it 
was  arrived  at  by  means  of  a  demur- 
rer, instead  of  on  a  motion  to  dismiss, 
will  furnish  no  cause  for  reversing  the 
judgment.  Conway  v.  Day,  79  Ind. 
318. 

[b]  But  in  Illinois  the  proceeding 
to  amend  is  an  independent  proceeding 
and  a  demurrer  is  proper.  Barnes  v. 
Chicago  City  Ey.  Co.  185  111.  App. 
148. 

[c]  In  Robertson  v.  King,  120  Ala. 
459,  24  So.  929,  a  demurrer  was  per- 
mitted for  this  purpose,  and  also  in 
Lewis  V.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  31,  64  So. 
537. 

68.  Urbanski  v.  Manns,  87  Ind.  585. 

69.  Brownell  v.  Superior  Court,  157 
Cal.  703,  109  Pac.  91. 
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70.  Brownell  v.  Superior  Court,  157 
Cal.  703,  109  Pac.  91. 

71.  Ga. — Pryor  v.  Leonard,  57  Ga. 
136.  N.  y.— Effray'i).  Masson,  18  N. 
Y.  Supp.  353.  N.  C. — ^Foster  v.  Wood- 
fin,  65  N,  C.  29. 

[a]  It  is  irregular  upon  the  hear- 
ing of  such  a  motion  to  consider  col- 
laterally what  the  effect  of  the  pro- 
posed amendment  will  be,  the  proper 
practice  being  to  decide  this  question 
in  a  direct  proceeding  for  that  pur- 
pose.    Foster  v.  Woodfin,  65  N.  C.  29. 

72.  Oa.— Woolfolk  v.  Gunn,  45  Ga. 
117.  N.  H.— Brown  v.  West,  65  N.  H. 
187,  18  Atl.  233.  N.  C— Creed  v.  Mar- 
shall, 160  N.  C.  394,  16  S.  E.  270. 

73.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §334;  Spears  v. 
Wise,  187  Ala.  346,  65  So.  786;  Briggs «?. 
Tennessee,  etc.  Co.,  175  Ala.  130,  57 
So.  882;  Story  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Clellan,  145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123;  Rob- 
ertson V.  King,  120  Ala.  459,  24  So. 
929;  LeinkaufE  v.  Tuskaloosa,  etc.  Co., 
105  Ala.  328,  16  So.  891;  Browder  v. 
Faulkner,  82  Ala.  257,  3  So.  30;  Moda- 
well  v.  Hudson,  57  Ala.  75;,  Dunlap  «. 
Horton,  49  Ala.  412;  Tanner  v.  Hayes, 
47  Ala.  722;  Bruce  «.  Strickland,  47 
Ala.  192;  Summersett  v.  Summersett, 
40  Ala.  596;  West  v.  Galloway's  Admr., 
33  Ala.  300;  Dunham  v.  Roberts,  28 
Ala.  286;  Hudson  v.  Hudson,  20  Ala. 
364;  Metcalf  v.  Metcalf,  19  Ala.  319; 
Kidd  V.  Montague,  19  Ala.   619;   Salt- 
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trial  thereof/*  or,  entries  in  some  book  belonging  to  the  office  of  the 


marsh  v.  Bird,  19  Ala.  665;  Benford 
V.  Daniels,  13  Ala.  667;  Andrews'  Admr. 
V.  Bank,  10  Ala.  375;  Brown  v.  Bart- 
lett,  2  Ala.  29;  Scales  v.  Swan,  9 
Port.  163;  Tombeckbee  Bank  v. 
Strong's  Exr.,  1  Stew.  &  P.  187; 
Thompson  v.  Miller,  2  Stew.  470.  '  Cal. 
Leouis  V.  Lefangwell,  126  Cal.  369,  58 
Pac.  940;  Dreyfuss  v.  Tompkins,  67 
Cal.  339,  7  Pae.  732;  Leviston  v.  Swan, 
33  Cal.  480;  De  Castro  v.  Richardssn, 
25  Cal.  49;  Swain  v.  Naglee,  19  Cal. 
127;  Branger  v.  Chevalier,  9  Cal.  351; 
Morrison  v.  Dapman,  3  Cal.  255.  Ga. 
Dixon  V.  Mason,  68  Ga.  478;  Pitman 
V.  Lowe,  24  Ga.  429;  Mathews  v. 
Swatts,  16  Ga.  App.  208,  84  S.  E.  980. 
Ind. — ^Williams  v.  Henderson,  90  Ind. 
577;  Pritchard  v.  Mines,  56  Ind.  App. 
671,  106  N.  E.  411;  Nixon  v.  Nichols, 
10  Ind.  App.  1.  Ky. — Crenshaw  v. 
Crenshaw,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  600,  69  S.  W. 
711.  Mo.— Bank  v.  Allen,  68  Mo.  474; 
State  ex  rel.  Graves  v.  Judge  of  Cr. 
Court,  61  Mo.  166;  Jones  v.  Hart,  60 
Mo.  351;  Gibson  v.  Chouteau's  Heirs, 
45  Mo.  171;  Monk  v.  "Wabash  E.  Co,, 
166  Mo.  App.  692,  150  S.  W.  1083, 
1087;  Kreisel  v.  Suavely,  135  Mo.  App. 
155,  115  S.  W.  1059;  Pulitzer  Pub.  Co. 
V.  AUen,  134  Mo.  App.  229,  113  S.  W. 
1159;  Bishop  v.  Seal,  92  Mo.  App.  167; 
Burns  v.  Sullivan,  90  Mo.  App.  1; 
Bohm  &  Co.  V.  Stivers,  75  Mo.  App. 
291;  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  White,  75 
Mo.  App.  257;  Blizg  v.  Castlio,  8  Mo. 
App.  290.  See  Eitzmaurice  v.  Turney, 
214  Mo.  610,  114>  S.  W.  504;  Saxton 
V.  Smith,  50  Mo.  490.  Nev. — Solomon 
V.  Puller,  14  Nev.  63.  Ore. — Nicklin 
V. -Eobertsou,  28  Ore.  278,  42  Pac.  993. 
Pa.— See  Smith  v.  Hood  &  Co.,  25  Pa. 
218.  Tenn. — Tunstall  v.  Schoenpflug,  4 
Baxt.  43;  Williams  v.  Tenpenny,  11 
Humph.  176;  Eidgeway  v.  Ward,  4 
Humph.  430;  Oeoee  Bank  v.  Hughes, 
2  Coldw.  52;  State  v.  Disney,  5  Sneed 
598.  See  Rickman  v.  Eickman,  6  Lea» 
483.  Tex.— Missouri  Pae.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Haynes,  82  Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605; 
Yarbrough  v.  Etheredge  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  163  8.  W.  998;  Meyer  Bros. 
V.  Coulter,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  685,  46 
S.  W.  648.  Compare,  State  v.  Womack, 
17  Tex.  237.  Va.— Eiohardson  v. 
Jones,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  53.  Wash. 
Hale  V.  Pinch,  1  Wash.  Ter.  517.  W.  Va. 
Triplett  v.  Lake,  43  W.  Va.  428,  439, 
27   S.   E.   363;    Morris   v.   Peyton,   29 


W.  Va.  201,  11  S.  E.  954;  Stringer  v. 
Anderson,  23  W.  Va.  482. 

[a]  "It  is  well  settled  that  an 
amendment  cannot  be  predicated  upon 
matter  •  dehors  the  record. ' '  Bondurant 
V.  Thompson,   15  Ala.  202. 

[b]  In  accordance  with  this  rule 
an  entry,  "Continued  on  payment  of 
costs  .  .  .,  otherwise  the  case  is  dis- 
missed," does  not  furnish  sufficient 
evidence  to  authorize  a  subsequent 
amendment  of  the  order  so  as  to  make 
it  provide  that  unless  the  defendant 
paid  the  costs  judgment  would  be  ren- 
dered against  him.  Dunlap  v.  Horton, 
49  Ala.  412. 

[c]  "While  it  (the  amendment) 
cannot  be  allowed,  unless  it  can  be 
made  from  matter  apparent  on  the  rec- 
ord, the  court  is  not  confined  ex- 
clusively to  the  record  in  determining 
whether  to  allow  it  or  not,  or  what 
amendment  to  make."  Ford  v.  Tinch- 
ant,  49  Ala.  567. 

[d]  Where  the  bill  of  exceptions 
furnishes  the  only  evidence  of  the 
clerical  errer  complained  of,  there  is 
nothing  on  which  to  predicate  an 
amendment.  Stoutz  v.  Rouse,  75  Ala. 
431. 

[e]  "A  clerical  misprision  can 
only  be  ascertained  and  corrected  from 
ether  parts  of  the  record,  not  from 
extraneous  circumstances  or  facts. ' ' 
Crenshaw  v.  Crenshaw,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
600,  69  S.  W.  711. 

[f]  That  the  matter  referred  to  in 
such  a  case  must  appear  in  some 
"part  ©f  the  record  previous  to  the 
entering"  of  the  judgment  was  held 
in  Morris  v.  Peyton,  29  W.  Va.  201, 
214,  11  S.  E.  954. 

[g]  An  original  judgment  which  was 
stricken  out  and  another  substituted 
has  been  held  not  to  be  record  evi- 
dence within  the  meaning  of  this  rule. 
Briggs  V.  Tennessee,  etc.  Co.,  175  Ala. 
130,  57  So.  882. 

74.  Ala. — ^Eobertson  v.  King,  120 
Ala.  459,  24  So.  929;  Horton  v.  Beadle, 
62  Ala.  32;  Hudson  v.  Hudson,  20  Ala. 
364.  Ga. — Mathews  v.  Swatts,  16  Ga. 
App.  208,  84  S.  E.  980.  111. — Coughran 
V.  Gutcheus,  18  El.  390.  Ky. — Ken- 
drick  V.  Williams,  157  Ky.  767,  164 
S.  W.i  72.  Mo.— Burns  v.  Sullivan,  90 
Mo.  App.  1;  Williams  v.  Walton,  84 
Mo.  App.  433.  See  State  ex  rel.  Brown 
V.  White,  75  Mo.  App.  257.    Pa.— See 
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court  and  required  by  law  to  be  kept/^  unless  it  is  evident  that  the 
entry  must  have  been  a  misprision  of  the  clerk,  as  where,  in  a 
statutory  proceeding  the  statute  provides  the  form  of  judgment  to 
be  entered  and  the  clerk,  in  entering  the  judgment,  departs  from  that 
form.'^  The  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  effect  that  an  amendment 
may  properly  be  based  upon  the  minutes  of  the  trial  judge,^'  although 
a  contrary  view  has  been  adopted  by  some  courts/^  Amendments  are 
also  permitted  to  be  made  upon  the  entries  in  the  judge's  docket,''' 


Smith  V.  Hood  &  Co.,  25  Pa.  218. 
Tenn. — Ocoee  Bank  v.  Hughes,  2  Celdw. 
52. 

[a]  "If  these,  or  either  of  them 
(the  record,  the  clerk 's  minutes,  the 
judge's  docket,  or  some  paper  in  the 
cause)  .  .  .  show  to  a  reasonable 
degree  of  absolute  certainty  the  judg- 
ment the  court  actually  rendered,  it 
will  be  entered  nunc  pro  tune."  Burns 
V.  Sullivan,  90  Mo.  App.  1.  And 
to  the  same  point,  Bishop  v.  Seal,  92 
Mo.  App.  167.  See  also  Nicklin  ■». 
Eobertson,  28  Ore.  278,  42  Pac.  993. 

[b]  In  a  criminal  case  it  is  im- 
proper to  amend  the  judgment  so  as  to 
show  that  the  jury  were  sworn  to  try 
the  case,  unless  'the  amendment  is 
predicated  upon  some  note,  memoran- 
dum or  memorial  paper  in  the  record. 
People  V.  Blevins,  251  HI.  381,  96  N. 
E.  214. 

[c]  In  Mississippi  it  has  been  held 
that  §940,  Code  1892  ,(§1016,  Code, 
1906),  which  provides  that  "such  cor- 
rection could  be  made  by  the  docket 
or  other  memoranda  by  the  judge  or 
chancellor,"  does  not  apply  to  crim- 
inal cases.  Wilson  v.  Town  of  Hands- 
boro,  99  Miss.  252,  54  So.  845. 

75.  Hudson  v.  Hudson,  20  Ala.  364; 
Perkins  v.  Hayward,  132  Ind.  95,  31 
N.  E.  670. 

[a]  "The  evidence  .  .  .  must  be 
of  record,  or  quasi  record."  Harris 
V.  Martin,  39  Ala.  556.  See  also  Whor- 
ley  V.  Memphis,  etc.  B.  Co.,  72  Ala. 
20  (aijfirmed  in  Memphis,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Whoriey,  74  Ala.  264) ;  Lilly  v.  Larkin, 
66  Ala.  122;  Horton  v.  Beadle,  62  Ala. 
32;  Summersett  V.  Summersett,  40  Ala. 
596. 

[b]  In  Briggs  v.  Tennessee,  etc. 
Co.,  175  Ala.  130,  57  So.  882,  the  bench 
notes  of  the  judge  were  refused  con- 
sideration because  they  were  not  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  kept. 

[c]  Stenographer's  notes  are  not  a 
part  of  the  record  upon  which  an 
amendment    of    a    judgment    may    be 

Vol.  XV 


predicated,  although  they  may  be  used 
to  refresh  the  memory  of  the   stenog- 
rapher  or  to   aid   the   memory   of   the 
judge.     Becher  v.  Denser,  169  Mo. '159,  ' 
69  S.  W.  363. 

76.  Lexington  &  St.  Louis  Eailroad 
Co.  V.  Mockbee,  63  Mo.  348;  Blize  v. 
Castlio,  8  Mo.  App.  290. 

77.  Ala. — MoGowan  v.  Simmons,  185 
Ala.  310,  64  So.  569;  Lewis  v.  State, 
10  Ala.  App.,  31,  64  So.  537.  Ga. 
Eutland  v.  State,  14  Ga.  App.  746,  82 
S.  B.  293.  HI.— GUlett  v.  Booth,  95 
HI.  183;  MeCormick  v.  Wheeler,  36  HI. 
114;  Denhard  v.  Dunbar,  98  HI.  App. 
266;  In  re  Annie  Barnes,  27  HI.  App. 
151;  Baragwanath  v.  Wilson,  4  HI. 
App.  80.  See  Coughran  v.  Gutcheus, 
18  HI.  390;  Troutman  v.  Hills,  5  HI. 
App.  S96.  Ky?— Chester  v.  Graves,  159 
Ky.  244,  166  S.  W.  998.  Mo.— State 
V.  Goodrich,  159  Mo.  App.  422,  140  S. 
W.  629.  Tenn. — Tunstall  v.  Schoen- 
pflug,  4  Baxt.  43;  Carney  v.  McDonald, 
10  Heisk.  232,  overruling  in  this  re- 
gard, Williams  v.  Tenpenny,  11  Humph. 
176. 

[a]  The  memorandum  of  the  judge 
on  an  old  trial  list  has  been  consid- 
ered sufficient  record  to  support  an 
amendment.  Cromwell  v.  Bank,  2  Wall. 
Jr.  569,  6  Eed.  Cas.  No.  3,409. 

78.  Shackelford  «.  Levy,  63  Miss. 
125. 

79.  tr.  S.— Hicklin  v.  Marco,  64  Fed. 
609.  Ala. — Sims  v.  Boynton,  32  Ala. 
353.  See  Briggs  v.  Tennessee,  etc. 
Co.,  175  Ala.  130,  70  So.  882; 
West  V.  Galloway's  Admr.,  33  Ala. 
306.  Fla.  —  McGourin  v.  De  Puniak 
Springs,  52  Fla.  556,  _  42  So.  187. 
Ga.  —  Mathews  v.  Swatts,  16  Ga. 
App.  208,  84  S.  B.  980;  Eutland  v. 
State,  14  Ga.  App.  746,  82  S.  B.  293. 
Miss.— Code,  1892,  §940  (§1016,  Code, 
1906);  Wilson  v.  Town  of  Handsboro, 
99  Miss.  252,  54  So.  845.  Mo.— Jones 
V.  Hart,  60  Mo.  351;  Monk  «.  Wabash 
E.  Co.,  166  Mo.  App.  692,  150  S.  W. 
1083,    1087;    Pulitzer   Pub.    Co.    v.  Al- 
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but  not  upon  memoranda  of  counsel,^"  or  other  memoranda  found 
among  the  records.*^  On  the  other  hand,  memoranda  of  the  clerk 
has  been  considered  sufficient  and  competent,^^  and  so  have  the 
clerk's  minutes.*^  In  jurisdictions  requiring  some  such  record  evi- 
dence, it  is  improper  to  grant  an  amendment  based  upon  the  recol- 
lection of  the  judge,**  except  where  the  amendment  is  made  during  the 
judgment  term,*^  and  likewise  it  is  improper  to  make  it  upon  paroP^ 


len,  134  Mo.  App.  229,  113  S.  W.  1159; 
Bishop  V.  Seal,  92  Mo.  App.  167;  Burns 
V.  Sullivan,  90  Mo.  App.  1;  Williams 
V.  Walton,  84  Mo.  App.  483.  See  Blize 
V.  Castlio,  8  Mo.  App.  290.  But  see 
Henley  v.  Kinley,  16  Mo.  App.  176. 
Tex. — Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Haynes, 
82  Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605;  Whittaker 
V.  Gee,  63  Tex.  435.  See  Meyer  Bros. 
V.  Coulter,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  685,  46 
S,  W.  648. 

80.  Moody  v.  Grant,  41  Miss.  565. 
Compare,  Moody  v.  Keener,  9  Port. 
(Ala.)   252. 

81.  Shackelford  v.  Levy,  63  Miss. 
125. 

82.  Williams  v,  Walton,  84  Mo.  App. 
433;  Farley  Bros.  v.  Cammann,  43  Mo. 
App.  168.  And  see  Jones  v.  Hart,  60  Mo. 
351;  Blize  v.  Castlio,  8  Mo.  App.  290. 
Contra,  People  v.  Petit,  266  111.  628, 
107  N.  E.  830. 

83.  Fla. — McGourin  v.  Be  Funiak 
Springs,  52  Fla.  556,  42  So.  186.  Ga. 
See  Mathews  v.  Swatts,  16  Ga.  App. 
208,  84  8.  B.  980.  Mo.— Jones  v.  Hart, 
60  Mo.  351 ;  Monk  v.  Wabash  E.  Co.,' 
166  Mo.  App.  692,  150  S.  W.  1083, 
1087;  State  v.  Goodrich,  159  Mo.  App. 
422,  140  S.  W.  629;  Burns  v.  Sullivan, 
90  Mo.  App.  1.  Wis. — See  Williams 
V.  Hayes,  68  Wis.  248,  32  N.  W.  44. 

84.  Cal. — See  Kaufman  v.  Shain,  111 
Cal.  16,  43  Pae.  393.  Ga.— Mathews 
«.  Swatts,  16  Ga.  208,  84  S.  E.  980; 
Eutland  v.  State,;  14  Ga.  App.  746,  82 
S.  E.  293.  111.- Culver  v.  Congle,  165 
ni.  417,  46  N.  E.  242;  Frew  v.  Dan'- 
forth,  126  HI.  242,  19  N.  E.  293;  Page 
V.  Shields,  102  111.  App.  575;  Denhard 
V.  Dunbar,  98  Dl.  App.  266.  Ky. 
Kendrick  v.  Williams,  157  Ky.  767,  164 
S.  ,W.  72.  Mo.— Jones  v.  Hart,  60  Mo. 
S51;  Burns  v.  Sullivan,  90  Mo.  App.  1; 
Blize  V.  Castlio,  8  Mo.  App.  290.  Tenn. 
Eidgeway  v.  Ward,  4  Humph;  430. 
Tex. — ^Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Haynes, 
82  Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605.  Compare, 
Owens  V.  Vander  Stucken  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  133  S.  W.  491;  Meyer  Bros.  v. 

10 


Coulter,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  685,  46  S. 
W.  648. 

[a]  "Although  a  judge  may  re- 
member that  the  record  of  a  judgment 
entered  by  him  at  a  previous  term  is 
not  in  accordance  with  the  judgment 
he  actually  delivered,  and  the  order  he 
actually  made,  nevertheless  he  has  no 
power  to  amend  or  correct  the  record 
unless  there  is  something  in  the  min- 
utes kept  by  him,  other  entries  of  the 
same  record,  or  pleading  or  flies  in 
the  case;  something,  as  is  said,  to 
amend  by;  that  is,  some  written  memo- 
randa or  record  .  .  .,  from  which  the 
court  is  able  to  see  clearly  that  the 
record  as  made  by  the  clerk  does  not 
correctly  represent  its  action."  Den- 
hard V.  Dunbar,  98  111.  App.  266.  . 

[b]  In  the  federal  courts  the  rule 
is  otherwise  and  an  amendment  may 
be  made  by  the  court  predicated  upon 
the  recollection  of  the  judge.  Odell  v. 
Eeynolds,  70  Fed.  656,  17  C.  C.  A.  317; 
Hicklin  v.  Marco,  64  Fed.  609. 

[c]  In  Arkansas  the  courts  have 
said  that  in  a  proceeding  to  amend  a 
judgment,  "the  court's  recollection 
and  construction  of  its  own  order  must 
be  accepted  in  the  absence  of  any 
oral  evidence  or  anything  in  the  rec- 
ord itself  to  the  contrary."  Lowe  v. 
Hart,  93  Ark.  548,  125  S.  W.  1030. 

[d]  In  New  Hampshire,  where  there 
is  nothing  more  to  rely  on  than  mere 
memory,  the  court  will  act,  if  at  all, 
with  great  caution.  Frink  v.  Frink,  43 
N.  H.  508. 

85.  Eddie  v.  Eddie,  138  Mo.  599,  39 
S.  W.  451;  Williams  v.  Walton,  84  Mo. 
App.  433.  See  Stony  Island  Hotel  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  57  HI.  App.  608. 

86.  Ala. — Story  Mercantile  Co.  v. 
McClellan,  145  Ala.  629,  40  So.  123; 
Eobertson  «.  King,  120  Ala.  459,  24 
So.  929;  Lilly  v.  Larkin,  66  Ala.  122; 
Tanner  v.  Hayes,  47  Ala.  722;  Bruce 's 
Exr.  V.  Strickland's  Admr.,  47  Ala.  192; 
Harris  v.  Martin,  39  Ala.  556;  West 
v.  Galloway's  Admr.,  33  Ala.  306; 
Thompson  v.  Miller,  2  Stew.  470.     Ga. 
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testimony,  affidavits,'^  or  other  extraneous  evidence.*'  The  record  evi- 
dence, too,  must  be  such  as  may  be  found  in  the  records  of  the  case 
at  bar,  it  being  considered  improper  to  resort  to  the  records  of  any 
ease  other  than  the  one  in  which  the  motion  is  made,'®  and  where  there 
is  no  such  record  evidence  the  court  cannot  make  the  record  evidence 
which  is  to  be  the  predicate  of  its  subsequent  action  in  making  the  amend- 
ment,®" as  by  first  amending  the  record  on  extrinsic  evidence.®^  On 
the  other  hand,  reference  may  be  had  to  any  part  of  the  records  of 
the  case  in  which  the  motion  to  amend  is  pending,®^  the  pleadings,®^ 


Dixon  V.  Mason,  68  Ga.  478;  Pitman  v. 
Lowe,  24  Ga.  429;  Mathews  v.  Swatts, 
16  Ga.  App.  208,  84  S.  E.  980;  Rut- 
land V.  State,  14  Ga.  App.  746,  82  S.  B. 
293.  HI.— Coughran  v.  Gutcheus,  18 
111.  390.  Miss.— Moody  v.  Grant,  41 
Miss.  565;  Eussell  v.  MeDougall,  3 
Smed.  &  M.  234,  247.  Mo.— Beoher  v. 
Deiiser,  169  Mo.  159,  69  S.  W.  363; 
Blize  V.  Castlio,  8  Mo.  App.  290.  Tex. 
Missouri  Pac.  By.  Co.  V.  HaynBS,  82 
Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605. 

[a]  In  Illinois  (1)  the  court  has 
said  it  "may  well  be  doubted  whether, 
upon  motion  and  ex  parte  proof 
(which  in  this  case  consisted  of  oral 
testimony),  however  strong  .  .  .,  an 
amendment  can  be  made"  (Coughran 
V.  Gutcheus,  18  HI.  390),  (2)  but  parol 
testimony  was  considered  in  support  of 
an  amendment  in  Morrison  v.  Stewart, 
21  111.  App.  113,  and  (3)  in  Ives  v. 
Hulce,  17  111.  App.  30,  the  court  says 
that  the  amendment  may  be  predicated 
upon  "other  parts  of  the  record"  as 
well  as  other  "convincing  and  satis- 
factory proof."  And  see  Goodwine  v. 
Hedrick,  29  Ind.  383. 

[b]  "The  amendment  cannot  be 
based  upon  oral  testimony,  apart  from 
what  is  shown  by  the  record."  Blize 
V.  Castlio,  8  Mo.  App.  290.  And  see 
Bank  v.  Allen,  68  Mo.  474. 

87.  Blize  v.  Castlio,  8  Mo.  App.  290; 
Nicklin  v.  Eobertson,  28  Ore.  278,  42 
Pac.  993. 

[a]  Affidavits,  however,  that  are  al- 
ready a  part  of  the  record  are  not  in- 
cluded in  this  rule.  Bank  v.  Allen,  68 
Mo.  474. 

88.  Fla. — McGourin  v.  Town  of  De 
Funiak  Springs,  52  Pla.  556,  42  So.  187. 
Ga. — Eutland  v.  State,  14  Ga.  App.  746, 
82  S.  E.  293.  S.  C— Barrett  v.  James, 
30  S.  C.  329,  9  8.  E.  263. 

[a]  Letters  from  the  judge  who 
rendered  the  judgment  to  the  attorney 
representing  the  applicant  were  proper- 
ly refused  consideration  by  the  judge 
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before  whom  the  motion  was  made. 
Barrett  v.  James,  30  S.  C.  329,  9  S.  E. 
268. 

89.  Tombeckbee  Bank  v.  Strong's 
Ext.,  1  Stew.  &  P.   (Ala.)   187. 

90.  Benford  «.  Daniels,  13  Ala.  667; 
Becher  v.  Denser,  169  Mo.  159,  69  S. 
W.  363;  Blize  v.  Castlio,  8  Mo.  App. 
290.  ^ 

91.  Kitchen  v.  Moye,  17  Ala.  143. 

92.  Smith  v.  Eedus,  9  Ala.  99;  Jor- 
dan V.  Bank,  5  Ala.  284.  And  see  The 
Governor  v.  Knight,  8  Ala.  297.  See 
also  Nicklin  v.  Eobertson,  28  Ore.  278, 
42  Pa,e    P93  ■ 

93.  Ala.— City  of  Huntsville,  68  So. 
676;  Price  v.  Thomason,  11  Ala.  875. 
Ga. — Thompson  v.  American  Mtg.  Co., 
122  Ga.  39,  49  S.  E.  751;  Dixon  v. 
Mason,  68  Ga.  478.  See  Bond  v. 
Burns,  113  Ga.  82,  38  S.  E.  405.  lU. 
Coughran  v.  Gutcheus,  18  Dl.  390;  Bled- 
soe V.  Furniture  Co.,  161  111.  App.  146. 
Mo. — Martin  v.  Brown,  162  Mo.  App. 
223,  144  S.  W.  1115.  Ohio.— See  Hunt- 
ington V.  Ziegler,  2  Ohio  St.  10.  Ore. 
Nicklin  V.  Eobertson,  28  Ore.  278,  42 
Pac.  993.  Tenu. — See  Carney  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 10  Heisk.  232;  Ocoee  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  2  Coldw.'  52. 

[a]  Thus  the  court  may  have  re- 
course to  the  declaration  to  aid  it  in 
such  a  proceeding.  Huntington  v. 
Ziegler,  2  Ohio  St.  10. 

[b]  Reference  to  an  answer  in  the 
judgment  makes  the  answer  on  file  a 
part  of  the  record  for  the  purpose  of 
aiding  the  court  in  making  an  amend- 
ment.    Price  V.  Thomason,  11  Ala.  875. 

[c]  Where  a  judgment  by  default 
was  in  entire  conformity  with  the 
pleadings,  such  judgment  could  not  be 
amended  on  the  ground  that  by  rea- 
son of  a  clerical  error  the  defendant 
named  was  not  the  person  intended  nor 
the  party  served  with  process.  This 
on  the  principle  that  the  records  must 
furnish  sufficient  evidence  to  support 
the   proposed   amendment.      Thompson 
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for  instance,  or  the  verdict.^*  Without  regard  to  the  rules  in  this 
respect,  it  is,  of  course,  always  true  that  where  the  records  disclose 
sufficient  cause  to  justify  the  granting  of  an  amendment  there  is  no 
error  in  so  doing. ^®  On  the  other  hand,  an  amendment  will  not  be 
allowed  where  it  appears  from  the  record  that  the  judgment  entry 
substantially  embodied  the  judgment  pronounced.^"  An  exception  to 
the  rule  requiring  record  evidence  is  recognized,  however,  when  the 
motion  is  made  on  the  ground  of  fraud,^'  or  where  the  records  have 
been  lost  or  destroyed,*^  and  in  some  states  at  least,  the  rule  requiring 
some  evidence  to  amend  by  obtains  only  after  the  lapse  of  the  term.^'* 


V.  Ameriean  Mtg.  Co.,  122   Ga.  39,  49 
S.  E.  751. 

[d]  Parties  whose  names  do  not  ap- 
pear in  the  record  cannot  be  added  by 
amendment.  Bond  v.  Burns,  113  Ga. 
82,  38  S.  B.  405. 

[e]  "The  court  should  not  look  be- 
yond the  verdict  and  the  pleadings." 
Dixon  V.  Mason,  68  Ga.  478. 

94.  Missouri  Pae.  By.  Co.  v.  Haynes, 
82  Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605.  And  see 
Morris  v.  Peyton,  29  W.  Va.  201,  11 
S.  E.  954. 

[a]  A  verdict  whicli  was  not  re- 
ceived is  not  part  of  the  record  and 
cannot  be  looked  to,  to  support  such 
an  application.  Messner  «.  Hutchins, 
17  Tex.  597;  Yarbrough  v.  Etheredge 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  998. 

95.  U.  S.— See  Cromwell  v.  Bank,  2 
Wall.  Jr.  569,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,409. 
Ala.— Ware  v.  Kent,  123  Ala.  427,  26 
So.  208.  Cal.— Pay  v.  Stubenraueh,  141 
Cal.  573,  75  Pac.  174.  Fla. — Adams  v. 
Ee  Qua,  22  Fla.  250.  HI.— Coughran  v. 
Gutcheus,  18  111.  390.  Ind.— Conway 
V.  Day,  92  Ind.  422;  Stuart  c.  City  of 
Logansport,  87  Ind.  584;  Hughes  v. 
Hinds,  69  Ind.  93;  Miller  v.  Eoyce,  60 
Ind.  189;  Pritchard  v.  Mines,  56  Ind. 
App.  671,  106  N.  E.  411.  Me.— Hall 
■V.  Williams,  10  Me.  278,  2'90.  Minn. 
Brown  v.  Lawler,  21  Minn.  327.  Mo. 
See  Stevenson  v.  Black,  168  Mo.  549,  68 
S.  W.  909.  Nev. — Sparrow  v.  Strong, 
2  Nev.  362.  N.  Y.- See  Produce  Bank 
V.  Morton,  67  N.  T.  199. 

[a]  "Where  from  the  entire  rec- 
ord it  so  clearly  appears  that  the 
judgment  as  entered  is  not  the  sentence 
which  the  law  ought  to  have  pro- 
nounced upon  the  facts  gstablished  by 
the  record,  that  the  court  acts  upon 
the  _  presumption  that  the  error  is  a 
clerical  misprision  rather  than  a  judi- 
cial blunder,  and  sets  the  judgment,  or' 
rather  the  judgment  entry,  right  by 
an  amendment  nunc  pro  tunc."    From 


Ives  V.  Hulce,  17  111.  App.  30,  quoted 
with  approval  in  Horner  V.  Horner,  37 
111.  App.  199. 

[b]  "The  jury  brought  in  a  ver- 
dict for  $176.87  as  the  amount  due  on 
the  note,  whereas  the  answer  admitted 
an  indebtedness  pn  the  same,  in  the 
sum  of  $221.90.  The  judgment  must 
be  modified  so  as  to  correct  this  man- 
ifest error  appearing  upon  the  face  of 
the  record."  Brown  «.  Lawler,  21 
Minn.  327.  And  see  Knappen  v.  Free- 
man, 47  Minn.  ^91,  50  N.  W.  533. 

[c]  "It  is  well  settled,  by  numer- 
ous decisions  of  this  court,  that  the 
courts  of  this  state  are  possessed  of 
full  and  ample  powers  to  correct  mis- 
takes and  supply  omissions  in  their 
records,  whenever  and  wherever  the 
records  supply  the  means  for  makfng 
such  eorrectibns  or  supplying  such 
omissiohs."  Miller  v.  Eoyce,  60  Ind. 
189. 

96.  Eeichenbach  v.  Fisher,  32  Wis. 
133. 

97.  Donald  &  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  33  Ala. 
534,  73  Am.  Dec.  431;  Dunham  v.  Eob- 
.erts,  28  Ala.  286. 

98.  Lilly  V.  Larkin,  66  Ala.  122; 
Hortou  V.  Beadle,  62  Ala.  32;  Lewis 
V.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  31,  64  So.  537. 

[a]  "In  this  situation  (where  the 
verdict  had  been  lost)  the  court  had 
inherent  power  to  substitute  that  paper 
on  proper  evidence  of  its  contents,  and 
such  contents  were  capable  of  proof 
by  parol."  Lewis  v.  State,  10  Ala. 
App.  31,  64  So.  537. 

99.  Eddie  v.  Eddie,  138  Mo.  599,  39 
8.  W.  451;  Saxton  v.  Smith,  50  Mo. 
490;  Williams  v.  Walton,  84  Mo.  App. 
433;  McGouigle  v.  Bresnen,  44  Mo. 
App.  423.  And  see  State  ex  rel.  Ozark 
County  V.  Tate,  109  Mo.  265,  18  8.  W. 
1088;  Jones  v.  Hart,  60  Mo.  351;  Bruner 
V.  Marcum,  50  Mo.  405;  Sydnor  v. 
Burke,  4  Band.  (25  Va.)  161. 

[a]     "The  rule  which  excludes  oral 
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The 'rule  sometimes  followed  is,  that' the  amendmient  may  be  made 
upon  any  satisfactory  evidence/  in  which  event  an  amendment  may 
be  predicated  upon  the  memoranda  of  the  clerk,^  as  well  as  that  of 
court,^  oral  testimony,*  and  afQdavits.*    Some  courts  qualify  this  rule. 


evidence,  or  which  prevents  the  amend- 
ment of  Entries  by  the  recollections 
of  the  judge,  unaided  by  records  ■  or 
minutes,  is  confined  in  its  operation 
to  cases,  wherein  the  records  are 
sought  to  be  amended  after  the  lapse 
of  the  term  at  which  a  final  judgment 
was  rendered."  McGonigle  v.  Bres- 
nen,  44  Mo.  App.  423. 

[b]  Where  ythe  courb  "pronounces 
a  judgment,-  and  the  clerk  fails  to 
enter  the  same  on  the  record,  it  is 
competent  for  the  court  during  the 
term  from  its  own  recollection  to  cor- 
rect or  amend  its  record  by  an  entry 
nunc  pro  tunc  so  as  to  make  the  same 
correctly  express  what  was  done  or 
ordered  by  it  in  the  first  instance." 
Williams  v.  Walton,  84  Mo.  App.  433. 

1.  U.  S.^Btna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boon,  95 
U.  S.  Ill,  24  L.  ed.  395;  Odell  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 70  Fed.  656,  17  C.  C.  A.  317; 
Lynah  v.  United  States,  l06  Fed.  121; 
Hicklin  v.  Marco,  64  Fed.  609.  Colo. 
Pleyte  v.  Pleyte,  15  Colo.  44,  24  Pac. 
579;  Doane  v.  Glenn,  1  Colo.  454;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Schmidt  v.  County  Court, 
9  Colo.  App.  41,  47  Pac.  469;  Breene 
V.  Booth,  6  Colo.  App.  140,  40  Pac. 
193.  Conn. — Brown  «.  Clark,  81  Conn. 
562,  71  Atl.  727;  Weed  v.  Weed,  25 
Conn.  337;  Bradley  v.  Baldwin,  5  Conn. 
288.  HI. — People  ex  rel.  McCrea  v. 
Quick,  92  m.  580;  Morrison  v.  Stew- 
art, 21  HI.  App.  113;  Ives  v.  Hulce,  17 
m.  App.  30;  Baragwanath  v.  Wilson, 
4  HI.  App.  80.  Miss. — Wilson  v.  Town 
of  Handsboro,  99  Miss.  252,  54  So. 
845,  overruling,  in  this  regard,  Shackel- 
ford V.  Levy,  63  Miss.  125;  Moody  v. 
Grant,  41  Miss.  565;  Russell  v.  Mc- 
Dougall,  3  Smed.  &  M.  234.  Neb. 
Harris  v.  Jennings,  64  Neb.  80,  89  N. 
W.  625;  Aekerman  v.  Ackermau,  61 
Neb.  72,  84  N.  W.'598;  School  Dist. 
V.  Bishop,  46  Neb.  850,  65  N.  W.  902; 
Sullivan  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Clark,  12  Neb. 
578,  12  N.  W.  103.  N.  H.— Frink  v. 
Frink,  43  N.  H.  508,  515,  overruling,  in 
this  respect,  Wendell  v.  Mugridge,  19 
N.  H.  109,  112.  Compare,  Gove  v.  Ly- 
ford.  44  N.  H.  525.  N.  C— Mayo  v. 
Whltson,  47  N.  C.  231.  Ohio.— See 
Cleveland,  etc.  Printing  Co.  v.  Green, 
52  Ohio  St.  487. 

[a]  "It  is  clearly  settled  the  trial 
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court  may  proceed  on  evidence  satis- 
factory to  itself,  whether  oral  or  docu- 
mentary, whether  of  record  or  other- 
wise, to  correct  the  entry  and  make 
it  speak  the  judgment  which  the  court 
in  fact  rendered."  People  ex  rel. 
Schmidt  v.  County  Court,  9  Colo.  App. 
41,  47  Pac.  469. 

[b]  "The  amount  and  kind  of  evi- 
dence requisite  to  satisfy  that  court 
(the  one  granting  the  amendment),  as 
to  what  was  the  real  order  of  the 
court,  and  what  was  the  proper  entry 
.  .  .,  must  rest  with  that  court." 
Fay  V.  Wenzell,  8  Cush.  (Mass.)  315. 

[c]  The  -written  opinion  of  the 
judge  is  sufficient.  Hicklin  v,  Marco, 
64  Fed.  609.    . 

2.  Bradley  v.  Baldwin,  5  Conn.  288. 

3.  U.  S. — Etna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boon,  95 
U.  8.  Ill,  24  L.  ed.  395;  Lynah  «. 
United  States,  106  Fed.  121;  Hicklin  v. 
Marco,  64  Fed.  609.  And  see  Mathe- 
son's  Admr.-  v.  Grant's  Admr.,  2  How. 
263,  11  L.  ed.  261.  Conn. — Brown  v. 
Clark,  81  Conn.  562,  71  Atl.  727. 
Ind.  App. — ^Brittenham  v.  Robinson,  22 
Ind.  App.  536.  la. — Jones  v.  Field,  80 
Iowa  281,  45  N.  W.  753.  Neb.— Arid 
see  Harris  v.  Jennings,  64  Neb.  80,  89 
N.  W.  625;  School  Dist.  v.  Bishop,  4B 
Neb.  850,  65  N.  W.  902;  Sullivan  Sav. 
Inst.  V.  Clark,  12  Neb.  578,  12  N.  W. 
103. 

4.  Conn. — ^Weed  v.  Weed,  25  Conn. 
337.  m.— Morrison  v.  Stewart,  21  111. 
App.  113 ;  Ives  v.  Hulce,  - 17  111.  App. 
30.  Ind. — ^Brownlee  v.  Commissioners, 
101  Ind.  401;  Indianapolis  &  G.  R.  T. 
Co.  V.  Andis,  33  Ind.  App.  625,  72 
N.  E.  145.  Mass. — ^Pay  v.  Wenzell,  8 
Cush.  315. 

[a]  Oral  testimony  was  allowed  to 
contradict  the  records  in  Morrison  v. 
Stewart,  21  HI.  App.  113;  Ives  v. 
Hulce,  17  ill.  App.  30. 

[b]  In  Douglass  v.  Keehn,  78  Ind. 
199,  it  was  said  that  the  application 
"should  be  heard  .  .  .  upon  the 
depositions,  afSdavits  or  oral  testimony 
of  both  parties,  ..." 

[c]  In  Massachusetts  the  testimony 
of  the  jurors  was  received  in  support 
of  such  a  motion.  Capen  v.  Stoughton, 
16  Gray  (Mass.)  364. 

5.  Ind. — Douglass  v.  Keehn,  78  Ind, 
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however,  by  holding  that  there  is  a  distinction  in  regard  to  the  re- 
ception of  oral  testimony  in  such  a  proceeding  between  a  case  wherein 
it  is  sought  to  correct  ^n  afiirniative  error  and  one  in  which  the  object 
is  to  supply  an  omission,  declaring  such  evidence  to  be  competent  only 
in  the  former  instance.^ 

j.  The  Order  Determining  tKe  Application.  —  Ordinarily  formal 
requisites  of  the  order  granting  the  amendment  will  be  controlled  by 
the  requirements  of  orders  ol  a  similar  nature.''  But,  it  seems,  that 
where  any  considerable  lapse  of  time  has  intervened  between  the 
entry  of  the  judgment  and  the  amendment,  the  order  directing  such 
amendment  should  contain  a  clause  expressly  saving  the  rights  of 
third  parties,  not  parties  or  privies  to  the  judgment,^  and  it  has  also 
been  held  that  the  order  should  contain  recitals  showing  the  amend- 
ment to  have  been  made  upon  proper  evidence^  after  due  notice  to  the 
opposite  party,^"  and  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction.^^ 

k.  Making  the  Amendment.  —  The  best,  practice  in  this  regard  is 
to  make  a  new  entry,  referring  to  the  imperfect  or  defective  judg- 
ment and  to  the  order  of  the  court  directing  such  amendment,^''  but, 
it  would  seem,  that  no  mode  of  amending  which  is  sanctioned  by  and 
under  the  view  of  the  court  will  vitiate  the  judgment.^^  Thus  amend- 
ments may  be  made  by  interlineation,^*  especially  where  the  order  of 
court  granting  them  specifies  the  particular  amendment  allowed  to  be 
made  in  this  manner." 


199.  Md.— Parkhurst  v.  Bank,  61  Md. 
254.  Mass. — See  Capen  v.  Stoughton, 
13  Gray  364;  Clark  v.  Lamb,  8  Pick. 
415,  417.  Mont.— Keene  v.  "Welsh,  8 
Mont.  305,  21  Pac.  25.  See  also  Barber 
V.  Briscoe,  9  Mont.  341,  23  Pac.  726. 
N.  Y.— See  Sexton  v.  Bennett,  17  N.  T. 
Supp.  437.  N.  O.— Mayo  v.  Whitson, 
47  N.  C.  231. 

6.  Mitchell  v.  Lincoln,  78  Ind.  531. 

7.  See  generally  the  title  "Orders." 

8.  McCormick  v.  Wheeler,  36"  HI. 
114;  Greenleaf  v.  Eoe,  17  HI.  474; 
Berthold  v.  Fox,  21  Minn.  51. 

9.  Commissioner's  Court  v.  Holland, 
177  Ala.  60,  58  So.  270;  Carney  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 10  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  232. 

[a]  "If  the  order  of  amendment 
does  not  show,  at  least  by  a  general 
recital,  that  it  is  predicated  upon  ~saWs- 
facfory  or  sufficient  evidence,  it  fails 
to  show  any  authority  to  make  the 
amendment,  and  the  amendment  is 
wholly  invalid  and  ineffectual."  Com- 
missioner's Court  V.  Holland,  177  Ala. 
60,  58  So.  270. 

[b]  A  recital  that  the  amendment 
was_  made  "with  purpose  in  view  of 
having  same  (the  amendment)  in  every 


respect  to  conform  with  the  statute" 
is  insufficient  for  this  purpose.  Com- 
missioner's Court  V.  Holland,  177  Ala. 
60,  58  So.  270. 

10.  Carney  v.  McDonald,  10  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   232. 

11.  Carney  v.  McDonald,  10  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  232. 

12.  Ala. — State  v.  Craig,  12  Ala. 
363.  Ark. — Arlington  v.  Conrey,  17 
Ark.  100;  King  v.  Bank,  9  Ark.  185. 
Tex. — Benge  v.  Panhandle  Land  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  318;  Man- 
sel  V.  Castles,  93  Tex.  414,  55  S.  W. 
559. 

13.  State  V.  Craig,  12  Ala.  363. 

14.  Ala State    v.    Craig,    12    Ala. 

363.  Ark. — ^Arrington  c.  Conrey,  17 
Ark.  100;  King  v.  Bank,  9  Ark.  185. 
Mo.— Allen  v.  Sales,  56  Mo.  28. 

[a]  "When  the  amendment  is  or- 
dered it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to 
obey  the  order,  not  by  entering  it  on 
the  record  to  be  amended,  but  altering 
the  record  itself,  so  as  to  answer  to 
the  amendment."  Jones  v.  Lewis,  30 
N.  C.  70.  See  McDowell  v.  McDowell, 
92  N.  C.  227. 

15.  King  V.  Bank,  9  Ark.  185. 
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1.  Appeal  and  UeviiRW. — (!•)  General  Statement.  — Not  only  is  an 
order  granting  or  denying  a  motion  to  amend  generally  considered 
appealable,"  but  this,  or  some  other  method  of  direct  attack,  is  the 
only  proper  remedy  in  such  a  case,^^  it  being  always  improper  to 
proceed  by  a  collateral  or  incidental  assault  upon  the  judgment.^* 
As  already  noticed,  the  amendment  of  a  judgment  is,  necessarily, 
largely  within  the  discretion  of  the  court, ^^  and  its  decision  thereon 
will'  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  unless  it  appears  that  this  discretion 
has  been  abused.^"  In  fact,  it  has  been  said  that  the  correct  use  of 
this  discretion  cannot  be  questioned  by  another  court,  even  on  a  writ 
of  error.^^ 

(II.)  What  Questions  May  Be  Raised.  —Only  such  objections  may  be 
urged  on  the  appeal  as  were  raised  at  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  pro- 
vided the  party  making  the  same  was  given  notice  of  the  motion  if 
entitled  thereto.^^  Thus,  a  party  will  not  be  heard  to  say  for  the  first 
time  on  appeal  that  the  application,^^  or  the  notice  thereof,^*  was  in- 


le,  Nell  V.  Dayton,  47  Minn.  257, 
49  N.  W.  981;  Beam  v.  Bridgers,  111 
N.  C.  269,  16  S.  E.  391. 

[a]  Writ  of  Error. — Wherever  the 
denial  of  a  motion  to  amend  is  con- 
sidered a  final  judgment  a  writ  of 
error  will  lie  to  review  such  denial. 
The  Governor  v.  Knight,  8  Ala.  297; 
Wilkerson  v.  Goldthwaite,  1  Stew.  & 
P.    (Ala.)    159. 

17.  Ala.— Ware  v.  Kent,  123  Ala. 
427,  26  So.  208.  Oal.— Grim  v.  Kessing, 
89  Cal.  478.  111.— Tanton  v.  Keller,  78 
m.  App.  31.  N.  Y.— See  Sexton  v. 
Bennett,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  437. 

18.  U.  S. — Cromwell  v.  Bank,  2 
Wall.  Jr.  569,  6  Fed.  Gas.  No.  3,409. 
Ala.— Ware  v.  Kent,  123  Ala.  427.  Ark. 
Melton  V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  99 
Ark.  433,  139  8.  W.  289.  Ind.— Haines 
V.  Smith,  Smith  381.  Mich.— Reynolds 
v.  Reynolds,  115  Mich.  378,  73  N.  W. 
425.  Mo.— Wellshear  v.  Kelley,  69  Mo. 
343;  State  v.  Buchanan  County,  135 
Mo.  App.  143,  116  S.  W.  14.  Neh. 
School  Dist.  V.  Bishop,  46  Neb.  850,  65 
N,  W.  902.  N.  H.— Carlton  v.  Patter- 
son, 29  N.  H.  580.  N.  C— State  v. 
King,  27  N.  C.  203. 

19.  See  supra,  XIII,  A,  2. 

20.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Woodruff,  123 
Ala.  99,  26  go.  509;  LeinkaufE  v.  Tuska- 
loosa  Sale  &  A.  Co.,  105  Ala.  328,  16 
So.  891;  Tanner  v.  Hayes,  47  Ala.  722. 
Cal.— Lewis  v.  Eigney,  21  Cal.  268. 
Colo.— Pleyte  v.  Pleyte,  15  Colo.  44,  24 
Pac.  579.  Conn. — Wooster  v.  Glover,  37 
Conn.  315;  Waldo  v.  Spencer,  4  Conn. 
71.  Ga. — Safifold  v.  Keenan,  2  Ga.  341. 
la. — Chapman     v.     Allen,     Morris     23. 
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Mass. — Eugg  V.  Parker,  7  Gray  172.  Mo. 
Becher  v.  Denser,  169  Mo.  159,  69  S. 
W.  363.  Neb. — Wise  v.  Fray,  9  Neb. 
217,  2  N.  W.  375.  N.  H.— WendeU  v. 
Mugridge,  19  N.  H.  109.  N.  M— See 
Seeou  V.  Leroux,  1  N.  M.  388.  N.  Y. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  40  App.  Div.  251,  57 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1122;  Sexton  v.  Bennett, 
17  N.  Y.  Supp.  437.  See  Bohlen  v. 
Metropolitan  E.  E.  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  546, 
24  N.  E.  932.  N.  C— Brooks  v. 
Stephens,  100  N.  C.  297,  6  S.  E.  81; 
Ashe  V.  Streator,  53  N.  G.  256;  Brady 
V.  Beason,  28  N.  C.  425.  Ohio.— Niles 
V.  Parks,  49  Ohio  St.  37)0,  34  N.  B. 
735.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Hultz,  6  Pa.  469. 
Tenn. — Eiekman  v.  Eickman,  6  Lea  483. 
Tex. — ^Austin  v.  Jordan,  5  Tex.  130. 
Wash. — O 'Bryan  ■;;.  American  Inv.  & 
Imp.  Co.,  50  Wash.  371,  97  Pac.  241. 

[a]  "Whether  the  court  would  or- 
der the  completion  of  those  records  (a 
judgment  entry)  was  a  matter  of  judi- 
cial discretion;  and  the  action  of  the 
court,  within  the  limits  of  its  author- 
ity, is  not  a  subject  of  exception." 
Eugg  V.  Parker,  7  Gray  (Mass.)  172. 

21.  Cromwell  v.  Bank,  2  Wall.  Jr. 
569,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,409. 

22.  Ind. — Pritchard  v.  Mines,  56 
Ind.  App.  671,  106  N.  E.  411.  la.— Hur- 
ley V.  Dubuque,  etc.  Co.,  8  Iowa  274. 
N.  Y.— See  Smith  v.  Smith,  40  App. 
Div.  251,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  1122.  N.  0. 
Walton  V.  Pearson,  85  N.  C.  34.  Va. 
Dillard  V.  Thornton,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.) 
392. 

23.  Latta  v.  Griffith,  57  Ind.  329. 

24.  Graves  v.  Fulton,  7  How.  (Mis».) 
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sufficient,  or  that  the  facts  shown  did  not  warrant  the  relief  obtainedj^^ 
or  that  the  judge  before  whom  the  motion  was  made  had  no  authority 
to  entertain  the  same.^^ 

(in.)  Bill  of  Exceptions.27  — In  order  that  the  action  of  the  court 
in  granting  or  denying  a  motion  to  amend  a  judgment  may  be  re- 
viewed on  appeal  it  is  necessary  that  it  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,^^ 
by  a  bill  of  exceptions  or  in  some  other  appropriate  manner  as  the 
rules  of  practice  may  provide,^^  and  in  the  absence  of  this  the  ap- 
pellate court  will  presume  that  sufficient  legal  evidence  was  introduced 
to  justify  the  granting  of  the  amendment.^" 

(IV.)  Mandamus.  —The  action  of  the  court  in  granting  or  refusing 
an  amendment  cannot  be  reached  by  mandamus j^^  the  injured  party's 
remedy,  is  by  appeal.^^ 

m.  Costs.  —  The  taxing  of  costs  upon  such  a  motion  is  usually  con- 
trolled by  a  consideration  of  the  relation  which  the  fault  of  the 
erring  litigant  bears  to  the  whole  expense.^^ 

XIV.  OPENING  AND  VACATING.  — A.  Power.  — 1.  Gen- 
erally. —  The  power  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  to  open  or 
vacate  a  judgment  is  an  inherent  one/*  which  is,  in  some  states,  ex- 


592;  Dillard  v.  Thornton,  29  Gratt. 
(70  Va.)  392. 

25,  Kaufman  v.  Shain,  111  Cal.  16, 
43  Pac.  393. 

?6.  Smith.  V.  Smith,  40  App.  Div. 
251,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  1122. 

27.  See  generally  the  title  "Bills 
of  Exceptions."- 

28.  Bartmess  v.  Holliday,  27  Ind. 
App.  544,  61  N.  E.  750. 

29.  Glass  V.  Glass,  24  Ala.  468; 
Kains  v.  Warren,  10  Ala.  623. 

30.  Burdeshaw  v.  Comer,  108  Ala. 
617,  18  So.  556. 

31.  U.  S. — Ecc  parte  Morgan,  114 
IT.  S.  174,  5  Sup.  Ct.  825,  29  L.  ed. 
135.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Schmidt  &  Smith, 
62  Ala.  252.  Mich.— Township  of 
Hiawatha  v.  Circuit  Judge,  90  Mich. 
270,  51  N.  W.  282.  N.  Y.— See  Kling 
V.  Walsh,  60  App.  Div.  512,  69  N.  Y. 
Supp.  962.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Hultz,  6  Pa. 
469. 

Compare,.  State  ex  rel.  Graves  v. 
Judge,  61  Mo.  166.  See  generally  the 
title  "Mandamus." 

32.  Ex  parte  Schmidt  &  Smith,  62 
Ala.  252.    See  supra,  XIII,  T>,  2,  1,  (I). 

33.  White  v.  Blake,  74  Me.  489. 
See  the  following  cases:  Mass. — Eugg 
u.  Parker,  7  Gray  172.  Tex. — Westall 
V.  Marshall,  16  Tex.  1«2;  Weaver  v. 
Lewis,  12  Tex.  104.  W.  Va.— Triplett 
v.  Lake,  43  W.  Va.  428,  440,  27  S.  E. 
363.  Bng. — ^Tucker  v.  New  Brunswick 
Trading  Co.,  44  L.  Eep.  (Ch.  Div.)  249. 


[a]  Where  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  respondents  were  in  any  way  re- 
sponsible for  the  erroneous  entry  of 
the  judgment  and  that  they  were  in 
fault  only  in  resisting  the  proposed 
amendment,  the  moving  party  was 
awarded  such  legitimate  costs  as  had 
accrued  since  the  appearance  of  the 
respondent  in  court  in  opposition  to 
the  motion.  White  v.  Blake,  74  Me. 
489. 

34.  U.  S. — In  re  Sanitarium,  etc.  Co., 
222  Fed.  22,  137  C.  C.  A.  560;  Fisher 
V.  Simon,  67  Fed.  387.  Ala. — Long  v. 
Gwinn,  188  Ala.  196,  66  So.  88.  Ga. 
Brady  v.  Brady,  71  Ga.  71.  111. — Briggs 
v.  Dunne,  163  111.  36,  46  N.  E.  628. 
Ind.— Scott  V.  Smith  (Ind.  App.),  82 
N.  E.  556.  la. — Achesou  v.  Inglis  Bros., 
155  Iowa  239,  135  N.  W.  632;  Martin 
V.  Van  Bergen,  1  Greene  314.  Md. 
Kemp  V.  Cook,  18  Md.  130.  Mich. 
Fifth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Clinton  Circuit 
Judge,  100  Mich.  67,  58  N.  W.  648. 
Mo. — Hesse  v.  Seyp,  88  Mo.  App.  66. 
Neb.— Bradley  v.  Slater,  58  Neb.  554, 
78  N.  W.  1069.  Nev.— State  v.  Fourth 
District  Court,  16  Nev.  371.  N.  Y. 
Ladd  V.  Stevenson,  112  N.  Y.  325,  19 
N.  E.  842;  In  re  Hawley,  100  N.  Y. 
206,  3  N.  B.  68;  Vanderbilt  v.  Schreyer, 
81  N.  Y.  646;  Hatch  v.  Central  Nat. 
Bank,  78  N.  Y.  487;  Morgan  v.  Holla- 
day,  6  Jones  &  S.  117;  Donnelly  v.  Me- 
Ordle,  14  App.  Div.  217,  43  N.  Y. 
Supp.  560j  MeCloud  v.  Meehan,  30  Mise, 
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pressly  fiffirmed  and  regulated  by  statute;''  it  is  not,  however,  de- 
pendent upon  such  statutes  for  its  existence.'®  This  power  is  possessed 
not  only  by  courts  of  law  but  also  by  courts  exercising  equity  juris- 
diction.'' 

2.  Courts  of  Inferior  Jurisdiction.  —  Inferior  courts  do  not  pos- 
sess the  power  to  open  or  vacate  their  judgments  except  by  virtue  of 
a  statutory  grant  thereof,"  and,  it  seems,  such  grant  must  be  by 


67,  62  N.  T.  Supp.  852;  Fortunato  v. 
New  York,  2  Misc.  406,  21  N.  T.  Supp. 
963.  N.  C — :Kicaud  v.  Alderman,  132 
N.  C.  62,  43  S.  E.  543.  Ohio.— Carey 
V.  Kemper,  45  Ohio  St.  93,  11  N.  B. 
130.  See  also  Manguno,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Clymonts,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  427,  where 
this  power  considered  as  an  inherent 
one,  existing  independent  of  statutes, 
only  during  the  judgment  term.  Ore. 
Brand  v.  Baker,  42  Ore.  426,  71  Pac. 
320;  White  v.  Ladd,  41  Ore.  324,  33Q, 
68  Pac.  739;  .Ladd  v.  Mason,  10  Ore. 
308.  Pa.— Hai-per  «.  Kean,  11  Serg.  & 
E.  280.  See  also  Horner  &  McCann 
v.  Hower,  39  Pa.  126;  Hill  v.  Egan, 
2  Pa.  Super.  596.  S.  D. — Garlock  v. 
Calkins,  14  S.  D.  90,  84  N.  W.  393. 
Utah. — Utah  Commercial,  etc.  Bank  v. 
Trumbo,  17  Utah  198,  53  Pac.  1033; 
Blyth,  etc.  Co.  v.  Swensou,  15  Utah 
345,  355,  49  Pac.  1027;  Elliott  v.  Bas- 
tian,  11  Utah  452,  463,  40  Pac.  713. 
See  also  Park  v.  Higbee,  6  Utah  414, 

24   Pac.    524.     Vt Johnson   v.   Shum- 

way,  65  Vt.  389,  26  Atl.  590.  See  also 
Amazon  Ins.  Co.  v.  Partridge,  49  Vt. 
121.  Wash. — Dane  v.  -Daniel,  28  Wash. 
155,  165,  68  Pac.  446.  Wis.— Smith  v. 
Milwaukee,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  119  Wis.  336, 
96  N.  W.  823. 

[a]  This  Power  Is  a  Judicial  One. 
The  legislature  may  not,  by  legisla- 
tion, set  aside  a  solemn  judgment  of 
a  court.  De  Chastellux  v.  Fairchild,  15 
Pa.  18,  53  Am.  Dec.  570. 

35.  N.  C— Eev.  1905,  §§513,  449. 
N.  D.— §§6884,  6846,  6766,  Eev.  Codes, 
1905,  and  see  the  following  eases:  City 
of  Fargo  v.  Keeney,  11  N.  D.  484,  92 
N.  W.  836.  S.  D.— Garlock  v..  Calkins, 
14  S.  D.  90,  84  N.  W.  393.  Utah.— Utah 
Commercial,  etc.  Bank  v.  TruBibo,  17 
Utah  198,  53  Pac.  1033;  Blyth,  etc.  Co. 
V.  ^wenson,  15  Utah  345,  49  Pac.  1027, 
involving  §3256,  Comp.  Laws  1888.  Va. 
Ballard  v.  Whitlock,  ,18  Gratt.  (59  Va.) 
235.  Wash.— Dane  v.  Daniel,  28  Wash. 
155,  68  Pac.  446. 

[a]  The  clerk  of  a  court  has  no 
authority  to  grant  this    relief    under 
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these   statutes.      Griel   v.    Vernon,     65 
N.  C.  76. 

36.  la.— Todhunter  v.  De  Graff,  164 
Iowa  20,  146  N.  W.  66.  Md. — Craig  v. 
Wroth,  47  Md.  281;  Taylor  v.  Sin- 
dall,  34  Md.  38;  Kemp  v.  Cook,,  18  Md. 
130,  79  Am.  Dec.  681.  Miss. — See 
Harper  v.  Barnett,  16  So.  533,  not 
officially  reported.  Neh. — ^Bradley  v. 
Slater,  58  Neb.  554,  78  N.  W.  1069. 
N.  Y.— Ladd  v.  Stevenson,  112  N.  T. 
325,  19  N.  E.  842;  In  re  Hawley,  100 
N.  T.  206,  3  N.  E.  68;  Hatch  v.  Cen- 
tral Nat.  Bank,  78  N.  Y.  487;  Weston 
V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  88  App.  Div. 
330,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  743;  MeCloud  v. 
Meehan,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  852;  Donnelly 
V.  MoArdle,^  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  560;  For- 
tunato V.  New  York,  121  N.  Y.  Supp. 
963.  Ohio. — Manguno,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cly- 
monts, 19  Ohio  Cir.  'Ct.  237.  S.  D. 
Garlock  v.  Calkins,  14  S.  D.  90,  84  N. 
W.  393.  Utah.— Blyth  &  Fargo  Co.  v. 
Swenson,  15  Utah  345,  355,  49  Pac. 
1027. 

[a]  Should  a  case  arise  which  is 
without  the  purview  of  the  statutory 
provisions,  the  common  law  will  at 
once  attach  and  control  the  disposition 
of  the  case.  Parker  v.  Eobinson,  5  Ohio 
Dec.   (Eeprint)  367. 

37.  HI.— Pease  v.  Roberts,  16  Dl. 
App.  634.  Ky. — Small  v.  Eeeves,  104 
Ky.  289,  46  S.  W.  726.  N.  D.— Free- 
man V.  Wood,  11  N.  D.  1,  88  N.  W. 
721.  Wis. — Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cormiek,  20  Wis.   265. 

[a]  The  rules  controlling  the  exer- 
cise of  this  power  are  the  same  in 
either  tribunal.  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  MeCormick,  20  Wis.  265. 

38.  Neb.— State  v.  Duncan,  37  Neb. 
631,  643,  56  N.  W.  214.  See  Cox  v. 
Tyler,  6  Neb.  297;  Templin  v.  Snyder, 
6  Neb.  491.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Under- 
bill, 117  N.  Y.  471,  22  N.  E.  1120. 
S.  C— See  Brown  v.  Buttz,  15  S.  C.  488. 

See  generally  the  title  "Justices  of 
the  Peace;"  "Probate  Courts." 

[a]  But  see  (1)  Whitehurst  v. 
Merchants?    ^    P.    Transp.    Co.,    109 


JUDGMENTS 


153 


express  reference  and  not  by  implication.^'  Statutes  in  most  jurisdic- 
tions, however,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  confer  this  power  upon 
them,*"  and  it  can  be  exercised  only  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner 
specified  in  the  statute.*^ 

3.    Cowts  of  Appellate  Jurisdiction.  —  Courts  of  appellate  juris- 
diction have  power  to  set  aside  their  judgments*^   upon   a   sufficient 


N.  C.  342,  13  S.  E.  937,  where 
the  court  says:  "The  remedy  for 
irregularity  (in  the  judgment)  is 
by  motion  in  the  action  before  the 
justice  of  the' peace  .  .  .  It  is  orderly, 
convenient,  necessary  and  appropriate 
to  make  pertinent  motions  of  all  kinds 
in  an  action  in  such  court  just  as  like 
motion  may  be  made  in  the  superior 
courts."  (2)  And  see  Neville u.  Pope, 
95  N.  C.  346,  where  the  court,  in 
speaking  of  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  says:  "It  may  have  been 
erroneous.  If  so,  the  party  against 
whom  it  was  given  ought  to  have  ap- 
pealed to  the  superior  court.  It  may 
ha>e  been,  and  may  be,  irregular  in 
material  respects.  If  so,  then  the 
remedy  would  be  by  motion  in  the 
action  to  set  aside  the  judgment  be- 
cause of  such  irregularity."  (3)  And 
to  the  same  effect,  McEee  v.  Angel,  90 
N.  C:  60;  Morton  v.  Eippy,  84  N.  C. 
611;  Broyles  v.  Young,  81  N.  0.  315; 
Birdsey  v.  Harris,  68  N.  CJ.  92. 

[b]  In  the  case  of  a  void  judgment 
being  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  although  that  court  is  power- 
less to  formally  set  it  aside,  it  may 
treat  it  as  a  nullity  wherever  it  is 
brought  to  the  court's  attention.  Fon- 
taine V.  Bergen,  55  Ga.  410. 

39.  Shaw  V.  Eowlaud,  32  Kan.  154, 
4  Pac.  146;  Kingsborough  v.  Towsley, 
56  Ohio  St.  450,  47  N.  B.  541. 

[a]  An  express  statutory  grant  of 
this  power  to  an  inferior  tribunal,  how- 
ever, carries  with  it,  not  only  statutory 
powers  but  all  the  general  inherent 
power  of  courts  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion in  this  regard.  In  re  Henderson, 
53  N.  Y.  Supp.  957. 

40.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Oal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§859;  Hubbard  v.  Superior  Court,  9  Cal. 
App.  166,  98  Pac.  394."  lU.— Ch.  44, 
§382,  Courtright's  St.  ,  1916.  Kan. 
§6200,  Dassler's  Gen.  St.,  1909.  Me. 
Ch.  85,  §12,  p.  761,-  Eev.  St.  1903,  relief 
from  defaults  and  nonsuits  only.  Neb. 
§8447,  Eev.  St.  1913;  Leake  i).  Gallogly, 
34  Neb.  857,  52  N.  W.  834;  Tootle  v. 


Jones,  19  Neb.  588,  27  N.  W.  635;  Crip- 
pen  V.  jChurch,  17  Neb.  304,  22  N.  W. 
567;  Eaymond  v.  Strine,  14  Neb.  236; 
Strine  v.  Kaufman,  12  Neb.  423,  11 
N.  "W.  867.   N.  0.— §1478,  Eev.  1905. 

[a]  In  New  York  (1)  the  municipal 
courts  possess  this  power  by  virtue  of 
Laws  of  1896,  c.  748,  and  the  surro- 
gate's court  by  §2400,  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  which  confers  upon  this  court 
the  power  to  grant  this  relief  in  the 
same  manner  as  courts  of  general  jur- 
isdiction, with  the  same  limitations. 
In  re  Onderdonk,  4  Misc.  37,  23  N.  Y. 
Supp.  846.  See  also  In  re  Flynn,  136 
N.  Y.  287,  32  N.  E.  767;  Sipperly  v. 
Baucus,  24  N.  Y.  46.  (2)  The  power  of 
the  municipal  courts,  however,  does 
not  extend  to  judgments  on  the  merits, 
but  only  to  judgments  on  default.  Zim- 
merman V.  Bloch,  12  Misc.  158,  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1073. 

41.  Cochran  v.  Eeich,  20  Misc.  593, 
46  N.  Y.  Supp.  441;  Gold  v.  Hutchin- 
son, 55  N.  Y.  Supp.  575.  See  Stivers 
V.  Eitt,  29  Misc.  341,  60  N.  Y.  Supp. 
507;  Ludwiu  v.  Siano,  73  N.  Y.  Supp. 
940. 

[a]  For  this  reason  statutes  con- 
ferring upon  inferior  courts  the  power 
to  grant  this  relief  in '  "  any  action 
tried  before  them"  has  been  held  not 
to  give  authority  to  open  a  judgment 
in  a  "  special  proceeding. ' '  Thus  a  de- 
fault judgment  ip  unlawful  detainer, 
a  special  proceeding,  may  not  be  re- 
lieved against  in  such  a  court  under 
authority  conferred  by  a  statute  like 
the  one  mentioned  above.  Cochran  v. 
Eeich,  20  Misc.  593,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
441. 

42.  N.  0. — Turner  v.  Davis,  132  ST. 
C.  187,  43  S.  E.  637.  Ohio.— Murphy 
&  Bros.  V.  Swadner,  34  Ohio  St.  672. 
S.  C. — Thew  v.  Southern  Porcelain  Mfg. 
Co.,  8  8.  C.  286.  Tex.— Cruger  v.  Mc- 
Cracken,  87  Tex.  584,  30  S.  W.  537. 

[a]  The  judgments  or  deeisions  of 
a  comuilssiou  created  to  aid  the  ap- 
pellate court  in  disposing  of  the  cases 
on  a  congested  calendar,  may  be  set 
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showing,  and  statutes  sometimes  so  provide.*^  If  the  ground  upon 
which  this  relief  is  asked  was,**  or  could  have  been  raised  on  the 
argument  of  the  couse,  the  application  will  be  rejected.*^ 

•  4.  Courts  of  Concurrent  or  Coordinate  Jurisdiction.  —  As  regards 
courts  of  concurrent  or  coordinate  jurisdiction,  it  is  a  generally  ac- 
cepted rule  that  one  may  not  open  or  vacate  a  judgment  of  another.** 
5.  Other  Available  Remedies.  —  It  is  the  general  rule  that  the 
existence  of  another  adequate  remedy  will  not,  in  itself,  deprive  the 
party  of  his  right  to  pursue  this  remedy.*^  An  application  to  open 
or  vacate  a  judgment  will  not  be  granted,  however,  when  the  proper 


aside  by  the  court.  Murphy  &  Bros. 
V.  Swadner,  34  Ohio  St.  672. 

[b]  At  a  snbsecLuent  term  a  judg- 
ment which  is  a  nullity  may  be  set 
aside.     Burr  v.  Lewis,  6  Tex.  76. 

[c]  Where  a  judgment  of  the  trial 
court  is  reversed  and  remanded  with 
directions  to  enter  a  particular  judg- 
ment an  application  to  open  or  set 
aside  the  judgment  rendered  pursuant 
to  such  directions  must  be  addressed 
to  the  trial  court.  Carey  v.  Kemper, 
45  Ohio  St.  93,  11  N.  E.  130. 

43.  See  Bates'  Ann.  Ohio  St.,  §5365, 
and  Carey  v.  Kemper,  45  Ohio  St.  93, 
11  N.  E.  130;  Murphy  &  Bros.  v.  Swad- 
ner, 34  Ohio  St.  672. 

44.  Williamson  v.  Boykin,  104  N.  C. 
100,  10  S.  E.  87;  State  v.  Waupaca 
Bank,  20  Wis.  640. 

45.  Bonnifleld  v.  Price,  1  Wyo.  245. 
[a]     On   a   motion  to    set    aside    a 

judgment  of  an  appellate  court  refus- 
ing a  writ  of  certiorari,  it  appeared 
that  the  facts  upon  which  the  motion 
was  based  might,  with  reasonable  dili- 
gence, '  have  been  presented  to  the 
court  upon  the  hearing  on  the  petition 
for  the  writ  and  the  motion  was  de- 
nied. Williamson  v.  Boykin,  104  N.  C. 
100,  10  S.  E.  87. 

46.  Ga.— Dixon  v.  Baxter,  106  Ga. 
180,  32  S.  E.  24.  Ind.— Black  v. 
Plunkett,  132  Ind.  599,  31  N.  E.  567. 
See  also  Plunkett  v.  Black,  117  Ind.  14, 
19  N.  E.  537;  Smithson  v.  Smithson, 
37  Neb.  535,  56  N.  W.  300,  40  Am.  St. 
Eep.  504.  N.  Y. — New  York  v.  Brady, 
115  N.  Y.  599,  22  N.  E.  237;  Ross  v. 
Wood,  70  N.  Y.  8.  N.  C— Skinner  v. 
Terry,  107  N.  C.  103,  12  S.  E.  118; 
Taylor  v.  Pope,  101  N.  C.  368,  7  S.  E. 
795;  Godwin  v.  Monds,  101  N.  0.  354, 
7  8.  E.  793.  S.  C— Odom  v.  Burch,  52 
S.  C.  305,  29  S.  B.  726.  Tenn.— Smith 
V.  Johnson,  2  Heisk.  225.    Wash. — ^Bayer 
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V.  Bayer,  83  Wash.  430,  145  Pac.  433. 
Wis.— Cardinal  v.  Bau  Claire  Lumb. 
Co.,  75  Wis.  404,  44  N.  W.  761;  Coon 
V.  Seymour,  71  Wis.  340,  37  N.  W.  243; 
Parish  v.  Marvin,  15  Wis.  247. 

[a]  "We  do  not  deny  but  that  pow- 
er exists  in  one  court  to  vacate  an 
order  made  by  a  coordinate  branch  of 
the  same  court.  .  .  .  The  exercise, 
however,  by  one  judge,  of  authority  in 
review  of  the  discretion  exercised  by 
another,  to  the  extent  of  vacating  the 
orders  and  determination  of  the  lat- 
ter, is  of  such  doubtful  propriety  as  to 
have  been  uniformly  denied  whenever 
the  question  has  arisen.  It  is  fraught 
with  consequences  that  may  be  serious, 
imperils  the  stability  of  an  orderly 
course  of  procedure  in  the  administra- 
tion of  justice,  and  is  destructive  of 
the  dignity  and  decorum  which  should 
attend  upon  judicial  determination." 
Corbin  v.  Casina  Land  Co.,  26  App. 
Div.  408,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  929.  Compare, 
Cruikshank  v.  Cruikshank,  30  App.  Div. 
381,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  926;  Ramsdell  v. 
National  Eivet  &  Novelty  Co.,  20  App. 
Div.  388,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  819. 

[b]  Should  a  judge  of  the  court  to 
which  application  for  relief  was  made, 
order  the  matter  transferred  to  a  court 
of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  he  having 
the  power  so  to  do,  the  court  to  which 
the  proceeding  is  thus  removed  may 
properly  entertain  the  same.  Cruik- 
shank «.  Cruikshank,  30  App.  Div.  381, 
51  N.  Y.  Supp.  926. 

47.     Kimball  v.  Kelton,   54  Vt.  177. 

[a]  Where  the  officer  who  served 
the  writ  made  the  return  day  wrong 
in  the  copy  delivered  to,  the  then  de- 
fendant, as  a  result  of  which  a  de- 
fault judgment  was  had  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  his  remedy  notwith- 
standing he  might  have  a  remedy 
against  the  officer  for  a  false  return. 
Kimball  v.  Kelton,  54  Vt.  177. 
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remedy  is  by  an  independent  action  for  damages,*^  or  a  proceeding  in 
equity,*®  or  by  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,^"  or  by  appeal  or  certiorari.^^ 

B.  Grounds  of  Relief.^^  —  1,  Void  Judgments  Generally.  —  It 
is  everywhere  considered  that  absolute  invalidity  of  a  judgment 
constitutes  a  sufScient  ground  for  its  vacation  by  the  court  wherein 
it  was  rendered.'* 

2.  Matters  of  Defense.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Not  every  matter  of  de- 
fense is  available  as  a  ground  for  opening  or  setting  aside  a  judg- 
ment.'* The  general  rule  is  that  matters  of  defense  of  which  the 
applicant  had  knowledge  at  the  time  of  trial,''  as  well  as  those  mat- 


48.  Chappell  v.  Eeal-Estate,  etc.  Co., 
91  Md.  754,  46  Atl.  982;  Bradburn  v. 
Eoberts,  148  N.  C.  214,  61  S.  E.  617. 

49.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Taylor, 
157  Fed.  718.  Pa. — Forbes  v.  Kendig, 
20  Pa.  Dist.  83.  Wash.— State  v. 
Superior  Court,  19  Wash.  128,  52  Pac. 
1013,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  724. 

50.  IT.  S.— Folsom  v.  Ballard,  70  Fed. 
12,  16  C.  C.  A.  593.  Ga.— Mize  v. 
Americus,  etc.  Co.,  109  Ga.  359,  34  S.  E. 
583;  Clark,  Cove,  ete.  Co.  v.  Steed,  92 
Ga.  440,  17  S.  E.  967.  Ind.— Louisville, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Eountree,  90  Ind.  329. 

51.  La. — Landry  v.  Bertrand,  48  La. 
Ann.  48,  19  So.  126.  Md.— Chappell  v. 
Eeal-Estate,  ete.  Co.,  91  Md.  754,  46 
Atl.  982.  Minn.— Grant  v.  Schmidt,  22 
Minn.  1.  See  also  official  syllabus  in 
Palmer  v.  Bank  of  Zumbrota,  65  Minn. 
90,  67  N.  W.  893.  N.  Y.— Clinton  v. 
Eddy,  54  Barb.  54;  Park  v.  Park,  24 
Misc.  372,  53  N.  T.  Supp.  677.  S.  O. 
McMahon  v.  Pugh,  62  S.  C.  506,  40  S. 
E.  961. 

52.  As  to  grounds  for  ecLuitahle  re- 
lief, see  inra,  XY,  E. 

53.  Ala. — Taylor  v.  Jones,  52  Ala. 
78.  Cal. — Grannis  v.  Superior  Court, 
146  Cal.  245,  79  Pac.  891;  People  v. 
Davis,  143  Cal.  673,  77  Pac.  651;  Latta 
V.  Tutton,  122  Cal.  279,  54  Pac.  844 
(deficiency  judgment  in  mortgage  fore- 
closure) ;  Pioneer  Land  Co.  v.  Maddux, 
109  Cal.  633,  42  Pac.  295;  People  v. 
Temple,  103  Cal.  447,  37  Pac.  414;  Jacks 
V.  Baldez,  97  Cal.  91,  31  Pac.  899.  N.  Y. 
Williams  v.  Van  Valkenburg,  16  How. 
Pr.  144;  Elmira  Eealty  Co.  v.  Gibson, 
103  App.  Div.  140,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  913. 
N.  C— Carter  v.  Eountree,  109  N.  C. 
29,  13  S.  E.  716;  Dobbin  v.  Gaster,  26 
N.  C.  71;  Anonymous,  1  N.  C.  97. 
Okla. — Foster  v.  Cimmarron  Valley 
Bank,  14  Okla.  24,  76  Pac.  1^5;  Phoenix 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Street,  9  Okla.  422, 60  Pae. 
221.  Ore.— White  v.  Ladd,  41  Ore.  324, 
330,  68  Pae.  739,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  732.  Pa. 


Insurance  Co.  v.  Tenan,  204  Pa.  332,  54 
Atl.  172;  Maneval  v.  Jackson  Tp., 
141  Pa.  426,  21  Atl.  672;  Allen  V. 
Krips,  119  Pa.  1,  12  Atl.  759.  See  also 
Tenan  v.  Cain,  188  Pa.  122,  242,  41 
Atl.  594;  Hatch  v.  Stitt,  66  Pa.  264; 
Stevenson  v.  Virtue,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  229. 
Tenn. — Eoche  v,  Washington,  7  Humph. 
142.  Tex.— Heath  v.  Layne,  62  Tex.  686; 
Burr  V.  Lewis,  6  Tex.  76;  Fendriek  v. 
Shea,  1  Tex.  Civ.  Cas.,  §912;  Euenbuhl 
V.  Heffron  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  38  S.  W. 
1028.  ■  See  also  Metzger  v.  Wendler,  35 
Tex.  378;  Snow  v.  Hawpe,  22  Tex.  168. 
Wash.— Sturgiss  v.  Dart,  23  Wash.  244, 
62  Pac.  858.  W.  Va. — Eorer  v.  Peo- 
ple's, etc.  Assn.,  47  W.  Va.  1,  34  S.  B. 
758.  Wis. — Cummings  V.  Tabor,  61 
Wis.  185,  21  N.  W.  72. 

[a]  Where  a  judgment  of  the  trial 
court  has  been  declared  void  on  appeal 
therefrom,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial 
court  to  strike  off  such  judgment  and 
all  subsequent  proceedings  thereunder. 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Tenan,  204  Pa.  332,  54 
Atl.  172. 

As  to  the  time  in  which  this  may 
be  done,  see  infra,  XIV,  C,  2,  b,  (VI). 

54.  Set-off.-rThe  mere  fact  that  the 
defendant  has  an  account  against  the 
plaintiff  equal  to  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  will  not  entitle  him  to  have 
the  judgment  opened.  "In  some  man- 
ner, either  at  law  or  in  equity,  sub- 
ject-matter of  defense  must  have  at- 
tached to  the  judgment  or  the  con- 
sideration on  which  it  rests."  Beaty 
V.  Bordwell,  91  Pa.  438,  followed  in 
Cooke  V.  Edwards,  15  P^.  Super.  412; 
Croop  V.  Dodson,  7  Kulp  (Pa.)  13. 

55.  tJ.  S. — Jaeger  v.  United  States, 
33  Ct.  CI.  214.  Ala.— Powell  v.  Wash- 
ington, 15  Ala.  803.  Oal. — ^Weisenborn 
V.  Neuman,  60  Cal.  376.  Del.— Mc- 
Daniel  v.  Townsend,  4  Penne.  359,  55 
Atl.  6.  Ga. — ^Leathers  i).  Leathers,  138 
Ga.  740,  76  S.  E.  44;  Sisson  v.  Pitt- 
man,  113  Ga.  166,  38  S.  E.  315;  Purity 
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ters  as  to  which  he  might,  with  reasonable  diligence,  have  informed 
himself,^"  may  not  be  urged  on  an  application  of  this  nature.  On  this 
principle  a  defendant  who  has  elected  to  stand  upon  a  demurrer  may 
not,  simply  because  he  apparently  has  a  good  defense  on  the  merits, 
have  the  judgment  opened.^^ 

b.  Illegality  of  Consideration.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  mere 
illegality  in  the  consideration  for  the  obligation  upon  which  a  judg- 
ment is  founded  will  not  constitute  sufficient  grounds  for  vacating  or 
setting  aside  of  the  judgment  if  this  defense,  although  known  to  the 
applicant  was  not  interposed  at  the  time  of  trial,^^  although  under  the 
statutes  in  some  jurisdictions  an  exception  to  this  general  rule  is  made 
in  case  of  judgments  founded  upon  gambling  contracts,*"  or  those  which 


lee  Works  «.  Eountree,  104  Ga.  676,30 
S.  B.  §85;  Thomason  v.  Fannin,  54  Ga. 
361.  ni.— Fischer  v.  Stiefel,  179  III. 
59,  53  N.  E.  407.  la.— Merrill  ».  Bowe, 
67  Iowa  636,  25  N.  "W.  840;  Brett  v. 
Myers,  65  Iowa  274,  21  N.  W.  604. 
Kan. — Elder  v.  National  Bank,  12  Kan. 
242.     Md.— Malone  v.  Topfer,  125  Md. 

157,  93  Atl.  397.    Minn Deering  Har-. 

vester  Co.  v.  Donovan,  82  Minn.  162, 
84  N.  W,  745;  Carlson  v.  Phinney,  56 
Minn.  476,  58  N.  W.  38.  Mo.— O'Brien 
Boiler,  etc.  Co.  v.  Home  Brew.  &  lee 
Co.,  189  Mo.  App.  91,  175  8.  W.  225; 
Waters  v.  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.,  127 
Mo.  App.  683,  106  S.  W.  1120.  N.  Y. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hamilton,  50  How. 
Pr.  116;  Weed  v.  Whitehead,  1  App. 
Div.  192,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  178.  N.  C. 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott;  136  N.  C.  157, 
48  S.  E.  581;  McLeod  v.  Graham,  132 
N.  C.  473,  43  S.  E.  935.  Pa.— Lauer 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Chmielewski,  206  Pa.  90, 
55  Atl.  841;  Smith  v.  Wachob,  179  Pa. 
260,  36  Atl.  221;  Clark  v.  Traveler 's  Ins. 
Co.,  21  Pa.  Dist.  678;  Speier  v.  Locust 
Laundry,  56  Pa.  Super.  323.  Utah. — Pet- 
erson V.  Crosier,  29  Utah  235,  81  Pac. 
860.  Va. — Marshall's  Admr.  v.  Cheat- 
ham, 88  Va.  31,  13  S.  E.  308.  Wash. 
Friedman  v.  Manley,  21  Wash.  675,  59 
Pac.  490;  Roberts  ».  Shelton  S.  W.  E. 
Co.,  21  Wash.  427,  58  Pac.  576.  Wis. 
Kirschbon  v.  Bonzel,  67  Wis.  178,  29 
N.  W.  907.  Ore. — William  Deering  Co. 
V.  Creighton,  26  Ore.  556,  38  Pac.  710. 
Pa.— Smith  v.  Hine,  179  Pa.  203,  260, 
36  Atl.  222;  Wurzburger  v.  Carroll,  8 
Kulp  266.  See  also  Gillespie  v.  Eogers, 
184  Pa.  488,  39  Atl.  290;  Weldy  v. 
Young,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  15. 

[a]  Where,  in  a  suit  on  a  promis- 
sory note,  defendant  knew,  at  the  time 
of  trial  that  the  note  sued  upon  was 
without   consideration   he   will   not   be 
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permitted  to  attack  the  judgment  there- 
in rendered  on  this  ground.  Gillespie 
V.  Eogers,  184  Pa.  488,  39  Atl.  290. 

[b]  In  an  appellate  tribunal  this 
principle  will  operate  to  defeat  a  mo- 
tion of  this  sort.  Thus,  where  it  ap- 
peared on  a  motion  in  such  a  court  to 
set  aside  its  prior  judgment  refusing  a 
writ  of  certiorari,  that  the  facts  upon 
which  the  motion  was  based  could  with 
reasonable  diligence  have  been  pre- 
sented to  the  court  on  the  hearing  on 
the  petition  for  the  writ,  the  motion 
will  be  denied.  Williamson  v.  Boykin, 
104  N.  C.  100,  10  S.  E.  87. 

56.  Ga. — Hightower  v.  Williams,  104 
Ga.  608,  30  S.  E.  862.  N.  O ^Insur- 
ance Co.  V.  Scott,  136  N.  C.  157,  48  S. 
E.  581;  Grantham  v.  Kennedy,  91  N.  C. 
148,  153.  Ohio. — ^Fackler  v.  Bavarian 
Eelief  Society,  8  Ohio  Dee.  56,  5  Wkly. 
L.  Bui.  353. 

[a]  A  judgment  admitting  a  vill 
to  piobate  will  not  be  set  aside  upon 
any  ground  which,  with  due  diligence, 
might  have  been  ascertained  and 
pleaded  in  opposition  to  the  probate 
of  the  will.  Hightower  v.  Williams,, 
104  Ga.  608,  30  S.  E.  862. 

57.  William  Deering  &  Co.  13.  Creigh- 
ton, 26  Ore.  556,  38  Pac.  710;  Fidelity 
Ins.,  ete.  Co.  v.  Second  Phoenix  B.  & 
L.  Assn.,  17  Pa.  Super.  270.  Compare, 
Ide  V.  Booth,  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  499. 

58.  Ga.-i-Bell  v.  Hanks,  55  Ga.  274; 
Inman  v.  Jones,  44  Ga.  44;  Eansone 
V.  Grist,  40  Ga.  241.  111.— Lucas  v. 
Nichols,  66  111.  41.  Pa. — Lauer 's.  Ap- 
peal, 12  W.  N.  C.  165.  See  also  Shu- 
maker  v:  Eeed,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  547. 
Wis. — Thomas  v.  Thomas,  88  Wis.  88, 
59  N.  W.  504. 

59.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  Illinois  it  is  provided  by 
statute  that  judgments  founded  upon  a 
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are  usurious,'"  upon  a  showing  by  the  applicant  that  he  had  no  way  of 
presenting  this  defense  at  the  time  of  trial."^ 

c.  Failure  and  Inadequacy  of  Consideration:  —  It  is  not  a  ground 
for  vacating  a  judgment  that  the  consideration  for  the  obligation  upon 
which  the  judgment  rests  has  failed  or  was,  in,  the  first  instance,  in- 
adequate,'^ 

3.  Defects  as  to  Parties.  —  a.  General  Statement.  —  Failure  to 
join  a  necessary  party  defendant  is  not  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
judgment;^'  nor  is  a  technical  objection  to  a  party's  capacity  to  sue, 
which  must  be  shown  de  hors  the  record,**  or  a  mere  misnomer  of 
a  party,  ground  therefor.'^*  In  an  action  on  a  joint  obligation  a  judg- 
ment rendered  against  defaulted  defendants  before  the  disposition  of 
the  issues  as  to  other  defendants,  may  be  set  aside  on  motion.*^ 

b.  Death  of  Party.  —  That  a  judgment  was  rendered  after  the 
death  of  a  party  and  without  a  substitution  of  his  personal  representa- 
tive, is  sufficient  cause  for  its  subsequent  vacation,®^  though  the  court 


gambling  contract  may  be  set  aside, 
and  the  courts  of  that  state  have  de- 
clared that  as  a  matter  of  policy  this 
should  not  be  made  to,  depend  upon 
whether  or  not  this  defense  was  raised 
at  the  time  of  trial.  Mallett  v.  Butch- 
er, 41  HI.  382,  overruling  in  this  regard, 
Abrams  v.  Camp,  4  111.  290.  And,  to 
the  same  effect,  Boddie  v.  Brewer,  etc. 
Brewing  Co.,  204  HI.  352,  68  N.  E. 
394;  Lucas  v.  Nichols,  66  HI.  41;  Mal- 
lett V.  Butcher,  41  HI.  382;  Boddie  v. 
Brewer  &  Hoffman  Brewing  Co.,  107 
111.  App.  357.  See  also  Harris  «.  Mc- 
Donald, 79  111.  App.  638. 

[b]  In  Mississippi,  a  judgment 
founded  on  a  gambling  contract  has 
here  been  treatfed  as  absolutely  void 
(Smithers  v.  Keyes,  30  Miss.  179),  and 
accordingly  one  to  be  set  aside.  See 
supra,  XIV,  B,  1. 

60.  Eiddle  v.  Canby,  2  Ohio  Dee. 
(Eeprint)  586. 

61.  Bearce  v.  Barstow,  9  Mass.  45, 
6  Am.  Dec.  25;  Corning  v.  Ludlum,  28 
N.  J.  Eq.  398. 

62.  Del. — Townsend  v,  Townsend,  5 
Harr.  20.  Ga. — Powell  v.  Boring,  44 
Ga.  169.  m.— Blake  v.  State  Bank,  178 
lU.  182,  52  N.  E.  957.  Pa.— Flaccus 
Leather  Co.  v.  Heasley,  50  Pa.  Super. 
127;  Pennock  v.  Claypole,  1  Phila.  27. 

63.  Eamsburg  v.  Kline,  96  Va.  465, 
31  S.  E.  608,  action  against  two  of  the 
three  parties  to  a  contract  obligation. 

See  generally  as  to  effect  of  failure 
to  join  parties,  the  title  "Parties." 

[a]  But  in  Ebell  v.  Bursinger,  70 
Tex.  120,  8  S.  W.  77,  which  was  a  suit 
against  a  trustee  to  cancel  the  deed  of 


trust  on  the  ground  of  coercion,  it  was 
held  that  a  judgment  by  default  should 
be  set  aside  on  motion,  because  the 
beneficiary  was  not  made  a  party. 
"The  court  should  not  render  a  judg- 
ment, there  being  the  want  of  a  neces- 
sary party  to  a  suit.  The  defendant  in 
such  case  has  a  right  to  presume  that 
the  court  will  not  render  an  erroneous 
judgment  against  him,  and  hence  should 
not  be  held  in  default  until  'the  neces- 
sary party  is  brought  before  the 
court. ' ' 

,64.  Abram  French  Co.  v.  Marx,  10 
Misc.  384,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  122. 

65.  Jones  v.  San  Francisco  Sulphur 
Co.,  14  Nev.  172;  National,  etc.  Milk 
Co.  V.  Brandenburgh,  40  N.  J.  L.  111. 
Compare,  Will  v.  Lytle  Creek  Water 
Co.,  100  Cal.  344,  34  Pac.  830. 

66.  Mullendore  v.  Silvers,  34  Ind.  98. 

As  to  entry  of  judgment  against  de- 
faulted parties,  see  14  Standard  Pkoc. 
898,  et  seq. 

67.  Ala. — Moore  v.  Basley,  18  Ala. 
619.  m. — Bruggestradt  v.  Ludwig,  184 
111.  43,  56  N.  E.  419;  Clafflin  v.  Dunne, 
129  m.  241,  21  N.  E.  834;  Larimer  v. 
Snell,  181  HI.  App.  50.  la. — Bowen'i;. 
Troy  Portable  Mill  Co.,  31  Iowa  460. 
Mass.— Stickney  v.  Davis,  17  Pick.  169. 
N.  Y.— Borsdorfe  v.  Dayton,  17  Abb. 
Pr.  36;  Holmes  v.  Honie,  8  How.  Pr. 
383.  N.  C— Burke  v.  Stokely,  65  N.  C. 
569.  Pa. — Lawerence  v.  Smith,  215  Pa. 
534,  64  Atl.  776;  Stevenson  v.  Virtue, 
21  Pa.  Co.  Ct,  229.  S.  C— Hill  v.  Wat- 
son, 10  8.  C.  268,  275.  Tex.— Cruger 
V.  McCracken,  87  Tex.  584,  30  S.  W. 
537;  McClelland  v.  Moore,  48  Tex.  355, 
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may  refuse  this  relief  to  one  who  has  failed  to  call  its  attention  to  the 
death  of  a  party."^ 

c.  Infant  Defendants.  —  A  judgment  rendered  against  an  infant 
defendant,  who  was  not  represented  by  a  guardian  ad  litem,  will,  as 
a  general  rule,  be  set  aside.^*  Should  it  appear,  however,  that  the 
infant  has  suffered  no  substantial  injustice  and  that  rights  of  innocent 
third  parties  have  intervened,  the  court  may  properly  deny  such  an 
application^" 

d.  Coverture  is  a  ground  for  opening  and  vacating,  a  judgment 
rendered  against  a  married  woman  personally  in  jurisdictions  where 
the  common  law  disability  still  obtains.''^ 

e.  Insanity  of  Party. ''^  —  The  insanity  of  a  party  is  ground  for 
opening  and  vacating  a  judgment,  rendered  against  him  without 
proper  representation,^^  or  where  it  prevents  him  entirely  from  ap- 
pearing or  defending  the  action  in  which  the  judgment  was  obtained." 


Utali.— Park  v.  Higbee,  6  Utah  414,  24 
Pac.  524. 

[a]  Where  a  confirmation  judgment 
had  been  entered  by  default  after  the 
death  of  the  owner  of  the  property 
who  had,  prior  to  his  death,  made  an 
appearance,  it  was  proper  to  set  aside 
such  judgment  and  permit  this  owner's 
heirs,  who  had  no  knowledge  of  this 
proceeding  in  time  to  effect  a  substitu- 
tion before  judgment,  to  defend. 
Brueggestradt  v.  Ludwig,  184  111.  24,  43, 
56  N.  E.  419. 

[b]  An  unreasonable  use  of  this 
ground  of  relief  may  not  be  made,  how- 
ever. Thus,  the  personal  representatives 
of  a  deceased  defendant  will  not  be 
permitted  to  urge  as  a  ground  for 
vacating  the  judgment  that  their 
decedent  died  the  same  day  that  the 
judgment  was  rendered,  but  an  hour 
before.  Mitchell  v.  Schoonover,  16  Ore. 
211,  17  Pac.  867,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  282. 

[c]  A  judgment  of  dismissal,  made 
after  the  plaintiff's  death,  where  hia 
representatives  were  not  substituted, 
will  be  set  aside  on  a  timely  applica- 
tion. Harrison  v.  McMurray,  71  Tex. 
122,  8  S.  "W.  612. 

As  to  propriety  and  effect  of  enter- 
ing judgment  after  a  party 's  death,  see 
14  Standard  Pboc.  782,  1025. 

68.  In  re  Hoopes'  Estate,  185  Pa. 
167,  39  Atl.  840. 

69.  S.  C— Hill  V.  "Watson,  10  S.  C. 
268,  275.  Tex. — Cruger  v.  McCraeken, 
87  Tex.  584,  30  S.  W.  537.  Utah.— -Park 
V.  Higbee,  6  Utah  414,  24  Pae.  524. 
Wis. — Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  «.  McCor- 
mick,  20  Wis.  265. 

See  12  Standard  Prog.  781. 

[a]    Judgment  by  Consent. — (1)  It 
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being  generally  considered  improper  to 
render  a  judgment  by  consent  against 
an  infant  (12  Standard  Pkoc.  781, 
768),  (2)  a  judgment  or  decree  so 
rendered,  even  when  the  infant  was 
properly  represented,  will  be  set  aside 
where  no  real  defense  was  made.  Hare 
V,  HoUomon,  94  N:  C.  14;  Levy  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  S.  C.  515. 

70.  Syme  v.  Trice,  96  N.  C.  243,  1 
S,  E.  480. 

71.  Ark. — Richardson    v.    Mathews, 

58  Ark.  484,  25  S.  W.  502.  S.  C— HiU 
V.  Watson,  10  S.  C.  268,  275.  Tex. 
Cruger  v.  McCraeken,  87  Tex.  584,  30 
S.  W.  537.  Utah.— Park  v.  Higbee,  6 
Utah  414,  24  Pac.  524. 

Judgments  against  married  women, 
see  11  Standard  Proc.  791,  et  seq. 

72.  Effect  of  insanity  on  judgment, 
see  generally  13  Standard  Proc.  613, 
et  seq. 

73.  IB. — St.  Louis  Consolidated,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Oeltjen,  189  111.  85,  59  N.  E. 
600.    Ind.— Judd  v.  Gray,  156  Ind.  278, 

59  N.  E.  849.  Kan.— State  v.  Jehlik, 
66  Kan.  301,  71  Pac.  572,  61  L.  E.  A. 
265.    Pa.— Ash  v.  Conyers,  2  Miles  94. 

See  also  13  Standard  Proc.  617,  note 
52. 

[a]  Iiack  of  Jurisdiction  of  Party. 
It  may  be  that  the  insanity  of  a  party 
will  operate  to  prevent  the  court  from 
obtaining  jurisdiction  over  his  person. 
Thus  upon  ascertaining  that  jurisdic- 
tional process  was  served  upon  a  party 
destitute  of  legal  capacity,  the  judg- 
ment predicated  thereon  will  be  set 
aside.  Ash  v.  Conyers,  2  Miles  (Pa.)  94. 

74.  Southern  Nat.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Ford's  Admr.,  151  Ky.  476,  152  S.  W. 
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4.  Jurisdictional  Defects.'^  —  a.  Generally.  —  Where  a  court  never 
acquired  jurisdiction  in  an  action,  a  judgment  therein  rendered  may 
be  set  aside.'^  But,  a  party  over  whom  jurisdiction  has  once  been 
acquired,  is  bound  to  thereafter  inform  himself  as  to  the  various  steps 
taken  in  the  cause;  a  lack  of  notice  of  such  intermediate  proceedings 
will  not  warrant  the  vacation  of  a  judgment  subsequently  rendered 
aigainst  him." 

b.  Defects  in  Service  of  ProcessJ^  —  It  is  a  generally  recognized 
ground  for  vacating  a  judgment  that  the  court,  through  an  omission 
of,  or  defect  in  the  service  of  jurisdictional  process,  never  acquired 
jurisdiction  of  the  applicant.'^    Irregularities  not  affecting  the  juris- 


243,  under  a  statute  providing  that  a 
judgment  may  be  vacated  "for  un- 
avoidable casualty  or  misfortune,  pre- 
venting the  party  from  appearing  or 
defending. ' ' 

75.  As  to  jurisdiction  generally,  see 
the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

76.  Ky.— Pague  v.  Ottumwa  &  K.  E. 
E.  Co.,  1  Ky.  L.  Eep.  399.  Mich. 
People  ex  rel.  Barrett  v.  Bacon,  18  Mich. 
247.  Miss. — Joiner  v.  Delta  Bank,  14 
So.  464;  Newman  v.  Taylor,  69  Miss. 
670,  13  So.  831.  N.  Y.— Williams  v. 
Van  Valkenburg,  16  How.  Pr.  144; 
Elmira  Eealty  Co.  v.  Gibson,  103  App. 
Div.  140,  92  N.  T.  Supp.  913;  In  're 
Broadway  Ins.  Co.,  23  App.  Div.  282, 
48  N.  Y.  Supp.  299,  27  Civ.  Proe.  154. 
Wash. — ^Ashcraft  v.  Powers,  22  Wash. 
440,  61  Pac.  161.  W.  Va — Eorer  v. 
People's  Building,  etc.  Assn.,  47  W.  Va. 
1,  34  S.  B.  758. 

As  to  void  judgments  generally,  see 
supra,  XIV,  B,  1. 

[a]  Relationship  of  Judge. — ^Where 
a  judgment  is  void  for  want  of  jur- 
isdiction by  reason  of  the  relationship 
of  the  judge  of  the  trial  court  to  one 
of  the  litigants,  the  judgment,  should, 
be  set  aside  on  motion.  Elmira  Eealty 
Co.  V.  Gibson,  103  App.  rDiv.  140,  92 
N.  T.  Supp.  913;  Matthews  v.  Noble, 
25  Misc.  674,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  190. 

77.  Cal.— Jacks  v.  Baldez,  97  Cal. 
91,  31  Pac.  899;  Busy  v.  Prudom,  95 
Cal.  646,  30  Pac.  798.  lU.— Culver  v. 
BrinkerhofE,  180  HI.  548,  54  N.  E.  585. 
Kan.— Curry  v.  Janicke,  48  Kan.  168, 
29  Pac.  319.  Ky.— Kamman  v.  Otto, 
17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1367,  34  S.  W.  1070. 
Mont.— Blaine  «.  Briscoe,  16  Mont.  582, 
41  Pac.  1002.  N.  Y.— Eyring  v.  Her- 
cules Land  Co.,  9  App.  Div.  306,  41  N. 
Y.  Supp.  191, 


78.  As  to  process  see  generally  the 
titles  "Process;"  "Service  of  Process 
and  Papers." 

Waiver  by  general  appearance  see 
infra,  XIV,  B,  12,  and  the  title  "Ap- 
pearances." 

79.  IT.  S. — Harris  v.  Hardeman,  14 
How.  334,  14  L.  ed.  444;  Blythe  v. 
Hinckley,  84  Fed.  228;  Shuford  v.  Cain, 
1  Abb.  302,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,823. 
Ala. — Jennings'  v.  Pearce,  101  Ala.  538. 
14  So.  319;  Bruce 's  Exrx.  v.  Strick- 
land's Admr.,  47  Ala.  192.  Ark., 
Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v.  Baker  Lumber 
Co.,  107  Ark.  415,  155  8.  W.  122; 
Moore  v.  Price,  101  Ark.  142,  141  S.  W.. 
501;  Hunton  v.  Euper,  63  Ark.  323,  38' 
S.  W.  517.  Cal.— Osmont  v.  All  Per-' 
sons,  165  Cal.  587,  133  Pac.  480;  Pox 
V.  Townsend,  149  Cal.  659,  87  Pac.  82; 
People  V.  Temple,  103  Cal.  447,  37 
Pac.  414;  Norton  v.  Atchison,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  97  Cal.  388,  30  Pac.  585;  People 
V.  Applegarth,  64  Cal.  229,  30  Pac. 
805;  Altpeter  v.  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co., 
25  Cal.  App.  255,  143  Pac.  93;  Postal 
Tel.  Cable  Co.  v.  Superior  Court,  22 
Cal.  App.  770,  136  Pac.  538.  Colo. 
Stubbs  V.  McGillis,  44  Colo.  138,  96 
Pac.  1005;  Lomax  v.  Besley,  1  Colo. 
App.  -21,  27  Pac.  167.  Ga.— Atlanta 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tullis,  99  Ga.  225,  25 
S.  E.  401;  Harralson  v.  Mc Arthur,  87 
Ga.  478,  13  S.  E.  594,  13  L.  E.  A.  689; 
Jeffers  v.  Ware,  72  Ga.  135;  Dobbins 
V.  Dupree,  36  Ga.  108,  113.  Hawaii. 
Aki  V.  AM,  20  Hawaii  623.  HI. — Thom- 
son V.  Patek,  235  lU.  341,  85  N.  E. 
603;  Brady  v.  Wash.  Ins.  Co.,  67  HI 
App.  159.  la. — In  re  Behrens,  104 
Iowa  29,  73  N.  W.  351;  Jamison  v. 
Weaver,  84  Iowa  611,  51  N.  W.  65; 
Davis  V.  Burt,  7  Iowa  56.  Kan. — Al- 
lison V.  Whitaker,  81  Kan.  706,  106 
Pac.  1050;  Brenholts  v.  Miller,  80  Kan. 
185,  101  Pac.  998;  Osborne  v.  Schlich- 
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diction  of  the  court  will  not,  however,  suffice,^"  especially  where  it 


enmeier,  68  Kan.  421,  75  Pae.  474; 
Quinton  v.  Durein,  59  Kan.  772,'  51 
-Pac.  898;  Hanson  v.  Wolcott,  19  Kan. 
207;  Simcock  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  14 
Kan.  529.  Md. — Pattison  v.  Hughes,  80 
Md.  559,  31  Atl.  320.  Mich.— People  v. 
Bacon,  18  Mich.  247;  Hurlburt  v.  Eeed, 

5  Mich.  30.  Minn. — Cremer  v.  Michelet, 
114  Minn.  454,  131  N.  W.  627.  Mo. 
Miners'  Bank  v.  Kingston,  204  Mo. 
687,  103  S.  W.  27;  Smith's  Admr.  v. 
Eollins,  25  Mo.  408.  Neb.— Scarbor- 
ough v.  Myrick,  47  Neb.  794,  66  N.  W. 
867;  Wilkins  v.  Wilkins,  26  Neb.  235, 
41  N.  W.  1101.  N.  Y.— Edwards  v. 
Woodruff,  90  N.  T.  396;  Coon  v.  Noble, 
2  How.  Pr.  97;  O'Connell  v.  Gallagher, 
104  App.  Div.  492,  93  N.  T.  Supp. 
643;  People  ex  rel.  Bicinelli  v.  Dunn, 
54  N.  T.  Supp.  194.  N.  C— Oalmes  v. 
Lambert,  153  N.  C.  248,  69  S.  E.  138; 
Simmons  v.  IJefianee  Box  Co.,  148  N.  C. 
344,  62  S.  E.  435;  Flowers  v.  King,  145 
N.  C.  234,  58  S.  E.  1074;  Yeargin  v. 
Wood,  84  N.  C.  326;  Blue  v.  Blue,  79 
N.  C.  69;.  Doyle  v.  Brown,  72  N.  C. 
393.  See  also  Sumner  v.  Sessoms,  94 
N.  C.  371,  377.  Okla.— Jackson  v.  Ten- 
ney,  17  Okla.  495,  87  Pac.  867.  Pa. 
Wildoner  v.  Dodson,  23  Pa.  Dist.  417; 
Kunes  v.  MeCloskey,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
542;  Kauffman  v.  Bitting,  2  Woodw. 
39.  E.  I. — Duhainme  v.  Monast,  20  E.  I. 
524,  40  Atl.  377;  Locke  ■;;.  Locke,  18 
E.  I.  716,  30  Atl.  422;  Spooner  v.  Le- 
land,  5  E.  I.  348.  S.  C. — Wyman  v. 
Hoover,   10  S.   B.   135.     Utah.— Blythe 

6  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15  Utah  345, 
356,  49  Pac.  1027.  Vt.— Kimball  v.  Kel- 
ton,  54  Vt.  177.  W.  Va.— Midkiff  v. 
Lusher,  27  W.  Va.  439.  Wis. — Sayles 
V.  Davis,  20  Wis.  302;  Carr  v.  Com- 
mercial Bank,  16  Wis.  50.  ^ 

[a]  In  South  Dakota. — Where  the 
summons  in  an  action  contains  a  no- 
tice that,  if  the  defendant  fail  to  ap- 
pear and  answer,  the  plaintiff  will  ap- 
ply to  the  court  for  the  relief  demanded, 
and  a  copy  of  the  complaint  is  not 
served  with  the  summons,  but  which 
is  afterwards  filed  and  states  a  cause 
of  action  in  which  the  summons  should 
have  given  notice  that  in  the  event 
of  the  defendant's  failing  to  answer 
a  judgment  would  be  taken  against 
him  for  a.  definite  sum,  it  yill  be  con- 
clusively presumed  that  the  defendant 
was  injured  by  tliis  variance  and  the 
judgment  against  him  will  be  set  aside. 
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St.  Paul  Harvester  Co.  v.  Forberg,  2 
S.  D.  357,  50  N.  W.  628. 

[b]  Where  personal  property  was 
left  with  A  as  the  agent  of  B  and 
A  thereafter  instituted  a  suit  against 
B  and  ordered  an  attachment  therein 
and  took  judgment  by  default  against 
B,  it  segms  that  B  might  have ,  such 
judgment  set  aside  on  the  ground  of 
breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  A  in 
not  notifying  him  of  the  attachment 
on  the  personalty  in  his  possession  as 
well  as  upon  the  ground  that  he  was 
not  served  with  process.  Spooner  v. 
Leland,  5  E.  I.  348. 

[c]  Service  of  Process  on  Wrong 
Person. — Where  process  was  issued 
against  A  and  served  upon  B,  a  judg- 
ment on  default  against,  A  will  be 
set  aside  on  his  application  therefor, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  admitted- 
ly the  process  came  to  his  hands 
through  the  hands  of  B.  O'Connell  V. 
Gallagher,  104  App.  Div.  492,  93  N.  T. 
Supp.  643. 

[d]  Conflict  of  Evidence  as  to  Jur- 
isdiction.— Where  the  petition  and  dep- 
ositions taken  to  support  the  same, 
show  that  no  service  of  the  writ  was 
made  on  the  defendants,  and  the  de- 
fendants swear  they  had  no  notice  of 
suit  until  after  judgment  was  rendered 
against  them  for  their  default,  but  the 
sheriff's  return  shows  a  legal  service, 
the  court  will  open  the  judgment  to  per- 
mit the  defendants  to  plead  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Keyes  V. 
Moorhead,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  43. 

[e]  A  decree  of  divorce  will  be  set 
aside  on  an  application  made  within 
the  statutory  period  where  it  appears 
that  the  defendant  in  such  suit  had 
no  notice  of  the  pendancy  thereof,  and 
this  notwithstanding  the  oflScer's  re- 
turn to  the  contrary  on  the  initial 
process.  Locke  v.  Locke,  18  E.  I.  716, 
30  Atl.  422. 

[f]  Provided  for  by  Statutes. — Kan. 
§6191,  Dassler's  Gen.  St.  1909.  Ohio. 
§5354,  Bates'  Ann.  St.,  5th  ed.  Utah. 
Blythe  &  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15  Utah 
345,  49  Pac.  1027. 

Judgments  on  constructive  service  of 
process,  see  imfra,  XIV,  B,  11. 

80.  Kan. — ^Board  of  Education  v. 
Nat.  Bank  of  Com.,  4  Kan.  App.  438, 
46  Pac.  36.  Minn. — Glaeser  v.  St.  Paul, 
67  Minn.  368,  69  N.  W.  1101;  Bray  v. 
Church,   39   Minn.   390,  40  N.  W.  518. 
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appears  that  although  the  service  was  defective,  the  defendant  had 
actual  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit.*^ 

c.  Unauthorized  Appearance.  —  Where  the  court  obtains  jurisdic- 
tion only  by  virtue  of  the  unauthorized  appearance  of  an  attorney,  a 
judgment  subsequently  obtained  against  the  party  for  whom  the  at- 
torney appeared,  will  be  set  aside  on  motion.^^  In  some  jurisdictions, 
however,  it  must  appear  that  the  attorney  who  entered  the  appearance 
is  insolvent,^^  while  in  others  this  principle  is  repudiated.^*    A  party 


N.  Y.— SchafEer  v.  Lesowitz,  129  N.  Y. 
Supp.  42.  Wash. — Wheeler  v.  Moore, 
10  Wash.  309,  38  Pac.  1053, 

81.  N.  0. — Tiirner  V.  Case,  etc. 
Mach.  Co.,  133  N.  C.  381,  45  S.  E. 
781.  Utah.— Blythe  &  Fargo  Co.  v. 
Swenson,  15  Utah  845,  352,  49  Pac. 
1027.  Wis. — Day  v.  Mertlock,  87  Wis. 
577,  58  N.  W.  1037. 

[a]  This  where  the  service  of  sum- 
mons was  conceded  to  be  technically 
irregular,  but  it  nowhere  appeared  that 
defendant  was  in  any  manner  preju- 
diced thereby,  the  court  properly  re- 
fused to  disturb  a  judgment'  rendered 
upon  a  default  predicated  upon  such 
service.  Hull  v.  Cauandaigua  Electric 
Light  Co.,  55  App.  Div.  419,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  865. 

[b]  A  judgment  against  a  corpora- 
tion will  not  be  set  aside  because  the 
summons,  properly  entitled,  was  erro- 
neously addressed  to  the  president  and 
general  agent  of  the  defendant  instead 
of  to  the  corporation.  Clark  v.  Porce- 
lain Mfg.  Co.,  8  S.  C.  22: 

[c]  The  recital  in  a  judgment  that 
service  was  duly  made  is  presumptive- 
ly true  and  necessitates  a  clear  show- 
ing to  the  coiitrary.  N.  O. — Eicaud  v. 
Alderman,  132  N.  C.  62,  43  S.  E.  543. 
E.  I.— Locke  V.  Locke,  18  E.  I.  716, 
30  Atl.  422.  S.  D.— Whitfield  V.  How- 
ard, 12  S.  D.  355,  81,  N.  W.  727.  See 
infra,  XVII,  A. 

82.  Cal.— McKinley  v.  Tuttle,  34 
Cal.  235;  Altpeter  v.  Postal  Telegraph 
Cable  Co.,  26  Cal.  App.  705,  148  Pac. 
241.  Ga.— Bigham  v.  Kistler,  114  Ga. 
453,  40  S.  E.  303;  Longman  v.  Brad- 
ford, l08  Ga.  572,  33  S.  E.  916;  Per- 
kerson  v.  Beams,  84  Ga.  298,  10  S.  E. 
624;  Dobbins  v.  Dupree,  39  Ga.  394. 
HI.— Leslie  v.  Fischer,  62  111.  118;  Lyon 
V.  Boilvin,  7  111.  629.  la.— Eussell  v. 
Pottawottamie  County,  29  Iowa  256; 
Rice  V.  Griffith,  9  Iowa  539.  Kan. 
Mendenhall  v.  Eobinson,  56  Kan.  633, 
44  Pac.  610.  Mo. — Bradley  v.  Welch, 
100  Mo.  258,   12  S.  W.   911;   Craig  v. 


Smith,  65  Mo.  536.  Neb.— Hurste  v. 
Hotaling,  20  Neb.  178,  29  N.  W.  299. 
Nev. — Stanton-Thompson  Co.  v.  Crane, 
24  Nev.  171,  51  Pac.  116.  N.  Y.— Vilas 
V.  Plattsburgh  &  M.  E.  Co.,  123  N.  Y. 
440,  25  N.  B.  941,  20  Am.  St.  Eep. 
771,  9  L.  E.  A.  844;  Ellsworth  v.  Camp- 
bell, 31  Barb.  134;  Mayor,  etc.  v.  Smith, 
20  N.  Y.  Supp.  666.  Ohio.— Critchfield 
V.  Porter,  3  Ohio  518.  Pa. — Bryn  Mawi 
Nat.  Bank  v.  James,  152  Pa.  364,  25 
Atl.'  823.  See  also  Cyphert  v.  Mc- 
Clune,  22  Pa.  195.  Utah.— Blyth  & 
Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15  Utah  345, 
355,  49  Pac.  1027.  Wash.— Ashcraft  v. 
Powers,  22  Wash.  440,  61  Pac.  161. 

[a]  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
applicant  and  only  a  clear  showing 
will  suffice.  Cra. — Heath  v.  Miller,  117 
Ga.  854,  44  S.  E.  13.  la.— Eussell  v. 
Pottawottamie  County,  29  Iowa  256, 
Neb. — Connell  v.  Galligher,  36  Neb. 
749,  55  N.  W.  229. 

83.  Mass.— Smith  v.  Bowditch,  7 
Pick.  137.  Miss. — Schirling  v.  Ceites, 
41  Miss.  644.  N.  0 — Chadbourn  v. 
Johnston,  119  N.  C.  282,  25  S.  E.  705; 
University  of  North  Carolina  v.  Las- 
siter,  83- N.  C.  38. 

84.  Mo. — Bradley  v.  Welch,  100  Mo, 
258,  12  S.  W.  911.  Nev.— Stanton- 
Thompson  Co.  V.  Crane,  24  Nev.  171, 
51  Pac.  116.  N.  Y.— Vilas  v.  Platts- 
burgh &  M.  R.  Co.,  123  N.  Y.  440,  25 
N.  E.  941,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  771,  9  L. 
E.  A.  844;  Ellsworth  v.  Campbell,  31 
Barb.  134;  Denton  v.  Noyes,  6  Johns. 
296,  5  Am.  Dec.  237.  Compare,  Blodget 
V.  Conklin,  9  How.  Pr.  442. 

[a]  "It  was  .  .  .  wisely  laid  down 
by  the  King's  bench  in  the  time  of 
Lord  Holt  (1  Salk.  88),  that  if  the 
attorney  for  the  defendant  be  not  re- 
sponsible or  perfectly  competent  to 
answer  to  his  assumed  client,  they 
would  relieve  the  party,  against  the 
judgment,  for  otherwise  a  defendant 
might  be  undone.  I  am  willing  to  go 
still  farther  and  in  every  such  case  to 
let   the    defendant   in   to    a   defense." 
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may  not,,  however,  seek  to  retain  the  benefits  accruing  from  an  at- 
torney's, appearance  and  at  the  same  time  repudiate  his  authority  so 
to  do,^^  and  if  he  ratifies  the  attorney's  appearance,  either  expressly 
or  impliedly,  this  ground  of  relief  is  lost.*^ 

~  5.  Fraud.  —  a.  Getneral  Statement.  —  It  is  a  firmly  established 
rule  that  a  judgment  obtained  or  procured  through  fraud  should  be 
set  aside.^'    The  fraud  complained  of  must,  however,  be  unmixed  with 


Denton  v.  Noyes,  6  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  296, 
5  Am.  Dec.  237,  quoted  with  approval 
in  Ellsworth  v.  Campbell,  31  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  134. 

[b]  "The  reason  of  this  rule  is  well 
grounded.  By  licensing  attorneys,  the 
courts  recommend  them  to  the  confi- 
dence of  the  public  and  the  opposite 
party  who  has  concerns  with  an  attor- 
ney in  litigation  should  not  be  re- 
quired to  look  beyond  the  attorney  for 
his  authority."  Stanton-Thompson  Co. 
V.  Crane,  24  Nev.  171,  179,  51  >Pac. 
116. 

85.  Blaine*!;.  Briscoe,  16  Mont.  582, 
41  Pac.  1002. 

86.  Scale  v.  McLaughlin,  28  Cal. 
668;  Moss  v.  Eaynor,  1  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)   110. 

87.  U.  S. — Jones  v.  Brittan,  1  Woods 
667,  13  Ped.  Gas.  No.  7,455.  Ark.— Hall 
V.  Cox,  J04  Ark.  303,  149  S.  W.  'SO. 
Colo. — Jones  V.  Bradley,  8  Colo.  App. 
178,  45  Pac.  229.  Ga.— Beverly  v.  Ple- 
senthall  Bros.,  142  Ga.  834,  83  S.  E. 
942;  Moore  v.  Moore,  139  Ga.  597,  77 
S.  E.  820;  Wade  v.  Watson,  133  Ga. 
608,  66  S.  B.  922;  Davis  v.  Albritton, 
127  Ga.  517,  56,8.  E.  514;  Mobley  v. 
Mobley,  9  Ga.  247.  Bl. — Teel  v.  Dunni- 
hoo,  221  HI.  471,  77  N.  E.  906,  112 
Am.  St.  Eep.  192;  City  of  Chicago  v. 
Nodeck,  202  111.  257,  67  N.  E.  39; 
Lieserowitz  v.  West  Chicago  St.  E.  E. 
Co.,  80  111.  App.  248;  Taylor  v.  Weag- 
ley,  17  HI.  App.  485;  Pease  v.  Roberts, 
16  111.  App.  634.  See  also  Anderson  v. 
Field,  6  HI.  App.  307;  Harbers  v. 
Tribby,  5  111.  App.  411;  Baragwanath 
v.  Wilson,  4  HI.  App.  80,  and  cases 
cited  in  following  notes.  La. — Prats  v. 
His  Creditors,  5  Eob.  288.  Md. — Siew- 
erd  ».  Farnen,  71  Md.  627,  18  Atl.  968; 
Smith  «.  Black,  51  Md.  247;  Sarlouis 
V.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.,  45  Md.  241. 
Mich. — Lorce  v.  Reeves,  2  Mich.  133. 
Miss. — Fairly  v.  Thompson,  34  Miss. 
101;  Person  v.  Nevitt,  32  Miss.  180; 
Hurd  V.  Smith,  5  How.  562.  N.  Y. 
Stevens  v.  Central  Nat.  Bank,  144  N. 
Y.  50,  39  N.  E.  68;  Ludwin  v.  Siano, 
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36  Misc.  537,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  940.  N.  D. 
Freeman  v.  Wood,  11  N.  D.  1,  88  N.  W. 
721.  Ohio. — Carey  «.  Kemper,  45  Ohio 
St.  93,  11  N.  E.  130;  Pollock  v.  Pol- 
lock, 2  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  140.  Pa.— Fisher 
V.  Hestonville  M.  &  F.  Railway  Co.,  185 
Pa.  602,  40  Atl.  97;  Maneval  v.  Jack- 
son Tp.,  141  Pa.  426,  21  Atl.  672;  Mon- 
roe V.  Monroe,  93  Pa.  520;  Cochran  v. 
Eldridge,  49  Pa.  365;  Eeeser  v.  Brenne- 
man,  4  Pa.  Dist.  143;  Humphreys  v. 
Eawn,  8  Watts  78.  R.  I.— Pierce  v. 
Probate  Court,  19  R.  I.  472,  34  Atl. 
992.  S.  O. — Posey  v.  Underwood,  1 
Hill  262.  Tenn.— -Williams  v.  Tenpenny, 
11  Humph.  176;  Bank  of  Tennessee  v. 
Patterson,  8  Humph.  363;  Smith  v.  Mil- 
ler, 42  S.  W.  182.  Tex. — ^Buchanan  v. 
Bilger,  64  Tex.  589;  Fleming  v.  Seelig- 
son,  57  Tex.  524;  Giddings  v.  Steele, 
28  Tex.  732,  91  Am.  Dec.  336;  Snow 
V.  Hawpe,  22  Tex.  168;  Alexander's 
Heirs  v.  Maverick,  18, Tex.  179,  67  Am. 
Dec.  693;  Kellum  v.  Smith,  18  Tex. 
835.  Wis.— Estate  of , O'Neill,  90  Wis. 
480,  63  N.  W.  1042;  Thomas  v.  Thomas, 
88  Wis.  88,  59  N.  W.  504. 

[a]  The  fraud  practiced  is  not  that 
in  commencing  the  action,  but  in  ob- 
taining the  judgment.  Wheeler  v.  White, 
2  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  584. 

[b]  Where  by  agreement  of  coun- 
sel a  cause  was  to  be  tried  at  a  cer- 
tain hour  in  the  absence  of  notice  to 
the  contrary,  and  the  plaintiff  proceeded 
at  a  different  time  to  try  the  case  and 
obtained  a  judgment  therein,  this  is 
fraudulent  and  sufficient  to  justify  the 
court  in  subsequently  setting  aside 
such  judgment.  Harbers  v.  Tribby,  5 
HI.  App.  411.  And  even  though  this 
stipulation  or  agreement  be  an  oral 
one,  it  will,  if  not  disputed,  be  suflS- 
cient  for  this  purpose.  Burnham  v. 
Smith,  11  Wis.  258. 

[c]  Collusion  Between  Counsel. 
Where  the  judgment  is  the  result  of 
collusion  between  counsel  for  the  op- 
posing litigants  the  court  will  set 
such  judgment  aside.  Smith  n.  Miller 
(Tenn.),  42  S.  W,  182. 
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any  fault  of  the  applicant  or  his  agent,**  and  must  arise  from  some 
act  of  the  prevailing  party.*® 

Deception  of  an  adverse  party  preventing  the  applicant  from  present- 
ing his  defense  is  a  common  form  of  fraud  within  the  scope  of  this  rule.®" 
Some  authorities,  too,  restrict  the  operation  of  this  rule  to  cases, 
where  the  alleged  fraud  was  one  which  entered  into  the  actual  pro- 
curement of  the  judgment,®^  while  others  extend  it  to  include  cases 
where  the  fraud  arose  in  connection  with  the  cause  of  action.®^  A 
clear  and  unqualified^^  promise  or  agreement  whereby  the  applicant 
is  lulled  into  a  sense  of  security  and  induced  not  to  present  his  cause 
to  the  court  will,  if  violated,  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  the  party  so 
deceived  and  entitle  him  to  have  the  judgment  thus  obtained  set 


[d]  Failure  to  swear  witness  is  not 
per  se  evidence  of  fraud  in  procuring 
a  'judgment,  but  merely  error  which 
may  be  waived.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott, 
136  N.  C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581. 

[e]  In  divorce  cases,  a  judgmeilt 
may  be  set  aside  for  this  cause,  even 
though,  by  reason  of  a  remarriage  of 
the  parties,  innocent  third  parties  may 
suffer.  Rush  v._  Eush,  46  Iowa  648,  26 
Am.  Eep.  179. 

EcLultable  Relief  for  Fraud. — See 
infra,  XVI,  E,  6. 

Fraud  as  ground  for  collateral  at- 
tack, see  infra,  XVII,  A. 

88.  m.— Ward  v.  Durham,  134  HI. 
195,  25  N.  E.  745;  Galena  &  S.  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Ennor,  116  111.  55,  4  N.  E. 
762.  See  also  Taylor  v.  Weagley,  17 
m.  App.  485.  N.  Y.— "Ward  v.  South- 
field,  102  N.  Y.  287,  6  N.  E.  660.  N.  0. 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136  N.  C.  157, 
48  S.  E.  581.  Ohio. — Fackler  v.  Bavar- 
ian Eelief  Society,  8  Ohio  Dee.  (Ee- 
print)  56;  Hildebrand  v.  Windisch  & 
■  Co.,  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  784/  Wis. 
Thomas  v.  Thomas,  88  Wis.  88,  59  N. 
W.  504. 

[a]  A  petition  for  this  relief  is,  on 
this  principle,  insufScient  which  recites 
that  a  suit  was  brought  against  ap- 
plicant's decedent  as  surety  on  a  bond; 
that  bond  was  in  German  but  counted 
upon  in  English;  that  relying  upon  the 
averment  in  the  court  that  decedent 
was  a  surety  on  the  bond,  applicant 
pleaded  to  that  state  of  the  case;  that 
in  fact  decedent  was  but  a  witness  on 
the  bond.  It  should  have  been  made 
to  appear  further  that  she  had  either 
called  for  the  original  bond  before 
pleading,  or  at  least  during  the  trial, 
or  attempted  in  some  way  to  inform 
herself.  Fackler  v.  Bavarian  Eelief 
Society,  8  Ohio  T>ee.  (Eeprint)   56. 


[b]  "  The  fraud  which  will  justify 
equitable  interference  in  setting  aside 
a  judgment  or  decree  must  be  actual 
and  positive,  not  merely  constructive. 
It  must  be  fraud  occurring  in  the  con- 
coction qr  procurement  of  the  judg- 
ment or  decree,  which  was  not  •  known 
to  the  party  at  the  time,  and  for  not 
knowing  which  he  is  not  chargeable 
with  negligence."  Eoss  v.  Wood,  70 
N.  T.  8. 

89.  Ward  v.  Durham,  134  Dl.  195, 
25  N.  E.  745;  Galena  &  S.  W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Ennor,  116  111.  55,  4  N.  E.  762. 

90.  Cal. — Eiddle  v.  Baker,    13    Cal. 

295.  Ind. — Cotterell  v.  Koon,  151  Ind. 
182,  51  N.  E.  235;  Douthit  v.  Douthit, 
133  Ind.  26,  32  N.  E.  715;  Duringer  v. 
Mosehino,  93  Ind.  495.  la — ^Frisbie  v. 
Chase,  161  Iowa  133,  140  N.  W.  842; 
Larson  v.  Williams,  100  Iowa  110,  63 
N.  W.  464,  69  N.  W.  441;  Simmons 
V.  Church,  31  Iowa  284.  Mo. — Hulbert 
V.  Tre^dway,  159  Mo.  665,  60  S.  W. 
1035.  Neb.— Gutterson  v.  Meyer,  68 
Neb.  767,  94  N.  W.  969.  N.  Y.— Smith 
V.  Weston,  81  Hun  87,  30  N.  Y.  Supp. 
649;  McCloud  v.  Meehan,  30  Misc.  67, 
62  N.  Y.  Supp.  852.  Pa.— Miller  v. 
Neidzielska,  176  Pa.  409,  35  Atl.  225. 

91.  Zellerbach  v.  Allenberg,  67  Cal. 

296,  "t  Pac.  908;  Pelz  v.  Bollinger,  180 
Mo.  252,  79  S.  W.  146;  Fears  v.  Eiley, 
148  Mo.  49,  49  S.  W.  836. 

92.  XT.  S.^Guild  v.  Phillips,  44  Fed. 
461.  N.  Y. — Furmg.n  v.  Furman,  153 
N.  Y.  309,  47.  N.  E.  577,  60  Am.  St. 
Eep.  629.  N.  C— Smallwood  d.  Tren- 
with,  110  N.  C.  91,  14  S.  E.  505. 

93.  Cal.^ — Jenkins  v.  Gamewell  Fire 
Alarm  Co.,  96  Cal.  xvii,  31  Pac.  570. 
Idaho.^Holland  Bank  v.  Lieuallen,  6 
Idaho  127,  53  Pac.  398.  lU.— Hartford 
Life  Insurance  Co.  v.  Eossiter,  196  HI. 
277,   63   N.    E.    680.      Mo.— Eobyn    v. 
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aside.®*  The  showing  must  do  more  than  ^ive  rise  to  a  suspicion, 
however  strong,,  that  fraud  was  practiced  in  obtaining  the  judgment; 
the  proof  must  be  clear  and  convincing.®^ 

b.  Perjury.  —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  for  the  vacation  of  judg-^ 
ments  obtained  through  perjury.®^  The  general  rule,  however,  irt  the 
absence  of  statutes,  is  that  false  testimony  given  by  or  for  the  success- 
ful party  will  not  justify  the  vacation  of  the  judgment  where  it  ap- 
pears that  there  is  sufficient  competent  evidence,  without  the  testimony 
thus  given,  to  support  the  judgment,®'^  or  where  the  party  aggrieved, 


Chronicle  Publishing  Co.,  127  Mo.  385, 
30  S.  W.  130.  Neb. — Funk  v.  Kansas 
Mfg.  Co.,  53  Neb.  450,  73  N.  W.  931. 
Nev. — Haley  v.  Eureka  Bank,  20  Nev. 
410,  22  Pac.  1098. 

94.  Ark. — Browning  v.  Roane,  9  Ark. 
354,  50  Am.  Dec.  218.  Cal. — Merchants 
Ad.  Sign  Co.  v.  Los  Angeles  Bill  Post- 
ing Co.,  128  Cal.  619,  61  Pac.  277;  Mc- 
Gowan  v.  Kreling,  117  Cal.  31,  48  Pac. 
980;  Craig  v.  San  Bernardino  Invest- 
ment Co.,  101  Cal.  122,  35  Pae.  558. 
Colo. — State  Board  v.  Meyers,  13  Colo. 
App.  500,  58  Pac.  879.  Ha. — Purviance 
V.  Edwards,  17  Pla.  140.  Ga. — Jones  v. 
Patterson,  138  Ga.  862,  76  S.  B.  378; 
Southern  Eailroad  Co.  v.  Planters'  Fer- 
tilizer Co.,  134  Ga.  527,  68  S.  E.  95'.  111. 
Harbers  v.  Tribby,  5  111.  App.  411. 
Ind. — Douthit  v.  Douthit,  133  Ind.  26, 
32  N.  E.  715;  McGaughey  v.  Woods,  92 
Ind.  296;  Hoag  v.  Old  People's,  etc. 
Benefit  Society,  1  Ind.  App.  28,  27  N. 
E.  438.  la.— Council  Bluffs  Loan  &  Tr. 
Co.  V.  Jennings,  81  Iowa  470,  46  N.  "W. 
1006.  Kan. — Mcintosh  v.  Crawford 
County  Comrs.,  13  Kan.  171.  Neb. 
Cadwallader  v.  MeClay,  37  Neb.  359,  55 
N.  W.  1054,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  49^.  N.  Y. 
Mann  v.  Provost,  3  Abb.  Pr.  446;  Me- 
Kechnie  v.  Spike,  42  Hun  652,  5  N.  Y. 
St.  150.  N.  C. — Ellington,  etc.  Co.  v. 
"Wicker,  87  N.  C.  14.  N.  D.— Min- 
nesota Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Holz,  10 
N.  B.  16,  84  N.  W.-581.  Ohio.— Mitchell 
&  Co.  V.  Knight,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  729. 
Wash. — McBride  v.  McGinley,  31  Wash. 
573,  72  Pac.  105;  Bast  v.  Hysom,  6 
Wash.  170,  32  Pac.  997.  Wis.— Boutin 
v.  Catlin,  101  Wis.  545,  77  N.  W.  910; 
Stafford  v.  McMillan,  25  Wis.  566. 

[a]  Com  promise  negotiations,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  made  no  promise 
to  even  delay  the  progress  of  the  suit 
"will  not  have  this  effect.  Sweet  v. 
Burdett,  40  Cal.  97;  Goldsberry  v.  Car- 
ter, 28  Ind.  59.  See  also,  as  to  the 
effect  of  a  compromise.  Donnelly  v. 
Clark,  6  Mont.  135,  9  Pac.  887. 


95.  Kan. — Wagner  v.  Beadle,  82  ~ 
Kan.  468,  108  Pae.  859.  Mo.— Ober- 
meyer  v.  Einstein,  62  Mo.  341.  N.  J. 
Caldwell  v.  Fifield,  24  N.  J.  L.  150. 
Pa.— Oberly  v.  Oberly,  190  Pa.  341,  42 
Atl.  1105;  Davis  v.  Pierce,  52  Pa. 
Super.  615;  National  Mut.  Bldg.,  etc. 
Assn.  V.  Kondrak,  9  Kulp.  14.  Wash. 
Tacoma  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Wolff,  7  Wash. 
478,  35  Pac.  115,  755. 

96.  Ark.— §4431,  sub.  4,  Kirby's 
Dig.,  1904.  Ga.— §5961,  Code  1910.  Minn. 
Stewart  v.  Duncan,  40  Minn.  410,  42 
N.  W.  89;  Haas  v.  Billings,  42  Minn. 
63,  43  N.  W.  797;  Wieland  v.  Shillock, 
24  Minn.  345. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  These  statutes  are  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  salutary  principle  and  policy 
of  the  common  law,  which  forbids  the 
retrial  of  issues  once  determined  by  a 
final  judgment  and  are  strictly  con- 
strued. The  statute  should  not  be  con- 
strued beyond  its  most  obvious  im- 
port. Haas  V.  Billings,  42  Minn.  63, 
43  N.  W.  797;  Stewart  v.  Duncan,  40 
Minn.  410,  42  N.  W.  89.- 

[b]  False  testimony  of  successful 
party  is,  by  some  statutes,  ground  for 
relief.  Bates^  Ann.  Ohio  St.,  5th  ed., 
§5354. 

[c]  Minnesota  statute  not  limited 
in  scope  to  cases  in  which,  prior  to  its 
passage,  equity  would  give  relief. 
Spooner  v.  Spooner,  26  Minn.  137,  1 
N.  W.  838. 

[d]  Statutes  affording  relief  on  the 
ground  as  to  judgments  previously  ren- 
dered are  unconstitutional  as  to  judg- 
ments which  had  become  absolute  at 
the  time  of  the  enactment  of  the  stat- 
ute.   Wieland  v.  Shillock,  24  Minn.  345. 

97.  Nugent  v.  Metropolitan  St.  Ey. 
Co.,  46  App.  Div.  105,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
476;  McDougall  v.  Walling,  21  Wash. 
478,  58  Pac.  669;  Friedman  v.  Manley, 
21  Wash.  675,  59  Pac.  490. 
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although  aware  that  the  testimony  in  question  was  of  this  character, 
made  no  effort  to  meet  it.^*  Where,  however,  a  judgment  is  obtained 
in  this  manner  under  circumstances  which  amount  to  fraud,  it  will 
be  set  aside.^^  An  order  procured  from  the  court  by  deceiving  it  with 
false  affidavits,  may  be  set  aside.^ 

6.  Newly  Discovered  Evidence  and  Subsequently  Occurring 
Facts.^  —  Whenever  it  is  made  to  appear  that  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence, which  could  not  with  due  diligence  have  been  presented  prior 
to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  complained  of,^  which  is  probably 
true,*  and  material,.^  would,  if  introduced  at  the  trial,  have  resulted 
in  a  different  judgment,*  this  will  justify  the  court  in  ordering  such 
judgment  opened  or  set  aside.  ,  The  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed, 
however,  where  the  only  object  of  the  evidence  is   to   impeach,'    or 


98.  Heathcote  v.  Haskins,  74  Iowa 
566,  38  N.  W.  417. 

[a]  There  must  be  connected  with 
the  alleged  perjury  such  circumstances 
as  will  relieve  the  applicant  from  all 
implication  of  want  of  diligence  and 
completely  deceive  him  in  the  nature 
of  the  testimony.  Friedman  v.  Manley, 
21  Wash.  675,  59  Pac.  490. 

99.  Kan. — Laithe  v.  McDonald, ,  12 
Kan.  340;  Laithe  v.  McDonald,  7  Kan. 
254.  N.  Y. — Nugent  v.  Metropolitan 
St.  Ey.  Co.,  ^46  App.  Div.  105,  61  N.  Y. 
Supp.  476.  *Pa. — Keeser  v.  Brenneman, 
4  Pa.  Dist.  143;  Humphreys  v.  Kawn, 
8  Watts.  78. 

As  a  giound  for  equitable  relief,  see 
4  Standard  Peoc.  476. 

1.  Keating  v.  Hayes,  78  Hun  599,  29 
N.  Y.  Supp.  475,  61  N.  Y.  St.  419. 

2.  As  ground  for  new  trial,  see  the 
title  "New  Trial." 

3.  TJ.  S. — United  States  v.  Millinger, 
7  Fed.  187, 19  Blatch.  202.  Ala.— Bruce 's 
Exrx.  V.  Williamson,  50  Ala.  313.  Ark. 
Terry  v.  Logue,  97  Ark.  314,  183  S. 
W.  1135;  Eobinson  v.  Davis,  66  Ark. 
429,  51  S.  W.  66.  Colo.— See  also  Mc- 
Gregor v.  McGregor,  52  Colo.  292,  297, 
122  Pac.  390.  Ga.— Gladden  v.  Cobb, 
80  Ga.  11,  6  S.  E.  163.  la — ^Heathcote 
V.  Haskins,  74  Iowa  566,  38  N.  W. 
417.  Mich. — Mueller  v.  Marsh,  116 
Mich.  375,  74  F.  W.  513.  Mo.— Stephens 
V.  GaHagher^  42  Mo.  App.  245.  N.  Y. 
Nash  V.  Wetmore,  33  Barb.  155.  N,  C. 
Turner  v.  Davis,  132  N.  C.  187,  43  S.  E. 
637;  Williamson  v.  Boykin,  104  N.  C. 
100,  10  8.  E.  87.  Ohio.— See  also  Fack- 
ler  V.  Bavarian  Belief  Society,  8  Ohio 
Dee.  (Reprint)  56.  Pa. — In  re  Irwin's 
Appeal,  9  Sad.  479,  12  Atl.  840.  Tex. 
Krall  V.  Campbell,  etc.  Co.,  79  Tex. 
.556,  15  S.  W.  565;  Fitzgerald  V.  Comp- 


ton,  28   Tex.  Civ.  App.  202,   67  S.  W. 
131. 

4.  Turner  v.  Davis,  132  N.  C.  187, 
43  S.  B.  637. 

5.  Mueller  v.  Marsh,  116  Mich.  375, 
74  N.  W.  513;  Turner  v.  Davis,  132 
N.  C.  187,  43  8.  B.  637. 

6.  U.  S. — Heckling  v.  Allen,  15  Fed. 
196.  la. — Heathcote  v.  Haskins,  74  Iowa 
570,  38  N.  W.  419;  Morrow  v.  Chi- 
cago E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  61  Iowa  487, 
16  N.  W;  572.  Minn.- Shefiaeld  v.  Mul- 
lin,  28  Minn.  251,  9  N.  W.  756.  Neb. 
Munro  v.  Callahan,  55  Neb.  75,  75  N. 
W.  151,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  366.  N.  C. 
furner  v.  Davis,  132  N.  C.  187,  43  S. 
E.  637.  Ore. — Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v. 
Wall,  1  Ore.  295.  Tex.-^AUyn  &  Co. 
».  Willis  &  Bro.,  65  Tex.  65;  Fitzgerald 
■e.  Compton,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  202,  67 
S.  W.  131.  Wis.— Cooley  v.  Gregory, 
16  Wis.  303.  Can. — Brousseau  v.  De- 
ehene,  3  Quebec  Pr.  397. 

[a]  Where  a  motion  to  vacate  a 
judgment,  based  upon  the  ground  of 
newly  discovered  evidence,  was  sup- 
ported by  an  affidavit  of  a  witness  of 
the  adverse  party  that  he  committed 
willful  perjury  at  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  the  motion  was  properly  deftied 
on  the  maxim  falsus  in  uno  falsus  in 
omnibus.  Loucheine  v.  Strouse,  49  Wis. 
623,  6  N.  W.  360. 

[b]  Evidence  which  was  known  to 
the  applicant  before  the  trial  cannot 
be  urged  as  "newly  discovered"  evi- 
dence because  he  had  not  sufficient 
time  to  obtain  it  and  present  it  at  the 
trial.  In  this  event  he  should  have 
asked  for  a  continuance.  Cochrane  v. 
Middleton,  13  Tex.  275. 

7.  Turner  v.  Davis,  132  N.  C.  187, 
43  S.  E.  637;  Metzger  v.  Wendler,  35 
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contradict  a  witness,^  or  it  is  merely  eumulative.^  Also,  if  facts  have 
occurred  since  thte  rendition  of  a  judgment  which  present  an  equitable 
reason  why  it  should  not  be  enforced  such  judgment  should  not  be 
allowed  to  stand.^" 

7.    Errors    and    Irregularities.^^  —  As   a   general   rule,   irregular- 
ities,^^ of  such  a  character  as  to  materially  prejudice^*  the  rights  of 


Tex.  378;  Scranton  v.  Tilley,  16  Tex. 
183. 

8.  Turner  v.  Davis,  132  N.  C.  187, 
43  S.  E.  637. 

9.  TJ.  S. — ^Briggs  v.    United    States, 

29  Ct.  CI.  178.  Ind.— LasUey  v.  King, 
20  Ind.  232.  N.  C— Turner  v.  Davis, 
132  N.  C.  187,  43  S.  E.  637.  PWl.  Isl. 
Cruz  V.  Lopez,  19  Phil.  Isl.  555. 

10.  Colo. — Jones  v.  Bradley,  8  Colo. 
App.  178,  45  Pae.  229.  Pa. — Harper  v. 
Kean,  11  Serg.  &  E.  280.  Wis.— Scheer 
V.  Keown,   34  Wis.   349. 

11.  Defects  as  to  parties,  see  supra. 
XIV,  B,  3. 

Jurisdictional  defects,  see  supra,  XIV, 

B,  4. 

Fraud  in  o'btaining  judgment,  see 
supra,  XIV,  B,  5. 

12.  Md. — Sieweri  v.  Faruen,  71  Md. 
627,  18  Atl.  968;  Sarlouis  v.  Fireman's 
Ins.  Co.,  45  Md.  241;  Hall  v.  Holmes, 

30  Md.  558.  Mo.— Woodward  v.  Wood- 
wa^d^  84  Mo.  App.  328.  N.  Y.— Lord 
V.  Vaudenburg,  15  How.  Pr.  363;  Mar- 
tin V.  lUniversal  Trust  Co.,  76  App. 
Div.  320,  78  N.  T.  Supp.  465.  N.  O. 
Becton  v.  Dunn,  137  N.  C.  559,  50  S. 
E.  289;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136  N. 

C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581;  Clement  v.  Ire- 
land, 129  N.  C.  220,  39  S.  E.  838; 
Everett  v.  Reynolds,  114  N.  C.  366,  19 
S.  E.  233;  Brown  v.  Rhinehart,  112  N. 
C.  772,  16  S.  B.  840;  Roberts  v.  All- 
man,  106  N.  C.  391,  11  S.  E.  424;  Syme 
V.  Trice,  96  N.  C.  243,  1  S.  E.  480; 
Harrell  v.  Peebles,  79  N.  C.  26;  Blue 
V.  Blue,  79  N.  C.  69;  Monroe  v.  Whitted, 
79  N.  C.  508;  Dick  v.  McLaurin,  63 
N.  C.  185;  Moore  v.  Mitchell,  61  N.  C. 
304;  Dobbin  v.  Caster,  26  N.  C.  71; 
Anonymous,  1  N.  C.  97,  3  N.  C.  73, 
Tayl.  146.  See  also  Turner  v.'  Davis, 
132  N.  C.  187,  43  8.  E.  637;  Fowler 
V.  Poor,  93  N.  C.  466;  Hervey  &  Co. 
V.  Edmunds,  68  N.  C.  243.  N.  D. 
State  V.  Donovan,  10  N.  D.  203,  86 
N.  W.  709.  Ohi&. — Huntington  v. 
Finck,  3  Ohio  St.  445;  Hunt  v.  Yeat- 
man,  3  Ohio  15.  See  also  Hocking 
Valley  Bank  v.  Walters,  1  Ohio  St. 
201. 
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[a]  Irregularity  Defined. — "An  ir- 
regularity for  which  a  judgment  may 
be  set  aside  has  been  defined  to  be 
the  want  of  adherence  to  some  pre- 
scribed rule  or  mode  of  procedure, 
either  in  omittiiig  to  do  something  that 
is  necessary  for  the  due  and  orderly 
conducting  of  the  suit,  or  doing  it 
in  an  unseasonable  time,  or  improper 
manner."  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  84 
Mo.  App.  328. 

[b]  A  violation  of  any  "prescribed 
rule  or  mode  of  procedure."  Jeude  v. 
Sims,  258  Mo.  26,  166  S.  W.  1048. 

[e]  "An  irregular  juigment  is  one 
entered  contrary  to  the  cause  of  the 
court — contrary  to  the  method  of  pro- 
cedure and  practice  under  it  allowed 
by  law  in  some  material  respect  ..." 
Carter  v.  Rountree,  109  N.  C.  29,  13 
S.  E.  716. 

[d]  Mistakes  of  the  clerk  are,  by 
some  statutes,  ground  for  relief.  la.  , 
§4091,  Code,  1897.  Kan.— §6191,  Dass- 
ler's  Gen.  St.,  1909.  Ky.— §518,  Code 
Civ.  Prac,  1906.  Neb.— §8207,  Rev. 
St.,  1913.  Ohio.— §5354,  Bates'  Ann. 
St.,  5th  ed.  Wash. — State  v.  Huston, 
32  Wash.  154,  72  Pac.  1015;  Kuhn  v. 
Mason,  24  Wash.  94,  64  Pac.  182. 

[e]  The  statutes  commonly  provide 
for  this.  Kan.— §6191,  Dassler's  Gen. 
St.,  1909.  Neb.— §8207,  Rev.  St.,  1913. 
N.  D.— By  §6766,  Rev.  Codes,  1905,  a 
judgment  entered  by  a  judge  of.  any 
district  contrary  to  the  limitation  im- 
posed by'  §6765,  preceding,  may  be 
vacated.  Ohio.— §§5357,  5354,  Bates' 
Ann.  St.,  5th  ed.  Wash. — Kuhn  v. 
Mason,  24  Wash.  94,  64  Pac.  182. 

13.  Cal.- Block  V.  Kearney,  132  Cal. 
xviii,  64  Pac.  267;  Butler  v.  Soule,  124 
Cal.  69,  56  Pac.  601 ;  Kaufman  v.  Shain, 
ill  Cal.  16,  43  Pac.  393,  52  Am.  St. 
Rep.  139;  Will  v.  Lytle  Creek  Water 
Co.,  100  Cal.  344,  34  Pac.  830.  Fla. 
Gainesville  v.  Johnson,  51  So.  852.  111. 
Ettinghausen  v.  Marx,  86  111.  475.  See 
also  Pisa  v.  Rezek,  206  111.  344,  69  N. 
E.  67.  la.— Sitzer  v.  'Fenzloff,  112  Iowa 
491,  84  N.  W.  514;  Keeney  v.  Lyon,  10 
Iowa  546.  Kan. — ^Foreman  v.  Carter, 
9  Kan.  674.    Micli. — Turner  v.  Ottawa 
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the  applicant,  or  whicli  are  likely  to  do  so  in  the  future.^*  will  justify 
the  opening  or  vacating  of  the  judgment  whiei  they    affect.     Mere 


Circuit  Judge,  123  Mieh.  617,  82  N.  W. 
247.  Mo.— Downing  v.  Still,  43  Mo. 
309;  Bowers  V.  Mclntire,  45  Mo.  App. 
331.  N.  H.— Claggett  v.  Simes,  31  N. 
H.  56.  N.  Y.— Crook  v.  Hamlin,  140  N. 
Y.  297,  35  N.  E,  499;  Judd'  Linseed 
Oil  Co.  V.  Hubbell,  76  N.  Y.  543;  Kidd 
v.  PhUlips,  13  Jones  &  S.  633.  N.  C. 
Everett  v.  Reynolds,  114- N.  C.  366,  19 
S.  E.  233;  White  «;.- Morris,  107  N.  C. 
92,  12  S.  E.  80;  Eoberts  v.  AUman,  106 
N.  C.  391,  11  S.  E.  424;  Williamson 
V.  Hartman,  92  N.  C.  236;  Staneill  v. 
Gay,  92  N.  C.  455.  Ohio. — ^Huntington 
V.  Finch,  3  Ohio  St.  445.  See  also  Carey 
V.  Kemper,  45  Ohio  St.  93,  11  N.  E. 
130.  Pa.— Ash  V.  Guie,  97  Pa.  493,  39 
Am.  Eep.  818.  See  also  Sweesey  v. 
Kitchen,  80  Pa.  160.  S.  C— Mills  & 
Co.  V.  Dickinson,  6  Rich.  L.  487.  See 
also  Cooper  v.  Smith,  16  S.  C.  331. 
Wash. — Tacoma  Lumb.,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Wolff,  7  Wash.  478,  35  Pae.  115.  Wis. 
Horning  v.  E.  Griesbach  Brewing  Co., 
,  84  Wis.  71,  54  N.  W.  105;  Pormann  v. 
Frede,  72  Wis.  226,  39  N.  W.  385; 
Knowles  v.  Fritz,  58  Wis.  216,  16  N. 
W.  621;  Bonnell  v.  Gray,  36  Wis.  574. 
See  also  Salter  v.  Hilgen,  40  Wis.  363. 

[a]  Deviations  from  accustomed 
mles  of  practice  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  justify  granting  this  relief  unless 
the  violation  was  very  plain  and  likely 
to  result  in  injustice.  Ettinghausen  v. 
Marx,  86  111.  475.  See  also  Pisa  v. 
Eezek,  206  HI.  344,  69  N.  E.  67. 

[b]  Where  one  falsely  represented 
himself  as  being  a  person  summoned 
as  a  juror  and  sat  with  the  jury  and 
entered  into  its  deliberations,  a  judg- 
ment based  upon  the  verdict  thus  ren- 
dered will  be  set  aside.  Illinois  Steel 
Co.  V.  Szutenlach,  67  111.  App.  280. 

[c]  ."That  the  court  misconstrued 
the  law"  is  not  such  an  irregularity 
as  will  justify  the  vacation  of  the 
judgment.  ' '  Irregularities  generally 
invoked  for  the  purpose  of  vacating  a 
judgment  after  term  time  are  where 
a  judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  before  the  time  for  an- 
swering had  expired,  or  where  the 
judgment  was  entered  while  there  was 
an  answer  or  demurrer  on  file  and  not 
yet  disposed  of,  and  other  irregularities 
of  this  character."  Kuhn  v.  Mason,  24 
Wash.  94,  64  Pac.  182. 


[d]  In  an  action  to  recover  a  tract 
of  land,  defendant  interposed  an  equit- 
able defense.  Without  objection  the 
matter  went  to  the  jury  as  a  case  at 
law.  Two  years  later  the  defeated 
party  obtained  relief  by  ha,ving  the 
judgment  set  aside  as  irregular.  Cooper 
V.  Smith,  16  S.  C.  331. 

[e]  Where  the  original  answer  was 
not  verified,  as  required  by  'law,  al- 
though the  copy  served  on  plaintiff's 
attorney  purported  to  be,  and  this  fact 
was  not  discovered  by  plaintiff  until 
after  Judgment  for  defendant,  the 
judgment  should  be  set  aside.  Wels- 
bach  Com.  Co.  v.  Popper,  59  TS'.  T. 
Supp.   1016. 

[f]  A  judgment  obtained  in  viola- 
tion of  an  agreement  to  stay  proceed- 
ings was  considered  irregular  and  ac- 
cordingly set  aside  in  Murdoek  v. 
SteiAer,  45  Pa.  349. 

[g]  Variance  Between  Verdict  and 
Judgment. — That  there  is  a  material 
variance  between  the  verdict  and  the 
judgment  thereupon  entered  will  war- 
rant the  seTEing  aside  of  the  judgment. 
Eason  v.  Miller  &  Kelly,  15  S.  ,C.  194. 
See  supra,  XI,  D,  3. 

Judgments  which  are  void  for  irreg- 
ularities, are  disposed  of  on  the  ground 
of  invalidity,  not  irregularity.  See 
supra,  XIV,  ^B,  1. 

[h]  Where  an  amended  complaint, 
setting  up  a  demand  for  a  sum  in  ad- 
dition to  that  contained  in  the  orig- 
inal pleading,  was  never  served  and 
judgment  was  rendered  thereon,  this  is 
a  sufficient  irregularity  to  authorize  the 
vacation  of  the  judgment.  Weather- 
ford  V.  Van  Alstyne,  22  Tex.  22. 

[ij  Judgment  Entered  on  a  Default 
Prematurely  Taken. — James  v.  Signell, 
60  App.  Div.  295,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  1106; 
Eothchild  v.  Link,  29  App.  Div.  580,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  253;  Parker  v.  Linden,  59 
Hun  623,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  787;  Kuhn 
V.   Mason,   24   Wash.   94,   64   Pac.   182. 

[j]  Where  defendant's  last  day  to 
plead  fell  on  Sunday,  a  default  entered 
on  the  following  Monday  was,  in  Eoth- 
child V.  Link,  29  App.  Div.  580,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  253,  held  irregular. 

14.  Everett  v.  Reynolds,  114  N.  C. 
366,  19  S.  E.  233;  White  v.  Morris,  107 
N.  C.  92,  12  S.  E.  80;  .Williamson  v. 
Hartman,  92  N.  C.  236. 
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teehnicaKties  or  trivial  irregularities  are  not  sufficient.^^  The  irreg- 
ularity must,  in  any  event  affect  the  judgment  directly,  and  an  error 
in  the  taxation  of  costs  will  not  warrant  the  vacation  of  the  judgment 
to  which  they  will  attach.^^  Should  the  irregularity  complained  of 
be  waived  or  cured,  it  is  no  longer  available  in  support  of  an 
application  of  this  nature.^'  In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  held  that  the 
irregularity  upon  which  the  motion  is  predicated  must  be  apparent 
from  an  inspection  of  the  record,^^  but  this  rule  has  its  exceptions 
as,  for  instance,  where  a  judgment,  otherwise  apparently  regular,  was 
admittedly  rendered  against  a  deceased  defendant.^^ 

Errors  of  law,  involving  the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion,  cannot 
be  reached  by  proceedings  to  open  or  vacate  the  judgment.^^'^    Error 


15.  Ga. — Adams  v.  Walker,  ,59  Ga. 
,506.  Mass. — ^East  Tenn.,  Land  Co.  v. 
Leeson,  185  Mass.  4,  69  N.  E.  351. 
N.  J. — National,  etc.  Milk  Co.  v.  Brand- 
enburgh,  40  N.  J.  L.  111.  N.  Y.^Crook 
v.  Hamlin,  140  N.  Y.  297,  35  N.  E. 
499;  Judd  Linseed  Oil  Co.  v.  Hubbell, 
76  N.  T.  543;  Van  Dolsen  v.  Abendroth, 
21  Jones  &  S.  35;  Grant  «.  Birdsall,  16 
Jones  &  S.  427,  2  Civ.  Proe.  422;  Kidd 
V.  Phillips,  13  Jones  &  S.  633;  Stimson 
*.  Huggins,  16  Barb.  658,  9  How.  Pr. 
86;  Lewis  v.  Jones,  13  Abb.  Pr.  427; 
Bullard  v.  Harris,  66  Hun  628,  21  N.  Y. 
Supp.  9.  N.  C. — Everett  v.  Reynolds, 
114  N.  C.  366,  19  S.  E.  233;  White 
V.  Morris,  107  N.  C.  92,  12  8.  E.  80. 
Wash. — Tacoma  Lumb.,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Wolff,  7  Wash.  478,  35  Pae.  115. 

[a]  Statutes  so  provide.  See  Cal. 
Code   Civ.   Proe.,    §475.      Idaho.— Eev. 

Codes,  1908,  §4231.    Ind ^Burns'  Ann. 

St.,    1914,    §407.       And    generally    the 
statutes  of  the  several  states. 

[b]  Failure  of  the  court  to  comply 
■with  a  rule  of  practice  which  is  not 
mandatory,  but  merely  directory,  will 
not  constitute  a  sufficient  cause  for  the 
vacation  of  a  judgment.  Hupfel  v. 
Sehoemig,  2  Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)  476. 

[e]  Premature  entry  of  judgment 
which  does  not  prejudice  the  complain- 
ing party.  Kidd  v.  Phillips,  13  Jones 
&  S.  (N.  Y.)  633.  See  also  Lewis  v. 
Jones,  13  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  427. 

16.  Harriman  v.  Swift,  31  Vt.  385. 

17.  Ga, — Crow  V.  American  Mortg. 
Co.,  92  Ga.  815,  19  8.  E.  31.  N.  Y. 
Corn  Exchange  Bank  v.  Blye,  119  N.  Y. 
414,  23  N.  E.  805;  Grant  v.  Birdsall, 
16  Jones  &  S.  427.  N.  C. — Williamson 
«;.  Hartman,  92  N.  C.  236. 

18.  Ga. — Sweat  v.  Latimer,  119  Ga. 
615,  46  S.  E.  835;  Tietjen  v.  Merchants' 
Bank,  117  Ga.  501,  43  S.  E.  730.    Ohio. 
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Hunt  V.  Yeatman,  3  Ohio  15.  Pa. 
Davidson  v.  Miller,  204  Pa.  223,  53 
Atl.  773;  Hall  v.  West  Chester  Publish-' 
ing  Co.,  180  Pa.  561,  37  Atl.  106;  North 
&  Co.  V.  Yorke,  174  Pa.  349,  34  Atl. 
620;  Swartz  v.  Morgan  &  Co.,  163  Pa. 
195,  29  Atl.  974,  975;  Adams  v.  Grey, 
154  Pa.  258,  26  Atl.  423;  Huston  Tp. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Beale,  110  Pa.  321,  1  Atl. 
926;  Stevenson  v.  Virtue,  21  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  229.  See  also  Insurance  Co.  v. 
Teuan,  204  Pa.  332,  54  Atl.  172;  Dike- 
man  V.  Butterfield,  135  Pa.  236,  19 
Atl.  938. 

[a]  "The  judgment  could  not  have 
been  struck  off  on  the  application  of 
the  defendant,  as  there  was  no  irreg- 
ularity on  the  face  of  the  record.  'A 
motion  to  set  aside  or  strike  off  a  judg- 
ment must  be  on  the  ground  of  irreg- 
ularity appearing  on  the  face  of  the 
record;  a  motion  to  open  it  is  an  ap- 
peal to  the  equitable  power  of  the 
court  to  let  the  defendant  into  a  de- 
fense:' .  .  .  The  distinction  between 
these  rules  is  very  frequently  over- 
looked in  practice,  and  at  times,  owing 
to  the  admission  of  facts  not  in  the 
record,  it  has  not  been  observed  in  the 
language  of  the  decisions."  Hall  v. 
West  Chester  Publishing  Co.,  180  Pa. 
561,  37  Atl.  106. 

[b]  As  was  said  in  Hunt  v.  Yeat- 
man, 3  Ohio  15,  "The  power  to  set 
aside  a  judgment  for  manifest  irregular- 
ity in  entering  it  is  exercised  by  all 
courts  of  justice." 

19.  This  rule  does  not  apply  where 
the  judgment  is  void.  Stevenson  v. 
Virtue,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  229,  where  it 
was  admitted  that  the  judgment  was 
rendered  after  the  death  of  the  party. 

191/4.  Ark.— Stewart  v.  Wood,  86' 
Ark.  504,  111  S.  W.  983.  Cal.— Leonis 
V.    Lefflngwell,    126    Cal.    369,    58   Pac. 
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does  not  constitute  irregularity  nor  necessarily  enter  into  it."^  Should 
a  judgment  be  imperfect  merely  because  of  some  omission  therefrom, 
the  remedy  is  not  by  proceeding  to  open  and  vacate,  but  by  an  ap- 
plication to  amend.^"''* 

8.  Accident  and  Mistake.  —  Provision  is  found  in  most  statutes 
bearing  on  this  subject,  for  relief  from  a  judgment  taken  against  a 
party  through  his  "mistake."^"    Unavoidable  casualty  or  misfortune 


940;  ByrM  v.  Hoag,  116  Cal.  1,  47  Pac. 
775;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Busy,  110  Cal. 
-69,  42  Pac.  476;  Forrester  v.  Lawler, 
14  Cal.  App.  171,  111  Pac.  284;  Lemon 
V.  Hubbard,  10  Cal.  App.  471,  102  Pac. 
554.  Ga. — ^East  Tennessee,  etc.  R.  Co. 
47.  Greene,  95  Ga.  35,  22  S.  E.  36.  Ind. 
Center  v.  Marion,  110  Ind.  579,  10  N. 
E.  291;  Lawler  v..  Couch,  80  Ind.  369. 
Kan. — Martindale  v.  Battey,  73  Kan. 
92,  84  Pac.  527;  Pierson  v.  Benedict,  5 
Kan.  App.-  790,  48  Pac.  996.  Mo. 
Jeude  V.  Sims,  258  Mo.  26,  166  S.  W. 
1048;  Craig  v.  Smith,  65  Mo.  536; 
Cooper  V.  Duncan,  20  Mo.  App.  355. 
N.  C. — ^May  v.  Stimson  Lumb.  Co.,  119 
N.  C.  96,  25  8.  E.  721;  Carter  i).  Eoun- 
tree,  109  N.  C.  29,  13  S.  E.  716;  Anony- 
mous, 1  N.  C.  97.  N.  D.— State  v. 
Donovan,  10  N.  D.  203,  86  N.  W.  709. 
S.  C— Hill  V.  Watson,  10  S.  C.  268,  275. 
Wash. — Dickson  v.  Matheson,  12  Wash. 
196,  40  Pac.  725.  Wis.— Landon  v. 
Burke,  33  Wis.  452;  Spafford  v.  City  of 
Janesville,  15  Wis.  474;  Edwards  v. 
City  of  Janesville,  14  Wis.  26.  See 
also  CaL — Canadian,  etc.  Trust  Co.  v. 
Clarita,  etc.  Inv.  Co.,  140  Cal.  672,  74 
Pac.  301;  O'Brien  v.  O'Brien,  124  Cal. 
422,  57  Pac.  225.  Ind. — Thompson  v. 
Harlow,  150  Ind.  450,  50  N.  E.  474. 
N.  Y. — Corn  Exchange  Bank  v.  Blye, 
119  N.  T.  414,  23  N.  E.  805.  N.  C. 
Stith  V.  Jones,  119  N.  C.  428,  25  S.  E. 
1022;  Harrell  v.  Peebles,  79  N.  C.  26. 
Wis. — ^Quiw  V.  Lameraux,  36  Wis.  626. 
Wyo.— Lee  v.  Cook,  1  Wyo.  413. 

[a]  Statutes  providing  for  relief 
from  judgments  taken  through  the  mis- 
take, inadvertence,  etc.,  of  a  party  do 
not  refer  to  errors  of  law.  Skinner 
v.  Terry,  107  N.  C.  103,  12  S.  E.  118. 

191/2.  Skinner  v.  Moore,  19  N.  C. 
138,  30  Am.  Dee.  155. 

[a]  A  distinction  should  be  noticed 
between  irregularities  in  the  proceed- 
ings and  such  errors  as  are  judicial, 
i.  e.,  involve  a  question  of  judicial 
reasoning.  May  v.  Stimson  Lumb.  Co., 
119  N.  C.  96,  25  8.  E.  721;  State  v. 
Donovan,  10  N.  D.  203,  86  N.  W.  709. 


[b]  Thus  a  judgment  for  an  ex- 
cessive sum  is  erroneous,  if  the  result 
of  wrong  judicial  reasoning  and  not 
inadvertence  or  mistake,  and  can  be 
corrected  only  by  an  appeal  to  a  higher 
tribunal.  Scott  V.  Mutual,  etc.  Life 
Assn.,  137  N.  C.  515,  50  8.  E.  221; 
Skinner  v.  Moore,  19  N.  0.  138,  30  Am. 
Dee.  155. 

19%.  Union  Bag  &  Paper  Co.  v.  Al- 
len Bros.,  94  App.  Div.  595,  88  N.  T. 
Supp.  368.  '  See  also  supra,  XIII,  A,  3, 
b,   (IV). 

20,  Alaska.— §93,  Part  IV,  Carter's 
Ann.  Codes,  1900.  Ariz.— §600,  Title  6, 
Eev.  Codes,  1913.  Cal.— §473,  Deering's 
1915  Code  Civ.  Proc.  Colo.— §81,  Code, 
1910.  Idaho.— §4229,  Eev.  Codes,  1908. 
Ind.— §405,  Burns'  Ann.  St.,  Eev.  1914. 
Mont.— §6589,  Eev.  Codes,  1907.  N.  Y. 
§724,  Parson's  Code  Civ.  Proe.,  1915. 
N.  C— Eev.  1905,  §513;'Becton  v.  Dunn, 
137  N.  C.  559,  50  S.  E.  289.  N.  D. 
§6884,  Eev.  Codes,  1905.  Ore.- Brand 
V.  Baker,  42  Ore.  426,  71  Pac.  320; 
Stites  V.  McGee,  37  Ore.  574,  61  Pac. 
1129. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

The  mistake  of  the  applicant  is  gen- 
erally offered  as  an  excuse  for  his  neg- 
lect.    See  infra,  XIV,  B,  9. 

[a]  Mistake  of  Court  and  Counsel. 
A  complaint  was  dismissed  as  being 
defective,  an  amendment  being  refused, 
though  requested,  the  court  stating  that 
instead  the  plaintiff  might  bring  a  new 
action.  Subsequently  it  was  discovered 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  would 
not  permit  this  to  be  done.  The  judg- 
ment was  accordingly  vacated  on  the 
ground  of  mistake.  Patterson  v.  Hoch- 
ster,  21  App.  Div.  432,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
553. 

[b]  A  mistake  in  the  docket  may 
excuse  the  default  of  a  party  as  where 
the  cause  was  entered  under  a  wrong 
name.  Clifford  v.  Gruelle,  17  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  842,  32  S.  W.  937. 

[c]  "A  mistake  of  date  of  service  of 
summons  is  such  a  one  as  these  statutes 
purpose  to  remedy.    Miller  v.  Carr,  116 
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which  prevents  a  party  from  prosecuting  or  defending,  is  the  language 
found  in  some  .statutes.^^  Under  these  statutes  the  only  mistake  for 
which  this  relief  will  be  granted,  however,  is  a  mistake  of  fact;  a 
mistake  of  law  being  beyond  the  purview  of  their  provisions.^^ 

9.  Exctisa.ble  Neglect.  —  a.  In  General.  -^  Under  the  statutes  in 
many  states  a  party  will  be  relieved  from  a  judgment  taken  against 
him'  through  his'  excusable  neglect.^^     Inadvertence  is  the  term  em- 


Cal.  378,  48  Pae.  324,  58  Am.  St.  Eep. 
180,  involving  §473,  Cal.  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1916. 

[d]  A  mistake  in  a  regularly  is- 
sued publication,  relied  upon  in  such 
matters  by  the  business  community, 
whereby  the  defendant  was  misled,  will 
justify  the  opening  of  the  judgment 
therein  rendered.  Watson  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco R.  Co.,  41  Cal.  17. 

[e]  Mistake  as  to  the  court  in  which 
the  party's'  suit  was  pending  is  not 
such  a  mistake  as  will  entitle  him  to 
have  the  judgment  opengd.  Eobertson 
V.  Bergen,  10  Ind.  402. 

[f]  Mistake  of  Counsel.— "The  mis- 
take or  ignorance  of  a  party's  coun- 
sel will  not  relieve  him  from  a  judg- 
ment against  him."  Wilson  v.  Smith, 
17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  43  S.  W.  1086. 

[g]  Mistake  as  to  Time  of  Trial. 
It  is  no  excuse  that  a  party  misunder- 
stood his  attorney's  statement  as  to 
the  time  of  trial.  Ross  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  92  Ky.  583,  18  S.  W.  456. 

21.  Ark.— §4431,  sub.  7th,  Kirby's 
St.,  1904.  la.— §4091,  Code,  1897.  Kan. 
§6191,  Dassler's  Gen.  St.,  1909.  Ky. 
§518,  Civ.  Code  Prac,  sub.  7,  1906. 
Neb.— §8207,  Eev.  St.,  1913.  Ohio. 
§5354,  Bates'  Ann,  St.,  5th  ed.  Okla. 
Wynn  v.  Frost,  6  Okla.  89,  50  Pae.  184. 

[a]  "Casualty  or  misfortune  is 
something  more  than  mere  ignorance 
of  the  service  of  process  by  leaving 
a  copy  at  the  residence  of  the  defend- 
ant, arising  from  his  absence  on  busi- 
ness. There  may  be  .casualty  or  mis- 
fortune where  all  the  facts  are  known, 
as  well  as  when  they  are  not.  I  can- 
not but  think  that  this  provision  was 
intended  to  apply,  in  a  case  where, 
some  accidental  injury  or  sickness,  etc., 
has  intervened  to  prevent  a  defense, 
rather  than  a  want  of  knowledge  of 
the  service  of  summons  alrising  from 
the  cause  stated."  Howard  v.  Abbey, 
2  Ohio.  Dec.  (Eeprtnt)  64. 

[b]  The  act  of  an  attorney  in  dis- 
honestly permitting  a  judgment  to  be 
taken   by   default  is  an   "unavoidable 
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casualty"  within  the  statute.  Anthony 
V.  Karbach,  64  Neb.  509,  90  N.  W. 
243,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  662. 

[c]  Insanity  of  a  party  was  con- 
sidered as  a  "misfortune"  under  such 
a  statute  in  Small  v.  Eeeves,  104  Ky. 
289,  46  S.  W.  726. 

22.  Conn. — Jartman  v.  Pacific  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  69  Conn.  355,  37  Atl.  970. 
Ind. — Thompson  v.  Harlow,  150  Ind. 
450,  50  N.  E.  474;  Thacker  v.  Thacker, 
125  Ind.  489,  25  N.  E.  595;  Center  Tp. 
V.  Board,  110  Ind.  579,  10  N.  E.  291. 
la. — Stryker  v.  Eivers,  47  Iowa  108. 
Mont. — Canning  v.  Fried,  48  Mont.  560, 
139  Pae.  448;  Willoburn  Ranch  Co.  v. 
Yegen,  45  Mont.  254,  122  Pae.  915. 
N.  y.— Cook  V.  Long  Island  E.  Co.,  65 
Hun  619,  19  N.  T.  Supp.  648;  In  re 
Carr,  19  .N.  Y.  Supp.  647.  N.  C. 
Skinner   v.    Terry,   107    N.    C.    103,    12 

5.  E.  118.  S.  D. — Sing  Yow  v.  Wong 
Free  Lee,  16  S.  D.  383,  92  N.  W.  1073. 

[a]  A  "mistake,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  these  statutes  occurs  where 
something  right  or  wrong,  is  done  which 
was  not  intended  to  be  done;  not  when 
something,  even  admittedly  wrong  is 
done,  if  done  advisedly.  Sargent  v. 
Kindred,  5  N.  D.  8,  63  N.  W.  151. 

[b]  On  this  principle  judgments  by 
consent  are  without  the  purview  of 
these  statutes.  Boyden  v.  Williams,  80 
N.  C.  95. 

[c]  Mistake  of  Law. — The  opinion 
entertained  by  a  defendant  that  no  one 
but  an  officer  could  serve  a  summons 
upon  him  in  a  civil  action,  being  a 
mistake  of  law,  will  not  excuse  his  fail- 
ure to  appear  and  defend  a  suit  where 
the  summons  was  served  by  an  indi- 
vidual not  a  party.  Sing  Yow  v.  Wong 
Free  Lee,  16  S.  D.  383,  92  N.  W.  1073. 

23.  Alaska.— §93,  Part  IV,  Carter's 
Ann.    Codes,    1900.     Ariz. — §600,   Title 

6,  Eev.  Code,  1913.  Cal.— §473,  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  Colo.— §81,  Code,  1910. 
Idaho.— §4229,  Idaho  Eev.  Codes,  1908. 
Ind.— §405,  Burns'  Ann.  St.,  Rev.  1914. 
Mont.— §6589,  Rev.  Codes,  1907.  N.  Y. 
§724,  Code   Civ.    Proe.      N.    0.— Eev. 
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ployed  in  some  statutes.^*  Whether  or  not  the  neglect  of  the  defend- 
ant will  be  considered  excusable  within  the  meaning  of  these  statutes 
depends  upon  the  circumstances  attending  each  individual  case.^*  If 
the  judgment  attacked  is  one  rendered  upon  a  default  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  must  be  such  as  to  show  a  reasonable  excuse  for 
the  failure  of  the  applicant  to  appear  in  the  cause  at  the  proper 
tirne.^^    Under  these  statutes  it  has  been  held  enough  to  excuse  the 


1905,  §513;  Becton  «.  Dunn,  137  N.  C. 
559,  50  S.  E.  289.  N.  D.— §6884,  Eev. 
Codes,  1905.  Ore. — Durham  v.  Com. 
Nat.  Bank,  45  Ore.  385,  77  Pac.  902 
(involving  B.  &  C.  Comp.  St.,  §103); 
Stites  V.  McGee,  37  Ore.  574,  61  Pac. 
1129.  Wis.— Wioke  v.  Lake,  21  Wis. 
410,  94  Am.  Dec.  552. 

[a]  A  consent  judgment  is  manifest- 
Ij'  beyond  the  contemplation  oi  such  a 
statute,  A  judgment  entered  on  a  com- 
promise between  the  attorneys  of  rec- 
ord will  not  be  disturbed  on  this 
ground.  Hairston  v.  Gatwood,  123  '  N. 
C.  345,  31  S.  E.  653;  Boy  den  v.  V/il- 
liams,  80  N.  C.  95.  See  also  Sargent 
V.  Kindred,  5  N.  D.  8,  63  N.  W.  151. 

24.  Alaska.— §93,  Part  IV,  Carter's 
Ann.  Codes,  1900.  Ariz.— §600,  Title 
6,  Eev.  Codes,  1913.  CaL— §473,  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  Colo.— §81,  Code,  1910. 
Idaho.— §4229,  Eev.  Codes,  1908.  Ind. 
§405,  Burns'  Ann.  St., 'Eev.  1914., Mont. 
§6589,  Eev.  Codes,  1907.  N.  Y.— §724, 
Cdde  Civ.  Proc;  Weston  v.  Citizens' 
Bank,  88  App.  Div.  330,  84  N.  Y.  Supp. 
743.  See  also  In  re  Broadway  Ins.  Co., 
23  App.  Div.  282,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  299. 
N.  C— Eev.  1905,  §513;  Becton- ».  Dunn, 
137  N.  C.  559,  50  S.  E.  289.  N.  D. 
§6884,  Eev.  Codes,  1905;  'Fargo  v. 
Keeney,  11  N.  D.  484,  92  N.  W.  836. 
Ore.— B.  &  C.  Comp.  St.,  §103. 

25.  Oal.— "It  is  difficult  to  lay 
down  a  rule  which  will  apply  to  all 
cases  of  this  character."  Savings  Bank 
V.  Schell,  142  Cal.  505,  76  Pac.  250. 
Mont. — Greene  v.  Montana  Brewing  Co., 
32  Mont.  102,  79  Pac.  693;  Morse  v. 
Callatine,  19  Mont.  87,  47  Pae.  635. 
N.  C— Warren  v.  Harvey,  92  N.  C.  137; 
Mebane  v.  Mebane,  80  N.  C.  34;  Sluder 

V.  EoUins,  76  N.  C.  271.     Utall Utah 

Commercial  Bank  v.  Trumbo,  17  Utai 
198,  53  Pac.  1033.  Wash.— Titus  v. 
Larsen,  18  Wash.   145,  51  Pac.  351. 

[a]  "Of  course  there  might  be 
good  grounds  for  denying  a  motion  to 
vacate  a  judgment  where  there  was  a 
delay  of  only  one  day,  and  there  might 
.be  good  cause  for  granting  it    where 


there  was  a  longer  delay.  Each  case 
must  depend  upon  its  own  ci/roum- 
stances."  Titus  v.  Larsen,  18  Wash. 
145,  51  Pac.  351. 

[b]  "It  is  impracticable  to  define 
in  general  terms  and  with  greater  ac- 
curacy, the  scope  and  meaning  of  the 
words  contained  in  the  statute,  'sur- 
prise or  excusable  neglect,'  .  .  .  than 
the  words  themselves  import.  Hence, 
the  necessity  is  imposed  upon  the  court 
of  determining  in  each  presented  case, 
whether  the  circumstances  attending  it 
can  -  amount  to  a  surprise,  or  reason- 
ably excuse  the  neglect,  for  "some  neg- 
lect is  assumed,  of  the  defendant  in 
making  opposition  thereto."  Warren 
V.  Harvey,  92  N.  C.  137. 

26.  Cal.— Eeilly  v.  Euddock,  41  Cal. 
312;  People  v.  O'Connell,  23  Cal.  281 
Bond  V.  Karma,  etc.  Min.  Co.,  15  Cal 
App.  .469,  115  Pac.  254.  Fla. — Eoe 
buck  V.  Batten,  64  Fla.  424,  59  So.  '942 
City  of  Gainesville  v.  Johnson,  59  Fla. 
459,  51  So.  852.  Ga.— Manry  v.  Twitty, 
132  Ga.  478,  64  S.  E.  273;  Mitchell  v.  Al 
len,  110  Ga.  282,  34  S.  E.  851;  Fleetwood 
V.  Equitable  Mtg.  Co.,  108  Ga.  811,  33  S. 
E.  1014.  Idaho.— Hall  v.  Whittie'r,  20 
Idaho  120,  116  Pac.  1031.  111.— Utley 
V.  Cameron,  87  111.  App.  71.  Ind. 
Bass  V.  Smith,  60  Ind.  40;  American 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Jergens,  21  Ind.  App. 
595,  52  N.  E.  820.  la.— Walker  v.  Clark, 
8  Iowa  474.  Mo. — Eobyn  v.  Chronicle 
Pub.  Co.,  127  Mo.  385,  30  S.  W.  130. 
Neb.— Burke  v.  Pepper,  29  Neb.  320, 
45  N.  W.  466.  N.  M.— Liverpool,  etc. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Perrin  &  Co.,  10  N.  M.  90, 
.61  Pae.  124.  N.  J.— Cooper  v.  Gal- 
braith,  24  N.  J.  L.  219.  N.  Y.— Cowton 
V.  Anderson,  1  How.  Pr.  145.  See  also 
Jospe  V.  Lighte,  22  Misc.  146,  48  N.  Y. 
Supp.  645.  N.  C. — Clement  v.  Ireland, 
129  N.  C.  220,  39  S.  E.  838.  Ohio. 
French  Wax  Figure  Co.  «).  Jupp,  etc. 
Co.,  21  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  764,  12  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  76;  Brownsberger  v.  Eailway  Co., 
25  Ohio' Cir.  Ct.  765;  Fowble  v.  Walker, 
4  Ohio  64.  Pa, — Littster  v.  Littster, 
151  Pa.  474,  25  Atl.  117;  Com.  ex  rel. 
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neglect  of  a  party  that  such  neglect  was  caused  by  the  deception  of 
the  adverse  party  ;^''  or  was  due  to  an  irregularity  in,  or  the  insuffi- 


Henderson  V.  Masonic  Home,  7  Pa. 
Bist.  103.  See  also  Garrnan  v.  Charlier, 
10  Pa.  Dist.  38.  E.  I.— See  also  Mc- 
Dermott  v.  Eock  Island  Co.,  60  Atl.  48. 
Tenn — Mabry  v.  Cowan,  6  Heisk.  295; 
Jones  V.  Cloud,  4  Coldw.  236.  Tex. 
Foster  v.  Martin,  20  Tex.  118;  "Watson 
V.  Newsham,  17  Tex.  437;  Calvert  W. 
&  B.  V.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Driskill,  31  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  200,  71  S.  W.  997;  Milam 
V.  Gordon,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  415,  68 
S.  W.  1003;  Ames  Iron  Works  v.  Chinn, 
20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  382,  49  S.  W.  665. 
Wis. — Milwaukee  Mut.  Loan  Society  v. 
Jazodzinski,  84  Wis.  35,  54  N.  W.  102. 

[a]  Thus,  where  defendant's  de- 
murrer was  overruled  and  he  was  giv- 
en fifteen  days  in  which  to  answer, 
and  this  time  was  twice  extended,  and, 
eventually,  judgment  by  default  was 
taken  against  him,  in  the  absence  of 
a  showing  in  his  affidavit  of  anything 
tending  to  excuse  his  default,  the 
judgment  rendered  against  him  will 
not  be  opened  and  this  even  though 
counsel  for  applicant  says  in  a  peti- 
tion signed  by  him  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  obtain  the  facts  necessary 
to  proceed,  at  any  earlier  date.  Gar- 
man  V.  Charlier,  10  Pa.  Dist.  38. 

27.  Cal. — MoQowan  v.  Kreling,  117 
Cal.  31,  48  Pac.  980.  Colo.— City 
Block  Directory  Cb.  v.  App,  4  Colo. 
App.  350,  35  Pac.  985.  Ind. — Nord 
V.  Marty,  56  Ind.  531.  Ky. — Hay- 
den  V.  Moore,  4  Bush  107.  Neb. — Cad- 
wallader  v.  McClay,  37  'Neb.  359,  55 
N.  W.  1054,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  496. 
N.,  Y. — Jay  v.  De  Groat,  28  How.  Pr. 
10'7;  Mutual,  etc.  Co.  v.  Kroehle,  29 
Misc.  481,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  944;  Camp- 
bell V.  Lumley,  24  Misc.  196,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  684;  United  Wine,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Platz,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  260.  Ohio. — Mitch- 
ell &  Co.  V.  Knight,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
729.  See  also  Smith  v.  Moreton  Truck 
Co.,  19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  628,  10  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  532.  Pa. — See  Coulson  v.  Conn,  13 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  40;  Weir  v.  Craige,  13  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  46.  S.  0 — ^Farmers  &  Mechan- 
ics', etc.  Mfg.  Co.  17.  Smith,  70  S.  C. 
160,  49  8.  E.  226.  Tex.— Field  &  Cp. 
V.  Fowler,  62  Tex.  65^  Sedberry  v. 
Jones,  42  Tex.  10.  Wis. — Heinemann 
V.  Le  Clair,  82  Wis.  135,  51  N.  W. 
1101;  Stafford  v.  McMillan,  25  Wis. 
-566. 
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[a]  Where  defendant 's  counsel  with- 
drew from  the  case  and  opposing  coun- 
sel promised  defendant  that  they  would 
take  no  further  steps  in  the  matter 
without  first  giving  him  notice  and 
thereafter  gave  him  so  short  a  notice 
that  he  was  not  able  to  get  to  the 
court  house  in  time  to  prevent  the 
entering  up  of  the  judgment  attacked, 
"he  should  not  be  made  to  suffer  for 
the  default  of  the  party  upon  whose 
promise  he  relied,  by  reason  of  which 
he  was  led  into  a  seeming  -neglect  of 
his  cause,"  and  he  should  be  relieved 
against  a  judgment  thus  obtained. 
Field   &   Co.  v.  Fowler,   62   Tex.   65. 

[b]  An  affidavit  filed  the  day  after 
the  'entry  of  a  default  judgment,  re- 
citing that  the  affiant  believed  a  com- 
promise had  been  effected  and  there- 
fore permitted  the  case  to  go  by  de- 
fault, was  considered  as  showing  a 
case  of  excusable  neglect.  Sedberry  v. 
Jones,  42  Tex.  10. 

[c]  A  judgment  entered  upon  a 
stipulation  but  in  violation  of  its  terras, 
is  a  judgment  taken  through  "sur- 
prise" and  the  defendant's  neglect  is 
consequently  excusable.  Durham  v. 
Com.  Nat.  Bank,  45  Ore.  385,  77  Pac. 
902. 

[d]  A  judgment  obtained  contrary 
to  the  agreement  of  the  parties  to  ex- 
tend defendant's  time  to  answer  is  one 
obtained  through  his  "surprise  and 
excusable  neglect."  Thompson  v.  Con- 
nell,  31  Ore.  231,  48  Pac.  467,  65  Am. 
St.  Eep.  818,  but  this  will  n.ot  always 
relieve  the  defendant.  See  Kerehner 
V.  Baker,  82  N.  C.  169. 

[e]  Where  a  compromise  was  made 
of  a  litigated  claim,  whether  or  not 
the  agent  of  the  adverse  party  who 
effected  such  compromise  was  author- 
ized is  immaterial,  so  long  as  it  is 
shown  that  the  applicant  was  in  this 
manner  deceived  and  led  to  make  no 
defense.  Mitchell  &  Co.  v.  Knight,  3 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  729,  and  for  a  similar 
case  see  Minnesota  Thresher  Co.  ■». 
Holz,  10  2Sr.  D.  16,  84  N.  W.  581. 

[f]  Promise  of  Infant  To  Dismiss 
Suit. — Where  the  plaintiff,  although  an 
infant,  had  promised  defendant  to  dis- 
miss the  suit,  and  in  reliance  upon  such 
promise  defendant  had  suffered  a  de- 
fault, the  judgment  thereupon  rendered 
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eiency  of  a  notice  ;^*  or  was  caused  by  the  delay  of  the  adverse  party 
in  prosecuting  the  suit  in  which  the  judgment  was  had;^^  or  by  the 
serious  illness  of  the  party j^"  or  by  the  party's  ignorance,  either  of 
the  existence  of  a  defense  or  the  proper  manner  of  its  presentation;^^ 
or  by  a  mistake  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  f^  or  by  the  stress  of  official 


will  be  set  aside.  Cadwallader  v.  Me- 
Clay,  37  Neb.  359,  55  N.  W.  1054,  40 
Am.  St.  Eep.  496. 

28.  Eosenberg  v.  Hassett,  86  N.  Y. 
Supp.  865;  Flanders  v.  Sherman,  18 
Wis.  575. 

[a]  Where  service  was  made  upon 
a  director  of  a  defendant  corporation, 
and  it  was  -  made  to  appear  that  the 
director  was  unfriendly  to  the  corpora- 
tion to  whom  he  gave  no  notice  of 
the  service  upon  him  of  process,  the 
defendant,  upon  showing  a  meritorious 
defense  to  the  action,  was  entitled  to 
have  set  aside  a  judgment  rendered 
against  it  by  default.  Farrar  v.  Con- 
solidated, etc.  Co.,  12  S.  D.  237,  80  N. 
W.  1079.  And  see  to  the  same  eflEect 
Condon  Hdw.  Co.  v.  Consolidated  Apex 
Min.  Co,.,  11  8.  D.  376,  77  N.  W.  1022. 

[b]  PlaintifE  noticed  the  cause  for 
trial  and  obtained  a  place  on  the  gen- 
eral calendar.  Afterwards  he  ascer- 
tained that  the  case  should  have  been 
placed  upon  the  equity  calendar.  He 
obtained  an  ex  parte  order  transferring 
it  thereto  where  it  received  a  differ- 
ent number.  No  notice  was  given  de- 
fendant of  this  transfer  and  when  case 
was  reached,  defendant  not  appearing, 
a  judgment  as  on  default  was  given. 
It  was  held  that  the  default  of  the 
defendant  was  clearly  due  to  the  wrong 
or  fault  of  plaintiff  and  the  default 
should  be  opened.  Rosenberg  v.  Has- 
sett, 86  N.  Y.  Supp.  865. 

29.  Bennett  v.  Jackson,  34  W.  Va. 
62,  11  S.  E.  734;  Cleveland  v.  Burn- 
ham,  55  Wis.  598,  13  N.  W.  677. 

30.  ni.— Stetham  v.  Shoultz,  17  HI. 
99.  Pa. — Lockard  i).  Keyser,  18  Pa. 
Super.  172.  S.  C. — ^Farmers  &  Mechan- 
ics', etc.  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Smith,  70  S.  C. 
160,  49  S.  E.  226.  Tex.— City  of  Gal- 
veston V.  Morton,  58  Tex.  409. 

[a]  Mental  unsoundness  will  excuse 
the  party's  neglect.  Small  v.  Reeves, 
104  Ky.  289,  46  S.  W.  726  (under  §518, 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1906,  "unavoidable 
casualty  or  misfortune,  preventing  the 
party  from  appearing  or  defending"). 

31.  N.  y. — ^Born  v.  Schrenkeisen,  52 
N.  Y.  Supp.  219.  N.  C— Williams  v. 
Richmond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  110  N.  C.  466, 


15  S.  E.  197.  Pa. — Lawrence  v. 
Price,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  524;  Coulson 
V.  Conn,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  40.  See  also 
Weir  V.  Craige,  13  Pa.  Go.  Ct.  46. 
S.  C. — ^Farmers'  &  Mechanics',  etc. 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Smith,  70  S.  C.  160,  49 
S.  E.  226.  Vt.— Burnham  v.  Brewster,  1 
Vt.  87.  Wis.— Behl  v.  Schuett,  95  Wis. 
441,  70  N.  W.  559;  Bertline  v.  Bauer, 
25  Wis.  486;  Wicke  v.  Lake,  21  Wis. 
410,  94  Am.  Dec.  552;  Johnson  v.  El- 
dred,  13  Wis.  482. 

[a]  Where  a  judgment  by  default 
was  rendered  upon  a  promissory  note 
given  for  a  patent  right  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  right  was  of  much  less 
value  than  was  represented  by  the 
patentee  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  note,  but  the  inutility  of  the 
machine  patented  was  not  sufficiently 
known  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment  to  afford 
him  any  opportunity  to  interpose  a  de- 
fense thereto  on  that  ground,  the  court 
will  vacate  the  judgment  and  permit 
the  defendant  to  present  his  defense. 
Burnham  v.  Brewster,  1  Vt.  87. 

[b]  Where  the  neglect  of  the  ap- 
plicant was  due  to  the  fact  that  he 
mistook  his  remedy  and  spent  consid- 
erable time  in  pursuing  a  wrong  one, 
his  failure  to  make  proper  application 
will  be  excused.  Adams's  Appeal,  101 
Pa.  471. 

[e]  Where  defendant  showed  upon 
his  application  to  have  the  judgment 
opened  that  he  could  read  only  very 
imperfectly  and  that  he  misunderstood 
a  notification  from  his  attorney  to  ap- 
pear for  trial  on  Tuesday  and  was  not 
present  until  the  following  Tuesday 
which  was,  as  he  thought^  the  time  for 
trial,  whereupon  he  immediately  moved 
to  open  the  judgment  it  was  held  that 
his  failure  to  appear  at  the  proper  time 
was  an  "excusable  mistake."  Han- 
thorn  V.  Oliver,  32  Ore.  57,  51  Pac.  440. 

32.  Silverman  v.  Childs,  107  HI. 
App.  522. 

[a]  Where  the  defendant  failed  to 
appear  at  the  trial  because  of  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  court's  clerk  in  failing 
to  make  a  proper  transfer  from  one 
calendar  to  another  the  court  may,  at 
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duties  ;^^  and  generally,  wherever,  although  attentive  and  diligent,  the 
party  was  unable  to  present  his  cause  for  the  consideration  of  the 
court.^*  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  to  be  no  excuse  for  a 
party's  neglect  that  it  was  caused  by  the  stress  of  ordinary  business;^*, 
or  by  his  failure  to  inform  his  attorney  as  to  matters  concerning  his 
defense  ;^^  or  by  the  party's  mistake  as  to  a  matter  of  fact,  where,  by 
due  diligence,  he  would  have  discovered- such  mistake  ;^^  or  by  the 


a  subsequent  term,  set  aside  or  vacate 
a  judgment  thus  obtained.  Silverman 
V.  Childs,  107  m.  App.  522. 

[b]  Where  a  party^was  misled  by  a 
clerical  error  in  the  process  and  suf- 
fered, unwittingly,  a  default  to  be  had^ 
against  him,  his  neglect  was  excused 
in  Browning  v.  Gosnell,  91  Iowa  448, 
59  N,  W.  340,  but  where  his  applica- 
tion shows  that  he  was  not  thereby 
misled,  the  error  in  the  process  will 
avail  him  nothing.  Irions  v.  Keystoiie 
Mfg.  Co.,  61  Iowa  406,  16  N.  W.  349. 

33.  Francks  v.  Sutton,  86  N.  C.  78. 

34.  Where  a  pleading  was  lost  iu 
the  mails,  although  mailed  to  the  clerk 
of  the  court  in  ample  time,  a  judgment 
thereupon  taken  by  default  will  be 
opened,  on  a  showing  of  merits.  Boyd 
V.  Williams,  70  N.  J.  L.  185,  56  Atl. 
135. 

[a]  Defendant  filed  a  counterclaim 
and  before  plaintiff  had  replied  there- 
to, without  notice  to  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel, who  was  a  resident  of  another 
county,  and  who  wrote  several  letters 
to  the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which 
the  cause  was  being  tried  asking  as  to 
the  date  of  trial  ^thereof,  defendant 
set  the  case  for  trial  on  motion.  Plain- 
tiff's failure  to  appear  at  the  time  of 
trial  was  considered  excusable  and  the 
judgment  was  set  aside.  Western  Loan, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Berg,  24  Utah  278,  67  Pac. 
669. 

[b]  Where  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant against  whom  a  judgment  waS 
rendered  by  default  was  absent  from 
the  state  on  business  during  the  pro- 
ceedings leading  up  to  the  entry  of 
the  judgment  from  which  relief  was 
sought;  that  he  had  engaged  counsel 
to  represent  him  and  to  defend  the. 
action;  that  through  accident  he  did 
not  receive  a  letter  addressed  to  him 
by  his  counsel,  who  about  this  time 
withdrew  from  the  case  without  notice 
to  defendant;  that  defendant,  upon 
learning  of  this  withdrawal  at  once 
engaged  other  counsel,  it  was  consid- 
ered that  he  was  not  guilty  of  neg- 
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ligence.      Utah    Commercial     Bank     v. 
Trumbo,  17  Utah  198,  53  Pac.  1033. 

35.  Kan. — Reed  v.  Wilson,  13  Kan. 
153;  Hill  V.  Williams,  6  Kan.  117.  Mo. 
Wilson  V.  Scott  &  Hinkley,  50  Mo. 
App.  329.  Mont. — Herbst  Importing 
Co.  V.  Hogan,  16  Mont.  384,  41  Pac. 
135.  Wis.— Dick  v.  WiUiams,  87  Wis. 
651,  58  N.  W.  1029;  Insurance  Co.  of 
N.  A.  V.  Swineford,  28  Wis.  257. 

[a]  Counsel's  inability  to  attend 
because  of  other  important  business 
will  not  excuse  his  absence.  Wilson 
V.  Scott,  50  Mo.  App.  329. 

36.  Sluder  v.  Eollins,  76  N.  C.  271. 

37.  The  application  showed  that 
applicant  had  employed  counsel  and 
had  mailed  to  him  whatever  papers 
were  served  upon  her;  that  applicant  is 
an  old  lady,  living  alone,  with  nobody 
to  advise  her;  that  there  was  another 
action  pending  between  the  same 
parties  in  reference  to  the  same  subject- 
matter;  that  She  supposed  the  papers 
related  to  that  action.  A  general  de- 
murrer to  the  application  was  sus- 
tained. Williams  v.  Heisley,  4  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  273. 

[a]  Where  a  party  misunderstood 
his  attorney's  statement  as  to  the  time 
of  trial  and  was  consequently  absent, 
his  mistake  is  not  such  as  will  render 
his  neglect  excusable.  Eoss  ».  Louis- 
ville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  92  Ky.  583,  18  S. 
W.  456. 

[b]  Where  defendant,  (1)  being 
served  with  summons,  paid  no  atten- 
tion thereto,  supposing  it  to  be  some 
notice  or  other  paper  in  another  suit 
then  pending  between  the  same  parties, 
his  neglect  was  held  inexcusable.  White 
V.  Snow,  71  N.  C.  232.  (2)  And  in  a 
similar  case  the  defendant,  supposing 
the  summons  to  be  a  subpoena,  did  not 
read  it.  This  was  held  not  to  ex- 
cuse his  default.  State  v.  O'Neill,  4 
Mo.  App.  221. 

[c]  Where  a  defendant  was  sued  in 
his  individual  and  representative  ca- 
pacity but,  on,  acco\int  of  gross  indiffer- 
ence to  the  proceedings  did  not   did- 
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negligence/^  or  sickness  of  an  agent  ;'^  or  by  financial  difficulties/" 
and,  mere  f orgetfulness  ;*^  or  passive  inattention,  will  not  excuse  the 
party's  neglect.*^ 

The  inability  of  counsel  to  attend  the  trial  will  be  sufficient  to  ex- 
cuse the  failure  of  the  party  to  present  his  cause  at  the  proper  time 
if  this  inability  of  counsel  was  sudden  and  of  such  a  nature  as  to 


cover  that  he  was  being  sued  in  his 
individual  capacity,  this  mistake  will 
not  entitle  him  to  relief  from  the  judg- 
ment subsequently  rendered  on  the 
ground  of  excusable  neglect.  William- 
son V.  Cocke,  124  N.  C.  585,  32  S.  E. 
963. 

[d]  An  affidavit  reciting  that  the 
defendant  was  absent  at  the  time  set 
for  the  trial  of  the  cause  for  the  rea- 
son that  he  mistook  the  distance  he 
would  have  to  travel  on  a  journey  he 
had  undertaken  and  was  therefore  de- 
tained longer  than  he  had  anticipated, 
is  not  sufficient  to  excuse  his  neglect. 
Almy  V.  Hess,  2  Utah  223. 

38.  Morris  v.  Liverpool  L.,  ete.  Ins. 
Co.,  131  N.  C.  212,  42  S.  E.  577;  Nor- 
wood V.  King,  86  N.  C.  80. 

[a]  The  neglect  of  an  oflScer  of  a 
municipal  corporation  will  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  relieve  such  corporation  from 
a  judgment  by  default  rendered  against 
it.  Spokane  Tails  v.  Curry,  2  Wash. 
541,  27  Pac.  477. 

39.  Where  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff, who  alone  was  familiar  with  the 
facts  of  the  case  at  bar,  was  sick  and 
unable  to  give  this  information  to  his 
principal,  but  where  it  further  ap- 
peared that  this  agent  had,  at  the  time 
of  the^ir  occurrence,  reported  the  facts 
to  his  principal,  and  there  was  no 
showing  of  diligence,  the.  principal's 
neglect  was  held  inexcusable.  Flied- 
ner  v.  Bockefeller,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
266,  12  W.  N.  C'  20. 

40.  Lytle  v.  Forest,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
239. 

41.  Ind.— Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eyan,  31  Ind.  App.  597,  68  N.  E.  923. 
Mont.— Lo veil  1 1;.  Willis,  46  Mont.  581, 
129  Pac.  1052.  Vt.— Davison  v.  Heffron, 
31  Vt.  687;  Babcock  v.  Brown,  25  Vt. 
550,  60  Am.  Dec.  290. 

42.  N.  Y.— Ball  v.  Mander,  19  How. 
Pr.  468.  N.  0. — ^Morris  v.  Liverpool  L., 
etc.  Insurance  Co.,  131  N.  C.  212,  42 
S.  E.  577;  Williamson  v.  Cocke,  124  N. 
C.  585,  32  S.  E.  963;  Vick  v.  Baker, 
122  N.  C.  98,  29  S.  E.  64;  University 
of  N.  C,  V.  Lassiter,  83  N.  C.  38.    See 


also  Norton  v.  McLaurin,  125  N.  C. 
185,  34  8.  E.  269;  Simpson  v.  Brown, 
117  N.  C.  482,  23  S.  B.,441.  Ore. 
Brand  v.  Baker,  42  Ore,  426,  71  Pac. 
320.  Utah. — Peterson  v.  Crosier,  29 
Utah  235,  81  Pac.  860.  Wash.— Myers 
V.  Landrum,  4  Wash.  762,  31  Pac.  33. 
Wis. — Stilson  v.  Eankm,  40  Wis.  527; 
Grootemaat  v.  Tebel,  39  Wis.  576; 
Pringle  v.  Dunn,  39  Wis.  435,  439. 

[a]  In  Depriest  v.  Patterson,  85  N. 
C.  376,  the  defendant  was  sick  when 
process  was  served  upon  him,  he  told 
the  officer  making  the  service  that  he, 
the  defendant,  thought  service  was  be- 
ing made  upon  the  wrong  man,  and 
understood  that  the  officer  was  to  find 
out  about  this  and  let  him  know  be- 
fore making  a  return  of  the  summons. 
The  officer  did  not  do  this  and  judg- 
ment was  taken  against  him.  His  neg- 
lect was  held  inexcusable. 

.  [b]  Where  defendant,  upon  being 
served  with  notice  of  motion  for  leave 
to  issue  execution,  stated  to  the  sheriff 
that  he,  the  defendant,  had  a  dis- 
charge in  bankruptcy,  and  requested 
the  sheriff  to  write  to  the  plaintiff 
about  it  (they  both  thinking  this  suffi- 
cient to  defeat  the  motion)  and  then 
paid  no  further  attention  to  the  case, 
his  neglect  was  inexcusable  and  an 
order  granting  the  motion  for  execution 
will  not  be  set  aside.  Hiatt  v.  Wag- 
goner, 82  N.  C.  173. 

[c]  A  judgment  is  not  taken  against 
a  party  through  his  "mistake  and  sur- 
prise" simply  because  he  "did  not 
know  of  it,  unless  the  law  requires  him 
to  be  notified,  when  the  means  of 
knowledge  were  accessible,  and  he  sim- 
ply failed  or  neglected  to  avail  himself 
thereof."  Brand  «.  Baker,  42  Ore.  426, 
71  Pac.  320. 

[d]  A  showing  that  defendant's 
counsel  drew  up  an  answer  and  mailed^ 
it  to  defendant,  but,  having  changed 
his  post  office,  defendant  did  not  re- 
ceive such  answer  until'  eleven  months 
after  it  was  mailed,  where  it  further 
appeared  that  during  this  time  the  de- 
fendant made  no  inquiry  concerning  the 
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preclude  the  idea  that  other  arrangements  might  have  been  made.*' 
But  the  mere  fact  that  counsel  retained  by  a  party  was  unable  to 
appear  for  him  is  not  sufiSeient;  he  must  show  further  that  he  had 
"^"no  opportunity  to  employ  other  counsel  and  proceed  with  the  cause.** 
The  ignorance  of  a  party  as  to  a  matter  of  law  will  not,  as  a  general 
rule,  excuse  his  failure  to  present  his  cause  of  action  or  defense,*'' 


status  of  the  case,  is  insufficient.    Viek 
V.  Bakej,   122   N.   C.   98,   29   S.  E.   64. 

43.  Ark. — ^Pire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Davis,  85 
Ark.  389,  sickness  of  counsel.  N.  Y. 
Hopkins  ■;;.  Meyer,  76  App.  Div.  365, 
78  N.  Y.  Supp.  459;  Boss  V.  Belden, 
72  App.  Div.  628,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  88. 
Ohio. — Smith  ■».  Moreton  Truck  Co.,  19 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  628.  Wis. — McArthur  v. 
Slauson,  60  Wis.  293,  19  N.  W.  45; 
Stoppelfeldt  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.  Ey.  Co., 
29  Wis.  688. 

[a]  A  railroad  accident  by  -which 
counsel  was  prevented  from  attending 
at  the  time  of  trial  was  held  to  ex- 
cuse the  resultant  neglect  in  Stoppel- 
feldt V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E.  Co.,  29  Wis. 
688.      • 

[b]  In  People  v.  Brett,  79  App.  Div. 
631,  79  N.  Y."  Supp.  709,  it  was  said,  the 
applicant's  counsel  "was  absent  from 
the  county  on  his  wedding  trip  when 
the  original  motion  was  returnable,  and 
the  brief  time  (two  days)  allowed  by 
the  learned  special  term  in  appellant's 
absence  proved  entirely  unavailing  for 
a  proper  exhibition  of  his  side  of  the 
controversy  on  the  merits.  We  think 
he  should  be  allowed  his  day  in  court." 

[e]  Where  counsel  were  subpoenaed 
and  were  in  attendance  as  witnesses 
in  another  department,  a  continuance 
fihould  have  been  granted  and  a  judg- 
ment on  default  rendered  under  such 
circumstances  should  be  set.  aside.  Hop- 
kins V.  Meyer,  76  App.  Div.  365,  78 
N.  Y.  Supp.  459. 

[dj  Sickness  of  Counsel. — Counsel's 
inability  to  attend  to  the  cause  on  ac- 
count of  sickness  will  excuse  party's 
neglect  where  the  sickness  was  sudden 
and  precludes  the  idea  that  other  ar- 
rangements might  have  been  made. 
Snell  V.  Iowa  Homestead  Co.,  67  Iowa 
405,  25  N.  W.  678. 

[e]  Neglect  excused  on  same  ground 
in  White  v.  Gray,  92  Iowa  525,  61  N. 
W.  173;  Wishard  v.  McNeil,  78  Iowa 
40,  42  N.  W.  578. 

44.  Kan.— Hill  v.  Williams,  6  Kan. 
17.  Ky. — Brashears  v.  Dickinson,  23 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  2182,  66  S.  W.  1011.  Mo. 
Wilson  V.  Scott,  50  Mo.  App.  329  (be- 
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cause  of  sickness  in  counsel's  family); 
Hurek  v.  St.  Louis  Expo.,  etc.,  28  Mo. 
App.  629.  Mont. — Briscoe  v.  McCaffery, 
8  Mont.  336,  20  Pae.  691.  N.  Y.— Green- 
berg  V.  Angerman,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  244. 
N.  C— Pepper  v.  Olegg,  132, N.  C.  312, 
43  8.  E.  906;  Simpson  v.  Brown,  117 
N.  C.  482,  23  S.  B.  441.  But  compare, 
Wynne  v.  Prairie,  86  N.  C.  73.  S.  D. 
Minnehaha  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hurley,  13  S. 
D.  18,  82  N.  W.  87.  Wash.— Sanborn 
V.  Centralia  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.,  5  Wash. 
150,  31  Pae.  466. 

[a]  He  must  employ  counsel  who 
ordinarily  practice  in  ^he  court  where 
the  cause  is  pending,  or  who  are  author- 
ized and  agree  to  do  so.  Manning  v. 
Roanoke,  etc.  E.  Co.,  122  N.  C.  824,  28 
S.  E.  963. 

[b]  Several  continuances  had  al- 
ready been  granted  to  defendant  who, 
when  the  ease  was  again  reached,  stated 
that  his  counsel  was  not  present  and 
that  he  desired  a  further  continuance 
that  he  might  engage  other  counsel, 
but  he  neither  stated  why  his  counsel 
was  absent  nor  when  he  first  discov- 
ered that  he  would  not  be  present.  His 
default  was  entered  and  a  refusal  to 
open  was  affirmed  in  Greenberg  v.  A.n- 
german,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  244. 

[c]  An  affidavit  which  recited  that 
"through  the  neglect  of  said  counsel, 

or   absence   from   C .      .      .,    said 

counsel  having  been  delayed,  hindered 
and  detained  at  M .  •  •,  defend- 
ant was  prevented  from  appearing  and 
answering, ' '  was  held  insufficient  to  ex- 
cuse the  negligence  of  the  applicant. 
Sanborn  v.  Centralia  Furniture  Co.,  5 
Wash.  150,  31  Pae.  466. 

45.  Cal.— Chase  v.  Swain,  9  Cal.  130. 
Mont. — Canning  v.  Fried,  48  Mont.  560, 
139  Pae.  448.  N.  C— Morris  v.  Liver- 
pool L.,  etc.  Insurance  Co.,  131  N.  C. 
212,  42  S.  E.  577;  Churchill  v.  Brooklyn 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  88  N.  C.  205.  Pa.— Lom- 
ison  V.  Faust,  145  Pa.  8,  23  Atl.  377! 
Tex.— Pierce  v.  Cole,  17  Tex.  259;  Wil- 
son V.  Smith,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  43 
S.  W.  1086. 

[a]  Where  a  suit  was  against  the 
makers   of   a  joint   and   several  note, 
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although  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.*^  In  any  event,  it  must 
appear,  on  an  application  for  relief  on  the  ground  of  excusable  neglect 
that  the  applicant  has  been  as  diligent  as  might,  under  the  attending 
circumstances,  be  expected  of  a  prudent  man.*' 

b.  Neglect  or  Misconduct  of  Attorney.  —  Although  occasionally 
altered  by  statute,*®  it  is  a  generally  accepted  rule  that  the  negligence 
of  an  attorney  will  be  visited  upon  his  client,  and  that  relief  on  that 
ground  may  not  ordinarily  be  had.**  This  rule  is  not  inflexible,  how- 
ever, and  where,  in  the  light  of  the  attendant  circumstances,  to  deny 
relief  sought  on  this  ground  would  be  manifestly  unjust,  the  force  of 


all  of  whom  were  served  with  process 
except  one,  and  a  judgment  by  de- 
fault was  rendered  against  the  defend- 
ants served,  the  fact  that  they  sup- 
posed no  judgment  could  be  had  against 
them  until  the  remaining  defendant  had 
been  served  will  not  entitle  them  to 
have  the  judgment  set  aside;  their 
ignorance  of  the  law  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  excusing  their  neglect. 
Pierce  v.  Cole,  17  Tex.  259. 

[b]  A  party  may  not  have  a  judg- 
ment and  the  ease  reopened  "upon  the 
ground  that  his  counsel  was  ignorant  of 
the  law  or  the  facts  of  the  case,"  or 
that  "the  client  had  neglected  to  in- 
form his  counsel  of  evidence  material 
to  his  defense. ' '  Wilson  v.  Smith,  17 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  43  S.  "W.  1086. 

[c]  The  defendant,  a  corporation, 
was  served  with  summons,  but,  suppos- 
ing that  it  would  be  necessary  to  also 
be  served  with  the  complaint  before 
judgment  could  be  taken  against  it, 
took  no  steps,  either  to  inform  itself 
upon  this  point,  or  to  make  a  defense. 
This  neglect  was  held  inexcusable  in 
Churchill  v.  Brooklyn  Life  Ins.  Co.,  88 
N.  C.  205. 

[d]  A  distinction  has  been  observed 
between  "ignorance  of  the  law"  and 
unf  amiliarity  with  rules  of  practice  and 
so  where  a  defendant  attempted,  in 
good  faith  to  appear  and  defend  an 
action  against  him  but  was  prevented 
from  so  doing  by  his  ignorance  of  the 
practice  of  the  court,  this  will  excuse 
his  seeming  neglect.  Marx  v.  Epstein, 
1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §1317. 

46.  Where  a  defendant  was  sued  in 
his  capacity  as  executor,  the  validity 
of  the  will  concerned  being  in  dispute, 
he  erroneously  supposed  he  would  not 
be  required  to  answer  until  after  the 
will  under  which  he  was  acting  had 
been  admitted  to  probate,  consequent- 
ly suffered  a  default  to  be  taken  against 


him.  On  his  timely  application  there- 
fore the  judgment  thus  rendered  should 
be   opened.     Manwaring  v.   Lippincott, 

52  App.  Div.  526,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  428. 

47.  111.— Patdridge  v.  Wing,  75  111. 
236;  Stenzel  v.  Sims,  25  111.  App.  538. 
Tex. — Merrill  v.  Roberts,  78  Tex.  28, 
14  S.  W.  254.  Utah.— Peterson  v.  Cro- 
sier, 29  Utah  235,  81  Pac.  860. 

48.  N.   J.   Comp.   St.,   1910,    §112. 

49.  m.— Henry  v.  Seager,  80  111. 
App.  172;  Stenzel  v.  Sims,  25  111.  App. 
538.     la. — Grove  v.  Bush,  86  Iowa  94, 

53  N".  W.  88;  Jones  v.  Leech,  46  Iowa 
186.  Mo.— Judah  v.  Hogan,  67  Mo.  252; 
Welch  V.  Mastin,  98  Mo.  App.  273,  71 
S.  W.  1090.  N.  H.— Butler  v.  Morse, 
66  N.  H.  429,  23  Atl.  90;  Bergeron  v. 
Dartmouth  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  655. 
N,  M. — Liverpool,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Per- 
rin  &  Co.,  10  N.  M.  90,  61  Pac.  124. 
Ohio. — ^Fliedner  v.  Eockefeller,  9  Ohio 
Cir.  Dee.  266,  12  W.  N.  C.  20; 
Gordon  v.  Cowle,  4  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 92;  Williams  v.  Heisley,  4  Ohio 
Deo.  (Reprint!  273.  Okla. — See  also 
Wynn  v.  Frost,  6  Okla.  89,  50  Pac.  184. 
Ore.— Brand  v.  Baker,  42  Ore.  426,  71 
Pac.  320;  Hicklin  v.  McClear,  19  Ore. 
508,  24  Pac.  992.  Pa. — See  also  Boyer  v. 
Jones,  1  Woodw.  498.  S.  C. — ^Martin  v. 
Fowler,  51  S.  C.  164,  28  S.  E.  312; 
-Schroder  v.  Eason,  2  Nott  &  McC.  291; 
Wilkie  V.  Walton,  2  Spears  473.  See 
also  In  re  Estate  of  Bugg,  71  S.  C.  439, 
444,  51  S.  E.  263.  Tenn.— Panesi  v. 
Boswell,  12  Heisk.  323.  Tex. — Merrill 
V.  Roberts,  78  Tex.  28,  14  S.  W.  254; 
Scrivner  v.  Maloue,  30  Tex.  773.  See 
also  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Davidson,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  134,  60 
S.  W.  278. 

[a]  New  York  presents  an  excep- 
tion to  this  rule.  "The  neglect  of  an 
attorney  is  uniformly  treated  as  the 
neglect  of  the  client,  except  in  New 
Yorh."     Freem.  Judgm.,   §112,    quoted 
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the  rule  is  lost,'"  apd  it  has  been  held  that  where  the  party  himself 
has  been  diligent  he  may  be  relieved  from  a  default  suffered  by  his 


with  approval  in  Gideon  v.  Dwyer,  17 
Miso.  233,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1053.  And 
Bee  the  following  cases:  Sharp  v.  Mayor 
of.  New  York,  31  Barb.  578.  N.  C. 
Norton  V.  McLaurin,  125  N.  C.  185,  34 
S.  E.  269.  See  also  Pepper  v.  Clegg, 
132  N.  C.  312,  43  S.  E.  906;  Manning 
V.  Roanoke  E.  Co.,  122  N.  C.  824,  28 
S.  E.  963, 

[b]  A  judgment  by  default  will  not 
be  set  aside  where  it  appears  that  gen- 
eral counsel  for  the  defendant,  a  cor- 
poration, was  served  with  process 
twelve  days  befote  appearance  day; 
that  he  forwarded  the  same  to  the  at- 
torneys charged  with  the  defense  of 
the  case  three  days  before  appearance 
day,  who  because  of  unforeseen  difS.- 
culties  did  not  file  an  answer.  Missouri, 
K.  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Davidson,  25  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  134,  60  S.  W.  278. 

[c]  A  party  cannot  claim  that  a 
judgment  was  taken  against  him  be- 
cause of  mistake,  etc.,  where  the  im- 
mediate cause  was  the  negligence  of 
his  counsel  in  not  examining  public 
records.  Martin  v.  Fowler,  51  S.  C. 
164,  28  S.  E.  312. 

[d]  Where  a  defendant  handed  the 
process  which  had  been  served  upon 
him  to  his  attorney,  directing  him  as 
ho  did  so  to  make  a  defense  to  the 
action,  a  judgment  by  default  will  not 
be  set  aside  at  his  request,  the  negli- 
gence of  his  attorney  being  deemed  his 
own.  ,  Schroder  v.  Eason,  2  Nott  & 
McC.  (8.  C.)  291.  Compare,  Sargent  v. 
Wilson,  2  MeCord   (S.  C.)   512. 

[e]  Where  a  judgment  was  opened 
on  condition  that  the  applicant  pay  into 
court  certain  costs  of  the  adverse 
party,  and  the  applicant  gave  to  his 
attorney  a  sufficient  sum  of  money  to 
comply  with  the  terms  imposed  but 
the  attorney  neglected  to  pay  the 
money  into  court  and  the  judgment 
became  final,  the  negligence  of  the  at- 
torney will  be  visited  upon  his  client 
upon  a  subsequent  application  to  open 
the  judgment  thus  made  final.  (Under 
a  statute  providing  for  relief  "for  un- 
avoidable casualty  or  misfortune  pre- 
venting the  party  from  prosecuting  or 
defending.")  Wynn  v.  Frost,  6  Okla. 
89,  50  Pac.  184. 

50.  la. — Ennis  v.  Fourth  St.  Build- 
ing  Assn.,    102    Iowa   520,    71    N.    W. 
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426;  Peterson  v.  Koch,  110  Iowa  19, 
81  N.  W.  160,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  261. 
Neb. — Anthony  v.  Karbach,  64  Neb. 
509,  90  N.  yr.  243,  97  Am.'  St.  Rep. 
662.  N.  Y. — Gideon  v.  Dwyer,  17  Misc. 
233,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1053.  N.  C— Man- 
ning V.  Roanoke,  etc.  R.  Co.,  122  "IST. 
C.  824,  28  S.  E.  963;  Taylor  v.  Pope, 
106  N.  C.  267,  11  S.  E.  257;  Ellington 
V.  Wicker,  87  N.  0.  14;  Griel  v.  Ver- 
non, 65  N.  C.  76.  Ohio.— See  also 
French,  etc.  Co.  v.  Jupp  Baxter  Co., 
21  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  764,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
76.  Ore. — See  ^Iso  Brand  v.  Baker,  42 
Ore.  426,  71  Pac.  320.  Pa.— Boyer  v. 
Jones,  1  Woodw.  498.  See  also  Ex  parte 
Carolina  Nat.  Bank,  56  S.  C.  12,  33 
S.  E.  781. 

[a]  "In  this  ease  the  party  re- 
tained an  attornev  to  enter  a  plea  for 
him.  That  an  attorney  should  fail  to 
perform  an  engagement  to  do  such  an 
act  as  that,  we  think,  may  fairly  be 
considered  a  surprise  on  the  client,  and 
that  the  omission  of  the  client  to  ex- 
amine the  records  in  order  to  ascertain 
that  it  had  been  done  was  an  excus- 
able neglect."  Griel  v.  Vernon,  65  N. 
C.  76. 

[b]  Where  it  appeared  that  the  ap- 
plicant was  not  represented  in  the  cause 
on  account  of  a  mistake  between  his 
attorney  and  himself  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  attorney  was  employed  in  the 
case  and  where,  upon  discovering  such 
mistake,  applicant  moved  promptly  for 
relief  therefrom,,  the  court  shoiid  have 
set  aside  a  judgment  thus  obtained. 
Panesi  ■».  Boswell,  12  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
323. 

[c]  The  test,  as  laid  down  in  Brand 
V.  Baker,  42  Ore.  426,  71  Pac.  320,  is 
whether  or  not  the  conduct  of  the  at- 
torney is  such  as  would  be  excusable 
if  attributable  to  the  party  himself. 

[d]  Where  an  attorney,  unknown  to 
his  client,  has  absconded  and  left  the 
cause  undefended,  the  party  will  be 
relieved.  Ennis  v.  Fourth  St.  Bldg. 
Assn.,  102  Iowa  520,  71  N.  W.  426, 
under  the  Iowa  statute  giving  relief 
from  "unavoidable  casualty  or  misfor- 
tune. ' ' 

[e]  An  attorney  employed  to  retain 
another  attorney  at  another  place  is 
simply  an  agent  and  his  neglect  will 
be   imputed  to   his   client.     Finlayson 
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attorney .^^  So  also,  the  neglect  of  counsel  may,  under  certain  circum- 
stances be  excusable,  and,  in  such  a  case  relief  will,  of  course,  be 
given,^^  as  where  counsel's  default  was  directly  or  indirectly  attribut- 


».  American  Accident   Co.,  109  N.  C. 
196,  13  S.  E.  739. 

[f]  Where  defendant's  counsel  who 
lived  in  a  county  other  than  the  one 
in  which  the  cause  was  pending  mailed 
to  the  clerk  an  answer  which  was  filed 
two  days  before  appearance  day  but 
which  was  not  signed  and  a  judgment 
by  default  was  rendered,  a  motion  to 
set  aside  such  judgment  made  within 
two  days  after  the  rendition  thereof 
should  have  beeii  granted.  Fidelity, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Lopatka,  24  Tes.  Civ.  App. 
536,  60  S.  W.  268. 

fg]  The  financial  irresponsibility  or 
insolvency  of  the  attorney  was  for- 
merly required  to  be  shown  (Sharp  V. 
Mayor  of  New  York,  31  Barb.  [N.  Y.] 
578.  See  also  Sampson  v.  Ohleyer,  22 
Cal.  200;  Gordon  v.  Cowle,  4  Ohio  Dee. 
[Reprint]  92),  but  this  is  not  now 
necessary.  Sharp  v.  Mayor  of  New 
York,  31  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  578.  However, 
this  fact  alone  will  not  be  sufScient 
ground  for  relief  from  the  results  of 
the  .inexcusable  negligence  of  the  at- 
torney. Phillips  V.  Collier,  87  Ga.  66, 
13  S.  E.  260;  Phillips  «;.  Taber,  83  Ga. 
565,  10  S.  E.  270. 

51.  Mont. — Simpkins  v.  Simpkins,  14 
Mont.  386,  36  Pac.  759,  43  Am.  St.  Rep. 
641.  N.  Y.— Simon  v.  Borden's  Con.  Milk 
Co.,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  476.  N.  C— Taylor 
V.  Pope,  106  N.  C.  267,  11  S.  E.  257,  19 
Am.  St.  Rep.  530;  Gwathney  v.  Savage, 
101  N.  C.  103,  7  S.  E.  661;  Whitson  v. 
Railroad,  95  N.  C.  385;  EUington  v. 
Wicker,  87  N.  C.  14;  Wynne  v.  Prairie, 
86  N.  C'  73;  Mebane  v.  Mebane,  80 
N.  C.  34;  Bradford  v.  Coit,  77  N.  C. 
72.  See  also  Brown  v.  Hale,  93  N.  C. 
188. 

[a]  In  Taylor  v.  Pope,  106  N.  C. 
267,  11  S.  E.  257,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  530, 
the  defendant  employed  counsel  to  rep- 
resent him  at  the  return  term  and  him- 
self remained  at  court  four  days,  re- 
minding his  counsel,  who  was  there, 
that  he  had  been  served  with  a  sum- 
mons returnable  there  and  then.  His 
counsel  assured  him  that  "he  would 
attend  to  the  case."  Defendant  there- 
upon left  the  court.  Counsel  was  neg- 
ligent and  defendant's  default  was 
entered.  His  "neglect"  was  held  ex- 
cusable. 

[b]  In  6riel  v.  Vernon,  65  N.  Q, 


76,  this  was  placed  upon  the  ground 
that  the  failure  of  an  attorney  to 
enter  a  plea  forj  a  defendant  who 
had  engaged  him  to  do  this  might  well 
operate  as  a  surprise  upon  the  defend- 
ant and  that  his  neglect  to  examine 
the  records  to  see  if  his  plea  had  been 
entered  was  excusable.  And  see  also 
Bradford  «.  Coit,  77  N.  C'  72,  wherein 
the  relief  was  based  on  the  ground  of 
excusable  neglect,  however,  the  court 
saying,  " .  .  .  that  where  a  party  em- 
ploys counsel  to  enter  his  plea  and  the 
counsel  neglects  it,  in  consequence  of 
which  judgment  is  given  against  the 
party,  it  is  excusable  neglect  in  the 
party  and  the  judgment  may  be  va- 
cated. ' ' 

[c]  Where  a  party  defendant  who 
resided  in  a  part  of  the  state  far  dis- 
tant -from  the  plafee  where  the  action 
was  brought,  retained  counsel  in  this 
last  mentioned  place  to  put  in  a  de- 
fense for  him  and  informed  him  as 
to  the  merits  thereof,  the  act  of  the 
attorney  in  putting  in  an  unverified 
answer  to  meet  a  verified  complaint, 
will  not  be  attributed  to  any  lack  of 
diligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
and  a  default  judgment  taken  against 
Jiim  for  want  of  an  answer  will  be  set 
aside  on  his  timely  application.  Gwath- 
ney V.  Savage,  101  N.  C.  103,  7  S.  E. 
661. 

52.  Cal. — Savings  Bank  i).  Schell, 
142  Cal.  505,  76  Pac.  250.  Mont.— Col- 
lier V.  Fitzpatrick,  22  Mont.  553,  57 
Pac.  181;  Anaconda  Min.  Co.  v.  Saile, 
16  Mont.  8,  39  Pac.  909,  50  Am.  St. 
Rep.  472.  N.  Y. — Hewitt  v.  Hazard, 
33  App.  Div.  630,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  340. 
Ore.— See  Brand  v.  Baker,  42  Ore.  426, 
71  Pac.  320. 

[a]  Defendant's  counsel  was  in- 
formed by  the  court's  clerk  that  no 
business  would  be  transacted  by  the 
court  until  after  a  certain  date.  Rely- 
ing thereupon  the  attorney  did  not  ap- 
pear to  urge  a  demurrer  interposed  by 
him  which  was  heard  before  that  time. 
His  demurrer  was  overruled  and  de- 
fault entered.  Held  that  his  negligence' 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  excus- 
able. Anaconda  Min.  Co.  v.  Saile,  16 
Mont.  8,  39  Pac.  909,  50  Am.  St.  Eep. 
472. 
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able  to  the  adverse  party.''  In  any  event,  it  must  be  made  to 
appear  that  the  plight  of  the  applicant  is  not  due,  in  any  measure,  to 
his  own  negligence  or  misconduct.^*  The  employment  of  counsel  does 
not  relieve  a  party  from  all  attention  to  the  case.  He  must  yet  give 
the  matter  such  consideration  and  attention  as  a  man  of  ordinary 
prudence  usually  gives  to  his  important  business.®^ 

c.  Erroneous  Advice  of  Counsel.  —  It  has  been  held  that  erroneous 
advice  given  a  party  by  his  attorney  as  to  the  necessity  of  a  defense 
will  excuse  the  party's  neglect,^^  although  the  weight  of  authority 
seems  to  be  to  the  contrary.^' 


53.  Cal.— Saving  Bank  v.  Schell,  142 
Cal.  505,  76  Pac.  250.  Neb. — Taylor  v. 
Trumbidl,  32  Neb.  908,  49  N.  W.  375. 
Tenn. — Panes!  v.  Boswell,  12  Heisk. 
323.  Tex. — Serivner  &  Palmie  v.  Ma- 
ton^,  80  Tex.  773. 

[a]  Where  counsel  for  defendant 
did  not  appear  because  opposing  coun- 
sel failed  to  notify  him  according  to 
agreement.  Beatty  v.  O'Connor,  106 
Ind.  81,  5  N.  E.  880. 

[b]  In  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  de- 
fault judgment  it  appeared  that  an  an- 
swer to  the  petition  in  the  cause  had 
not  been  drawn  because  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  had  taken  the  petition  from 
the  files  and  defendant's  counsel  was 
thus  prevented  from  framing  an  an- 
swer thereto.  This  was  held  sufficient 
to  excuse  the  seeming  neglect  of  de- 
fendant's counsel  in  Selberg  v.  David- 
son, 4  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  270. 

54.  Norton  v.  McLaurin,  125  N.  C. 
185,  34  8.  E.  269;  Manning  v.  Eoanoke 
&  T.  Eailroad,  122  N.  C.  824,  28  S.-E. 
963;  Taylor  v.  Pope,  106  N.  G.  267; 
Whitson  V.  Eailroad,  95  N.  C.  385.  See 
also  Brown  v.  Hale,  93  N.  C.  188. 

[a]  A  party  "will  be  protected 
against  the  mistake-  or  neglect  of  his 
attorney  if  it  is  shown  that  he  has 
given  reasonable  attention  to  his  inter- 
est. But  he.  may  not  stand  by  for 
years  without  inquiry  as  to  the  situa- 
tion of  an  action  brought  against  him, 
and  then  ask  that  the  court  repair  his 
own  neglect  on  the  ground  that  coun- 
sel had  forgotten,  when  first  employed, 
to  enter  an  appearance."  Boyer  v. 
Jones,  1  Woodw.  (Pa.)  498. 

[b]  But  the  party  will  not  be  com- 
pelled to  exhaust  every  means  avail- 
able. Thus  where  the  petition  to 
which  it  was  desired  to  draw  an  an- 
swer had  been  taken  from  the  files, 
as  it  appeared,  to  prevent    defendant 
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from  answering,  he  will  not  be  com- 
pelled to  have  sought  an  order  of  court 
for  their  return  in  order  that  he  may 
subsequently  have  a  judgment,  rendered 
for  want  of  his  answer,  set  aside;  to 
require  this  would  be  to  permit  the 
plaintiff  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong.  Selberg  v.  Davidson,  4  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  270. 

55.  Thomas  v.  Chambers,  14  Mont. 
423,  36  Pac.  814;  Norton  v.  McLaurin, 
125  N.  C.  185,  34  S.  E.  269;  Viek  v. 
Baker,  122  N.  C.  98,  29  S.  E.  64;  Man- 
ning V.  Eoanoke  &  T.  Eailroad,  122  N. 
C.  824,  28  S.  E.  963;  Eoberts  v.  All- 
man,  106  N.  C.  391,  11  S.  B.  424;  Whit- 
son V.  Eailroad,  95  N.  C.  385;  Brown  v. 
Hale,  93  N.  C.  188. 

[a]  The  court  would  not  be  inclined 
to  relieve  a  party  where  he  did  noth- 
ing more  than  address  a  communica- 
tion to  his  attorney,  informing  him  of 
the  pendency  of  the  action.  Hyman  v. 
Capehart,  79  N.  C.  511. 

56.  Cal.— Douglass  «.  Todd,  96  Cal. 
655,  31  Pac.  623.  la. — ^Peterson  v. 
Koch,  110  Iowa  19,  81  N.  W.  160,  80 
Am.  St.  Eep.  261.  Minn. — Baxter  v. 
Chute,  50  Minn.  164,'  52  N.  W.  879,  36 
Am.  St.  Eep.  633.  N.  C. — Painter  v. 
Norfolk  &  W.  Eailroad  Co.,  144  N.  C. 
486,  57  S.  E.  151.  S.  D.— Searles  v. 
Christensen,  5  S.  D.  650,  60  N.  W. 
29. 

[a]  The  party  has  a  right  to  rely 
upon  his  attorney  to  inform  him  as  to 
the  time  of  trial  and  as  to  what  will 
be  necessary  to  do  to  prepare  for  trial, 
and  if,  through  the  negligence  of  the 
attorney,  and  without  fault  of  the 
party,  he  is  prevented  from  making  his 
defense,  his  seeming  neglect  will  be  ex- 
cused. Peterson  v.  Koch,  110  Iowa  19, 
81  N.  W.  160,  80  Am.  St.  Eep.  261. 

57.  Ala.— Brock  v.  South  &  N.  A.  E. 
Co.,  65  Ala.  79.  Ky — ^Mouser  v.  Har- 
mon, 96  Ky.  591,  29  S.  W.  448;  Cox  v. 
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d.  Sickness  of  Party  or  Counsel.  —  Such  illness  of  a  party  as  will 
prevent  his  attendance  at  the  triaP^  will,  in  a  case  where  his  cause 
of  action  or  defense  could  not  be  properly  or  fully  presented  in  his 
absence,  constitute  a  sufficient  ground  for  granting  this  relief ,^^  but 
not  in  a  case  where  it  appears  that,  despite  such  illness,  the  party 
might,  with  reasonable  diligence,  have  presented  his  cause  at  the 
proper  tirne.^"  The  illness  of  counsel  is  a  sufficient  cause  for  opening 
or  vacating  a  judgment,  provided  it  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  pre- 
vent him  from  conducting  the  ease  and  occurred  under  such  circum- 
stances that  the  party  could  not  retain  other  counsel  in  time  to  acquaint 
them  with  the  matter  in  hand."^  Illness  in  counsel's  family  of  so 
serious  a  nature  as  to  require  his  personal  presence  or  to  necessarily 


Armstrong,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1081,  43 
S.  W.  189.  Mo.— Vasline  v.  Bast,  41 
Mo.  493.  N.  C. — ^Hodgiu  v.  Matthews, 
81  N.  C.  289.  Wis.— Milwaukee  Mut. 
Loan  Assn.  v.  Jagodzinski,  84  Wis.  35, 
54  ]Sr.  W.  102.  Compare,  Crebler  v^ 
Eidelbush,  24  "Wis.  162. 

58.  Ind.— Clandy  v.  Caldwell,  106 
Ind.  256,  6  N.  E.  360;  Flanagan  v.  Pat- 
terson, 78  Ind.  514;  Monroe  v.  Pad- 
dock, 75  Ind.  422.  la. — ^Brewer  v.  Hol- 
born,  34  Iowa  473;  Luscomb  v.  Maloy, 
26  Iowa  444.  Kan. — Gheer  v.  Huber, 
32  Kan.  319,  4  Pae.  290.  Mont.— Ben- 
edict V.  Spenddiff,  9  Mont.  SS,  22  Pac. 
500.  N.  0. — Depriest  v.  Patterson,  85 
N.  C.  376.  Tex. — Goodhue  v.  Meyers, 
58  Tex.  405. 

[a]  In  New  York,  under  a  statute 
authorizing  the  surrogate's  court  to 
■vacate  its  decrees  "for  sufficient  rea- 
son and  in  furtherance  of  justice,"  the 
sickness  of  the  applicant  was  consid- 
ered as  a  sufficient  reason  within  the 
meaning  of  this  statute.  In  re  Traver, 
9  Misc.  621,  30  N.  T.  Supp.  851. 

[b]  The  illness  of  the  party  must 
be  such  as  would  prevent  him  from 
attending  to  the  case.  A  "lame  back" 
is  not  enough.  Eeiher  v.  Webb,  73 
Iowa  559,  35  N.  W.  631.  To  the  same 
effect  see  Scott- «.  Wright,  50  Neb. 
840,  70  N.  W.  396. 

59.  HI.— Edwards  v.  McKay,  73  111. 
570;  Shaffer  v.  Sutton,  49  111.  506; 
Stetham  v.  Shoultz,  17  111.  99.  Ind. 
Jonsson  v.  Liudstrom,  114  Ind.  152,  16 
N.  E.  400.  Mont. — See  also  Herbst  Im- 
porting Co.  V.  Hogan,  16  Mont.  384,  41 
Pae.  135.  N.  C— Osborn  v.  Leach,  133 
N.  C.  427,  45  S.  E.  783. 

[a]  Sickness,  urged  as  a  reason  for 
setting  aside  a  judgment,  will  not  be 
considered  where  it  appears  that  the 
applicant  was  in  attendance  shortly  be- 


fore as  well  as  after  the  trial.    Coch- 
rane V.  Middleton,  13  Tex.  275. 

[b]  Where  a  trial^  of  the  action  was 
had,  even  though  sickness  prevented 
the  defendant  from  attending  in  per- 
son, a  judgment  therein  rendered  can- 
not be  said  to  have  been  had  through 
the  defendant's  surprise,  or  excusable 
neglect.  ,  Skinner  v.  Bryce,  75  N.  C. 
287. 

[c]  The  sickness  of  a  party  will 
not,  standing  alone,  be  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify the  granting  of  this  relief,  espe- 
cially where  it  appears  that  his  pres- 
ence was  not  necessary,  that  his  wit- 
nesses all  resided  within  the  county 
and  that  his  defense  could  have  been 
fully  interposed  by  counsel.  Stetham 
V.  Shoultz,  17  111.  99. 

60.  ni.— Shaffer  v.  Sutton,  49  HI. 
506.  Ky. — Landrum  v.  Parmer,  7  Bush 
46.  N.  C— Osborn  v.  Leach,  133  N.  C. 
427,  45  S.  E.  783;  Depriest  v.  Patter- 
son, 85  N.  C.  376.  Ohio.— See  also 
Pliedner  v.  Rockefeller,  9  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  266,  12  W.  N.  C.  20. 

[a]  Where  the  applicant  made  no 
attempt  to  employ  other  counsel  to  t^ke 
the  place  of  counsel  previously  retained 
who  was  ill,  and  did  not  attend  the 
trial,  a  judgment  rendered  against  him 
will  not  be  set  aside.  Landrum  v. 
Farmer,  7  Bush  (Ky.)   46. 

[b]  And  it  should  also  be  made  to 
appear  that  a  continuance  could  not  be 
obtained  on  this  ground  if  properly 
presented.  Tschohl  v.  Machinery  Mut. 
Ins.  Assn.,  126  Iowa  211,  101  N.  W. 
740. 

61.  U.  S.— Cook  V.  Beall,  2  Cranch 
C.  C.  264,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,153.  Ark. 
Capital  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Davis,  85  Ark. 
385,  108  S.  W.  202.  Ga.— Harralson  v. 
McArthur,  87  Ga.  478,  13  S.  E.  594,  13 
L.   R.   A.    689;    McNeill   v.   Morgan,   8 
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divert  his  mind  from  professional  business  has,  likewise,  been  regarded 
as  sufficient  ground  for  opening  or  vacating  a  judgment.®^ 

10.  Surprise.  —  Relief  on  the  ground  of  "surprise"  is  now  almost 
universally  provided  for  by  statute.®^  Just  what  will  amjount  to  a 
"surprise"  within  the  meaning  of  these  statutes  must  be  determined 
-  from  the  circumstances  of  each  case  as  it  presents  itself ;  no  more  ac- 
curate definition  can  be  given  than  the  word  itself  imports.^*  Such 
statutes  have  been  held  applicable  to  judgments  taken  ia  violation  of 
a  stipulation  to  extend  the  time  to  plead,^^  default  judgments  for  an 
amount  far  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  previously  rendered  to 
the  defendant;''*  and  judgments  taken  through  the  negligence*'  or 


Ga.  App.  323,  68  S.  E.  1020.  El.— Hit- 
tie  V.  Zeimer,  164  HI  64,  45  N.  E. 
419;  Clark  v.  Erving,  93  111.  572.  Ind. 
Bristor  v.  Galvin,  62  Ind.  352.  Ia. 
Norman  v.  Iowa  Cent.  Eailroad  Co., 
149  Iowa  246,  128  N.  "W.  349;  Callanan 
V.  Aetna  Nat.  Bank,  84  Iowa  8,  50  N. 
W.  69;  Wishard  v.  McNeill,  78  Iowa 
40,  44,  42  N.  W.  578;  Montgomery- 
County  V.  Emigrant  Co., ,  47  Iowa  91. 
Minn. — Nye  v.  Swan,  42  Minn.  243,  44 
N.  W.  9.  Mo. — Armstrong  v.  Elrick, 
177  Mo.  App.  640,  160  S.  W.,  1019.  Ore. 
Weiss  V.  Meyer,  24  Ore.  108,  32  Pac. 
1025.  Tex. — Goodhue  v.  Meyers,  58 
Tex.  405.  / 

[a]  Where  counsel  was  a  member  of 
a  firm  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
case  could  not  have  been  properly  con- 
ducted by  the  other  member  of  such 
firm,  relief  will  be  denied.  Bristor  V. 
Galvin,  62  Ind.  352. 

62.  Ala. — ^Powell  f.  Washington,  15 
Ala.  803.  Ha.— Tidwell  v.  Witherspoon, 
18  Fla.  282.  Mo.— Scott  v.  Smith,  133 
Mo.  618,  34  S.  W.  864;  Stout  v.  Lei^is, 
11  Mo.  438;  Martin  v.  St.  Charles  To- 
bacco Co.,  53  Mo.  App.  655.  Mont. 
Herbst  Importing  Co.  v.  Hogan,  16 
Mont.  384,  41  Pac.  135. 

[a]  Sickness  in  Family  of  Party's 
Counsel. — The  movant's  affidavit  stated 
that  he  vas  a  non-resident  of  the 
state;  that  he  intrusted  his  cause  to 
local  counsel;  that  the  wife  and  only 
son  of  such  counsel  became,  about  this 
time,  dangerously  ill  in  another  State, 
requiring  his  personal  presence;  that, 
in  consequence  thereof,  counsel  was  ab- 
sent at  the  time  of  trial,  and,  in  the 
great  anxiety  of  his  mind  touching  the 
health  of  his  family,  omitted  to  ascer- 
tain the  day  when  said  cause  was  set 
for  trial,  or  to  advise  the  applicant  to 
procure  other  counsel.  This,  the  court 
"as  men  we  are  bound  to  recog- 
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nize"  as  an  excuse  for  the  evident 
lack  of  diligence.  Martin  v.  St.  Charles 
Tobacco  Co.,  53  Mo.  App.  655. 

63.  Alaska.— §93,  Part  IV,  Carter's 
Ann.  Codes,  1900'.  Ariz. — §600,  Title  6, 
Eev.  Codes,  1913.  Cal.— §473,'  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  Colo.— §81,  Code,  1910. 
Idaho.— §4229,  Eev.  Codes,  1908.  Ind. 
§405,  vol.  1,  Burns '  Ann.  St.,  Eev.  1914. 
Mont.— §6589,  Eev.  Codes,  1907.  N.  Y. 
§724,  Code  Civ.  Proc.  N.  C— Eev. 
1905,  §513;  Becton  v.  Dunn,  137  N.  C. 
559,  50  S.  E.  289.  N.  D.— §6884,  Eev. 
Codes,  1905.  Ore. — Durham  v.  Commer- 
cial Nat.  Bank,  45  Ore.  385,  77  Pae. 
902;  Stites  v.  McGee,  37  Ore.  574,  61 
Pac.  1129. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

64.  "The  necessity  is  imposed  upon 
the  court  of  determining  in  each 
presented  case,  whether  tie  circum- 
stances attending  it  can  amount  to  a 
surprise,  or  reasonably  excuse^  the  neg- 
lect, for  some  neglect  is  assumed,  of 
the  defendant  in  making  opposition 
thereto."  -Warren  v.  Harvey,  92  N.  C. 
137. 

65.  Ia.— Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  E.  Co. 

V.  Gillett,  38  Iowa  434.     Ore ^Durham 

V.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  45  Ore.  385, 
77  Pac.  902.  Wis. — Dunlop  v.  Schu- 
bert, 97  Wis.  135,  72  N.'  W.  350. 

66.  Dunlop  V.  Schubert,  97  Wis.  135, 
72  N.  W.  350. 

67.  Negligence  of  Attorney  as  Sur- 
prise.— In  Griel  v.  Vernon,  65  N.  C.  76 
(quoted  in  part  with  approval  in  Tay- 
lor V.  Pope,  106  N.  C.  267,  271,  11 
S.  E.  257,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  530)  the 
court  says:  "In  this  ease  the  party 
retained  an  attorney  to  enter  a  plea 
for  him;  that  an  attorney  should  fail 
to  perform  an  engagement  to  do  such 
an  act  as  that,  we  think  may  fairly 
be  conceded  a  surprise  on  the  client; 
and  that  the  omission  of  the  client  to 
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confusion  of  eoiinsel.^'  However,  a  party  may  not  be  said  to  be  sur- 
prised, within  the  meaning  of  these  statutes,  by  a  ruling  of  the  court,"" 
nor,  ordinarily,  by  a  mistake'"  or  incompetency  of  a  witness,'^  nor  by 
the  evidence  introduced  at  the  trial  where  no  continuance  was  sought 
in  which  to  prepare  to  meet  it.'^^  A  party  will  not,  after  having  volun- 
tarily withdrawn  from  a  case  be  heard  to  say  that  a  subsequent  judg- 
ment rendered  therein  was  a  surprise  to  him.'^^ 

11.  Judgment  Had  on  Constructive  Serviced*  —  Belief  from  a 
judgment  Tendered  upon  constructive  service  of  process  is  sometimes 
provided  for  by  statute  upon  a  showing  by  defendant  that  he  had  no 
notice,  in  fact,  and  that  he  has  a  good  defense  to  the  action.'^  Also, 
where  the  affidavit,  upon  which  an  order  for  publication  of  summons 
was  predicated,  is  defective,  the  court  may  properly  vacate  the  judg- 
ment thus  obtained.'^'' 


examine  the  records  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain that  it  had  been  done  was  an 
excusable  neglect." 

Negligence  of  attorney  as  excusable 
neglect,  see  supra,  XIV,  B,  9,  b. 

68.  '  Mann  v.  Provost,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
T.)   446. 

[a]  Where  defendant  employed  sev- 
eral attorneys  ^to  represent  him  in  a 
pending  suit,  a  confusion  among  them 
as  to  who  was  to  file  an  answer  was 
held  to  operate  as  a  surprise  in  Brad- 
ley V.  McPhersou  (N.  J.  Eq.),  56  Atl. 
303. 

[b]  Transfer  of  the  case  to  another 
department  may  operate  in  this  man- 
ner. Bennett  v.  Jackson,  34  W.  Va. 
62,  11  S.  E.  734. 

69.  Breed  v.  Ketchum,  51  Wis.  164, 
7  N.  "W.  550. 

[a]  "The  'surprise'  which  entitles 
a  party  to  relief  under  this  statute 
must  be  something  more  than  surprise 
at  the  ruling  of  the  court."  Ban  v. 
Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co.,  101  Wis.  166,  76 
N.  W.  329. 

'[b]  The  ruling  of  the  court  in  per- 
mitting an  amendment  of  the  complaint 
will  not  be  considered  as  a  "surprise" 
within  the  meaning  of  these  provisions. 
Carlisle  v.  Barnes,  102  App.  Div.  982, 
92  N.  T.  Supp.  924. 

70.  A  bona  flde  mistake  of  a  wit- 
ness as  to  a  material  fact,  to  which 
his  attention  was  sufB.eiently  called 
upon  the  examination,  might  operate 
as  such  a  surprise  as  would  entitle  a 
party  to  this  relief.  But  such  a  gi;ound 
of  surprise  should  be  admitted  with 
great  caution.  Cochrane  v.  Middleton, 
13  Tex.  275. 

71.  Where  it  was  discovered  at  the 


time  of  trial  that  a  witness  by  whom 
it  was  proposed  to  prove  material  facts 
was  incompetent,  this  is  not  such  a 
"surprise"  as  will  require  the  vaca- 
tion of  the  judgment.  Bank  of  Illinois 
V.  Hicks,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  128. 

72.  Robinson  v.  Davis,  66  Ark.  429, 
51  S.  W.  66;  Hobbs  v.  Tipton  County, 
122  Ind.  180,  23  N.  E.  714. 

73.  Sargent  v.  Kindred,  5  N.  D.  8, 
63  N.  W.  151.  , 

74.  See  generally  the  title  "Service 
of  Process  and  Papers." 

As  to  void  judgments,  see  generally 
supra,  XIV,  B,  1. 

As  to  jurisdictional  defects,  see 
supra,  XIV,  B,  4. 

75.  See  the  following:  Cal. — Zobel 
V.  Zobel,  151  Cal.  98,  90  Pac.  191.  Ga. 
Steers  &  Co.  v.  Morgan,  66  Ga.  552. 
Kan. — Wood  v.  Cobe,  80  Kan.  496,  103 
Pac.  101;  Satterlee  v.  Grubb,  38  Kan. 
234,  16  Pac.  475.  Minn.— Bogart  v. 
Kiene,  85  Minn.  261,  88  N.  W.  748. 
Neb.— Stover  v.  Hough,  47  Neb.  789, 
66  N.  W.  825;  Reed  v.  Thompson,  19 
Neb.  397,  27  N.  W.  391.  N.  C— Rev. 
1905,  §449.     N.  D.— §6846,  Rev.  Codes,. 

1905.     Ohio Roberts  v.  Price.  2  Ohio 

Dec.  (Reprint)  681.  Pa. — KaufEman  v. 
Bitting,  2  WoodW.  39.  Tex. — Snow  v. 
Hawpe,  22  Tex.  168;  Roller  v.  Ried,  87 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  69,  24  S.  W.  655. 

[a]  Personal  service  outside  the 
state  imparts  actual  knowledge  and  the 
defendant  thus  served  may  not  have  a 
judgment  thus  obtained  against  him 
set  aside  under  these  statutes.  Clark 
V.  Tull,  113  Iowa  143,  84  N.  W.  1030. 

As  to  the  time  of  making  applica- 
tion for  relief,  see  infra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d. 

76.  Millage  v.  Richards,  52  Colo.  512, 
122  Pac.  788. 
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12.  Waiver  of  Grounds.  —  It  frequently  happens  that  grounds  for 
this  relief  which  are  both  adequate  and  available  are,  by  some  act  or 
omission  of  the  parties,  waived  and  forever  lost.'''  For  instance,  the 
rule  is  well  settled  that,  in  moving  to  set  aside  a  judgment  for  want 
of  jurisdiction,  the  applicant  must  appear  specially  for  that  purpose 
and  keep  out  of  court  for  all  others,'^  an  appearance  for  any  other 
purpose  than  to  question  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  being  considered 


77.  Grant  v.  Birdsall,  16  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)  427;  Hays  v.  Com.,  14  Pa,  39. 
See  also  Nat.  Mut.  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v. 
Kondrak,  9  Kulp  (Pa.)  14. 

[a]  The  ground  of  fraud  may  be 
lost  in  this  manner.  Nat.  Mut.  B.  & 
L.  Assn.  V.  Kondrak,  9  Kulp  (Pa.)   14. 

[b]  The  payment  of  the  aihount  of 
a  judgment  may  amount  to  a  waiver 
of  grounds  for  opening  the  judgment. 
Thus  where  the  defendant  obtained  a 
rule  to  open  a  judgment,  conditioned 
upon  securing  the  sheriff  in  the  amount 
of  his  levy,  and,  instead  of  giving  such 
security,  the  defendant  paid  the 
amount  of  the  execution,  it  was  held 
that  payment  under  such  circum- 
stances was  voluntary  and  the  defend- 
ant was  not  entitled  to  have  the  judg- 
ment opened.  Murphy  v.  Cawley,  7 
Kulp   (Pa.)   128. 

[e]  An  agreement  between  the 
parties  for  a  stay  of  execution  and  the 
subsequent  payment  by  the  defendant 
of  a  part  of  the  judgment  may  amount 
to  a  waiver  of  the  ground  of  irregular- 
ity as,  by  his  acts,  the  defendant  has 
impliedly  recognized  its  regularity. 
Drummond  v.  Lang,  10  Sad.  627,  12 
Atl.   6,58. 

78.  N.  C. — Scott  v.  Mutual  Reserve 
Life  Assn.,  ia7  N.  C.  515,  50  S.  E.  221. 
See  Simmons  v.  Defiance  Box  Co.,  148 
N.  C.  344,  62  S.  E.  435.  N,  D.— Yorke 
V.  Yorke,  3  N.  D.  343,  55  N.  W.  1095. 
Compare,  Stewart  v.  Parsons,  5  N.  D. 
273,  65  N.  W.  672.  Ohio.— Whitehead 
V.  Post,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  468,  3 
W.  L.  Bui.  195.  Ore. — Mayer  v.  May- 
er, 27  Ore.  133,  39  Pac.  1002.  See 
Belknap  v.  Charlton,  25  Ore.  41,  34  Pac. 
753.  S.  C— See  Wren  v.  Johnson,  62 
S.  C.  533,  544,  40  S.  E.  937.  Wis. 
Gilbert- Arnold  Land  Co.  v.  O'Hare,  93 
Wis.  194,  67  N.  W.  38;  Alderson  v. 
White,  32  Wis.  308. 

As  to  the  nature  and  effect  of  ap- 
pearance see  the  title  "Appearances." 

[a]  "A  party  cannot  come  into 
court,   challenging  its  proceedings   on 

Vol.  XV 


account  of  irregularities,  and  after  be- 
ing overruled  be  heard  to  say  that  he 
never  was  a  party  in  court,  or  bound 
by  those  proceedings.  If  he  was  not  in 
fact  a  party,  and  had  not  been  proper- 
ly served,  he  can  have  the  proceed- 
ings set  aside  on  the  ground  of  want 
of  jurisdiction,  but  he  must  challenge 
the  proceedings  on  that  single  ground. 
This  is  familiar  doctrine."  Burdette 
V.  Corgan,  26  Kan.  102. 

[b]  It  is  not  enough  that  the  ap- 
pearance be  made  solely  for  the  pur-- 
pose  of  having  the  judgment  set  aside; 
if  the  motion  involves  the  merits  of 
the  case  and  is  not  made  upon  the 
single  ground  that  the  court  is  with- 
out jurisdiction  it  is  essentially  a  gen- 
eral appearance  and  the  fact  that  it 
is  denominated  a  special  appearance 
will  not  alter  the  nature  thereof. 
Scott  V.  Mutual  Beserve  Life  Associa- 
tion, 187  N.  C.  515,  50  S.  B.  221. 

[c]  But  see  Stewart  v.  Parsons,  5 
N.  D.  273,  65  N,  W.  672,  where  the 
court  held  that  where  the  applicant  ap- 
peared to  contest  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  and  recited  in  his  notice 
of  motion  that  he  would  also  ask  for 
"such  other  and  further  relief  as  the 
court  may  deem  just"  that  although 
this  was  in  the  nature  of  -a  general  ap- 
pearance it  would  not  strip  the  ap- 
plicant of  his  right  to  relief. 

[d]  The  reason  for  this  rule  as  ex- 
pressed in  Scott  V.  Mutual  Reserve 
Life  Assn.,  137  N.  0.  515,  518,  50  S.  B. 
221,  is,  "a  party  cannot  be  permitted 
to  occupy  so  ambiguous  a  position.  He 
cannot  deny  the  authority  of  the  court 
to  take  cognizance  of  an  action  or 
proceeding,  and,  at  the  same  time",  seek 
a  judgment  in  his  favor  on  the  ground 
that  his  adversary's  allegations  are 
false,  or  that  his  proofs  are  insuffi- 
cient." 

[e]  On  this  principle  a  defendant 
who  has  appeared  in  court  on  supple- 
mentary proceedings  may  not  there- 
after have  the  judgment  therein    set 
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a  general  one,  and  amounting  to  a  waiver  of  this  objeetionj^  Thus, 
a  motion  made  on  a  ground  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  claim  that 
the  judgment  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  constitutes  a  submission 
on  the  part  of  the  movant  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,'"  as  where 
the  motion  is  made  on  the  ground  that  the  costs  were  excessive  or  un- 
warranted,'^ or  that  the  judgment  was  irregularly  entered,'^  or  that 
the  action  was  prosecuted  under  a  champertous  agreement.'^  This 
objection  is  not  lost,  however,  by  an  appearance  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  relief  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction.'*  The  right  to 
rely  upon  irregularities  such  as  would  otherwise  provide  ample  grounds 
for  the  granting  of  this  relief  may  als.o  be  lost  by  waiver,'^  as,  also, 
may  the  objection  that  an  appearance  of  an  attorney  was,  as  to  the 
applicant,  unauthorized.'®    But  a  general  appearance  will  not  purge 


aside  on  the  ground  that  the  service 
of  summons  was  irregular.  Grant  v. 
Birdsall,  16  Jones  &  S.   (N.  Y.)  427. 

79.  Cal. — ^Lyons  v.  Eoach,  84  Cal. 
27,  23  Pac.  1026.  Ga. — Blaloek  v.  Tid- 
well,  56  Ga.  517.  la. — Corn  Exchange 
Bank  v.  Applegate,  97  Iowa  67,  65  N. 
W.  1007.  Mo.— Eeilly>  v.  Eussell,  39 
Mo.  152,  90  Am.  Dec.  457.  Neb.— Ray- 
mond V.  Strine,  14  Neb.  236,  15  N.  W. 
350.  N.  Y. — Grant  v.  Birdsall,  16  Jones 
&  S.  427;  Waldman  v.  Mann,  101 
N.  T.  Supp.  757.  N.  C— Scott  v. 
Mutual  Eeserve  Life  Assn.,  137  N.  C. 
515,  50  S.  E.  221.  Wis. — Gray  v.  Gates, 
37  Wis.  614. 

80.  Whitehead  v.  Post,  2  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  468,  3  W.  L.  Bui.  195;  Gil- 
bert-Arnold Land  Co.  v.  O'Hare,  93 
Wis.  194,  67  N.  W.  38. 

[a]  This  ground,  lack  of  jurisdic- 
tion, may  be  lost  or  waived, even  by  a 
faulty  or  ineffectual  appearance  as 
where,  in  resisting  an  application  for 
this  relief  made  on  petition,  where 
service  of  the  summons  thereupon  is- 
sued was  made  constructively,  a  de- 
murrer on  the  ground  of  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  petition,  although  un- 
authorized and  unavailing,  amounts  to 
a  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  Whitehead  v.  Post,  2  Ohio  Dee. 
(Reprint)  468,  3  W.  L.  Bui.  195.  See 
also  Stewart  v.  Parsons,  5  N.  D.  273, 
65  N.  W.  672.' 

81.  Gilbert-Arnold  Land  Co.  v. 
O'Hare,  93  Wis.  194,  67  N.  W.  38. 

82.  Gilbert-Arnold  Land  Co.  v. 
O'Hare,  9.3  Wis.   194,  67  N.  W.   38. 

83.  Gilbert-Arnold  Land  Co.  v. 
O'Hare,  93  Wis.  194,  67  N.  W.  38. 

84.  See  also  Whitehead  v.  Post,  2 
Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  468,  3  W.  L.  Bui. 


195;   Eorer  v.  People's,   etc.  Assn.,  47 
W.  Va.  1,  34  S.  E.  758. 

85.  Grant  v'.  Birdsall,  16  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)  427;  Conant  v.  American  Rub- 
ber Tire  Co.,  37  Misc.  129,  74  N.  Y. 
Supp.  409;  Harres  v.  Com.,  35  Pa.  416. 
See  also  Jones  v.  United  States  Slate 
Co.,  16  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   129. 

[a]  Taking  a  premature  default  is 
an  irregularity  which  will  suffice  to 
open  the  judgment  if  moved  against  at 
once;  but  where  no  steps  are  taken  to 
have  the  judgment  vacated  this  ir- 
regularity will  be  deemed  to  have  been 
waived.  Bell  v.  Morrow,  38  Wash.  Law 
Rep.  (D.  C.)   655. 

[b]  Irregularities  in  Service  of 
Notice. — The  objection  that  the  adverse 
party  was  not  properly  served  with 
notice  of  this  application  may  be  lost 
in  this  manner.  Whitehead  v.  Post,  2 
Ohio  Dee.  (Reprint)  468,  3  W.  L.  Bui. 
195. 

[c]  Laches  may  amount  to  a  waiv- 
er of  irregularities  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances. Grant  v.  Birdsall,  16 
Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)  427;  Jones  v. 
United  States  Slate  Co.,  16  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   129. 

86.  Lytle  v.  Forest,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
239.  See  also  Grant  v.  Birdsall,  16 
Jones  &  S.   (N.  Y.)   427. 

[a]  Where  an  attorney  confesses 
judgment  against  several  partners,  un- 
der authority  derived  from  only  one, 
the  omission  of  the  other  partners, 
after  notice,  to  make  immediate  ap- 
plication to  the  court  to  open  the  judg- 
ment as  to  them,  and  permitting  their 
lands  to  be  levied  upon  and  sold,  will 
conclude  them  from  thereafter  seeking 
this  relief  against  the  sheriff's  vendee. 
Cyphert  v.  McClune,  22  Pa.  195. 
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a  judgment  or  decree  of  fraud,*'  or  validate  a  judgment  otherwise 
invalid.*^ 

C.  Time  foe  Opening  oe  Vacating.  —  1.  During  the  Term,  —  It 
is  a  generally  accepted  rule  that  during  the  term  at  which  a  judgment 
is  rendered  it  may  be  opened,  vacated  or  otherwise  modified,  by  the 
court  which  rendered  it.** 


87.  Torke  v.  Torke,  3  N.  D.  343,  55 
N.  "W.  1095. 

88.  Torke  v.  Torke,  3  N.  D.  343,  55 
N.   W.   1095;   Knob   Couch  v.  Heffron, 

15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  636. 

89.  U.  S.— Bronson  V.  Scliulten^  104 
U.  S.  410,  26  L.  ed.  797;  Nelson  v.  Mee- 
han,  155  Fed.  1,  83  C.  C.  A.  597;  Mio- 
cene, etc.  Co.  V.  Moore,  150  Fed.  483, 
80  C.  C.  A.  301.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Lat- 
timore,  7  Ala.  200.  Ark. — ^Wells  Fargo 
&  Go.  V.  Baker  Lumb.  Co.,  107  Ark. 
415,  155  S.  "W.  122;  Underwood  v. 
Sledge,  27  Ark.  295;  McKnight  v. 
Strong,  25  Ark.  212;  Ashley  v.  May, 
5  Ark.  408.  See  also  Eeal  Estate  Bank 
V.  Eawdon,  5  Ark.  558.  Ga. — Ford  v. 
Clark,  129  Ga.  292,  58  S.  B.  818;  Mc- 
Candless  v.  Conley,  115  Ga.  48,  41  S.  E. 
2§6;  Seals  -u.  Stocks,  100  Ga.  10,  30 
S.  E.  278;  Cooley  v.  Tybee  Beach  Co., 
99  Ga.  290,  25  S.  E.  691;  East  Tenn. 
V.  &  G.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Greene,  95  Ga. 
35,  22  S.  E.  36;  Jordan  v  Tarver,  92 
Ga.  379,  17  S.  E.  351;  Calloway  v.  Me- 
Elmurray,  91  Ga.  166,  17  S.  E.  103; 
Easberry  v.  Harville,  90  Ga.  530,  537, 

16  S.  E.  299;  Chattanooga  E.  &  C.  E. 
E.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  86  Ga.  676,  684,  13 
S.  E.  109;  Baker  v.  Thompson,  75  Ga. 
164;  Shaw  V.  Watson,  52  Ga.  201;  Ar- 
nold V.  Kendriek,  50  Ga.  293;  Jobe  v. 
State,  28  Ga.  235.  Idaho. — Moore  v. 
Taylor,  1  Idaho  630.  lU. — Eossville  v. 
Smith,  256  HI.  302,  100  N.  E.  292; 
Briggs  V.  Dunne,  163  111.  36,  46  N.  E. 
628;  Baldwin  v.  McClelland,  152  111. 
42,  38  N.  E.  143;  Stanton  *.  Kinsey, 
151  m.  301,  37  N.  E.  871;  People  v. 
Springer,  106  111.  542;  Becker  v.  Sauter, 
89  111.  596;  Edwards  v.  Irons,  73  HI. 
583;  Leslie  v.  Fischer,  6?  HI.  118; 
Coughran  v.  Gutcheus,  18  HI.  390;  Gib- 
son V.  Manly,  15  HI.  140;  Kloeckner 
V.  Schafer,  110  HI.  App.  391;  Major 
V.  Eand,  72  HI.  App.  279;  Mellon  v. 
People,  59  HI.  App.  467.  See  also 
Bristol  V.  Eoss,  79  HI.  App.  261. 
Ind. — Ginrich  v.  Ginrich,  146  Ind.  227, 
45  N.  B.  101;  Burnside  v.  Ennis,  43 
Ind.  411;  layman  v.  Graybill,  14  Ind. 
166;   Domestic  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Hol- 
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den,  56  Ind.  App.  634,  103  N".  E.  73; 
Foote  V.  Foote,  53  Ind.  App.  673,  102 
N.  E.  393.  la.— Fox  v.  Nolan,  165 
Iowa  302,  145  N.  W.  491;  Kirby  v. 
Gates,  71  Iowa  100,  32  N.  W.  191; 
Taylor  v.  Lusk,  9  Iowa  444.  Kau. 
Hutchinson  Salt,  etc.  Co.  v.  Baldridge, 
53  Kan.  s  522,  i  36  Pae.  1005;  State  v. 
Sowders,  42  Kan.  312,  22  Pac.  425. 
Ky. — Mcintosh  v.  Southern  Engine, 
etc.  "Works,  114  S.  W.  1193.  Md. 
Loney  v.  Bailey,  43  Md.  10;  Merrick  v. 
Baltimore  &  Ohio  E.  E.  Co.,  33  Md. 
481;  Townshend  v.  Chew,  31  Md.  247. 
Miss. — ^Barker  v.  Justice,  41  Miss.  240. 
Mo.— Shuck  V.  Lawton,  249  Mo.  168, 
155  S.  W.  20;  Eobyn  v.  Chronicle '  Pub. 
Co.,  127  Mo.  385,  30  S.  W.  130;  Smith 
V.  Perkins,  124  Mo.  50,  27  S.  W.  574; 
Childs  V.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.,  etc.  R. 
Co.,  117  Mo.  414,  23  S.  W.  373;  Mor- 
gan Harbor  v.  Pacific  Ey.  Co.,  32  Mo. 
423;  Smith  v.  Nevada,  etc.  Mines  Co., 
167  Mo.  App.  592,  150  S.  W.  1138; 
Hesse  v.  Seyp,  88  Mo.  App.  66;  Wood- 
ward V.  Woodward,  84  Mo.  App.  328; 
Orvis  V.  Elliot,  65  Mo.  App.  96;  Mar- 
tin V.  St.  Charles  Tobacco  Co.,  53  Mo. 
App.  655;  McLaran  u.  Wilhelm,  50  Mo. 
App.  658.  See  In  the  Matter  of  Mar- 
quis, 85  Mo.  615.  Neb. — ^Douglas  Coun- 
ty V.  Broadwell,  96  Neb.  682,  148  N. 
W.  930;  Zitnik  v.  Union  Pac.  E.  Co., 
95  Neb.  152,  145  N.  W.  844;  Hitchcock 
County  1).  Cole,  87  Neb.  43,  126  N.  W. 
513;  Sherman  County  V.  Nichols,  65 
Neb.  250,  91  N.  W.  198;  Bradley  v. 
Slater,  58  Neb.  554,  78  N.  W.  1069; 
State  ex  rel.  Austrian,  etp.  Co.  v.  Dun- 
can, 37  Neb.  631,  56  N.  W.  214;  Har- 
ris V.  State,  24  Neb.  803,  40  N.  W. 
317;  Volland  v.  Wilcox,  17  Neb.  46,  32 
N.  W.  71.  Nev.— Ballard  ».  Purcell,  1 
Nev.  342.  N.  C. — Gwinn  v.  Parker,  119 
N.  C.  19,  25  S.  E.  705;  Allison  v.  Whit- 
tier,  101  N.  C.  490,  8  S.  E.  338;  Moore 
V.  Hinnant,  90  N.  C.  163.  Ohio.— Niles 
V.  Parks,  49  Ohio  St.  370,  34  N.  E. 
735;  Carey  v.  Kemper,  45  Ohio  St.  93, 
11  N,  B.  130;  Eeynolds  v.  Stansbury, 
20  Ohio  344,  55  Am.  Dec.  459; 
(Manguno,      etc.      Co.      v.      Clymonts, 
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.  2,  At  Subsequent  Term.  —  a.  General  Rule.  —  At  a  subsequent 
term,  however,  a  court  may  not,  unless  authorized  by  statute,  open  or 
set  a^side  a  final  judgment  which  was  regularly  entered.'"  In  view 
-of  this  limitation  on  the  power  of  the  courts  in  this  regard,  statutes 


10  Ohio  Oir.  Dee.  427,  19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
237;  Parker  v.  Eobinson,  5  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  367.  See  Jordan  v.  Russell, 
8  Ohio  Dec.  467,  8  W.  L.  Bui.  91.  Okla. 
Simpkins  v.  Parsons,  151  Pac.  588; 
Carey  v.  Vickers,  38  Okla.  643,  134 
Pac.  851;  Hogan  v.  Bailey,  27  Okla. 
15,  110  Pac.  890.  Ore.— First  Christian 
Church  V.  Robb,  69  Ore.  283,  138  Pao. 
856;  Brand  v.  Baker,  42  Ore.  426,  71 
Pac.  320.  Pa. — ^Fisher  v.  Hestonville 
M.  &  F.  Pass.  Ry.  Co.,  185  Pa.  602, 
40  Atl.  97;  Philadelphia  v.  Coulston, 
118  Pa.  541,  12  Atl.  604;  Ourran's  Es- 
tate, 9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  514.  See  Kellett 
V.  Freeman,  19  Pa.  Super.  155;  Dean 
V.  Munhall,  11  Pa.  Super.  69.  Teiui. 
Memphis  &  C.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  16 
Lea  387;  Miller  v.  O'Bannon,  4  Lea 
398.  Tex.  —  Blackburn  v.  Knight, 
81  Tex.  326,.  16  S.  "W.  1075;  Rags- 
dale  V.  Green,  36  Tex.  193.  Vt. 
Arlington  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mears,  65  Vt. 
414,  26  Atl.  587.  W.  Va — ^Barbour 
County  Court  v.  O'Neal,  42  W.  Va. 
295^  26  S.  E.  182;  Kelty  v.  High,  29 
"W.  Va.  381,  1  S.  E.  561;  Manion  v. 
Fahy,  11  W.  Va.  482,  496;  Green  & 
Co.  V.  Pittsburg,  W.  &  K.  R.  Co.,  11 
W.  Va.  685,  692.  Wis.— See  Smith  v. 
Milwaukee  Elect.  Ry.  Co.,  119  Wis. 
336,  96  N.  W.  823;  Gilbert- Arnold  Land 
Co.  V.  P'Hare,  93  Wis.  194,  67  N.  W.' 
38;  DufuT  V.  Ashland,  88  Wis.  574,  60 
N.  W.  829;  Scheer  v.  Keown,  34  Wis. 
349;  Landon  v.  Burke,  33  Wis.  452. 

As  to  amendment  of  judgment,  see 
supra,  XIII. 

As  to  grounds  for  opening  and  vacat- 
ing, see  supra,  XIV,  B. 

[a]  "During  the  term  at  which  the 
case  is  finally  disposed  of,  the  records 
are  in  the  breast  of  the  court  and  they 
may  be  corrected  and  set  aside,  or 
modified  at  the  will  of  the  trial  judge. ' ' 
Orvis  V.  Elliott,  65  Mo.  App.  96. 

[b]  A  decree  which  has  been  pro- 
nounced by  the  court  but  not  yet  en- 
tered is  under  the  control  of  the  couit 
and  may  be  vacated.  Abbott  «.  Fagg, 
1  Heisk.    (Tenn.)    742. 

[c]  Judgment  of  Dismissal. — Al- 
though it  is  the  general  rule  that  the 
court  loses  all  control  over  a  cause 
with  Ijhe  rendition   of   a  judgment   of 


dismissal  still,  the  court  may,  in  a 
proper  case,  assume  jurisdiction  for  the 
purpose  of  vacating  or  setting  aside 
its  judgment  of  dismissal.  Todd  v. 
Todd,  7  8.  D.  174,  63  N.  W.  777.  See 
more  fully  7   Standard  Pboc.   689. 

90.  U.  S.— Tubman  v.  Baltimore  & 
Ohio  R.  Co.,  190  U.  S.  38,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
777,  47  L.  ed.  946;  Nelson  v.  Meehan, 
155  Fed.  1,  83  C.  C.  A.  597.  Ala. 
Singo  V.  Fritz,  165  Ala.  658,  51  So. 
867;  Soulard  v.  Vacuum  Oil  Co.,  109 
Ala.  387,  19  So.  414;  Buchanan  v.  Thom- 
ason,  70  Ala.  401;  Grifdn  v.  Griffin,  40 
Ala.  296;  Noland  v.  Look,  16  Ala.  52. 
Ariz. — National  Metal  Co.  v.  Greene 
Con.  Cop.  Co.,  9  Ariz.  192,  80  Pac. 
397;  Guardianship  of  Zeokendorf,  7 
Ariz.  328,  64  Pac.  492;  Wofeenden  v. 
Woffenden,  1  Ariz.  328,  25  Pao.  666. 
Ark. — Melton  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Co.,  99 
Ark.  433,  139  S.  W.  289;  Terry  v. 
Logue,  97  Ark.  314,  133  S.  W.  1135; 
Walsh  V.  Hampton,  96  Ark.  427,  132 
S.  W.  214;  Ayera  v.  Anderson-TuUy  Co., 
89  Ark.  160,  163,  116  S.  W.  199;  Stew- 
art V.  Wood,  86  Ark.  504,  111  S.  W. 
983;  Liddell  v.  Bodenheimer,  78  Ark. 
364,  95  S.  W.  475,  115  Am.  St.  Rep. 
42;  State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Neel,  53  Ark. 
110,  13  S.  W.  700;  Johnson  v.  Camp- 
bell, 52  Ark.  316,  12  S.  W.  578;  Crow- 
ley V.  Mellon,  52  Ark,  1,  11  S.  W.  876; 
Desha  County  v.  Newman,  33  Ark.  788; 
Turner  «.  Vaughan,  33  Ark.  454;  Pat- 
terson V.  Temple,  27  Ark.  202;  Ex  parte 
Hardy,  36  Ark.  94;  McKnight  v. 
Strong,  25  Ark.  212;  Rightor  v.  Gray, 
23  Ark.  228;  Rawdon  v.  Rapley,  14 
Ark.  203,  58  Am.  Dec.  370;  LafCerty 
V.  Rutherford,  10  Ark.  453;  Walker  v. 
Walker,  7  Ark.  542;  Colby  v.  Lawson, 
5  Ark.  303;  Smith  v.  Dudley,  2  Ark.  60. 
Cal. — ^Lattimer  v.  Ryan,  20  Cal.  628; 
Robb  V.  Robb,  6  Cal.  21.  Colo.— Empire 
Const.  Co.  V.  Crawford,  57  Colo.  281, 
141  Pac.  474;  People  ex  ret  Hart  v. 
Dist.  Court,  33  Colo.  405,  80  Pao.  1065; 
Exchange  Bank  v.  Ford,  7  Colo.  314,  3 
Pao.  449;  Morrell,  etc.  Co.  v.  Princess, 
etc.  Co.,  16  Colo.  App.  54,  57,  63  Pao. 
807.  D.  0. — Tubman  v.  Baltimore  & 
Ohio  R.  Co.,  20  App.  Cas.  541;  Juvenile 
Board  of  Children's  Guardians  v. 
Court,   43   App.   Cas.    599.     Fla. — For- 
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freque9tly  vest  in  the  courts  a  discretion  to  relieve  against  their  judg- 
ments, within  a  limited  period  after  notice  of  entry,  for  mistake,  in- 


oheimer  v.  Tarble,  23  Ma.  99,  1  So. 
695;  Internal  Imp.  Fund  v.  Bailey,  10 
Fla.  238.  Ga.— Cauley  v.  Wadley  Lumb. 
Co.,  119  Ga.  648,  46  S.  E.  852;  Mc- 
Candlers  v.  Conley,  115  Ga.-48,  41  S.  E. 
256;  East  Tenn.  V.  &  G.  E.  Co.  V. 
Greene,  95  Ga.  35,  ,22  S.  E.  36;  Crow 
V.  American  Mtg.  Co.,  92  Ga.  815,  19 
S.  E.  31;  Camp  v.  Phillips,  88  Ga. 
415,  14  S.  E.  580;  Fort  v.  Strohecker, 
58  Ga.  262.  See  Dyson  v.  Soutuern  Ey. 
Co.,  113  Ga.  327,  38  S.  E.  749;  Wat- 
kins  V.  Brizandine,  111  Ga.  458,  36  S. 
E.  807;  Clements  v.  Empire  Lumb.  Co., 
96  Ga.  319,  22  S.  E.  987.  Haw — Su 
Wai  V.  Soper,  8  Hawaii  184.  111. 
Cramer  v.  Illinois  Com.  Men's  Assn., 
260  111.  516,  103  N.  E.  459;  Barnes 
V.  Henshaw,  226  111;  605,  80  N.  E.  1076; 
Boremus  v.  Chicago,  212  111.  513,  72  N. 
E.  403;  Pisa  v.  Eezek,  206  Bl.  344,  69 
N.  E.  67;  City  of  Chicago  v.  Nicholas, 
192  111.  489,  61  N.  E.  434;  In  re  Bur- 
dick,  162  111.  48,  44  N.  E.  413;  Gaze 
V.  City  of  Chicago,  141  111.  642,  31  N. 
E.  163;  Jansen  v.  Grimshaw,  125  Bl. 
468,  17  N.  E.  850;  Becker  v.  Sauter, 
89  Bl.  596;  Coursen  v.  Hixon,  78  111. 
339;  Fix  v.  Quinn,  75  111.  232;  Wiu- 
dett  V.  Hamilton,  52  111.  180;  McKind- 
ley  V.  Buck,  43  111.  488;  Smith  v.  Wil- 
son, 26  ni.  186;  Gibson  v.  Manly,  15- 
111.  140;  Lampsett  v.  Whitney,  4  111. 
170;  Mclntyer  v.  Houseman,  108  111. 
App.  276;  Leavitt  v.  Bolton,  102  111. 
App.  582;  Fish  Furniture  Co.  v.  Jen- 
kins, 82  111.  App.  551;  Arnold  v.  Kilch- 
man,  80  Bl.  App.  229;  Henry  v.  Seager, 
80  111.  App.  172;  Bristol  v.  Eoss,  .79  111. 
App.  261;  Eeynertson  v.  Central  Lumb. 
Co.,  69  111.  App.  131;  Kelley,  etc.  & 
Co.  V.  Heath  Mfg.  >  Co.,  66  111.  App. 
528;  Stettauer  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Trust 
Co.,  62  111.  App.  31;  Chambers  v. 
Kirsehofe,  57  Bl.  App.  615;  Kuehne  v. 
Goit,  54  111.  App.  596;  Davies  v.  Coryell 
&  Co.,  37  111.  App.  505;  Maple  v.  Haven- 
hill,  37  Bl.  App.  311;  Baragwanath  v. 
Wilson,  4  111.  App.  80.  See  City  of 
Chicago  V.  Nodeek,  202  111.  257,  67  N. 
E.  39;  Eich  v.  City  of  Chicago,  187  Bl. 
396,  58  N.  E.  306;  People  v.  Springer, 
106  Bl.  542.  Ind.— Sturgis  v.  Fay,  16 
Ind.  429,  79  Am.  Dec.  440;  Bland  v. 
State,  2  Ind.  608;  Blair  v.  Eussell,  1 
Ind.  516.  la. — McName  v.  Malvin,  56 
Iowa  362,  9  N.  W.  297;  Emerson  v. 
Tomlinson,  4  Greene  398.  Ky — ^Wick- 
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liffe  V.  Farmers'  Bank,  142  Ky.  35,  133 
S.  W.  966;  Forrester  v.  Howard,  124 
Ky.  215,  98  S.  W.  984;  Lovelace  v. 
Lovell,  107  Ky.  676,  55  S.  W.  549; 
Hocker  v.  Gentry,  3  Mete.  463;  Eoad 
Co.  V.  McMurty,  6  B.  Hon.  214;  Kelly 
V.  Keizer,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  268;  Eeed 
V.  Hatcher,  1  Bibb  346;  McDaniel  v. 
Stum's  Admr.,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1935,  65 
S.  W.  800;  Johns  v.  Wandelohr's 
Admr.,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  692.  Md. — Girard 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  ».  Bankard,  107  Md. 
538,  69  Atl.  415;  McCormick  v.  Hogan, 
48  Md.  404;  Loney  v.  Bailey,  43  Md. 
10;  Kemp  v.  Cook,  18  Md.  130,  79  Am. 
Dec.  681.  Mass.— -Shawmut  C.  Paper 
Co.  V.  Cram,  212  Mass.  10$,  98  N.  E. 
696;  Eadcliffe  v.  Barton,  154  Mass.  157, 
28  N.  B.  148;  Pierce  v.  Lamper,  141 
Mass.  20,  6  N.  E.  223;  Mason  v.  Pear- 
son, 118  Mass.  61.  Mich. — Campau  v. 
Coates,  17  Mich.  235.  Mo.— Childs  v. 
Kansas  City,  St.  J.,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  117 
Mo.  414,  23  S.  W.  373;  In  re  Marquis, 
85  Mo.  615;  Butcher  v.  Hill,  29  Mo. 
271,  77  Am.  Dec.  572;  Orvis  v.  Elliott, 
65  Mo.  App.  96.  Neb. — Meade  Plumb- 
ing Co.  V.  Irwin,  77  Neb.  385,  109  N. 
W.  391;  Sherman  County  v.  Nichols,  65 
Neb.  250,  91  N.  W.  198;  Schuyler  Bldg. 
&  Loan  Assn.  v.  Fulmer,  61  Neb.  68, 
84  N.  W.  609;  Hampton  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Van  Ness,  54  Neb.  185,  74  N.  W. 
587;  Ganzer  v.  Schiffbauer,  40  Neb.  633, 
59  N.  W.  98.  N.  M— De  Baca  v.  Both, 
19  N.  M.  620,  145  Pac.  492.  N.  0. 
Turner  v.  Davis,  132  N.  0.  187,  43  S. 
E.  637;  Moore  v.  Hinnant,  90  N.  C. 
163;  Powell  v.  Jopling,  47  N.  C.  400; 
State  V.  Auman,  35  N.  C.  241.  See 
Dobbin  v.  Gaster,  26  N.  C.  71.  But 
see  Cowles  v.  Hayes,  69  N.  C.  406; 
Powell  V.  Jopling,  47  N.  C.  400  (office 
judgments) ;  Keaton  v.  Banks,  32  N.  0. 
381,  51  Am.  Bee.  393.  Ohio Hunting- 
ton V.  Finch,  3  Ohio  St.  445;  Exposi- 
tion, etc.  Co.  V.  Spiegel,  12  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  761.  Okla. — Carey  Co.  v.  Vickers, 
38  Okla.  643,  134  Pac.  851;  McAdams 
V.  Latham,  21  Okla.  511,  96  Pac.  584. 
Ore. — Stivers  v.  Byrkett,  56  Ore.  565, 
108  Pac.  1014,  109  Pac.  386;  Brand  u. 
Baker,  42  Ore.  426,  71  Pac.  320;  Alex- 
ander V.  Ling,  31  Ore.  22?,  50  Pac, 
915;  William  Deering  &  Co.  v.  Creigh- 
ton,  26  Ore.  556,  38  Pac.  710.  See 
also  Ladd  &  Tilton  v.  Mason,  10  Ore. 
308.      Pa. — Pennsylvania    Stave    Oo.'s 
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Appeal,  225  Pa.  178,  73  Atl.  1107; 
Pjsher  V.  Hestonville,  etc.  Co.,  185  Pa. 
602,  40  Atl.  97;  Philadelphia  v. 
Coulaton,  118  Pa.  541,  12  Atl.  604; 
Dean  v.  Munhall,  11  Pa.  Super.  69; 
Hill  V.  Egan,  2  Pa.  Super.  596;  In  re 
Curran's  Estate,  9,  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  514; 
Peterson  v.  Peterson,  13  Phila.  82.  See 
King  V.  Brooks,  72  Pa.  363.  But  see 
Stephens  v.  Stephens,  1  Phila.  108.  E.  I| 
In  re  College  Street,  11  E.  I.  472. 
S.  C— Sarratt  ».  GafEney  Mfg.  Co.,  77 
S.  C.  85,  57  S.  E.  616;  Schroeder  V. 
Eason,  2  Nott  &  McC.  291;  Mitchell  v. 
Humphries,  Harp.  479.  Tenn. — Bomar 
V  Hagler,  7  Lea  85;  Conn's  Lessee  v. 
"Whiteside,  6  Humph.  47;  Hopkins  v. 
Waterhouse,  2  Terg.  230;  Eussell  v. 
Colyar,  4  Heisk.  154.  Tex.— Eagsdale 
V.  Green,  36  Tex.  193;  Caperton  v. 
Wanslow,  18  Tex.  125;  Eogers  v. 
Watrous,  8  Tex.  62,  58  Am.  Dec.  100; 
Merle  v.  Andrews,  4  Tex.  200;  Wilson 
V.  Smith,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  43 
S.  W.  1086;  Imlay  v.  Brewster,  3  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  103,  22  S.  W.  226.  See 
Bean  v.  Dove,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  377, 
77  S.  W.  242.  Utah. — Jones  v.  New 
York  Life  Ins.  Co.,  14  Utah  215,  47 
Pae.  74;  Benson  v.  Anderson,  14  tjtah 
334,  47  Pac.  142;  Park  v.  Higbee,  6 
Utah  414,  24  Pae.  524.  Va.— Enders' 
Exrs.  V.  Burch,  15  Gratt.  (56  Va.)  64; 
Erwin  v.  Vint,  6  Munf.  (20  Va.)  267; 
Halley's  Admr.  v.  Baird,  1  Hen.  &  M. 
(11  Va.)  25.  Wash. — Twigg  v.  James, 
37  Wash.  434,  79  Pae.  959;  Hancock  v. 
Stewar,t,  1  Wash.  Ter.  323.  W.  Va. 
Eureka  Pipe  Line  Co.  v.  Eiggs,  75  W. 
Va.  353,  83  S.  E.  1020;  Citizens'  Trust, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Young,  75  W.  Va.  241,  83 
S.  E.  1007;  State  v.  Boner,  57  W.  Va. 
81,  49  S.  E.  944;  Barbour  County 
Court  v.  O'Neal,  42  W.  Va.  295,  26 
S.  B.  182;  Crawford  v.  Fickey,  41  W. 
Va.  544,  23  S.  E.  662;  Clarke  v.  Ohio 
Eiver  E.  Co.,  39  W.  Va.  732,  20  S.  E. 
696;  Green  &  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  W.  & 
K.  E.  Co.,  11  W.  Va.  685,  692.  See 
Eheims  v.  Standard  Fire  Insurance  Co., 
39  W.  Va.  672,  20  8.  E.  670;  Kelty  v. 
High,  29  W.  Va.  381,  1  S.  E.  561.  Wis. 
Dufur  V.  Home  Investment  Co.,  122 
Wis.  470,  100  N.  W.  831;  State  v.  Cir- 
cuit Court,  108  Wis.  77,  83  N.  W.  1115; 
Zinc  Carbonate  do.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
103  Wis.  125,  79  N.  W.  229;  Day  v. 
Mertloek,  87  Wis.  577,  58  N.  W.  1037; 
Milwaukee  Mut.  B.  &  L.  Soe.  v.  Jagod- 
zinski,  84  Wis.  35,  54  N.  W.  102;  Por- 
mann  v.  Frede,  72  Wis.  226,  39  N.  W. 
385;  Frahkfurth  v.  Anderson,  61  Wis. 


107,  20  N.  W.  662;  Schobacher  v.  Ger- 
mantown  F.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  59  Wis.  86, 
17  N.  W.  969;  Baker  v.  Baker,  51  Wis. 
538,  8  N.  W.  289;  Egan  v.  Sengpiel,  46 
Wis.  703,  1  N.  W.  467;  Whitney  v. 
Karner,  44  Wis.  563;  Gans  v.  Harmison, 
44  Wis.  323;  Challoner  v.  Howard,  41 
>Wis.  355;  Salter  v.  Hilgen,  40  Wis.  363; 
Seymour  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  40 
Wis.  62;  Pringle  v.  Dunn,  39  Wis.  435; 
Fornette  v.  Carmichael,  38  Wis.  236; 
Quaw  V.  Lameroux,  36  Wis.  626;  Bon- 
nell  V.  Gray,  36  Wis.  574;  Eaton  v. 
Youngs,  36  Wis.  171;  Scheer  v.  Keown, 
34  Wis.  349;  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cormick,  20  Wis.  2^65. 

As  to  equitable  relief  against  judg- 
ments see  infra,  XV. 

[a]  "A  court  has  inherent  power 
to  vacate  its  judgments  ...  at  any 
time  during  the  term,  but  after  that 
time  it  can  only  do  so  in  pursuance  of 
the  provisions  of  the  statute."  Brand 
V.  Baker,  42  Ore.  426,  71  Pac.  320. 

[b]  The  fact  that  after  a  final  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  in  an  at- 
tachment proceeding  is  rendered  some 
matters  relating  to  the  garnishee  are 
to  be  determined  at  the  next  term 
will  not  extend  the  court's  jurisdiction 
so  as  to  include  the  power  to  vacate 
the  judgment  at  such  subsequent  term. 
Baldwin  v.  McClelland,  152  111.  42,  38 
N.  E.  143. 

[e]  The  reason  for  such  a  rule  is 
aptly  expressed  by  a  quotation  from 
Lord  Coke  ,in  Lee  v.  State,  32  Ohio  St. 
313:  "During  the  term  wherein  any 
judicial  act  is  done,  the  record  remain- 
eth  in  the  breast  of  the  judges  of  the 
court  and  in  their  remembrance,  and 
therefore  the  roll  is  alterable  during 
that  term,  as  the  judges  shall  direct; 
but  when  that  term  is  past,  then  the 
record  is  in  the  roll,  and  admitteth  of 
no  alteration,  averment,  or  prdof  to 
the  contrary." 

[d]  Statutes  dispensing  vrtth  writs 
of  error  coram  nobis  do  not  affect  this 
rule,  their  only  object  being  to  dis- 
pense with  this  old  writ  and  give  to 
a  motion  the  same  efficacy.  Coursen 
V.  Hixon,  78  111.  339;  Baragwanath  v. 
Wilson,  4  HI.  App.  80.  See  Fix  v. 
Quinn,  75  111.  232. 

[e]  In  Illinois,  county  courts  may, 
in  the  administration  of  insolvent  es- 
tates under  the  act  relating  to  assign- 
ments for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  so 
long  as  the  estate  remains  undis- 
tributed, even  though  it  be  at  a  sub- 
sequent  term,   take   anjr   action  which 
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advertence,  surprise  or  excusable  negleet,^^  or  provide  that  courts  may 
vacate  their  judgments  after  the  term,  on  specified  grounds.'^ 

b.  Exceptions.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  Judgments  which  are  interlocu- 
tory, and  not  final,^^  and  judgments  by  confession,  are  not  affected  by 
this  limitation  and  may,  in  a  proper  case,  be  set  aside  at  any  time.°^_^ 

(II.)  Motion  Continued  to  Subsequent  Term.  —  An  application  for  this 
relief,  made  during  the  judgment  term,  and  thereupon  continued  to 
a  subsequent  term,  may  be  heard  and  disposed  of  at  the  term  to  which 
the  matter  is  thus  continued."* 


would  have  beea  proper  at  the  current 
term  (Weil  v.  Hart,  73  HI.  App.  364; 
Mowatt  17.  Cole,  59  111.  App.  345),  but 
when  the  matter  is  once  finally  dis- 
posed of  the  court's  power  to  act  in 
this  manner  may  not  be  exercised  at 
a  subsequent  term.  Stettauer  v.  Chi- 
cago Title  &  Trust  Co.,  62  HI.  App. 
31. 

[f]'  If  the  judgment  was  entered  in 
vacation  the  application  to  vacate  or 
set  aside  may  be  made  at  any  time 
during  the  term  next  succeeding  that 
at  which  the  judgment  was  rendered. 
Egan  «.  Sengpiel,  46  Wis.  703,  1  N.  W. 
467. 

91.  See  supra,  XIV,  B,  9  and  10. 

92.  la.— §4091,  Code,  1897.  Ky. 
§518,  Civ.  Code  Pr.,  1906.  Ohio. 
§5354,  Bates'  Ann.  St.,  5th  ed. 

[a]  Statutes  which  thus  provide  for 
relief  after  the  judgment  term  do  not 
apply  to  or  control  applications  made 
during  the  term.  Streeter  v.  Gleason, 
120  Iowa  703,  95  N.  W.  242;  McGon- 
nell  V.  Avery,  117  Iowa  282,  90  N.  W. 
604.     See  the  section  following. 

93.  <D.  C. — See  Fletcher  v.  Lipscomb, 
36  App.  Cas.  47.  Mo.— In  the  Matter  of 
Marquis,  85  Mo.  615.  N.  M.— Bent  v. 
Miranda,  8  N.  M.  78,  42  Pac.  91.  Ohio. 
Potter,  etc.  Co.  v.  Jenuman,  4  Ohio 
Dec.  444,  4  Ohio  N.  P.  78.  W.  Va. 
Barbour  County  Court  ■».  O'Neal,  42 
W.  Va.  295,  26  S.  E.  182;  Bheims  v. 
Standard  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  39  W.  Va.  672, 
20  S.  B.  670;  Clarke  v.  Ohio  Eiver  E. 
Co.,  39  W.  Va.  732,  20  S.  E.  696. 

[a]  In  Lunacy  Proceedings. — ^This 
general  rule  limiting  the  power  of  the 
court  to  the  judgment  term  does  not 
apply  to  judgments  declaring  one  in- 
sane. Thus  it  was  said  In  the  Matter 
of  Marquis,  85  Mo.  615,  "The  cor- 
rectness of  the  principle  .  .  .  may 
be  conceded,  but  we  think  the  applica- 
tidn  of  it  in  Dutcher  v.  Hill,  29  Mo. 
271,  77  Am.  Deo.  572,  is  denied  to 
cases   of   inquest   of  lunacy   where   ir- 
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regularities  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
proceedings.  It  was  ruled  in  that  case 
that:  'The  proceedings  under  the  law 
concerning  insane  persons  are  not  like 
,a  final  judgment,  which  is  unalterable 
after  the  end  of  the  term  at  which  it 
was  renderefi.  They  are  in  -fieri,  like  a 
cause  pending,  and  irregularities  in 
them  or  defects  of  record  may  be  ob- 
viated at  any  time  so  long  as  the  lunatic 
is  under  the  control  of  the  guardian  ap- 
pointed for  him.'  " 

931/2.    See  14  Standard'  Peoc.  841. 

94.  HI. — People  v.  Wells,  255  HI. 
450,  99  N.  E.  606;  Grubb  v.  Milan,  249 
111.  456,  94  N.  E.  927;  Donaldson  v. 
Copelaud,  201  HI.  540,  66  N.  E.  844; 
People  V.  Springer,  106  HI.  542;  Hib- 
bard  v.  Mueller,  86  111.  256  (overruling 
in  this  regard.  National  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  69  HI.  22) ; 
Windett  v.  Hamilton,  52  HI.  180; 
Goodykoontz  v.  Kelly,  185  HI.  App. 
165;  Dwyer  &  Co.  v.  Moore  Furniture 
Co.,  178  HI.  App.  562;  Bottigliero  v. 
Cozzi,  176  HI.  App.  311;  Hartman  v. 
Viera,  113  HI.  App.  216;  Major  v.  Band, 
72  111.  App.  279.  Sep  Page  v.  Wallace, 
87  HI,  84.  Kan.— Babcoek  Hardware 
Co.  V.  Farmers',  etc.  Bank,  50  Kan. 
648,  32  Pae.  377.  Mo.— Childs  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  St.  J.,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  117  Mo. 
414,  23  S.  W.  373;  Miller  v.  Crawford, 
140  Mo.  App.  711,  126  S.  W.  984. 
Ohio. — Niles  v.  Parks,  49  Ohio  St.  370, 
34  N.  E.  735;  Jordan  v.  Eussell,  8  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  467,  8  W.  L.  Bui.  91.  Okla. 
Carey  Co.  v.  Vickers,  38  Okla.  643,  134 
Pac.  851.  Pa.— Dean  v.  Munhall,  11 
Pa.  Super.  69.  Wash. — State  v.  Brown, 
31  Wash.  397,  72  Pac.  86,  62  L.  E.  A. 
974.  W.  Va. — Bank  of  Princeton  v. 
Johnston,  41  W.  Va.  550,  23  S.  E.  517; 
Green  &  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  W.  &  K.  E. 
Co.,  11  W.  Va.  685,  692.  Wis.— James 
Sons  &  Co.  V.  G-ott,  55  Wis.  223,  47 
S.  E.  649;  Baker  v.  Baker,  51  Wis.  53'8, 
8  N.  W.  289. 

See  also  infra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d. 
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(III.)  Consent.  —  A  court  may  open  or  vacate  a  judgment  rendered 
by  it  at  a  prior  term  when  the  interested  parties  consent  thereto,"^ 
though  there  are  authorities  to  the  contrary.*"^ 

(IV.)  Fraud.  —  A  judgment  which  has  been  obtained  through  fraud 
or  collusion  may  be  opened  or  set  aside  at  a  subsequent  term.^' 

(V.)  Irregularities.  — In  some  jurisdictions  a  judgmient  may  be  set 
aside  after  the  term,  for  substantial  irregularities  in  the  proceedings 


[a]  "A  motion  to  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment strikes  at  its  validity,  and  when 
filed  at  tlie  term  at  which  the .  judg- 
ment was  rendered  and  continued  to 
the  next  term  has  the  effect  to  sus- 
pend the  judgment  so  that  the  court 
can  act  upon,  the  motion  the  same  as 
at  the  prior  term.  The  proceedings  re- 
main in  the  breast  of  the  court  until 
the  motion  is  disposed  of  .  .  .  "  Childs 
V.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.,  etc.  Ky.  Co.,  117 
Mo.  414,  23  S.  W.  373. 

[b]  A  coutiunance  by  consent  oper- 
ates in  the  same  manner.  James  Sons 
&  Co.  V.  Gott,  55  "Wis.  223,  47  S.  B. 
649;  Baker  v.  Baker,  51  Wis.  538,  8 
N.  W.  289.      - 

[c]  Continuance  by  General  Order. 
For  this  purpose  an  oral  motion,  en- 
tered upon  the  records  of  the  court  is 
sufficient  (Hartman  v.  Viera,  113  111. 
App.  216)  and  it  is  not  necessary  that 
an  order  be  made  continuing  that  par- 
ticular motion  but  a  general  order, 
made  during  the  term,  continuing  all 
causes  pending  not  otherwise  disposed 
of  is  sufficient  (Hartman  v.  Viera, 
swpra),  and  in  jurisdictions  where  it 
is  provided  by  statute  that  all  "causes 
and  proceedings  pending  and  undis- 
posed of  .  .  .  shall  stand  continued 
till  the  next  term."  (111.  E.  8.  1901, 
552)  Such  continuance  would  occur  by 
reason  of  the  statute  (Hartman  v. 
Viera,  supra). 

95.  Ala.— Kid.d  v.  McMillan,  21  Ala. 
325;  Hair  v.  Moody,  9  Ala.  399.  111. 
Gage  V.  City  of  Chicago,  141  HI.  642, 
31  ST.  E.  163;  Cooney  v.  Bonfield,  172 
HI.  App.  657;  Davis  v.  Coryell  &  Co., 
37  HI.  App.  505.  See  City  of  Chicago 
V.  Nichols,  192  HI.  489,  61  N.  E.  434. 
Neb. — ^Eoyal  Trust  Co.  v.  Exchange 
Bank,  55  Neb.  663,  "76  N.  W.  425. 
N.  C— Pierce  v.  Eller,  167  N.  C.  672, 

83  S.  E.   758.     Okla Harrison  v.   Os- 

born,  31  Okla.  103,  114  Pae.  331.  Pa. 
Philadelphia  v.  Coulston,  118  Pa.  541, 
12  Atl.  604. 

[a]  "But  if  the  parties  agree,  the 
court  may  at  any  time  strike  off  a  judg- 


ment .'  .  .  That  agreement  may 
either  be  submitted  in  writing,  or  oral- 
ly stated  in. the  presence  of  the  court; 
and  we  think  it  may  in  some  cases 
be  fairly  implied  from  the  solemn  acts 
of  the  parties  in  their  dealings  with 
the  court."  Philadelphia  v.  Coulston, 
118  Pa.  541,  12  Atl.  604. 

[b]  But  a  court  is  not  compelled 
by  such  an  agreement  of  the  parties 
to  set  a  judgment  aside.  Kidd  v.  Mc- 
Millan, 21  Ala.  325. 

96.  Little  Eock  v.  Bullock,  6  Ark. 
282;  Anderson  V.  Thompson,  7  Lea 
(Tenn.)    259. 

[a]  In  Little  Eock  v.  Bullock,  6 
Ark.  282,  the  court  says:  "The  court 
not  having  the  power  to  reopen  the 
cause,  it  could  not  be  done  by  con- 
sent of  the  parties,  for  consent  can- 
not confer  jurisdiction." 

[b]  Where,  however,  the  court  is, 
by  statute  empowered  to  grant  this  re- 
lief at  a  subsequent  term,  the  consent 
does  not  confer  jurisdiction  or  author- 
ity; it  simply  amounts  to  a  stipulation 
that  grounds  for  this  relief  exist.  Nat. 
Home,  etc.  v.  Overholser,  64  Ohio  St. 
517,  60  N.  E.  628. 

97.  U.  S.  —  Leavenworth  County 
Comrs.  V.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  134  IT. 
S.  688,  10  Sup.  Ct.  708,  33  L.  ed.  1064; 
Eing  Eefrigerator,  etc.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis 
Ice  Mfg.  Co.,  67  Fed.  535;  Young  ». 
Sigler,  48  Fed.  182;  Guild  v.  Phillips, 
44  Fed.  461.  Ark. — Chambliss  v.  Eeppy, 
54  Ark:  539,  16  S.  W.  571.  Colo.— Ex- 
change Bank  v.  Ford,  7  Colo.  314,  3 
Pac.  445.  Ga.— East  Tenn.  V.  &  G.  E. 
E.  Co.  V.  Greene,  95  Ga.  35,  22  S.-  E. 
36.  111.— City  of  Chicago  v.  Nodeck, 
202  111.  257,  67  N.  E.  39.  See  Olney 
r.  Harvey,  50  HI.  453,  99  Am.  Dec. 
530;  Cook  v.  Wood,  24  HI.  295;  Barag- 
wanath  v.  Wilson,  4  HI.  App.  80.  Kan. 
Sanford  v.  Weeks,  50  Kan.  339,  31  Pac. 
1088.  Md. — Boggs  V.  Inter-American, 
etc.  Min.  Co.,  105  Md.  371,  66  Atl.  259; 
Siewerd  v.  Farnen,  71  Md.  627,  18  Atl. 
968;  Smith  v.  Black,  51  Md.  247;  Abell 
v:  Simon,  49  Md,  318;  Craig  v.  Wroth, 
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by  which  it  was  secured',^*  though  in  others  the  irregularity  must  be 
such  as  in  some  manner  renders  the  judgment  void.°^ 

(VI.)  Void  Judgments.  — Where  the  judgment  proceeded  against  is 
an  absolute  nullity,  it  may  be  set  aside  at  any  time,  before  or  after 
the  expiration  of  the  term,^  as  for  example,  where  the  court  was  -without 


47  Md.  281;  Kemp  v.  Cook,  18  Md.  130, 
79  Am.  Dec.  681.  Mo. — Oxley  Stave 
Co.  V.  Butler  County,  121  Mo.  614,  26 
S.  "W.  367;  Irvine  v.  Leyh,  102  Mo. 
200,  14  8.  W.  715,  16  S.  W.  10;  May- 
berry  V.  McClurg,  51  Mo-  256;  Hyatt 
V.  Wolfe,  22  Mo.  App.  191.  N.  Y. 
Furman  v.  Furman,  153  N.  Y.^  309,  47 
N.  E.  577;  Ward  v.  Southfield,  102  F. 
Y.  287,  6  N.  E.  660;  Nevitt  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  91  Hun  43,  36  N.  Y.  Supp. 
294;  Hurlbut  v.  Coman,  43  Hun  586,  7 
N.  Y.  St.  215;  Mather  v.  Parsons,  32 
Hun  338.  See  McCloud  v.  Meehan,  30 
Misc.  67,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  852.  Ohio. 
Carey  v.  Kemper,  45  Ohio  St.  93,  11 
N.  E.  130.  Pa.— Gould  v.  Gage,  118  Pa. 
559,  12  Atl.  476;  Peterson  v.  Peterson, 
13  Phila.  82. 

But  see  Manion  v.  Fahy,  11  W.  Va. 
482,  496. 

[a]  "A  county  court  sitting  as  a 
court  of  probate,  may,  at  any  time,  in 
furtherance  of  justice,  revoke  an  order 
which  has  been  .  .  .  procured  by 
fraud."     In  re  Fisher,  .15  Wis.  511. 

98.  Kan. — Seeds  v.  American  Bridge 
Co.,  68  Kan.  522,  75  Pac.  480.  Md. 
Siewerd  v.  Farnen,  71  Md.  627,  18  Atl. 
968;  Sarlouis  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.,  45 
Md.  241;  Taylor  v.  Sindall,  34  Md. 
38.  N.  C. — Scott  V.  Mutual  Eeserve 
Life  Assn.,  137  N.  C.  515,  50  S.  E. 
221;  Becton  v.  Dunn,  137  N.  C.  559, 
50  S.  E.  289;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott, 
136  N.  C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581;  Brown  v. 
Ehinehart,  112  N.  C.  772,  16  S.  E.  840; 
Vick  V.  Pope,  81  IST.  C.  22;  Monroe  v. 
Whitted,  79  N.  C.  508;  Harrell  v. 
Peebles,  79  N.  C.  26;  Mabry  v.  Erwin, 
78  N.  C.  45;  Wolfe  v.  Davis,  74  N.  C. 
597;  Cowles  v.  Hayes,  69  N.  C.  406; 
Moore  v.  Mitchell,  61  N.  C.  304;  Anony- 
mous, 1  N.  C.  91.  See  McLeod  v.  Gra- 
ham, 132  N.  C.  473,  43  S.  E.  935; 
Whitehurst  v.  Merchants,  etc.  Transp. 
Co.,  109  N.  C.  342,  13  S.  E.  937;  Davis 
V.  Shaver,  61  N.  C.  18,  91  Am.  Dec. 
92.  Ohio. — Hunt  v.  Yeatman,  3  Ohio 
15.  Wis. — Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cormick,  20  Wis.  265. 

[a]  Where  the  defendant  died  pen- 
dente lite  and  his  repiosentatives  were 
not  substituted.     Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co. 
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V.  MeCormick,  20  Wis.  265.     See  In  re 
College  Street,  11  E.  I.  472. 

[b]  Where  a  judgment  was  rendered 
against  an  infant  defendant  for  whom 
there  was  no  guardian  ad  litem  ap- 
pointed. Keaton  v.  Banks,  32  N.  C. 
381,  51  Am.  Dee.  393.  See  In  re  Col- 
lege Street,  11  E.  I.  472. 

[c]  In  Ohio. — "It  is  well  settled  In 
this  state  that  a  judgment  may  be 
vacated  or  set  aside  on  motion,  at  a 
term  subsequent  to  the  judgment  term, 
for  irregularity  or  improper  conduct  in 
procuring  it  to  be  entered."  Hunting- 
ton V.  Finch  &  Co.,  3  Ohio  St.  445.  See 
Hocking  Valley  Bank  v.  Walters,  1 
Ohio  St.  201. 

[d]  There  is  a  well  marked  distinc- 
tion to  be  observed  in  this  connection 
between  a  judgment  which  is  irregular 
and  one  which  is  eironeous.  The  for- 
mer may  be  summarily  set  aside  at  a 
subsequent  term  but  the  latter  cannot. 
Thus,  it  is  said  in  Orvis  v.  Elliott,  65 
Mo.  App.  96,  "While  courts  have  the 
power  to  set  aside,  because  of  ir- 
regularities, their  judgments  on  motions 
filed  after  the  term  at  which  the  same 
are  rendered,  it  is  well  settled  that 
where  the  judgment  is  merely  erroneous, 
such  relief  must  be  sought  by  a  motion 
filed  during  the  judgment  term." 

[e]  As  to  what  irregularities  will 
warrant  the  opening  or  vacating  of  a 
judgment,  see  supra,  XIV,  B,  7, 

99.  Fla. — Einstein  v.  Davidson,  35 
Fla.  342,  17  So.  563.  HI.— Maple  v. 
Havenhill,  37  HI.  App.  311.  Pa.— See 
Clarion  M.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Hamilton, 
127  Pa.  1,  17  Atl.  752.  Wis.— Egan  v. 
Sengpiel,  46  Wis.  703,,  1  N.  W.  467. 

1.  Ala. — HobsJjn-Starnes  Coal  Co.  i>. . 
Alabama  Coal,  etc.  Co.,  189  Ala.  481, 
66  So.  622;  Frazier  v.  McWhirter,  121 
Ala.  308,  25  So.  804;  Martin  v.  Atkin- 
son, 108  Ala.  314,  18  So.  888;  Wiggins 
V.  Steiner,  103  Ala.  655,  16  So.  8;  Kohn 
V.  Haas,  95  Ala.  478,  12  So.  577;  Mor- 
gan V.  Lehman,  92  Ala.  440,  9  So.  314; 
Schwarz  v.  Oppenheimer,  90  Ala.  462,  •>• 
8  So.  36;  Buchanan  v.  Thomason,  70 
Ala.  401;  Bland  v.  Bowie,  53  Ala.  152; 
Bruce 's  Exrx.  v.  Strickland's  Admr., 
47  Ala.  192.    Ark.— Walsh  v.  Hampton, 
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jurisdiction  to  enter  the  judgment  complained  of  .^    According  to  some 
cases  the  judgment  must,  however,  be  one  which  is  void  upon  it  face ; 


96  Ark.  427,  132  S.  W.  214;  Ayers  i). 
Anderson-TuUy  Co.,  89  Ark.  160,  116 
S.  W.  199.  Cal. — Granliis  v.  Superior 
Court,  146  Cal.  245,  79  Pae.  891,  106 
Am.  St.  Eep.  23;  People  v.  Davis,  143 
Cal.  673,  77  Pac.  651;  People  v.  Tem- 
ple, 103  Cal.  447,  37  Pac.  414;  People 
r.  Harrison,  84  Cal.  607,  24  Pac.  311; 
People  V.  Blake,  84  Cal.  611,  22  Pac. 
1142,  24  Pac.  313;  People  v.  Greene,  74 
Cal.  400,  16  Pac.  197.  Fla — Lord  v. 
Bowling  Co.,  52  Fla.  313,  42  So.  585; 
Einstein  v.  Davidson,  35  Fla.  342,  17 
So.  563.  Ga. — Regopoulas  v.  State,  116 
Ga.  596,  42  S.  E.  1014;  Walker  v.  Equit- 
able Mtg.  Co.,  114  Ga.  862,  40  S.  E. 
1010;  Preseott  v.  Bennett,  50  Ga.  266, 
271;  Jones  v.  Killebrew,  55  Ga.  153. 
Hi. — Mclntyer  v.  Houseman,  108  111. 
App.  276;  Parker  i;.  Macoy,  91  111.  App. 
313.  See  Birdsell  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Inde- 
pendent,' etc.  Co.,  87  111.  App.  443. 
Kan. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Grimes  Dry 
Goods  Co.,  45  Kan.  510,  26  Pac.  56. 
IHiss. — Kramer  v.  Holster,  55  Miss.  243; 
Muirhead  v.  Muii-head,  23  Miss.  97; 
Neylans  v.  Burge,  14  Slned.  &  M. 
201,  Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Happel 
e.  Dist.  Court,  38  Mont.  166,  99 
Pae.  291.  N.  Y.— Meurer  v.  Berlin,  80 
App.  Div.  294,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  240. 
N.  C— Anonymous,  1  N.  C.  91.  Okla. 
NicoU  V.  Midland  Savings,  etc.  Co.,  21 
Okla.  591,  96  Pac.  744;  Foster  v.  Cimar- 
ron Val.  Bank,  14  Okla.  24,  76  Pac. 
145;  Phoenix  Bridge  Co.  v.  Street,  9 
Okla.  422,  60  Pac.  221.  Ore — White 
V.  Ladd,  41  Ore.  324,  330,  68  Pac.  739, 
93  Am.  St.  Eep.  732.  Pa.— Clarion  M. 
&  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  127  Pa.  1,  17 
Atl.  752.  See  Pantall  v.  Dickey,  123 
Pa.  431,  16  Atl.  789.  Utah.— Blyth  & 
Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15  Utah  345,  49 
Pac.  1027;  Park  v.  Higbee,  6  Utah  414, 
24  Pae.  524.  Wash.— Bailey  v.  Hood, 
38  Wash.  700,  80  Pac.  559;  Dane  v. 
Daniel,  28  Wash.  155,  68  Pac.  446.  Wis. 
Salter  v.  Hilgen,  .40  Wis.  363;  Scheer 
V.  Keown,  34  Wis.  349;  Landon  v. 
Burke,  33  Wis.  452;  Aetna  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  McCormick,  20  Wis.  265.  See 
State  V.  Circuit  Court,  108  Wis.  77,  83 
N.  W.  1115;  Egan  v.  Sengpiel,  46  Wis. 
703,  1  N.  W.  467;  State  v.  Waupaca 
County  Bank,  20  Wis.  640. 

[a]  "A  judgment  appearing  from 
the  record  to  have  been  entered  against 
a  defendant  without  service  of  process 


or  appearance  is  void  on  its  face,  and 
may  be  set  aside  at  any  time  T>y  the 
court."  Blyth  &  I'argo  Co.  v.  Swen- 
son, 15  Utah  345,  49  Pac.  1027. 

[b]  "A  judgment  which  is  void 
upon  its  face,  and  requires  only  an  in- 
spection of  the  judgment-roll  to  demon- 
strate its  want  of  vitality,  is  a  dead 
limb  upon  the  judicial  tree,  which 
should  be  lopped  off,  if  the  power  to 
do  so  exists.  It  can  bear  no  fruit  to 
the  plaintiff,  but  is  a  constant  menace 
to  the  defendant."  People  v.  Greene, 
74  Cal.  400,  16  Pae.  197. 

2.  U.  S. — Harris  V.  Hardeman,  14 
How.  334,  14  L.  ed.  444.  Ala.— Jen- 
nings V.  Pearce,  101  Ala.  538,  14  So. 
319;  Baker  v.  Barclift,  76  Ala.  414. 
Ariz. — San  Pedro  Cattle  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  Ariz.  166,  36  Pac.  34.  Ark. 
Hill  V.  Bates,  12  S.  W.  874.  Cal. 
People  V.  Hemme,  84  Cal.  xxi,  24 
Pae.  313;  Hunter  v.  Bryant,  98  Cal. 
247,  33  Pac.  51;  People  v.'  Blake,  84 
Cal.  611,  22  Pac.  1142.  Colo.— Medina 
V.  Medina,  22  Colo.  146,  43  Pac.  1001  j 
Exchange  Bank  v.  Ford,  7  Colo.  314j 
3  Pac.  449.  Ga. — ^Harralson  v.  McAr- 
thur,  87  Ga.  478,  13  8.  E.  594,  13  L. 
E.  A.  689.  Bl.— City  of  Chicago  v.  No- 
deck,  202  111.  257,  67  N.  E.  39;  Ms 
Intyer  v.  Houseman,  108  111.  App.  276. 
Ind. — Thompson  v.  McCorkle,  136  Ind. 
484,  34  N.  E,  813,  36  N.  E.  211,  43 
Am.  St.  Eep.  334;  Dobbins  v.  Mo- 
Namara,  113  Ind.  54,  14  N.  E.  887,  3 
Am.  St.  Eep.  626;  Zerger  v.  Flattery, 
83  Ind.  39S,  401.  la.— Corn  Exchange 
Bank  v.  Apple~ate,  97  Iowa  67,  65  N. 
W.  1007;  Grifath  v.  Milwaukee  Har- 
vester Co.,  92  Iowa  634,  61  N.  W.  243; 
State  Ins.  Co.'  v.  Waterhouse,  78  Iowa 
674,  43  N.  W.  611.  Kan.— Satterlee  v. 
Grubb,  38  Kan.  234,  16  Pac.  475; 
Pritchard  v.  Greenwood  County,  26 
Kan.  584;  Simcock  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
14  Kan.  529;  Trust  Co.  of  Pennsyl- 
vania V.  Cowles,  3  Kan.  App.  660,  45 
Pac.  605.  Mich.— First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Dwight,  85  Mich.  509,  48  N.  W.  696. 
Neb.— Hyde  v.  Kent,  47  Neb.  26,  66  N. 
W.  39;  Scarborough  v.  Myrick,  47  Neb. 
794,  66  N.  W.  867;  Morse  v.  Engle,  28 
Neb.  534,  44  N.  W.  859.  Ore.— Ladd 
&  Tilton  V.  Mason,  10  Ore.  308.  Pa. 
Hamor  &  Kuntz  v.  Loeb,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
609.  R.  I.— In  re  College  Street,  11  E. 
I.  472. 
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if  its  invalidity  must  be  shown  by  matter  dehors  the  record,  relief 
cannot  be  obtained  by  motion  after  the  term.^ 

(VII.)  Subsequently  Occurring  Facts.  — The  court  may,  at  a  subse- 
quent term,  vacate  a  judgment  where  facts  have  occurred  after  judg- 
ment,* or  before  judgment  but  at  such  a  time  as  to  render  them  un- 
availing to  the  party,^  from  which  it  appears  that  the  judgment  should 
not  be  enforced  against  the  applicant. 

3.  In  the  Absence  of  Terms.  —  In  those  jurisdictions  where  terms 
of  court  have  been  abolished  it  is  considered  that  the  power  of  the 
court  to  vacate  or  set  aside  its  judgment  exists  up  to,"  but  not  after, 
the  entry  of  ^uch  judgment  on  the  record.'  Thereafter  the  court  has 
only  such  power  in  this  regard  as  is  conferred  by  statute.* 

4.  After  and  Pending  an  Appeal.  —  The  power  of  a  court  of  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  to  open  or  vacate  its  judgment  is  not  lost  simply  be- 
cause an  appeal  therefrom  has  been  perfected;^  it  may,  nevertheless. 


3.  Ala. — Kohn  v.  Haas,  95  Ala.  478,' 
12  So.  577;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  40  Ala. 
247;  Pratt  v.  Keils,  28  Ala.  390.  Mont. 
State  V.  Dist.  Court,  38  Mont.  166,  99 
Pac.  291.  Wash. — Scott-  v.  Hanford, 
37  Wash.  5,  79  Pac.  481,  overruling,  in 
this  regard,  Dane  v.  Daniel,  28  Wash. 
155,  68  Pac.  446. 

Compare,  infra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d,  (I). 

[a]  A  judgment  is  "void  upon  its 
face"  when  its  invalidity  appears  from 
the  judgment  roll.  People  v.  Davis,  143 
Cal.  673,  77  Pac.  651. 

4.  Scheer  v-  Keown,  34  Wis.  349; 
Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCormick,  20  Wis. 
265. 

5.  Scheer  v.  Keown,  34  Wis.  349; 
Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCormick,  20  Wis. 
265. 

6.  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Brown,  31 
Wash.  397,  72  Pac.  86. 

7.  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Brown,  31 
Wash.  397,  72  Pac.  86. 

8.  People  V.  Davis,  143  Cal.  673,  77 
Pac.  651;  Canadian  &  American  Mtg. 
Co.  V.  Clarita  Land  &  Inv.  Co.,  140 
Cal.  672,  74  Pac.  301;  Estate  of  Eike- 
renkotter,  126  Cal.  54,  58  Pac.  370; 
Young  V.  Fink,  119  Cal.  107,  50  Pac. 
1070;  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Brown,  31 
Wash.  397,  72  Pac.  86. 

As  to  the  statutes  governing  the  time 
within  which  proceedings  must  be  tak- 
en to  set  aside  a  judgnlent,  see  infra, 
XIV,  E,  2,  d. 

[a]  Under  statutes  which  provide 
that  after  the  expiration  of  a  certain 
period  from  the  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment, where  no  appeal  is  perfected 
within  that  time,  the  power  of  the 
court  over  such  judgment  is  lost,  the 
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passing  of  this  statutory  period  oper- 
ates upon  the  authority  of  the  court 
to  grant  this  relief  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  passing  of  the  judgment 
term  at  common  law.  Memphis  &  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Johnson,  16  Lea  (Tenn.)  387. 

[b]  In  New  Mexico  in  Weaver  v. 
Weaver,  16  N.  M.  98,  113  Pac.  599,  the 
court  says:  "For  ordinary  cases,  at 
least,  the  time  within  which  a  judg- 
ment can  be  vacated,  is  limited.  If 
the  court  rendering  the  judgment  has 
terms,  its  control  of  the  judgment  is 
usually  limited  to  the  term  at  which 
it  was  rendered.  .  .  .  But  in  this  juris- 
diction in  view  of  the  provisions  of 
see.  2875,  C.  L.  1897,  that  the  district 
courts  in  several  counties  'shall  be  at 
all  times  in  session,'  for  the  numerous 
purposes  named  in  the  statute,  it  can 
hardly  be  said  that  there  are  terms  of 
court  except  for  purposes  connected 
with  jury  trials  {citing  Territory  ex  rel. 
Hubbell  V.  Armijo,  14  N.  M.  202,  89 
Pac.  275).  That  condition  may  pos- 
sibly have  the  effect  of  limiting  the 
literal  meaning  of  Chap.  26,  Laws  of 
1905,  fixing  a  limit  of  sixty  days  for 
setting  aside  a  judgment  rendered  on 
default  'out  of  term  time.'  But,  C.  L. 
1897,  sec.  2685,'  subsec.  137  (now  §423, 
1915,  N.  M.  Sts.)  plainly  applies  to 
all'  judgments  and  provides  that  they 
may  be  set  aside  for  irregularity  at 
any  time  within  one  year  after  ren- 
dition." 

9.  Ariz. — Sullivan  v.  Woods,  5  Ariz. 
196,  50  Pac.  113.  Colo.— Scott  v.  Wat- 
kins,  25  Colo.  App.  340,  138  Pac.  432; 
Higgins  V.  People,  2  Colo.  App.  567,  31 
Pac.  951.     Ga.— Chattanooga  K.   &  C. 
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be  exercised  until,  but  not  aftei*,  an  affirmance  thereof  in  the  appellate 
tribunal.^"  The  courts  of  some  jurisdictions,  however,  differentiate 
in  the  application  of  this  rule  between  those  eases  which  involve  errors 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  available  on  an  appeal  and  those  which  do 
not,  holding  that  it  is  only  judgments  of  the  former  class  which  may 
not  be  opened  or  vacated  after  an  afdrmance,^^  and  that  if  the  error 
on  which  the  application  is  based  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  could  not 
be  noticed  on  appeal,  this  relief  may  be  granted,  even  after  an  af- 
firmance.^^ 

5.  After  Execution  and ,  Satisfaction.  —  A  court  may,  if  the  dic- 
tates of  justice  require,  open  a  judgment  notwithstanding  an  execution 
may  have  been  issued  thereon.^^  Indeed,  it  has  been  held  proper  to 
do  this  even  after  the  judgment  has  been  satisfied,^*  although  in  such 
a  case  a  very  clear  and  strong  showing  will  be  required.^^ 

6.  In  Vacation  and  at  Chambers.^^  —  A  judgment  may  not  be 
opened  or  vacated  at  chambers,^'  nor,  it  has  been  held,  may  this  be 
done  in  vacation,^^  though  as  to  the  latter  proposition,  there  is  authority 


Ry.  Co.  17.  Jackson,  86  Ga.  676,  684,  13 
S.  E.  109.  Haw. — Gouveia  v.  Naka- 
nuira,  13  Hawaii  450.  la. — Chambliss 
V.  Haas,  125  Iowa  484,  101  N.  W.  153. 
N.  Y. — Nash  v.  Wetmore,  33  Barb.  155. 
The  surrogate's  court  is  expressly 
authorized  to  meet  out  this  relief  at 
such  a  time.  In  re  Dey  Ermand,  24 
Hun  1.  Tex. — ^Blum  v.  Wettermark,  58 
Tex.  125;  Imlay  v.  Brewster,  3  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  103,  22  S.  W.  S26. 

As  to  amendment  after  appeal,  see 
snpra,  Xni,  A,  3,  a,   (IV). 

10.  Sohweizer  v.  Raymond,  6  Abb. 
N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  378;  Bassett  v.  Hughes, 
48  Wis.  23,  3  N".  W.  770.  Compare, 
Nelson  v.  Meehan,  155  Fed.  1,  83  C. 
C.  A.  597. 

[a]  Statutes  authorizing  the  grant- 
ing of  this  relief  on  the  ground  of  sur- 
prise, etc.,  for  a  prescribed  period,  have 
been  held  to  have  no  application  to  a 
judgment  which  has  Ijeen  affirmed  on 
appeal.  Ean  v.  Chicago  M.  &  St.  P. 
Ey.  Co.,  101  Wis.  166,  76  N.  W.  329, 
questioning  if  not  overruling  State  ex  rel. 
Turner  v.  Circuit  Court,  71  Wis.  595, 
38  N.  W.  192. 

11.  Corn  Exchange  Bank  v.  Blye, 
119  N.  Y.  414,  23  N.  B.  805. 

12.  Maddox  v.  Williams,  87  Ky.  147, 
r  S.  W.  907;  McLean  v.  Nixon,  18  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  768;  Speak  v.  Mattingly, 
4  Bush  (Ky.)  310. 

13.  Den  ti.  Evaul,  1  N.  J.  L.  201. 

[a]  In  Minnesota  the  St.  Paul  mun- 
icipal court  may  grant  this  relief  after 
execution  has  issued  out  of  the  dis- 
trict   court    on     a    transcript     of    the 


municipal  court's  judgment.  Buffham 
V.  Perkins,  43  Minn.  158,  44  N.  W. 
1150. 

[b]  Effect  of  Vacating  After  Execu- 
tion.— An  execution  issued  on  a  judg- 
ment falls  when  the  judgment  is  set 
aside  and .  this  without  any  express 
direction  to  that  effect  in  the  order 
directing  the  setting  aside.  Ballard  i. 
Whitlock,  18  Gratt.   (59  Va.)    235. 

14.  Patterson  v.  Keeney,  165  Cal. 
465,  132  Pac.  1043;  Hatch  v.  Central 
Nat.  Bank,  78  N.  Y.  487;  McCredy  v. 
Woodcock,  41  App.  Div.  526,  58  N.  Y. 
Supp.  656;  Arnold  v.  Norfolk,  etc. 
Hosiery  Co.,  19'  N.  Y.  Supp.  957.  See 
Kidd  V.  Curry,  29  Hun   (N.  Y.)   215. 

15.  Cooper  v.  Galbraith,  '24  N.  J.  L. 
219;  Miller  v.  Alexander,  1  N.  J.  L. 
400,   459. 

16.  As  to  the  power  generally  of  a 
court  or  judge  to  act  at  chambers  or 
in  vacation,  see  the  title  "Judicial 
Officers." 

17.  risk  V.  Thorp,  51  Neb.  1,  70 
N.  W.  498;  Turner  v.  Foreman,  47  S. 
C.  31,  24  S.  E.  989;  Clawson  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 14  S.  C.  517,  521.  See  also  For- 
cheimer  v.  Tarble,  23  Fla.  99,  1  So. 
695;  Kime  v.  Fenner,  54  Neb.  476,  74 
N.  W.  869.  But  see  Freiberg  v.  La 
Clair,  78  Wis.  164,  47  N.  W.  178. 

[a]  A  justice  of  an  appellate  court 
has  no  power  or  authority  to  set  aside, 
at  chambers,  a  judgment '  of  the  trial 
court.     Cosgrove  v.  Butler,  1  S.  C.  241. 

18.  Fisk  V.  Thorp,  51  Neb.  1,  70  N. 
W.  498.  y 

[a]    In  Nebraska  it  was  held  in  Fisk 
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to  the  contrary,"  a!nd  in  sonie  states  statutes  provide  for  the  granting 
of  this  relief  in  vacation,  subject  to  various  restrictions.^" 

7.  Statutory  Limitations  as  to  Time.  —  The  time  within  which  the 
court  may  exercise  this  power  is  in  many  states  largely  controlled  by 
statutes,  which  prescribe  the  time  within  which  relief  may  be  obtained.^^ 
"Where,  however,  the  case,  though  an  appropriate  one  for  relief,  does 
not  fall  within  the  statute,  the  common-law  limitations  as  to  time  are 
applied.^^ 

D.  Kind  ok  Chaeactek  of  Judgment  Affected.  —  1.  General 
Statement.  —  The  power  Of  the  court  in  this  regard  is  not  confined  to 
any  particular  kind  of  judgments.^^  It  extends  to  all  sorts  of  adjudica- 
tions such  as  interlocutory  judgments,^*  oifice  judgments,^^  decrees^^  and 


V.  Thorp,  51,  Neb.  1,  70  N.  W.  498, 
that  "Our  statute  does  not  confer  pow- 
er upon  a  judge  as  contradistinguished 
from  a  court,  to  hear  a  motion  to  va- 
cate or  modify  the  judgment  of  the 
court  after  the  term  at  which  it  is 
rendered.  Usually  a  judge  has  no  pow- 
er to  vacate  or  amend  orders  and  judg- 
ments in  vacation  or  at  chambers.  It 
may  or  must  be  conferred  by  statute." 

19.  Imlay  v.  Brewster,  3  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  103,  22  S.  W.  226.  See  Smith  v. 
Knight,  14  "W.  Va.  749. 

20.  Colo.— Code,  1910,  §81.  Idaho. 
Bev.  Codes  1908,  §4229.  N.  J — Comp. 
Stats.  1910,  §248,  p.  4127.  Utah.— El- 
liott V.  Bastian,  11  Utah  452,  463,  40 
Pac.  713.  Va.— Brown  v.  Chapman,  90 
Va.  174,  17  S.  E.  855;  Davis  v.  Com., 
16  Gratt.   (57  Va.)   134. 

21.  These  statutes  are  discussed, 
infra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d. 

22.  Furman  v.  Furman,  153  N.  Y. 
309,  47  N.  E.  577,  60  Am.  St.  Rep. 
629;  Riley  v.  Ryan,  45  Misc.  151,  91 
N.  Y.  Supp.  952;  McCloud  v.  Meehan, 
30  Misc.  67,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  852.  See 
mfra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d. 

23.  State  v.  Dist.  Court,  38  Mont. 
166,  99  Pac.  291;  North  &  Co.  v.  Yorke, 
174  Pa.  349,  34  Atl.  620. 

[a]  Judgment  for  Costs. — In  Oregon 
under  §102,  Hill's  Code  (B.  &  C.  Codes, 
1902,  §103)  the  court  may,  on  a  proper 
showing  relieve  a  party  froi^  a  judg- 
ment for  costs  entered  against  him 
through  his  "surprise,  etc."  "Weiss  v. 
Meyer,  24  Ore.  108,  32  Pac.  1025. 

[b]  An  order  made  through  mis- 
take allowing  an  attorney  a  certain 
sum  for  aiding  the  state  in  the  prose- 
cution of  a  criminal  may  be  set  aside 
by  the  court  which  made  it.  State  v. 
Moore,  1  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  506,  10 
W.  L.  J.  219. 
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[c]  After  a  nonsuit,  the  plaintiff 
may  at  any  time  within  a  year,  bring 
a  new  action,  but  this  will  not  pre- 
vent his  having  such  a  judgment  set 
aside  for  excusable  neglect,  provided 
the  facts  of  the  case  permit.  Stith  v. 
Jones,   119   N.    C.   428,   25   S.   E.   1022. 

Judgments  Against  Infants. — See  12 
S'tandakd  Proc.  779. 

24.  N.  Y.— Patterson  v.  Hare,  74 
Hun  269,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  626.  Compare, 
Oflauger  V.  BeWolf,  8  Jones  &  S.  446. 
N.  C— Miller  v.  Justice,  86  N.  C.  26. 
Ohio. — Manguuo,  etc.   Co.  v.  Clymonts, 

10   Ohio   Cir.   Dec.   427.     Tex Rogers 

V.  Watrous,  8  Tex.  62,  58" Am.  Dee.  100. 

[aj  The  court  may  set  aside  an  in- 
terlocutory order  after  final  judgment 
where  not  to  do  so  would  leave  the 
final  judgment  liable  to  reversal. 
Rogers  v.  Watrous,  8  Tex.  62,  58  Am. 
Deo.  100. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  for 
a  "new  trial"  relief  may  only  be  had 
where  there  has  been  a  trial  on  the 
merits.  Accordingly  when  the  plaintiff 
was  in  default  of  appearance  for  trial 
and  the  defendant  took  a  judgment  as 
of  nonsuit,  proceedings  to  vacate  under 
this  section  could  not  properly  be  had. 
Johnson  v.  Shumway,  65  Vt.  389,  26 
Atl.  590.  See  also  Scott  v.  Stewart,  5 
Vt.  57. 

25.  Powell  V.  Jopling,  47  N.  C.  400. 
[a]     Such    judgments    may    be    set 

aside  at  a  subsequent  term.  Ala. — Wil- 
son V.  TorlDert,  3  Stew.  296.  N.  C. 
Powell  «.  Jopling,  47  N.  C.  '400;  Wil- 
liams V.  Beasley,  35  N.  C.  112.  Ohio. 
Bougher  v.  Bougher,  Tapp.  190.  W.  Va. 
James'  Sous  &  Co.  v.  Gott,  55  W.  Va. 
223,  229,  47  S.  E.  649. 

26.  State  v.  Dist.  Court,  38  Mont. 
166,  172,  99  Pac.  291;  Hocking  Valley 
Bank  v.  Walters,  1  Ohio  St.  201. 
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orders.*'  It  has  been  held  that  judgments  Tipon  verdict  are  not  covered 
by  statutes  providing  for  relief  from  judgments  rendered  against  a 
party  through  his  excusable  neglect,  surprise,  ete.^' 

2.  Judgments  by  Consent.  —  The  powei-  to  open  and  vacate  a  judg- 
ment by  consent  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.^' 

3.  Judgments  by  Confession.  —  The  opening  and  vacating  of  judg- 
ments by  confession  is  fully  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.'" 

4.  Judgments  of  Inferior  Courts.  —  Although  sometimes  altered  by 
statutes,''^  the  general  rule  is  that  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  may 
not  open  or  set  aside  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  inferior  jurisdiction.''^ 
This  is  true  for  the  reason  that  jurisdiction  of  such  a  proceeding  lies 
only  in  the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment  from  which  relief  is 
sought.^'  Hence,  the  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  if  assailed  at  all 
must  be  attacked  in  that  court.'*    Where  the  transcript  of  a  judgment 


As  to  setting  aside  decrees  gen- 
erally, see  6  Standard  Peoc.  789,  et 
seq. 

As  to  decrees  of  divorce,  see  7 
Standard  Pkoc.  799. 

27.  Bolles  V.  Duff,  56  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
567;  Potter  v.  Jenntoan,  4  Ohio  Dec. 
444.  See  also  Hutchinson,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Baldridge,  53  Kan.  522,  36  Pac.  1005; 
Hiatt  V.  Waggoner,  82  N.  C.  173. 

[a]  Order  of  dismissal  in  divorce 
proceedings  may  be  set  aside  and  the 
ease  reinstated  on  the  calendar  to  en- 
able the  court  to  make  an  erder  in 
the  cause  for  alimony.  Woodward  v. 
Woodward,  84  Mo.  App.  328. 

28.  Brown  v.  Ehinehart,  112  N.  C. 
772,  16  8.  E.  840;  Flowers  v.  Alford, 
111-N.  0.  248,  16  S.  E.  319;  Beck  v. 
Bellamy,  9'3  N.  C.  129.  See  Skinner  v. 
Bryce,  75  N.  G.  287. 

[a]  The  Reason. — "If  the  judgment 
was  vacated  the  verdict  would  stand. 
.  .  .  The  statute,  in  conferring  the 
power,  confineg  its  exercise  to  judg- 
ments rsndered  under  the  specified  con- 
ditions and  does  not  embrace  such  as 
necessarily  follow  the  verdict,  and  the 
setting  aside  of  which,  without  at  the 
same  [time]  disturbing  the  verdict, 
would  be  of  no  advantage  to  the  party, 
for  it  must  again  be  entered  in  re- 
sponse to  the  jury  findings.  To  vacate 
both,  is  necessary  to  afford  the  desired 
relief,  and  this  would  be  to  grant  a 
new  trial,  which  can  only  be  done  at 
the  term  when  it  took  place."  Flow- 
ers v.  Alford,  111  N.  C.  ^48,  16  S.  E. 
319. 

29.  See  14  Standard  Peoc.  922. 

30.  See  14  Standard  Peoc.  837,  et 
seq. 

31.  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  107  App,  Div. 


118,  94  N.  T.  Supp.  814;  Parmele  t). 
Rosenthal,  10  Misc.  433,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
872. 

32.  N.  Y.-^Daniels  v.  Southard,  36 
App.  Div.  540,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  692; 
Hoffman  «.  Fish,  18  Abb.  Pr.  76.  N.  0. 
Whitehurst  v.  Merchants',  etc.  Transp. 
Co.,  109  N.  C.  342,  13  S.  E.  937;  Moore 
V.  Edwards,  92  N.  C.  45;  Morton  v. 
Eippy,  84  N.  C.  611;  Broyles  v.  Young, 
81  N.  C.  315;  Birdsey  v.  Harris,  68 
N.  C.  92.  Pa. — Mefcnney  v..  Brown, 
130  Pa.  365,  18  Atl.  642;  Pantall  v. 
Dickey,  123  Pa.  431,  16  Atl.  789;  Boyd 
V.  Miller,  52  Pa.  431;  Lacock  v.  White, 
19  Pa.  495;  CoVey  v.  Wheeler,  23  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  467;  Weldy  v.  Young,  21  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  15;  Brendle  v.  Gorley,  14  Pa. 
Co.'Ct.  113;  Eohrbacker  v.  Schultz,  10 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  282;  Bradley  v.  Stephenson, 
3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  397;  Knoblauch  v.  Hefron, 
3  Pa.  Dist.  765;  Brown  v.  Long,  8  Kulp 
429;  Ward  v.  Fannon,  7  Kulp  488.  See 
also  Covey  v.  Wheeler,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
467;  Eiee  v.  Kitzelman,  1  Chester  Co. 
Rep.  174.  S.  D. — Garlock  v.  Calkins, 
14  S.  D.  90,  84  N.  W.  393.  Vt.— See 
Davison  v.  Heffron,  31  Vt.  687.  Wash. 
State  ex  rel.  Grady  v.  Lockhart,  18 
Wash.  531,  52  Pac.  315. 

33.  Boyd  v.  Miller,  52  Pa.  431.  See 
Daniels  v.  Southard,  36  App.  Div.  540, 
55  N.  Y.  Supp.  692,  and  infra,  XIV,  E, 
2,  c. 

34.  Boyd    v.    Miller,    52    Pa.    431 
Covey  V.  Wheeler,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  467 
Weldy   V.   Young,   21   Pa.    Co.    Ct.    15 
Merold  v.  Rush  Township,   18  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  389.    See  also  Laeock  v.  White,  19 
Pa.  495. 

As  to  the  power  of  inferior  courts 
in  this  regard,  see  su-gra,  XIV,  A,  2. 
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of  an  inferior  court  is  filed  or  docketed  in  a  court  of  superior  juris- 
diction for  the  purposes  of  lien,  the  latter  court  may,  if  it  is  an  im- 
proper judgment,  strike  it  from  its  records,  but  it  may  not  open  or 
vacate  it  or  impair  its  force  as  a  judgment  of  the  inferior  court  from 
which  it  came.^^ 

5.  Judgments  on  Constructive  Service.  —  "While  judgments  ren- 
dered on  constructive  service  of  process  may,  like  other  judgments, 
be  set  aside,  they  are  specially  provided  for  by  statute  in  some  states/^ 
and  in  some  respects  the  rules  respecting  them  are  different  from  other 
judgments.^^ 

6.  Judgments  In  Rem.  —  A  judgment  in  rem  is  never  so  con- 
clusive upon  the  court  which  rendered  it  as  to  prevent  such  court  from 
vacating  it  for  sufQcient  cause,^^  at  least  before  it  has  been  finally 
executed.^^ 


35.  Ind.— Pitcli  V.  Byall,-  149  Ind. 
554,  49  N.  E.  455.  N.  Y.— Daniels  v. 
Southard,  36  App.  Div.  540,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  692-;  Hoffman  v.  Fish,  18  Abb. 
Pr.  76.  Compare,  Daniels  v.  Southard, 
23  Misc.  235,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  1136. 
N.  C. — Whitehurst  v.  Merchants',  etc. 
Transp.  Co.,  109  N.  C.  342,  13  S.  E. 
937;  Morton  v.  Eippy,  84  N.  C.  611. 
Pa. — McKinney  v.  Brown,  130  Pa.  365, 
18  Atl.  642;  Pantall  v.  Dickey,  123  Pa. 
431,  16  Atl.  789;  Covey  v.  Wheeler,  23 
,Pa.  Co.  Ct.  467;  Weldy  v.  Young,  21 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  15;  Merold  v.  Eush  Town- 
ship, 18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  389;  Brendle  v. 
Gorley,  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  113;  Howe  Sew. 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Larimer,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
660;  Gearhart  v.  Plegal,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
399;  Singer  v.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  2  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  578  (overruling,  in  this  regard, 
Campbell  v.  Evler,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  394); 
Knoblauch  v.  Hefron,  8  Pa.  Dist.  765; 
Ward  V.  Fannon,  7  Kulp-488..  See  also 
Klinger  v.  Koons,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  641. 
S.  C— O'Eourke  v.  Atlantic  Paint  Co., 
91  S.  C.  399,  74  S.  E.  930.  S.  D. 
Garlook  i;.  Calkins,  14  S.  D.  90,  84  N. 
W.  393.  Wis — Wait  v.  Sherman,  61 
Wis.  119,  20  N.  W.  653. 

[a]  "Undoubtedly  the  court  below 
would  be  justified  in  striking  off  the 
judgment  if  it  appears  on  its  face  to 
be  void,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
it  was  entered  upon  a  transcript;  for 
a  void  judgment  is  no  judgment.  It 
would  be  a  mere  blur  upon  the  record 
of  the  Common  Pleas,  a  something 
which  has  no  business  there,  and  that 
court,  having  control  of  its  own  rec- 
ords, could  doubtless  strike  therefrom 
anything  which  had  been  unlawfully 
placed  there."  McKinney  v.  Brown, 
130  Pa.  365,  18  Atl.  642. 
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[b]  "For  all  purposes  except  liens 
the  judgment  still  remains  before  the 
justice,  and  if  it  be  assailed  for  the 
reasons  suggested,  there  is  the  place  to 
attack  it."  Boyd  v.  Miller,  52  Pa.  431. 
See  also  to  the  same  effect,  Laeoek  v. 
White,  19  Pa.  495;  Weldy  v.  Young,  21 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  15. 

[c]  When  the  judgment  of  the  in,- 
ferior  court  has  itself  been  set  aside, 
the  transcript  is  properly  stricken  off. 
Banning  v.  Taylor,  24  Pa.  297. 

[d]  If,  despite  this  rule,  a  court  of 
general  jurisdiction  in  the  office  of 
whose  clerk  a  judgment  of  an  inferior 
court  has  thus  been  docketed  should 
set  such  judgment  aside,  the  proper 
procedure  is  to  apply  to  the  first  named 
court  to  set  aside  its  order  thus  made. 
Whitehurst  v.  Merchants',  etc.  Transp. 
Co.,  109  N.  C.  342,  13  S.  E.  937. 

36.  Ind. — Burns'  Ann.  St.,  Eev.  of 
1914,  §627.  NeT3.— Eev.  St.,  1913,  §7646. 
N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §6846.  Ohio. 
Eoberts  v.  Price,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
681. 

See  also  supra,  XIV,  B,  11. 

[a]  Judgments  or  decrees  of  di- 
vorce obtained  in  this  manner  are  some- 
times excepted  from  the  operation  of 
these  statutes.  See  the  statutes  above 
cited  and  Yorke  v.  Yorke,  3  N.  D. 
343,  353,  55  N.  W.  1095.  But  see  7 
Standaed  Peog.  799. 

37.  See  supra,  XIV,  B,  11;  infra, 
XIV,  E,  2,  e,  (II);  XIV,  E,  2,  f,  (IH). 

38.  McLain  v.  Duncan,  57  Ark.  49, 
20  S.  W.  597;  In  re  City  of  Eoohester, 
136  N.  Y.  83,  32  N.  E.  702,  19  L.  E. 
A.  161. 

See  the  title  "Proceedings  In  Rem." 

39.  In  re  City  of  Eochester,  136  N, 
T.  83,  32  N.  E.  702,  19  L.  B.  A.  161. 
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£.    Proceedings  fob  Relief.  —  1.    On  Court's  Own  Motion.  —  The 

rule  generally  followed  is  that  during  the  term  at  which  a  judgment 
is  rendered  it  may,  good  cause  appearing,  be  opened  or  vacated  by  the 
court  which  rendered  it  upon  its  own  motion.*"  At  a  subsequent  term, 
however,  this  power  of  the  court  is  limited  to  such  of  its  judgments 
as  are  void  upon  their  face.*^ 

2.  On  Application  of  Parties.  —  a.  Nature  of  Application:  —  Por- 
merly  relief  in  such  cases  was  obtained  by  audita  querela,*^  or  by  writ 
of  error  coram  nobis,*^  or  by  a  bill  in  equity.**  However,  the  trend  of 
legislative  and  judicial  effort  has  been  towards  the  end  that  relief 
might  be  had  in  a  summary  proceeding  in  the  cause,*°  with  the  result 


40.  U.  S. — Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v 
SamUton  County,  79  Fed.  575,  25  C. 
C.  A.  94;  Wyler  v.  Union  Pae.  E.  Co., 
89  Fed.  41.  CaL-T-Beher  v.-  Eeed,  166 
Cal.  525,  137  Pae.  263.  Ga. — Jordan 
V.  Tarver,  92  Ga.  379,' 17  S.  E.  351; 
Jones  V.  Garage  Equipment  Co.,  16  Ga. 
App.  596,  85  S.  E.  940.  Ind. — Ray  v. 
Moore,  19  Ind.  App.  690,  49  N.  E. 
1083.  la. — Wolmerstadt  v.  Jacobs,  61 
Iowa  372,  16  N.  W.  217.  Mo.— Smith 
V.  Perkins,  124  Mo.  50,  27  S.  W.  574. 
N.  C. — See  Whitehurst  v.  Merchants', 
etc.  Transp.  Co.,  109  N.  C.  342,  13  S. 
E  937.  Okla. — Georgia  Home  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Halsey,  37  Okla.  678,  133  Pae.  202. 
Tenn. — Timmons  v.  Garrison,  4  Humph, 
148.  Tex. — Blackburn  v.  Knight,  81 
Tex.  326,  16  S.  W.  1075.  W.  Va.— Kelty 
V.  High,  29  "W.  Va.  381,  1  S.  E.  561; 
Smith  V.  Knight,  14  W  Va.  749.  Wis. 
Boutin  V.  Catlin,  101  "Wis.  545,  77  N. 
W.  910.  See  also  Smith  v.  Milwaukee, 
etc.  Co.,  119  "Wis.  336,  96  N.  "W.  823. 

Contra,  Long  v.  Board  of  Commission- 
ers, 5  Okla.  128,  47  Pae.  1063.  And 
see  Smead  Foundry  Co.  v.  Chesbrough, 
18  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  783,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
670. 

[a]  "If  the  .  .  .  judgment  was 
void,  the  court  could  set  it  aside  .  .  ., 
either  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff  in 
that  action,  or  its  own  motion  .  .  .  " 
Morrison  v.  Berlin,  37  "Wash.  600,  79 
Pae.  1114. 

41.  N.  C— Carter  v.  Eountree,  109 
N.  C.  29,  13  S.  E.  716;  Hervey  &  'Co. 
«.  Edmunds,  68  N.  C.  243.  Ore.— "White 
V.  Ladd,  41  Ore.  324,  68  Pae,  739,  93 
Am.  St.  Eep,  732;  Ladd  &  Tilton  v. 
Mason,  10  Ore,  308,  Pa. — Smaltz  v. 
Hancock,  118  Pa.  550,  12  Atl.  464. 
E.  I.— See  In  re  College  Street,  11  E.  I. 
472.- 

Compare,  supra,  XTV,  C,  2,  b,  ("VT); 
infra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d,  (I). 


[a]  The  court  may  of  its  own  mo- 
tion set  aside  a  void  judgment  at  any 
time.  "White  v.  Ladd,  41  Ore.  324,  68 
Pae.  739,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  732. 

42.  Kan. — McMillan  v.  Baker,  20 
Kan.  50.  N.  C. — Foard  v.  Alexander, 
64  .N.  C.  69.  Pa.— Savage  v.  Kelley, 
11  Phila.  525,  32  Leg.  Int.  5;  Stephens 
V.  Stephens,  1  Phila.  108,  7  Leg.  Int. 
183;  Harper  v.  Kean,  11  Serg,  &  E. 
280,  See  also  Fisher  v.  Hestonville, 
etc.  By,  Co,,  185  Pa.  602,  40  Atl,  97; 
North  &  Co,  V.  Yorke,  174  Pa,  349,  34 
Atl,  620;  Curtis  v.  Slosson,  6  Pa,  265. 
Wis. — Spafford  v.  Janesville,  15  Wis. 
474, 

See  3  Standard  Proc,  875, 

[a]  "Formerly  the  remedy  in  such 
eases  was  by  audita  querela;  but  the 
courts  began  about  two  centuries  ago 
to  give  a  more  cheap,  expeditious  and 
equally  efS.eient  remedy  by  motion;  the 
writ  of  audita  querela  has  everywhere 
fallen  into  disuse."  Spafford  v.  Janes- 
ville, 15  Wis,  474, 

43.  Ga. — Swinney  v.  Watkins,  22  Ga. 
570;  Nicholson  v.  Wilborn,  13  Ga.  467, 
Pa.— Savage  v.  Kelley,  11  Phila,  525, 
32  Leg,  Int,  5;  Stephens  v.  Stephens,  1 
Phila,  108,  7  Leg.  Int.  183,  See  also 
Fisher  v.  Hestonville,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  185 
Pa.  602,  40  Atl.  97;  North  &  Co.  v. 
Yorke,  174  Pa,  349,  34  Atl,  620,  Tex. 
Cruger  v.  McCracken,  87  Tex,  584,  30 
S.  W,  537,  Utah. — Elliott  v.  Bastian,. 
11  Utah  452,  463,  40  Pae,  713,  ' 

As  to  writ  of  error  coram  nobis,  see 
infra,  XVI,  C, 

44.  See  infra,  XV;  and  the  titles 
"Bills  of  Review;"  "Bills  To  Impeach 
Judgments  and  Decrees." 

45.  Szerlip  v.  Baier,  21  Misc.  331, 
47  N,  Y.  Supp,  133;  Thompson  v.  Con- 
nell,  31  Ore,  231,  48  Pae,  267,  65  Am, 
St.  Eep.  818. 

[a]     "The  tendency  of  modern  legis- 
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that  these  earlier  remedies  have  been  largely  superseded*^  by  more  ex- 
peditious and  less  expensive  proceedings,  such  as  a  rule*^  or  order  to 
show  cause,*^  or,  as  in  many  states,  by  motion.*®  Frequently,  however, 
the  statutes  provide  that  the  proceedings  shall  be  by  petition  or  com- 


lation  and  practice  has  been  to  greatly 
abridge  the  necessity  for  resort  to 
equity  by  amplifyiiig  and  enlarging  the 
remedies  in  courts  of  law  for  many  of 
the  exigencies  which  formerly  called 
for  equitable  interposition  .  .  . " 
^  Thompson  v.  Connell,  31  Ore.  231,  48 
Pac.  467,  65  Am.  St.  Kep.  818. 

46.  IT.  S. — Pickett's  Heirs  v.  Leger- 
wood,  7  Peters  144,  147,  8  L.  ed.  638. 
Ga.' — Swinney'r.  Watkins,  22  Ga.  570; 
Nicholson  v.  Wilborn,  13  Ga.  467.  HI. 
McKindley  v.  Buck,  43  Til.  488.  Ohio. 
See  Parker  v.  Eobinson,  5  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)  367,  5  Am.  L.  Eec.  189.  Pa. 
Harper  v.  Kean,  11  Serg.  &  E.  280; 
Savage  v.  Kelley,  11  Phila.  525,  32  Leg. 
Int.  5.  S.  C— Hill  V.  Watson,  10  S.  C. 
268,  275.  Utah. — Elliott  v.  Bastian,  11 
Utah  452,  40  Pac.  713.  Wis.— Second 
Ward  Bank  v.  TJpman,  14  Wis.  596. 

47.  Fisher  v.  Hestonville,  etc.  Ey. 
Co.,  185  Pa.  602,  40  Atl.  97  (during 
the  term) ;  Harper  v.  Kean,  11  Serg. 
&  E.  (Pa.)  280;  Stephens  v.  Stephens, 
1  Phila.   (Pa.)   108. 

[a]  In  Pennsylvania  the  proceeding 
is  had  by  a  rule  to  (1)  show  cause  but 
"The  rule  to  open  judgment  and  let 
the  defendant  into  a  defense  is  pe- 
culiar to  Pennsylvania  prattice,  and  is 
a  clear  example  of  our  system  of  ad- 
ministering equity  under  common  law 
forms."  Wilson  v.  Buchanan,  170  Pa. 
'  14,  32  Atl.  620.  See  also  Anderson 
V.  Woodworth,  1  Lack.  L.  N.  (Pa.)  264. 
But  (2)  even  in  Pennsylvania  where 
the  object  is  to  strike  the  judgment 
from  the  record  the  party  may  still 
proceed  by  motion.  Pantall  v.  Dickey, 
123  Pa.  431,  16  Atl.  789.  Compare, 
Drexel's  Appeal,  6  Pa.  272.  And  (3) 
formerly  motion  was  the  proper  remedy 
to  set  aside  a  judgment  even  in  this 
jurisdiction.  Harper  v.  Kean,  11  Serg. 
&  E.  (Pa.)  280;  Stephens  v.  Stephens, 
1  Phila.  108,  7  Leg.  Int.  183. 

48.  N.  J.  Comp.  St.,  1910,  §249,  p. 
4127. 

49.  Ga. — Storey  v.  Weaver,  66  Ga. 
296;  Jones  v.  Killebrew,  55  Ga.  153; 
Fannin  v.  Durdin,  54  Ga.  476,  479.  Idaho. 
Bernhard  v.  Idaho  Bank,  etc.  Co.,  21 
Idaho  598,  123  Pac.  481.  lU.— Mc- 
Kindley V.  Buck,  48  HI.  488;  Lyon  v. 
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Boiloin,  7  HI.  629.  la. — Manning  v.  Fer- 
guson, 103  Iowa  561,  72  N.  W.  762. 
Kan. — ^List  v.  Jockheok,  45  Kan.  349, 
748,  27  Pac.  184.  Mass. — ^Davis  v.  Na- 
tional Life  Ins.  Co.,  187  Mass.  468,  73 
N.  E.  658.  Mo.— Craig  v.  Smith,  65 
Mo.  536;  State  v.  Heinrich,  14  Mo.  App. 
146.  Neb.— Pollock  v.  Boyd,  36  Neb. 
369,  54  N.  W.  560.  N.  H — Claggett 
V.  Simes,  31  N.  H.  56.  N.  Y.— Vilas 
V.  Plattsburgh  &  M.  E.  E.  Co.,  123 
N.  Y.  440,  25  N.  E.  941,  20  ,Am.  St. 
Eep.  771,  9  L.  E.  A.  844;  Elmira  Realty 
Co.  *.  Gibson,  103  App.  Div.  140,  92 
N.  Y.  Supp.  913;  Matthews  v.  Noble, 
25  Misc.  674,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  190; 
Szerlip  v.  Baier,  21  Misc.  331,  47  N. 
Y.  Supp.  133.  N.  C. — Simmons  v.  De- 
fiance Box  Co.,  148  N.  C.  344,  62  S.  E." 
435;  Scott  v.  Mutual,  etc.  Life  Assn., 
137  N.  C.  515,  50  S.  E.  221;  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Scott,  136  N.  C.  157,  48  S.  E. 
581;  Eicaud  v.  Alderman,  132  N.  C. 
62,  43  S.  E.  543;  Clement  v.  Ireland, 
129  N.  C.  220,  39  S.  E.  838;  Everett 
V.  Eeynolds,  114  N.  C.  366,  19  S.  E. 
233;  Carter  v.  Eountree,  109  N.  C.  29, 
13  8.  E.  716;  Grant  v.  Harrell,  109  N. 
C.  78,  13  S.  E.  718;  Whitehurst  v.  Mer- 
chants', etc.  Transp.  Co.,  109  N.  C.  342, 
13  S.  E.  937;  Syme  v.  Trice,  96  N.  C. 
243,  1  S.  E.  480;  Fowler  v.  Poor,  93 
N.  <p.  466;  Mabry  v.  Henry,  83  N.  C. 
298;  Blue  v.  Blue,  79  N.  C.  69;  Har- 
rell V.  Peebles,  79  N.  C.  26;  Doyle  v. 
Brown,  72  N.  C.  393.  See  also  Sum- 
ner V.  Sessoms,  94  N.  0.  371,  377.  N.  D. 
]^ichells  V.  Nichells,  5  N.  D.  125,  64 
N.  W.  73,  57  Am  St.  Eep.  540,  33  L.  E. 
A.  515;  Garr  v.  Speulding,  2  N.  D.  414, 

51  N.  W.  867.    Ohio Fox  «.  Lima  Nat. 

Bank,  11  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  127,  25 
W.  L.  Bui.  28.  S.  C— Wren  v.  John- 
son, 62  S.  C.  533,  540,  40  S.  E.  937; 
Ex  parte  Carolina  Nat  Bank,  56  S.  C. 
12,  33  S.  E.  781;  Ex  parte  Eountree, 
51  S.  C.  405,  411,  29  S.  E.  66;  Crocker 
V.  Allen,  34  S.  C.  452,  13  S.  E.  650, 
27  Am.  St.  Eep.  831;  Hill  v.  Watson, 
10  S.  C.  268.  See  also  Eoberts  v.  Paw- 
ley,  50  S.  C.  491,  27  S.  E.  913.  Tenn. 
Mabry  v.  Cowan,  6  Heisk.  295;  Jones 
V.  Cloud,  4  Coldw.  236;  Bank  of  Ten- 
nessee V.  Skillern,  2  Sneed  698.  Tex. 
Cruger  ■».  McCraeken,  87  Tex.  584,  30 
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plaint  in  certain  designated  eases,*"  and  by  motion  in  other  classes  of 


S.  W.  537;  Krall  v.  Campbell  Print- 
ing Press  Co.,  79  Tex.  556,  15  S.  W. 
565.  Utah. — Elliott  v.  Bastian,  11 
Utah  452,  463,  40  Pac.  713.  See  -also 
Park  V.  Higbee,  6  Utah  414,  24  Pac. 
524.  Va.— Brown  v.  Chapman,  90  Va. 
174,  17  S.  E.  855;  Ballard  v.  Whitlook, 
18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  235.  Wash.— State 
V.  Huston,  32  Wash.  154,  72  Pac.  1015; 
Spokane,  etc.  Lnmb.  Co.  v.  Stanley,  25 
Wash.  653,  66  Pac.  92;  MeCord  v.  Me- 
Cord,  24  Wash.  529,  64  Pac.  748.  Wis. 
Cooley  V.  Gregory,  16  Wis.  303;  Spaf- 
ford  V.  Janesville,  15  Wis.  474.  Wyo, 
Iba  V.  Central  Assn.  of  Wyoming,  5 
Wyo.  355,  40  Pac.  527,  42  Pac.   20; 

[a]  "It  is  well  settled  in  modern 
practice  that  for  facts  arising  after 
judgment,  or  after  the  time  has  passed 
before  judgment  in  which'  the  party 
can  avail  himself  of  them  in  the  action, 
showing  that  the  judgment  ought  not 
to  be  executed  in  whole  or  in  part, 
relief  may  be  given  upon  motion  to 
vacate  the  judgment  .  .  . "  Cooley 
V.  Gregory,  16  Wis.  303. 

[b]  In  Indiana  the  remedy  is  by 
"complaint  or  motion."  Burns'  Ann. 
St.,  1914,  §405.  And  see  Smith  v.  Noe, 
30  Ind.  117. 

[c]  In  Missouri  the  (1)  form  of 
proceeding  to  open  an  interlocutory 
judgment   on   a   default   is   by   motion. 

'  (Eey.  St.,  1909,  §2094,  construed  in 
Shovt'les  V.  Freeman,  81  Mo.  540;  Camp- 
bell V.  Garton,  29  Mo.  343).  But  (2) 
when  the  judgment  has  been  made  final 
the  remedy  is  "by  petition  for  re- 
view" (Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2101).  In  this 
state  it  is  (3)  provided  (Eev.  St.,  1909, 
§2121),  that  a  motion  to  set  aside  shall 
be  the  remedy  for  irregularity.  The 
irregularity,  it  has  been  held,  contem- 
plated by  this  section,  is  one  patent 
on  the  record,  not  one  depending  upon 
proof '  dehors  the  record.  Jeude  v. 
Sims,  258  Mo.  26,  166  S.  W.  1048; 
State  ex  ret  Potter  v.  Eiley,  219  Mo. 
667,  118  S.  W.  647;  Phillips  v.  Evans, 
64  Mo.  17,  20. 

[d]  In  New  York,  where  the  ground 
alleged  is  fraud,  it  is  discretionary  with 
'the  court  to  permit  the  application  to 
be  made  by  motion  or  to  direct  that 
an  independent  action  be  instituted. 
Beards  v.  Wheeler,  76  N.  Y.  213. 

[e]  In  North  Carolina  if  (1)  the 
ground  upon  which  it  is  sought  to  have 
a  judgment  set  aside  is  that  of  fraud 


the  attack  must  be  by  an  independent 
action  and  not  by  motion  in  the  cause. 
Scott  V.  Mutual,  etc.  Life  Assn.,  137 
N.  C.  515,  50  S.  E.  221;  McLeod  f. 
Graham,  132  N.  C.  473,  43  S.  E.  935; 
Ehodes  v.  Ehodes,  125  N.  C.  191,  34 
S.  B.  271;  Uzzle  v.  Vinson,  111  N.  C. 
138,  16  S.  B.  6;  Carter  v.  Eountree,  109 
N.  C.  29,  13  S.  E.  716;  Sharp  v.  Dan- 
ville, etc.  E.  Co.,  106  N.  C.  308,  11 
S.  E.  530;  Smallwood  v.  Trenwith,  110 
N.  C.  91,  14  S.  E.  505;  Moch  v.  Coggin, 
101  N.  C.  366,  7  S.  E.  899;  Fowler  v. 
Poor,  93  N.  0.  466.  But  (2)  in  par- 
tition proceedings  the  attack  may  be 
by  petition  in  the  cause.  Ehodes  v. 
Ehodes,  125  N.  C.  191,  34  S.  E.  271. 

[f]  A  motion  in  the  cause  made 
upon  proper  grounds  will  not  fall  sim- 
ply because  it  contains  allegations  of 
fraud.  These  may  be  treated  as  sur- 
plusage and  the  motion  be  upheld  as 
sufficient  on  the  other  grounds.  Carter 
V.  Eountree,  109  N.  C.  29,  13  S.  E. 
716. 

50.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §4433. 
Ga. — See  'Union  Compress  Co.  v.  Lef- 
fler,  122  Ga.  640,  50  S.  E.  483.  la. 
Code,  1897,  §4094.  Kan.— Dassler 's 
Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6195.  Ky.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1906,  §520.  Neb.— Eev.  Sts., 
1913,  §§8207-8208.  Ohio.— Bates '  Ann. 
St.,  5th  ed.,  §5358,  cited  and  construed 
in  Newman  v.  Desnoye/s,  64  Ohio  St. 
447,  60  N.  E.  572;  Ealston  v.  Wells,  49 
Ohio  St.  298,  30  N.  E.  784;  Kings- 
borough  V.  Tousley,  56  Ohio  St.  450, 
460,  47  N.  E.  541;  Fox  v.  Lima  Nat. 
Bank,  11  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  127,  25 
W.  L.  Bui.,  28;  Wellman  v.  Wellman,  9 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  72,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  61. 
Okla. — Phoenix  Bridge  Co.  v.  Street,  9 
Okla.  422,  60  Pac.  221,  involving  Civ. 
Code,  St.,  1893,   §§586,  590. 

See  generally  the  statutes,  and  infra, 
XV. 

[a]  Under  the  Iowa  statute  the 
proceedings  are  commenced  as  in  an 
original  action.  Perry  v.  Kaspar,  113 
Iowa  268,   85  N.  W.  22. 

[b]i  In  Washington,  where  the  pro- 
ceeding is  by  petition  in  certain  oases, 
it  is  provided  that  all  proceedings  be 
conducted  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the 
same  manner  as  an  original  action,  ex- 
cept that  the  allegations  in  the  petition 
shall  be  deemed  denied  without  an- 
swer. Eoberts  v.  Shelton  E.  E.  Co., 
21  Wash.  427,  58  Pae.  576. 
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eases.^*  As  to  whether  these  statutory  remedies  a^re  exclusive,  the 
authorities  are  in  confliet.^^  An  application  for  this  relief  is,  as  re- 
gards its  intrinsic  nature,  analogous  to  a  proceeding  in  equity;  it  is 
addressed  to  the  discretionary  or  equitable  side,  of  the  court®^  and  is 


[c]  In  Georgia  the  remedy  by  mo- 
tion is  limited  by  the  code  to  cases 
where  the  defect  appears  on ,  the  face 
of  the  record,  but  if  the  irregularities 
are  of  a  nature  which  could  have  been 
taken  advantage  of  by  motion  at,  com- 
mon law,  the  same  relief  may  be  ob- 
tained by  petition.  Union  Compress 
Co.  V.  Leffler,  122  Ga.  640,  50  S.  E. 
483.  Compare,  Lawton  v.  Branch,  62 
Ga.  350;  Dugan  v.  McGlann,  60  Ga. 
353;  Boston  v.  Cummins,  16  Ga.  102; 
Wiley  V.  Kelsey,  13  Ga.  223,  236; 
Stroup  V.  Sullivan,  2  Ga.  275,  '46  Am. 
Dec.  389. 

51.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §4432. 
la.— Code,  1897,  §4093.  Kan. — Dass- 
ler's  Gen.  Sts.,  1909,  §6194.  Neb. 
Eev.  Sts.,  1913,  §§8207-8.  Ohio.— Bates' 
Ann.  St.,  5th  ed.,  §§5354,  5357,  5358,' 
cited  and  construed  in  Newman  v.  Des- 
noyers,  64  Ohio  St.  447,  60  N.  E.  572; 
Ealston  v.  Wells,  49  Ohio  St.  298,  30 
N.  E.  784;  Braden  v.  Hoffman,  46  Ohio 

'St.  639,  22N.  E.  930;  Fox  v.  Lima  Nat. 
Bank,  11  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  127,  25 
W.  L.  Bui.  28.  See  also  Wellman  v. 
Wellman,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  72,  6  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  61;  Glass-Erdell  Paper  Co.  v. 
Tel.  Pub.  Co.,  11  Ohio  Deo.  (Eeprint) 
899,  30  W.  L.  Bui.  369.  Okla.— Phoenix 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Street,  9  Okla.  422,  ,60 
Pac.  221.  Wash. — GrifBth  v.  Maxwell, 
25  Wash.  658,  66  Pac.  106;  Sturgis  v. 
Dart,  23  Wash.  244,  62  Pac.  858. 

[a]  Grounds  for  Both  Proceedings. 
Should  a  case  arise  in  such  a  juris- 
diction where  a  party  has  grounds  for 
relief  both  by  motibn  and  on  petition, 
it  has  been  held,  that  he  need  not 
institute  two  separate  proceedings,  but 
mav  join  both  grounds  in  his  petition. 
Williams  v.  Breen,  25  Wash.  666,  66 
Pac.  103.  ■ 

[b]  For  Unauthorized  Appearance. 
The  proper  method  of  setting  aside  a 
judgment  where  an  unauthorized  ap- 
pearance has  been  made,  is  by  motion. 
Vilas  V.  Plattsburgh  &  M.  E.  Co.,  123 
N.  Y.  440,  25  N.  E.  941,  20  Am.  St. 
Eep.  771,  9  L.  E.  A.  844,  citing  Critch- 
fieia  V.  Porter,  3  Ohio  518.  But  as  to 
right  to  resort  to  equity  in  such  case, 
see  infra,  XV. 

52.  Exclusive     Remedy. — Ex     parte 
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Carolina  Nat.  Bank,  56  S.  C.  12, 
33  S.  E.  781;  Peyton  v.  Peyton,  28 
Wash.  278,  301,  68  Pac.  757. 

[a]  Not  Exclusive. — ^List  v.  Jock- 
heck,  45  Kan.  349,  748,  27  Pae.  184; 
Wheeler  v.  White,  2  Ohio  Dee.  (Ee- 
print) 584,  4  W.  L.  M.  110. 

As  to  right  to  resort  to  equity  rather 
than  motion  or  other  remedy  at  law, 
see  infra,  XV. 

53.  m.— Fields  V.  Brown,  89  HI. 
App.   287.     N.   D. — ^Wheeler  «.   Castor, 

11  N.  D.  347,  92  N.  W.  381,  61  L.  E. 
A.  746.  Pa. — Commonwealth  v.  Mel- 
let,  196  Pa.  243,  46  Atl.  434;  Lytle  v. 
Hoover,  175  Pa.  408,  34  Atl.  734;  Hun- 
ter V.  Mahoney,  148  Pa.  232,  23  Atl. 
1004;  Kelber  v.  Pittsburgh  Nat.  Plow 
Co.,  146  Pa.  485,  23  Atl.  335;  Wise'f 
Appeal,  99  Pa.  193;  Sniveley  v.  Fisher, 
21  Pa.  Super.  56;  O'Brien  v.  Sylvester, 

12  Pa.  Super.  408;  Knarr  v.  Elgren,  7 
Sad.  172,  9  Atl.  875;  Chandler  v.  Ben- 
nett, 3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  155;  Savage  v.  Kel- 
ley,  11  Phila.  525,  32  Leg.  Int.  5;  Mc- 
Anulty  V.  Nat.  Life  Assn.,  6  Lack.  Leg. 
N.  128.  See  also  Gazzam  ^'.  Eeading, 
202  Pa.  231,  51  Atl.  1000;  Fisher  v. 
Hestonville,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  185  Pa.  602, 
40  Atl.  97;  Welton  v.  Littlejohn,  163 
Pa.  205,  29  Atl.  871;  Gottlieb  v.  Mid- 
dleberg,  23  Pa.  Super.  525;  Zartman 
V.  Spangler,  21  Pa.  Super.  647;  Nat. 
Mut.  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Kondrak,  9  Kulp 
14.  S.  D.— Parszyk  v.  Mach,  10  S.  D. 
555,  74  N.  W.  1027.  Tex.— Cochrane 
r.  Middleton,  13  Tex.  275.  Utah. 
Blyth  &  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15 
Utah  345,  49  Pae.  1027.  Wash. — Tacoma 
Lumber,  etc.  Co.  v.  Wolff,  7  Wash.  478, 
35  Pac.  115. 

See  infra,  XIV,  E,  2,  h,   (II). 

[a]  "A  motion  to  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment ...  is,  in  effect,  the  same  as 
a  bill  to  set  a  judgment  aside  .  .  ." 
Blyth  &  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15 
Utah  345,  49  Pac.  1027. 

[b]  "A  motion  to  vacate  a  judg- 
ment is  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in 
equity  and  the  judgment  defendant 
can  only  have  such  relief  as  he  or 
she  is  equitably  entitled  to."  Fields 
V.  Brown,  89  111.  App.'  287. 

[c]  The  control  exercised  by  a 
court   over   its   own   judgment,   during 
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to  be  determined  upon  equitable  principles.^^  Generally  it  is  not  an 
independent  action  but  is  instead  a  special  proceeding  in  the  cause."^ 
As  regards  its  effect  or  the  relief  obtained  it  is  similar  to  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial.*'^  It  is  a  direct  attack  upon  the  judgment,^'  as  indeed  it 
must  be  where  the  judgment  is  voidable  merely.^^ 

b.  Where  Commenced.  —  It  is  a  generally  recognized  rule  that  a 
judgment  may  only  be  opened  or  vacated  by  the  court  which  rendered 
j^_59    Thus,  an  application  to  set  aside  the  judgment  of  an  appellate 


the  term  at  which  it  was  rendered,  is 
a  common-law  right.  "But  at  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term  .  .  .  the  -further 
control  over  it  for  that  purpose  (to 
set  it  aside)  is  equitable,  and  was  as- 
serted originally  in  a  bill  in  chancery. ' ' 
Fisher  v.  Hestonville,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  185 
Pa.  602,  40  Atl.  97.        / 

[d]  "The  remedy  on  motion  to 
open  judgment  and  let  defendant  in  to 
defend  is  a  substitute,  not  an  exact 
equivalent  for  the  more  formal  and 
cumbersome  writs  of  audita  querela  and 
error  coram  nobis.  Its  nature  is  rather 
that  of  a  bill  in  chancery  .  .  . "  Sav- 
age V.  Kelley,  11  Phila.  525,  32  Leg. 
Int.  5. 

54.  N.  Y. — Vilas  v.  Plattsburgh,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  123  N.  y.  440,  25  N.  E.  941, 
20  Am.  St.  Eep.  771,  9  L.  E.  A.  844. 
N.  D.— Wheeler  v.  Castor,  11  N.  D. 
347,  92  N.  W.  381,  61  L.  E.  A.  746. 
Pa. — Kelber  f.  Pittsburg  Nat.  Plow 
Co.,  146  Pa.  485,  23  Atl.  335;  Eehm 
V.  Frank,  16  Pa.  Super.  175.  See  also 
Knarr  v.  Elgren,  7  Sad.  172,  9  Atl.  875. 
Tex.— Foster  v.  Martin,  20  Tex.  118; 
Cochrane  v.  Middleton,  13  Tex.  275. 

See  infra,  XIV,  E,  2,  h,  (II). 

55.  la. — Johnson,  etc.  Co.  v.  Nash- 
Wright  Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96  N.  W.,760. 
N.  C— Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136  N. 
C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581.  Ohio.— Bever  v. 
Beardmore,  40  Ohio  St.  70,  78;  Fox 
V.  Lima  Nat.  Bank,  11  Ohio  Dec.  (Ee- 
print)   127,  25  W.'L.  BuL  28. 

See  also  Whitehead  v.  Post,  2  Ohio 
Dec.  468.  But  see  List  v.  Joekheck, 
45  Kan.  349,  748,  27  Pac.  184. 

Compare,  supra,  XIII,  D,  2,  a. 

[a]  In  Ohio  this  proceeding  should 
not,  as  regards  this  feature,  be  son- 
fused  with  an  application  for  a  new 
trial  under  Bates'  Ann.  Sts.,  5th  ed., 
§5309,  which  is  considered  as  an  inde- 
pendent and  original  action.  Fox  v. 
Lima  Nat.  Bank,  11  Ohio  Dec.  (Ee- 
print)  127,  25  W.  L.  Bui.  28. 

As  to  independent  proceedings  in 
equity,  see  infra,  XV. 


56.  F,oster  v.  Martin,  20  Tex.  118. 
See  also  Fox  v.  Lima  Nat.  Bank,  11 
Ohio  Deo.  (Eeprint)  127,  25  W.  L.  Bui. 
28,  and  the  title   "New  Trial." 

57.  CaL — Peoj)le  v.  Greene,  74  Cal. 
400,  16  Pac.  197,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  448. 
Compare,  People  v.  Norris,  14^  Cal.  422, 
77  Pac.  998.  N.  C— Simmons  v.  De- 
fiance Box'  Co.,  148  N.  C.  344,  62  S.  E. 
435;  Eicaud  v.  Alderman,  132  N.  C. 
62,  43  S.  E.  543.  Pa.— Milleisen  v. 
Senseman,  4  Pa.  Super.  455.  See  also 
Drexcl  'a  Appeal,  6  Pa.  272.  Tex. 
Mikes  ka  v.  Leon,  63  Tex.  44;  Fendrick 
V.  Shea,  1  Tex.  Civ.  Cas.,  §912. 

58.  Mikeska  v.  Leon,  63  Tex.  44; 
Fleming  v.  Seeligson,  57  Tex.  524. 

As  to  collateral  attack  on  judgments, 
see  infra,  XVII,  A. 

59.  XJ.  S.— Elder  v.  Eichmond,  etc. 
Min.  Co.,  58  Fed.  536,  7  C.  C.  A.  354^ 
Ala.— Bagby  v.  Chandler,  8  41a.  23,0. 
Colo. — Comet  Con.  Min.  Co.  v.  Frost,  15 
Colo.  310,  25  Pac.  506.  Ga.— Haskens 
V.  State,  114  Ga.  837,  40  S.  E.  997; 
Brady  v.  Brady,  71  Ga.  71,  77.  111. 
Lyon  V.  Boilvin,  7  HI.  629.  See  also 
McKindley  v.  Buck,  43  111.  488.  Ind. 
Plunkett  V.  Black,  117  Ind.  14,  i  19 
N.  E.  537.  Minn.— Buffham  v.  Perkins, 
43  Minn.  158,  44  N.  W.  1150;  Crosby  v. 
Farmer,  39  Minn.  305,  40  N.  W.  71. 
Mo.— Bradley  v.   Welch,   100   Mo.    258, 

12  S.  W.  911.     Neb State  v.  Duncan, 

37  Neb.  631,  56  N.  W.  214.  N.  H. 
Claggett_  V.  Simes,  31  N.  II.  56.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Directors  of  Broadway  Ins.  Co.^ 
23  App.  Div.  282,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  299. 
N.  C. — Simmons  v.  Defiance  Box  Co., 
148  N.  'C.  344,  62  S.  E.  435;  Flowers 
V.  King,  145  N.  C.  234,  58  S.  E.  1074; 
Koonce  v.  Butler,  84  N.  C.  221,  226; 
Harrell  v.  Peebles,  79  N.  C.  26.  N.  D. 
Eev.  Code,  1905,  §6766;  Garr  v.  Spauld- 
ing,  2  N.  D.  414,  51  N.  W.  867.  See 
also  Nichells  v.  Nichells,  5  N.  D.  125, 
64  N.  W.  73,  33  L.  E.  A.  515,  57  Am. 
St.  Eep.  540.  Ohio. — Carey  v.  Kemper, 
45  Ohio  St.  93,  11  N.  E.  130.  Pa.— Me- 
Kinney  v.  Brown,  130  Pa.  365,  18  AtV 
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tribunal  must  be  addressed  to  that  court,®"  and  an  appellate  court  may 
not  entertain  an  application  to  vacate  or  set  aside  a  judgment  of  a 
trial  court,^^  unless  it  is  expressly  authorized  to  do  so  by  statute.^^ 
For  the  same  reason  any  attack  upon  the  judgment  of  an  inferior  court 
even  though  a  transcript  thereof  be  filed  in  a  higher  court  must  be 
made  in  the  former  rather  than  the  latter.^^ 

c.  Parties.  —  (I.).  The  Applicant. —  (A.)  GENEEAii  Eule.  — It  is  a  gen- 
erally accepted  rule  that  the  applicant  for  relief  must  be  a  record 
party  to  the  action  in  which  the  judgment  attacked  was  rendered,^* 
and  that  a  stranger  to  the  record  will  not  be  heard  on  such  a  pro- 


642.  See  also  Boyd  v.  Miller,  52  Pa. 
431;  Wilson  t).  Hayes,  18  Pa.  354.  R.  I. 
See  also  In  re  College  Street,  11  E.  I. 
472.  S.  C. — Thew  «.  Southern  Porce- 
lain Mfg.  Co.,  8  S.  C.  286;  Posey  v. 
Underwood,  1  Hill  262^  Tex. — Metzger 
V.  Wendler,  35  Tex.  378.  See  also 
Cruger  v.  McCraoken,  87  Tex.  584,  30 
S.  W.  537.  Vt.— Scott  V.  Stewart,  5 
Vt.  57.  W.  Va.— Carlon's  Admr.  v. 
EufEner,  12  "W.  Va.  297.  See  also  Gil- 
bert-Arnold Land  Co.  v.  O'Hare,  93 
Wis.  194,  67  N.  W.  38. 

[a]     "One  circuit  court  has  no  jur- 


isdiction, to  open,  ' . 


or'  'set  aside' 


'the  judgment  of  another  cir- 
cuit.' "  Cardinal  v.  Eau  Claire  Lumb. 
Co.,  75  Wis.  404,  44  N.  W.  761. 

[,b]  "It  woul^  violate  all  rules  of 
judicial  procedure,  as  well  as  common 
courtesy,  for  one  court  to  overhaul  a 
judgment  which  remains  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  that  rendered 
it."     Boyd^r.  Miller,  52  Pa.  431. 

[c]  Wiere  a  judgment  Is  reversed 

and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions 
to  render  a  judgment  in  accordance 
with  the  opinion  of  the  appellate  court, 
the  judgment  rendered  pursuant  to  that 
opinion  should  be  proceeded  against  in 
the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  for 
the  reason  that  it  is  a  judgment  not 
of  the  appellate  court,  but  of  the  trial 
court  and  it  is  only  over  their  own 
judgments  that  courts  may  exercise 
this  power  of  opening  or  vacating. 
"A  judgment  is  rendered  by  the  court 
that  hears  the  case  and  applys  the 
law  to  it;  and  it  is  immaterial  in  this 
regard  from  what  source  it  derived  its 
knowledge  of  the  law  applicable  to  the 
case."  Carey  v.  Kemper,  45  Ohio  St. 
93,  11   N.  E.  130. 

[d]  In  inferior  courts  this  same  rule 
applies.  Boyd  v.  Miller,  52  Pa.  431; 
Covey  V.  Wheeler,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  467; 
Weldy  V.   Young,   21   Pa.   Co.   Ct.   15; 
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Whitehurst  v.  Merchants',  etc.  Transp. 
Co.,  109  N.  C.  342,  13  S.  E.  937;  Neville 
V.  Pope,  95  N.  C.  346. 

[e]  Court  must  act  within  the 
county  (1)  where  judgment  was  ren- 
dered (Godwin  v.  Monds,  101  N.  C. 
354,  7  S.  B.  793;  Birdsey  v.  Harris,  68 
N.  C.  92),  except  (2)  by  consent  of 
the  parties  which  must  be  made  in 
some  manner  to  appear  from  the  rec- 
ords, as  by  written  stipulation  filed, 
or  by  a  recital  to  that  effect  in  the 
order  determining  the  application.  God- 
win V.  Monds,.  101  N.  C.  354,"  7  S.  E. 
793.  See  also  Skinner  v.  Terry,  107  N". 
C.  103,  12  S.  E.  118. 

60.  Thew  V.  Southern  Porcelain  Mfg. 
Co.,  8  S.  C.  286. 

61.  Veeder  v.  Baker,  83  N.  T.  163. 

62.  Kirby's  Dig.  (ArkO,  1904, 
§4426;  Eev.  Laws  (Haw.),  1905,  §1867. 

63.  Mabbett  v.  Vick,  53  Wis.  158, 
10  N.  W.  84.     ^ 

See  also  supra,  XIV,  A,  2. 

64.  Cal.— Smith  v.  Roberts,  1  Cal. 
App.  148,  81  Pac.  1026.  Ga.— Mer- 
chants', etc.  Bank  v.  Haiman,  80  Ga. 
624,  5  S.  E.  795;  Cathing  v.  State,  62 
Ga.  243.  m.—In  re  Burdick,  162  HI.  \ 
48,  44  N.  E.  413.  N.  Y.— Lowler  v. 
New  York,  26  Barb.  262,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
484,  15  How.  Pr.  123.  N.  J.— Leon- 
ard V.  New  York  Bag  Co.,  ?8  N.  J.  Eq. 
192;  Ward  v.  Mohtclair  Ey.  Co.,  26  N. 
J.  Eq.  260.  N.  C— Uzzle  v.  Vinson, 
111  N.  C.  138,  16  S.  E.  6;  Hervey  & 
Co.  V.  Edmunds,  68  N.  C.  243.  Okla. 
See  Brown  v.  Massey,  13  Okla.  670,  76 
Pac.  226.  Pa. — Woods  v.  Irwin,  141  Pa. 
278,  293,  21  Atl.  603,  23  Am.  St.  Eep. 
282;  Harper  v.  Biles,  115  Pa.  594,  8 
Atl.  466;  Milleisen  v.  Senseman,  4  Pa- 
Super.  455;  Philadelphia  v.  Fraley,  2 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  439.  E.  I. — See  also  Pierce 
V.  Probate  Court,  19  E.  I.  472,  34  Atl. 
992.  S.  D.— Brettell  v.  Deffebach,  6 
S.  D.  21,  60  N.  W.  167.    Tenn.— Pettit 
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ceeding,"'  except  in  those  cases  where  a  statute  permits  it.^^    That  the 
applicant  is  a  record  party,  however,  whether  he  be  a  plaintiff,^^  or  a 


V.  Cooper,  9  Lea  21.  Vt. — Eobinson  V. 
Steve-s'  Admr.,  63  Vt.  555,  22  Atl.  80. 
Wash. — Kuhn  v.  Mason,  24  "Wash.  94, 
64  Pac.  182.  Wis.— Pier  v.  Oneida  Co., 
124  Wis.  398,  102  N.  W.  912;  Aetna 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Aldrich,  38  Wis.  107;  Bean 
V.  Fisher,  14  "V^is.  57;  Packard  v.  Smith, 
9  Wis.  184.  See  also  Gray  v.  Gates,  37 
Wis.  614. 

[a]  This  rule  is  restricted  to  cases 
where  the  attack  is  a  direct  one  and 
■when  such  a  judgment  is  offered  in 
evidence  or  sought  in  any  planner  to 
be  enforced  against  strangers,  as  to 
whom  it  is  not  res  adjudicata,  they 
may  \hj  a  collateral  assault  impeach 
it  for  fraud  or  collusion.  In  re  Bur- 
dick,  162  m.  48,  44  N.  B.  418. 

[b]  Defendant  as  against  whom  a 
suit  has  been  discontinued  is  not  a 
proper  party  to  an  application  to  open 
the  judgment  obtained  in  such  suit. 
Hathaway  v.  Fullerton,  11  Wis.  287. 

[c]  "it  is  well  settled  that  a 
stranger  to  an  action  has  no  right  to 
disturb  a  judgment  by  a  motion  to 
vacate  it  without  first  having  obtained 
the  status  of  a  party  .  .  ."  Pier  v. 
Oneida  Co.,  124  Wis.  398,  102  N.  W. 
912. 

[d]  A  receiver  of  a  corporation 
against  which  an  action  had  been  in- 
stituted is  a  proper  party  to  a  motion 
to  vacate  the  judgment  rendered  in 
such  action.  Denton  v.  Merchants  Nat. 
Bank,  18  Wash.  387,  51  Pac.  473. 

[e]  A.  obtains  a  judgment,  estab- 
lishing his  lien  upon  certain  property, 
against  B.  Subsequently  A.  sues  C. 
for  conversion  of  this  property  where-, 
upon  C.  makes  application  to  the  court 
to  set  aside  the  judgment  against  B. 
It  was  held  that  he  did  not  have  such 
an  interest,  at  least  no  such  record  in- 
terest, as  would  constitute  him  a  proper 
party  to  such  a  proceeding.  Eobinson 
V.  Stevens'  Admr.,  63  Vt.  555,  22  Atl. 
80. 

[f]  In  Pennsylvania  a  subsequent 
judgment  creditor  may  not  apply  to 
have  a  judgment  against  his  debtor 
opened.  The  proper  practice  is  to  cite 
th^  plaintiff  and  the  sheriff  to  show 
cause  why  the  money  raised  at  the 
sale  under  the  execution  issuing  out  of 
the  original  action  should  not  be  paid 
into  court  and  then  proceed  to  dispute 


the  validity  of  the  judgment.     Moore 
V.  Dunn,  147  Pa.  359,  23  Atl.  596. 

65.  TJ.  S.— Shefaeld  Furnace  Co.  v. 
Witherow,  149  U.  S.  574,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
936,  37  L.  ed.  853;  Foster  v.  Mansfield 
C,  &  L.  M.  E.  Co.,  146  U.  S.  88,  13 
Sup..Ct.  28,  36  L.  ed.  899.  Cal.— Smith 
V.  Eoberts,  1  Cal.  App.  148,  81  Pac. 
1026.  Ga.^-Suwannee  Turp.  Co.  v.  Bax- 
ter, 109  Ga.  597,  35  S.  E.  142;  Tarver 
V.  New  England  Mortg.  Sec.  Co.,  96 
Ga.  536,  23  S.  E.  507.  See  also  Cath- 
ing  V.  State,  62  Ga.  243.  HI.— West 
V.  Carter,  129  111.  249,  21  N.  B.  782. 
Ind. — Cassel  v.  Case,  14  Ind.  393.  la. 
Wood  V.  Wood,  136  lo-sya  128,  113  N. 
W.  492;  Coleman  v.  Case,  66  Iowa  534, 
24  N.  W.  31.  Mich. — People  ex  rel. 
Hyde  V.  Judges  of  Cir.  Ct.,  1  Doug.  417. 
Neb.— Powell  v.  McDowell,  16  Neb.  424, 
20  N.  W.  271.  N.  C— McDonald  v. 
McBryde,  117  N.  C.  125,  23  S.  E.  103; 
Walton  i;.. McKesson,  101  N.  C.  428,  7  S. 
E.  566;  Walton  v.  Walton,  80  N.  C.  26; 
Smith  V.  Newborn,  73  N.  G.  303.  Pa. 
Drexel's  Appeal,  6  Pa.  272;  Milleisen 
V.  Senseman,  4  Pa.  Stiper.  455;  Phila- 
delphia V.  Fraley,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  439; 
Coleman's  Petition,  4  Clark  199.  Wis. 
Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Aldrich,  38  Wis.  107; 
Bean  v.  Fisher,  14  Wis.,  57. 

[a]  Trustees  of  a  mortgage  may  not 
have  a  judgment  against  the  mort- 
gagor set  aside.  Indianapolis  D.  &  W. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Crockett,  2  Ind.  App;  136, 
28  N.  E.  222. 

[b]  The  assignee  of  a  defendant 
was  refused  a  standing  in  court  upon 
an  application  for  this  relief,  in  Jacobs 
V.  Burgwyn,  63  N.   C.  196. 

66.  N.  T.  Code  Civ.  Proe.,  §1285. 
See  Milleman'  v.  New  York,  18  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  542;  Outwater  v.  New 
York,  18  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  572. 

67.  Cal. — Grannis  v.  Superior  Court, 
146  Cal.  245,  79  Pac.  891,  106  Am.  St. 
Eep.  23;  Thompson  v.  Alford,  128  Cal. 
227,  60  Pac.  686;  Lemon  v.  Hubbard, 
10  Cal.  App.  471,  102  Pac.  554.  N.  Y. 
Weston  V.  Citizens  Nat.  Bank,  88  App. 
Div.  330,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  743.  N.  0. 
See  Sikes  v.  Weatherly,  110  N.  C.  131, 
14  S.  E.  511.  Pa.— Woods  v.  Irwin,  14i 
Pa.  278,  293,  21  Atl.  603,  23  Am.  St.  ' 
Eep.  282;  Milleisen  v.  Benseman,  4  Pa. 
Super.  455.  See  also  Herdic  v.  Wood- 
ward, 75  Pa.  479.      S.    0. — ^Turner    v. 
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defendant,^'  or  an  unnecessary  party,^^  is  ordinarily  sufficient,  even 
though  he  seeks  to  have  set  aside  a  judgment  rendered  in  his  own 
favor.''" 

(B.)  Limitations  and  Exceptions.  — In  some  instances  the  general 
rule  has  been  relaxed  to  the  extent  of  permitting  one  in  privity  with 
a  record  party"  or  who  is  possessed  of  rights  or  equities  which  are 
directly  and  injuriously  affected,  to  seek  relief  in  this  manner,"  and 


Foreman,  47  S.  0.  31,  24  S.  E.  989, 
involving  Eev.  St.,  1872,  Part  III,  ch. 
CV,  §2,  p.  497.  S.  D.— Ormsby  v.  Con- 
rad, 4  S.  D.  599,  57  N.  W.  778. 

[a]  Only  by  Party  Who  Is  Preju- 
diced.— An  application  to  set  aside  or 
vacate  a  jiidgment  because  of  an  al- 
leged irregularity  may  be  urged  only 
by  a  party  prejudiced  thereby.  Haver- 
meyer  v.  Brooklyn  Sugar  Co.,  13  N.  Y. 
Supp.  873;  Hinsdale  v.  Hawley,  89  N. 
C.  87;  Hervey  &  Co.  ■;;.  Edmunds,  68 
N.  C.  243;  Jacobs  ®.  Burgwyn,  63  N.  C. 
196. 

68.  Grannis  v.  Superior  Court,  146 
Cal.  245,  79  Pac.  891,  106  Am.  St.  Eep. 
23;  Lemon  v.  Hubbard,"  10  Cal.  App. 
471,  102  Pac.  554;  Milleisen  v.  Sense- 
man,  4  Pa.  Super.  455.  See  also  Woods 
V.  Irwin,  141  Pa.  278,  293,  21  Atl.  603, 
23  Am.  St.  Eep.  282. 

[a]  Interpleader. — An  apparent  ex- 
ception to  the  general  rule  just  stated 
is  presented  by  a  case  in  which  a  third 
party  is  ordered,  at  a  defendant's  in- 
stance, to  interplead  with  the  plaintiff; 
in  such  a  ease  the  original  defendant 
is  thereafter,  at  least  so  far  as  an 
application  for  this  relief  is  concerned, 
a  stranger  to  the  action  within  the 
meaning  of  the  general  rule  above. 
Lippman  v.  Warren,  94  Mo.  App.  486, 
68  S.  W.  225. 

69.  It  is  not  essential  that  a  de- 
fendant seeking  to  have  a  judgment  set 
aside  should  have  been  a  necessary 
party  to  the  action  in  which  such  judg- 
ment was  rendered.  It  is  enough  that 
he  was  made  so.  Sikes"  v.  Weatherly, 
110  N.  C.  131,  14  S.  E.  511. 

70.  Cal.— Thompson  v.  Alford,  128 
Cal.  227,  60  Pac.  686;  Braekett  v. 
Banegas,  99  Cal.  623,  34  Pac.  344. 
Conn. — Porter  v.  Orient  Insurance  Co., 
72  Conn.  519,  45  Atl.  7.  Mo.~Down- 
ing  V.  Still,  43  Mo.  309.  N.  Y — Mont- 
gomery V.  Ellis,  6  How.  Pr.  326;  Weston 
V.  Citizens '  Nat.  Bank,  88  App.  Div.  330, 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  743;  Graef  v.  Bernard, 
7  Misc.  246,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  263.  Pa. 
Herdic  v.  Woodward,  75  Pa.  479,  '  lex. 
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Eichardson  v.  EUett,  10  Tex.  190.  Wash. 
Dane  v.  Daniel,  28  Wash.  155,  68,  Pac. 
446. 

[a]  A  plaintiff  who  has  procured  a 
default  to  be  entered  may  (1)  have 
the  same  set  aside  (Thompson  v.  Al- 
ford, ,128  Cal.  227,  60  Pac.  686),  where 
he  (2)  discovers  that  the  initial  process 
was  defective  (Eichardson  v.  Ellett, 
10  Tex.  190),  or  (3)  that  he  has  been 
proceeding  upon  an  erroneous  theory 
and  he  desires  to  amend.  Herdic  v. 
Woodward,  75  Pa.  479. 

71.  Dimiok  v.  Deringer,  32  Cal.  488; 
In  re  Burdick,  162  111.  48,  44  N.  B. 
413. 

-[a]  In  a  suit  against  A.  and  B.  and 
other  "unknown  owners"  -of  real  es- 
tate C.  was  permitted,  as  an  "unknown 
owner,"  to  come  in  and  move  the 
court  to  vacate  its  judgment.  Gray  v. 
Gates,  37  Wis.  614. 

72.  Ala — Alabama  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Mary  Lee  Co.,  108  Ala.  288,  19  So. 
404;  Alabama  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Keever,  112  Ala.  134,  20  So.  84;  Gay 
■V.  Brierfield  Iron  Co.,  94  Ala.  303,  11 
So.  353.  HI.— In  re  Burdick,  162  111. 
48,  44  N.  E.  413.  N.  Y.— Ladd  v.  Stev- 
enson, 112  N.  Y.  325,  19  N.  B.  842,  8 
Am.  St.  Eep.  748;  Marshall  o.  McGee, 
33  Hun  354.  Pa. — Stephens  v.  Stephens, 
1  Phila.  108,  7  Leg.  Int.  183.  See  also 
Entenman  v.  Keebler,  13  Phila.  56. 
S.  C— Posey  v.  Underwood,  1  Hill  262. 
Tex. — See  Moser  v.  Hussey,  67  Tex. 
456,  3  S.  W.  688.  Wash.— Scott  v. 
Hanford,  37  Wash.  5,  79  Pac.  481. 

[a]  In  Ladd  v.  Stevenson,  112  N. 
Y.  325,  19  N.  E.  842,  8  Am.  St.  Eep. 
748,  it  was  said  that  the  court  "may 
open  them  (its  judgments)  upon  the 
application  of  anyone,  in  the  further- 
ance of  justice." 

[bj  A  landlord,  against  whose  ten- 
ant a  default  judgment  has  been  ren- 
dered in  an  action  of  ejectment,  may 
ask  for  this  relief.  Dimiok  v.  Dering- 
er, 32  Cal.  488.  See  also  Moser  v.  Hus- 
sey, 67  Tex.  456,  3  S.  W.  688. 
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it  has  been  held  that  a  person  who  has  a  substantial  interest  in  the 
matter  may  become  a  party  by  intervention.^^  So  also  where  the  rec- 
ord party  is  only  the  nominal  and  not  the  real  party  in  interest,  the 
latter  ^lU  be  treated  as  having  a  standing  in  court  on  an  application 
of  this  sort.''*  It  is  sometimes  provided  by  statute  that  not  only  a 
record  party,  but  any  one  afPeeted  by  a  void  judgment,  may  apply  to 
the  court  to  have  such  judgment  set  aside.^^  Although  a  creditor  of 
a  party  against  whom  a  judgment  has  been  rendered  may,  under  some 
circumstances,  apply  to  the  court  for  this  relief,  the  mere  fact  that 
the  applicant  stands  in  that  relation  to  the  defendant  and  that  the 
judgment,  if  undisturbed,  will  diminish  his  fund,  will  not  give  him 
standing  in  court  on  a  proceeding  to  obtain  this  relief.''*  Should  the 
attacking  creditors,  however,  proceed  upon  the  ground  of  fraud  or 
collusion,  he  will  be  entitled  to  be  heard  and,  after  a  sufficient  show- 
ing, the  judgment  may  be  opened  at  his  instance.^' 


73.  Walker  v.  Equitable  Mtg.  Co., 
114  Ga.  862,  40  S.  E.  1010. 

74.  IT.  Y. — Jakobi  v.  Gorman,  2 
Mise.  190,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  762.  S.  D. 
Brettell  v.  Deffebach,  7  S.  D.  21,  60 
N.  W.  167.  Wis. — Pier  v.  Oneida  Co., 
124  "Wis.  398,  102  N.  W.  912;  Aetna 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Aldrieh,  38  Wis.  107. 

[a]  The  principle  upon  wbieh  this 
exception  rests  is  stated  in  Brettell  i). 
Deffebach,  6  S.  D.  21,  60  N.  W.  167, 
where  the  court  says  that  ''although 
disinterested  intermeddlers  should  not 
be  permitted  to  disturb  society  and  en- 
courage litigation  by  undertaking  to 
overturn  adjudications  to  which  the 
original  parties  make  no  objection 
.  .  .  the  real  party  in  interes't  .  .  . 
can  move,  and  in  a  proper  case  secure 
the  vacation  of  a  judgment  .  .  . " 
Brettell  v.  Deffebach,  7  S.  D.  21,  60 
N.  W.  167. 

[b]  Indemnitors  of  a  Sheriff. — Where 
a  sheriff  who  has  been  indemivified 
makes  willful  default  in  a  replevin 
suit,  his  indemnitors  may  apply  to  have 
the  judgment  thereupon  rendered 
opened.  Jakobi  v.  Gorman,  2  Misc. 
190,  21  N.  T.  Supp.  762. 

75.  Phoenix  Bridge  Co.  v.  Street, 
9  Okla.  422,  60  Pae.  221. 

76.  Evans  v.  Adams,  15  N.  J.  L. 
373;  Woods  v.  Irwin,  141  Pa.  278,  293, 
21  Atl.  603,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  282. 

[a]  Judgment  Creditor. — ^It  has  been 
said  that  only  a  judgment  creditor  may 
pursue  this  remedy.  Melville  v. 
Brown,  16  N.  J.  L.  363.  See  also 
Cochran  v.  Eldridge,  49  Pa.  365.  Com- 
pare, Geist  V.  Geist,  2  Pa.  441. 


[b]  But  an  attaching  creditor  of  a 
defendant  has  been  held  to  be  a  proper 
party  to  an  application  to  have  a  judg- 
ment by  confession  against  the  defend- 
ant set  aside.  Posey  v.  Underwood,  1 
Hill  (S.  C.)  262. 

77.  TT.  S.— Smith  v.  Schwed,  9  Fed. 
483.  la. — Bernard  v.  Douglas,  10  Iowa 
370.  N.  Y.— Markell  v.  Hill,  34  Misc. 
133,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  537,  reversed  on 
the  facts  in  64  App.  Div.  191,  71  N.  Y. 
Supp.  924.  See  also  Beards  v.  Wheeler, 
76  N.  Y.  213.  N.  C— See  also  Jacobs 
V.  Burgwyn,  63  N.  C.  196.  Pa.— Woods 
V.  Irwin,  141  Pa.  278,  293,  21  Atl.  603, 
23  Am.  St.  Eep.  282;  Harper  v.  Biles, 
115  Pa.  594,  8  Atl.  466;  Lewis  v. 
Eogers,  16  Pa.  18.  See  also  Drexel's 
Appeal,  6  Pa.  272;  Milleisen  v.  Sense- 
man,  4  Pa.  Super.  455;  Whiting  v.  John- 
son, 11  Serg.  &  E.  328.  S.  C. — Posey 
V.  Underwood,  1  Hill  262. 

[a]  A  judgment  on  an  irregular  de- 
fault, one  prematurely  entered,  is  not 
fraudulent,  it  is  only  irregular  and  as 
such  may  not  be  set  aside  by  a  creditor. 
Eothchild  v.  Link,  29  App.  Div.  580,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  253. 

[b]  Creditor  of  Deceased. — Where 
an  administrator  appealed  from  a  de- 
cree of  the  probate  court  disallowing 
certain  items  in  his  account,  and  other 
creditors  joined  with  the  appellees  in 
resisting  the  appeal,  a  creditor  who, 
with  full  knowledge  of  these  proceed- 
ings, stood  passively  by  and  took  no 
part  therein,  will  not  be  permitted  to 
have  set  aside  a  decree  entered  by 
agreement  of  the  litigants  in  said  ap- 
peal on  the  ground  that  it  was  entered 
through  collusion  and  in  fraud  of  his 
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(C.)  Successor  to  Interest  of  Recced  Paett.  —  Ordinarily  the  suc- 
cessor in  interest  of  a  party  entitled  to  this  relief  will  be  given  a 
standing  in  court  on  such  an  application.'®  Thus,  when  the  interest 
of  a  defendant  is  transferred,  pendente  lite,  but,  no  sUbstitu^on  be- 
ing made  on  the  record,  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  original  de- 
fendant, the  real  defendant  who  has  succeeded  to  the  interest  of  the 
record  defendant  may  apply  to  the  court  to  set  aside  the  judgment.'^ 
The  legal  representatives  of  a  deceased  party  may  properly  apply  for 
relief  of  this  nature  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  an  action  to  which 
their  decedent  was  a  party,®"  and  this  is  expressly  provided  for  by 
statutes  in  some  states.®^ 

(D.)  JoiNDEE. — While  all  of  the  defendants  in  a  joint  judgment 
have  been  held  necessary  parties  to  a  proceeding  to  vacate  it,®^  there 
are  authorities  to  the  effect  that  a  joint  judgment  may  be  set  aside  or 
vacated  on  the  application  of  one  of  the  defendants  thereto.®^ 

(II.)  The  Adverse  Parties.  —  Generally  all  parties  adversely  interested 
in  maintaining  a  judgment  should  be  made  parties  to  the  proceeding 
to  vacate  it.®*  Legal  representatives  are  necessary  parties  in  proceed- 
ings to  set  aside  a  judgment  in  favor  of  their  decpdent.®^ 

d.     Time  of  Making  Application. — (I.)    General  Statement.    —  Anap- 


rights.     Pierce   v.   Probate    Court,     19 
R.  I.  472,  34  Atl.  992. 

78.  Cal. — Trumpler  v.  Trumpler,  123 
Cal.  248,  55  Pac.  1008;  People  v.  Miil- 
lan,  65  Cal.  396,  4  Pac.  348.  Minn. 
Kipp  V.  Cliuger,  97  Minn.  135,  106  N. 
W.  108.  N.  J. — Reed  v.  Bainbridge,  4 
N.  J.  L.  351.  N.  Y.— Kendall  v. 
Hodgins,  7  Abb.  Pr.  309,  1  Bdsw.  659. 
Okla. — Brown  v.  Massey,  13  Okla.  670, 
76  Pac.  226.  Utah.— Thomas  v.  Morris, 
8  Utah  284,  31  Pac,  446. 

[a]  The  assignee  of  a  defunct  cor- 
poration may  apply  to  the  court  to 
set  aside  a  judgment  rendered  against 
such  corporation,  for  the  entire  amount 
claimed,  with --coats,  upon  an  offer  made 
by  the  attorney  of  the  corporation  and 
its  president,  and  in  the  face  of  an 
injunction  restraining  such  corporation 
from  incumbering  any  of  its  property. 
Willsie  V.  Rapid  Valley  Horse  Ranch 
Co.,  7  S.  D.  114,  63  N.  "W.  546. 

79.  Thomas  v.  Morris,  8  Utah  284, 
31  Pac.  446. 

80.  Cal. — Davidson  v.  All  Persons, 
18  Cal.  App.  723,  124  Pac.  570.  la. 
Wood  V.  "Wood,  136  Iowa  128,  113  N. 
W.  492.  N.  Y.— Hartigan  v.  Nagle,  11 
Misc.  449,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  220.  Pa. 
Harper  v.  Biles,  115  Pa.  594,  8  Atl. 
446.  See  also  Dick  v.  Mahoney,  21 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  241;  Stephens~v.  Stephens, 
1  Phila.  108,  7  Leg.  Int.  183. 

[a]     A    special    administratrix    may 
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intervene  in  an  action  for  the  purpose 
of  moving  to  set  aside  a  judgment 
against  her  intestate.  Jefferson  County 
Bank  r.  Robbins,  67  Wis.  68,  29  N.  W. 
209,  893. 

81.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §473. 
Colo.— Code,  §81.  Idaho. — Where  sum- 
mons in  the  action  was  not  personally 
served.  Rev.  Codes,  '1908,  §4229.  N.  Y, 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1824. 

82.  Bever  v.  Beardmore,  40  Ohio  St. 
70.  . 

83.  Ind.— Fall  e.  Evans,  20  Ind.  210. 
la.— Broghill  v.  Lash,  3  G.  Gr.  357. 
Mont. — Morse  v.  Callantine,  19  Mont. 
87,  47  Pac.  635.  N.  Y.— Weston  v. 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  88  App.  Div.  330, 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  743;  Parker  'V.  Linden, 
59  Hun  623,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  787.  Vt. 
Pranks  v,  Lockey,  45  Vt.  395. 

As  to  granting  relief  to  one  of  sev- 
eral parties,  see  infra,  XIV,  F,  2. 

84.  Ga. — See  Turner  v.  Jordan,  67 
Ga.  604.  Kan.— Ferguson  v.  Smith,  10 
Kan.  394.  Ohio. — ^Bever  v.  Beardmore, 
40  Ohio  St.  70,  79.  ^ 

[a]  After  a  sheriff's  sale,  the  judg- 
ment, to  satisfy  which  the  sale  was 
made,  cannot  be  opened  or  set  aside 
upon  an  application  to  which  the  sher- 
iff's vendee  is  not  a  party.  Howe 
Sew.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Larimer,  5  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  660. 

85.  Grier  v.  Jones,  54  Ga.  154. 
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plication  for  tjiis  relief,  made  after  the  court  has,  by  the  lapse  of  time, 
been  stripped  of  its  power  to  grant  the  relief  sought,  would  obviously 
be  barren  of  results  and  so  the  general  rule  is  that  the  application 
must  be  made  before  the  close  of  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered;*"  and  in  a  case  where  the  court's  power  to  vacate  the  judg- 
ment extends  beyond  the  term,*''  the  applicant  must  nevertheless  be 
diligent  in  the  pursuit  of  his  remedy.*^  This  question  is  now  largely 
regulated  by  statutes  prescribing  the  time  within  which  an  application 
shall  be  made  or  limiting  the  time  within  which  relief  may  be  granted, 
upon  grounds  therein  specifled.^^  Under  these  statutes  an  application 
may  be  made  within  the  time  therein  prescribed  without  regard  to  the 
term  of  court,""  but  after  this  statutory  period  has  run  an  application 


86.  See  supra,  XIV,  C,  2. 

87.  See  supra,  XIV,  C,  2,  b;  and 
Blyth  &  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15  Utah 
345,  49  Pac.  1027. 

88.  See  imfra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d,  (II). 

89.  Alaska. — Carter's  Ann.  Codes, 
1900,  §93,  Part  IV.    Ariz.— Eev.  Codes, 

1913,  §600,  Title  6.  Cal.  —  Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §473.  Ga. — Girardey  v. 
Bessman,  77  Ga.  483.  Idaho.— Eev. 
Codes,  1908,  §4229;  Bunnell  &  E. 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Curtis,  5  Idaho  652,  51  Pac. 
767.  m.— Courtright's  St.,  1916,  ch. 
44,  §382  (applying  to  municipal  courts) ; 
Gage  V.  City  of  Chicago,  141  HI.  642, 
31  N.  E.  163;  Clafflin  v.  Dunne,  129  111. 
241,  21  N.  E.  834;  Gibson  -v.  Manly,  15 
111.  140.     Ind.— Burns'  Ann.   St.,  Eev. 

1914,  §§405,  627;  Grayson  v.  Patterson, 
7  Ind.  238.  la.— Code,  1897,  §§4093-4. 
And  see  Priestman  v.  Priestman,  103 
Iowa  320,  72  N.  W.  535;  Hunt  v.  Stev- 
ens, 26  Iowa  399.  Kan. — Dassler  's  Gen. 
St.,  1909,  §6192;  Sanford  v.  Weeks,  50 
Kan.  339,  31  Pac.  1088;  Eirst  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Grimes  Dry  Goods  Co.,  45  Kan.  510, 
26  Pac.  56.  Ky.— Civ.  Code  Prac,  1906, 
§519.  Minn.— Eev.  L.  1905,  §4160; 
Code,  1906,  §4160.  And  see  Hoffman 
V.  Preimuth,  101  Minn.  48,  111  N.  W. 
732;  Kipp  V.  Clinger,  97  Minn.  135,  106 
N.  W.  108.  Mo.— Downing  v.  Still,  43 
Mo.  309;  Harkness  v.  Austin,  36  Mo. 
47.  Neb.— Eev.  St.,  1913,  §§7646,  8214; 
Eine  v.  Eine,  91  Neb.  248,  135  N.  W. 
1051.  N.  J.— Comp.  St.,  1910,  §112,  p. 
4087.  N.  M.— St.,  1915,  §§4224,  4230 
(Act  of  Mar.  1897;  L.  1897,  o.  73,  §137; 
C.  L.  1897,  §2685);  Weaver  v. 
Weaver,  16  N.  M.  98,  113  Pac.  599; 
Lasswell  v.  Kitt,  11  N.  M.  459,  70  Pac. 
561;  Bio  Grande  Irr.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Gilder- 
sleeve,  9  N.  M.  12,  48  Pac.  309.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §§724,  1282,  1290.  See 
Corn  Exchange  Bank  v.  Blye,  119  N,  T, 


414,  23  N.  E.  805;  In  re  City  of  Buffalo, 
78  N.  Y.  362;  Schweizer  v.  Raymond, 
6  Abb.  N.  C.  378;  In  re  Mather's  Es- 
tate, 41  Misc.  414,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  1105; 
Feist  V.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.,  13  Misc. 
240,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  57;  In  re  Poulks' 
Est.,  18  Civ.  Proc.  175,  10  N.  Y.  Supp. 
515;  Dept.  of  Health  v.  Babcock,  84 
N.  Y.  Supp.  604;  In  re  Post,  14  N.  Y. 
Supp.  427.  N.  C— Eev.  1905,  §§449, 
513.  N.  D.— See  Eev.  Codbs,  1905, 
§§6765,  6766,  6846,  6884;  Minnesota 
Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Holz,  10  N.  D. 
16,  84  N.  W.  581;  Smith  v.  Nicholson, 
5  N.  D.  426,  67  N.  W.  296.  .Ohio. 
Bates'  Ann.  St.,  5th  ed.,  §5357.  See 
Wohlgemuth  v.  Taylor,  25  Ohio  Cir.  Ot. 
271.  Ore. — See  Durham  v.  Com,  Bank, 
45  Ore.  385,  77  Pac.  902.  Tenn.— Brown 
V.  Brown,  86  Tenn.  277,  302,  6  S.  W. 
869,  7  S.  W,  640.  Utah.— Blyth  &  Far- 
go Co.  V.  Swenson,  15  Utah  345,  49  Pac. 
1027.  Vt.— See  Arlington  Mfg.  Go.  v. 
Mears,  65  Vt.  414,  26  Atl.  587.  W.  Va. 
Buskirk  v.  Ferrell,  51  W.  Va.  ,198,  41 
S.  E.  123.  Wis.— Pier  v.  Storm,  37 
Wis.  247.  Wye— Lee  v.  Cook,  1  Wyo. 
413. 

Se^  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Statutes  limiting  the  time  for 
making  this  application  have  been  held 
to  apply  to  future  cases  only.  Health 
Dep.  V.  Babcock,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  604; 
Lee  V.  Cook,  1  Wyo.  413. 

[b]  Waiver. — The  requirements  of 
the  statutes  in  this  respect  may  be 
waived.  Hudgins  v.  White,  65  N.  C. 
393. 

90.  Neb.— Eev.  St.,  1913,  .  §8214. 
N.  y.  — Code  Civ.  Prec,  §724, 
N.  0.— Eev.,  1905,  §513;  Clement 
V.  Ireland,  129  N.  C.  220,  39  S.  E.  838; 
McLean  v.  McLean,  84  N.  0.  366.  N.  D. 
See  Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §§6846,  6884; 
Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Holz, 
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for  this  relief  will  be  unavailing.^^  Whether  the  mere  filing  of  an 
application  within  the  period  prescribed  constitutes  a  compliance  with, 
the  statute  depends  upon  its  provisions  and  whether  the  time  limit 
relates  merely  to  the  application  or  governs  the  power  of  the  court^^  to 


10  N.  D.  16,  84  N.  W.  581;  Sargent  v. 
Kindred,  5  N.  D.  472,  67  N.  W,  826. 
Wash. — See  also  Bozzio  v.  Vaglio,  10 
"Wash.  270,  38  Pac.  1042.  Wis.— Loomis 
V.  Eice,  37  Wis.  262;  Seheer  v.  Keown, 
34  Wis.  349;  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cormick,  20  Wis.  265;  Flanders  v.  Sher- 
man, 18  Wis.  575;  SpafEord  v.  City  of 
Janesville,  15  Wis.  474. 

91.  XT.  S. — Elder  v.  Eiehmond  G.  & 
S.  Min.  Co.,  58  Fed.  536,  7  C.  C.  A. 
354.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Payne,  130  Ala. 
189,  29  So.  622;  Sehwarz  v.  Oppen- 
heimer,  90  Ala.  462,  8  So.  36;  Lawson 
V.  Moore,  45  Ala.  519;  State  v.  Gardner, 
45  Ala.  46;  G.  U.  O.  O.  F.  v.  Harvey, 
6  Ala.  App.  239,  60  So.  602. 
Ariz.  —  Coates  v.  Santa  Fe  B.  Co., 
15  Ariz.  25,  135  Pac.  717.  Cal. 
Canadian  &  American  Mtg.  Co.  v. 
Clarita  Land  Co.,  140  Cal.  672,  74  Pac. 
301;  Butler  v.  Soule,  124  Cal.  69,  56 
Pac.  601;  Brackett  v.  Banegas,  99  Cal. 
623,  34  Pac.  344;  Moore  v.  Superior 
Court,  86  Cal.  495,  25  Pac.  22;  Thomas 
V.  Superior  Court,  6  Cal.  App.  629,  92 
Pac.  739.  Colo. — Empire  Const.  Co.  v. 
Crawford,  57  Colo.  281,  141  Pac.  474; 
People  V.  District  Court,  33  Colo.  405, 
80  Pac.  1065.  Del. — WooUey  v.  Corbit, 
3  Penne.  501,  51  Atl.  601;  Thomas  v. 
Adams  Exp.  Co.,  1  Penne.  142,  39  Atl. 
1014.  Fla.— Zapf  v.  Lasseter,  53  Fla.  239, 
44  So.  171;  Dudley  v.  White,  44  Fla.  264, 
31  So.  830.  Ga.— O'Connell  Bros.  v.  Fried- 
man, 118  Ga.  831,  45  S.  E.  668;  Ingalls 
V.  Lamar,  115  Ga.  296,  41  S.  E.  573; 
Beardsley  v.  Hilson,  94  Ga.  50,  20  S.  E. 
272;  In  re  Bradley,  64  Ga.  535;  Fulton 
V.  Graham;  11  Ga.  App.  659,  75  S.  E. 
990.  See  also  Kelly  v.  Brooks,  50  Ga. 
582;  Prescott  v.  Bennett,  50  Ga.  266. 
Idaho. — Chandler  v.  Probate  Court,  26 
Idaho  173,  141  Pac.  635;  Vane  v.  Jones, 
13  Idaho  21,  88  Pac.  1058;  Kerns  v. 
McAulay,  8  Idaho  558,  69  Pac.  539; 
Bunnell'  &  E.  Inv.  Co.  v.  Curtis,  5 
Idaho  652,  51  Pac.  767.  lU.— People  v. 
Wells,  255  111.  450,  99  N.  E.  606;  Gage 
Hotel  Co.  V.  Kantoos,  185  HI.  App. 
393.  See  also  Dowden  v.  Wilson,  108 
111.  257.  Ind. — Hunter  v.  Francis,  56 
Ind.  460;  Young  v.  Foster,  58  Ind.  App. 
253,  104  N.  E.  769.  la.— Andres  &  Co. 
■V.'  Schlueter,  140  Iowa  389,  118  N.  W. 
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429;  Manning  v.  Nelson,  107  Iowa  34, 
77  N.  W.  503;  Priestman  v.  Priestman, 
103  Iowa  320,  72  N.  W.  535;  Worth 
V.  Wetmore,  87  Iowa  62,  54  N.  W.  58; 
Walker  v.  Freelove,  79  Iowa  752,  45 
N.  W.  303;  Hunt  v.  Stevens,  26  Iowa 
399.  Kan. — Duphorne  v.  Moore,  82  Kan. 
159,  107  Pac.  791.  Ky.— Wingfield  v. 
Cotton,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  275,  56  S.  W. 
813.  Me. — McNamara  v.  Carr,  84' Me. 
299,  24  Atl.  856.  Mich.— McDowell  r. 
Mecosta  Circuit  Judge,  178  Mich.  103, 
144  N.  W.  498;  Carpenter  v.  Superior 
Court,  126  Mich.  8,  85  N.  W.  265;  Pet- 
ley  V.  Carpenter,  124  Mich.  14,  82  N. 
W.  666.  Minn.— McCluer  v.  Crotty,  69 
Minn.  426,  72  N.  W.  701;  Griffin  v. 
Jorgenson,  22  Minn.  92.  Mo. — State 
ex  rel.  Potter  v.  Eiley,  219  Mo.  667,  118 
S.  W.  647;  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v. 
Schuchman,  189  It^o.  468,  88  S.  W.  626; 
Swan  V.  Chicago,  S.  F.  &  C.  E.  Co.,  37  Mo. 
App.  588.  Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Hap- 
pel  V.  District  Court,  38  Mont.  166,  99 
Pac.-  291;  Whitbeck  v.  Mont.  Cent.  Ey. 
Co.,  21  Mont.  102,  52  Pac.  1098.  Nev. 
Lang  Syne  G.  Mining  Co.  v.  Eoss,  20 
Nev.  127,  18  Pac.  358.  N.  M.— Weaver 
V.  Weaver,  16  N.  M.  98,  113  Pac.  599; 
Eio  Grande  Irr.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Gildersleeve, 
9  N.  M.  12,  48  Pac.  309.  N.  Y.— Jex 
V.  Jacob,  9  Daly  293;  Cooper  v.  Cooper, 
107  App.  Div.  118,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  814; 
Atkinson  v.  Abraham,.  78  App.  Div.  498, 
79  N.  Y.  Supp.  680;  Health  Dept.  v. 
Babcock,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  604;  Mather's 
Estate,  41  Misc.  414,  84  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1105.  N.  C— Steljes  v.  Simmons,  86 
S.  E.  801;  McLean  v.  McLean,  84  N.  C. 
366.  Phil.  Isl. — Almadin  v.  Almadin,  1 
Phil.  Isl.  748.  E.  I.— Johnson  v.  Hox- 
sie,  19  E.'I.  703,  36  Atl.  720.  S.  C. 
Turner  v.  Foreman,  47  S.  C.  31,  24  S. 
E.  989.  Tenn.— Ellis  v.  Ellis,  92  Tenn. 
471,  22  S.  W.  1.  Tex.— El  Paso  &  S.  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Kelley,  99  Tex.  87,  87  S.  W. 
660;  Fleming  v.  Seeligson,  57  Tex.  524. 
Utah.— Elliott  v.  Bastian,  11  Utah  452, 
40  Pac.  713.  Wash. — Twigg  v:  James, 
37  Wash.  434,  79  Pac.  959.  Wis. 
Ueeker  v.  Thiedt,  133  Wis.  148,  113 
N.  W.  447;  Buchan  v.  Nelson,  114  Wis. 
234,  90  N.  W.  114. 

92.    See  Bush  v.  Bush,  46  Ind.  70; 
Gray  v,  G^tes,  37  Wis.  614;  and  th^ 
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act  in  the  matter.  The  statute  may  be  in  such  form  as  to  require 
an  application  in  such  time  as  to  give  notice  thereof  or  bring  the  ease 
to  a  hearing  within  the  prescribed  limit.''  And  under  statutes  which 
limit  the  time  for  granting  the  relief,  the  hearing  must  actually  be 
had  and  the  matter  decided  within  the  prescribed  time,^*  though  to 
prevent  injury  to  a  suitor  who  has  brought  the  matter  to  a  hearing 
within  the  prescribed  time,  the  court  may  enter  its  order  nunc  pro 
tunc  as  of  the  time  when  the  motion  was  submitted.®^  Under  such  of 
these  statutes  as  provide  that  the  court  may,  in  a  proper  case,  grant 
relief'at  any  time  within  a  certain  period  after  "notice"  of  entry  of 
judgment,  the  application  may  be  a  timely  one  even  though  more  thau 
the  prescribed  time  has  elapsed  since  the  date  of  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  where  no  notice  was  given  or  received.®"  The  notice  of 
entry  of  judgment  referred  to  need  not  be  in  any  particular  form, 
actual  knowledge  thereof,  in  whatever  manner  obtained,  being  suffi- 
cient.®'   In  some  states  the  application  must  be  made  "within  a  reason- 


cases  cited  in  the  preceding  and  fol- 
lowing notes. 

93.  Ind. — Temple  v.  Irvin,  34  Ind. 
412;  Young  v.  Foster,  58  Ind.  App.  253, 
104  N.  E.  769.  Compare,  Bush  v.  Bush, 
46  Ind.  70.  Kan. — Satterlee  v.  Grubb, 
38  Kan.  234,  16  Pac.  475.  Mo.— Under- 
wood V.  Dollins,  47  Mo.  259. 

94.  N.  D.— Sargent  v.  Kindred,  5  N. 
D.  472,  67  N.  W.  826.  Ore.— Nicklin 
«.  Robertson,  28  Ore.  278,  42  Pac.  993, 
52  Am.  St.  Eep.  790.  Wis.- McKnight 
V.  Livingston,  46  Wis.  356,  1  N.  W.  14 
(overruling  in  this  regard,  Butler  v. 
Mitchell,  15  Wis.  355);  Whitney  v.  Kar- 
ner,  44  Wis.  568;  Knox  v.  Clifford,  41 
Wis.  458. 

But  see  Blyth  &  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swen- 
son,  15  Utah  345,  49  Pac.  1027. 

[a]  "A  statute  conferring  power  to 
modify  a  judgment  or  decree  after  the 
term  at  which'  it  was  rendered,  being 
in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  is  to 
be  strictly  construed;  and  hence  a 
party,  .  .  .,  must  apply  therefor  and 
obtain  a  decision  thereon  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  statute,  or  his 
laches  will  preclude  (the  court  from 
thereafter  amending  the  record."  Nick- 
lin V.  Robertson,  28  Ore.  278,  42  Pac. 
993,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  790. 

[b]  "The  period  within  which  the 
discretion  is  to  be  exercised  is  express- 
ly limited  to  a  year  after  notice  of 
the  judgment;  and  this  time  cannot  be 
enlarged  or  extended  by  merely  giving 
notice  of  the  motion  to  vacate  the 
judgment.  The  party  is  required  to 
act,^  and  must  bring  his  motion  to  a 
hearing  within  the  year,  or  the  power 


to  relieve  under  the  statute  is  gone." 
Knox  V.  Clifford,  41  Wis.  459. 

[c]  It  is  not  enough  to  satisfy  the 
language  of  the  statute  that  the  ap- 
plication for  relief  is  made  within  the 
year,  or  that  it  is  submitted  within  the 
year.  But  the  court  must  take  action 
upon  the  application  within  that  time. 
Sargent  v.  Kindred,  5  N.  D.  472,  67  N. 
W.  826. 

95.  Sargent  v.  Kindred,  5  N.  D.  472, 
67  N.  W.  826.  See  also  Blyth  &  Fargo 
Co.  V.  Swenson,  15  Utah  345,  49  Pae. 
1027. 

96.  Mass. — James  v.  Townsend,  104 
Mass.  367.  Minn. — Foster  v.  Coughran, 
113  Minn.  433,  129  N.  W.  853;  Coleman 
V.  Akers,  87  Minn.  492,  92  N.  W.  408. 
N.  Y.— See  McCloud  v.  Meehan,  30 
Misc.  67,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  852.  Wis. 
Bloor  V.  Smith,  112  Wis.  340,  87  N.  W. 
870;  Turner  v.  Leathern,  84  Wis.  638, 
54  N.  W.  1001. 

[a]  Twenty  Years  After  Eendition. 
McCloud  V.  Meehan,  30  Misc.  67,  62 
N.  Y.  Supp.  852. 

97.  N.  D.— Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Holz,  10  N.  D.  16,  84  N.  W. 
581.  Wash. — Kuhn  v.  Mason,  24  Wash. 
94,  64  Pac.  182;  Bozzio  v.  Vaglio,  10 
Wash.  270,  38  Pac.  1042.  Wis.— Bloor 
V.  Smith,  112  Wis.  340,  87  N.  W.  870; 
Schobacher  v.  Germantown  F.  M.  Ins. 
Co.,  59  Wis.  86,  17  N.  W.  969;  Butler 
V.  Mitchell,  17  Wis.  52. 

See ' generally  the  title   "Notice." 
[a]    Notice  to  party's  attorney  is  a 

sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute. 

Sargent  v.  Kindred,  5  N.  D.  472,  67  N. 

W.  826. 
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able  time,"  provided  that  an  application  made  after  the  lapse  of  a 
prescribed  period  shall  not  be  considered  as  being  thus  made.^^  If 
the  statutory  period  for  making  application  for  this  relief  upon 
specified  grounds,  has  run,  the  party  may  yet  have  relief,  should  the 
facts  of  the  case  permit,  on  some  one  of  the  common-lavf  grounds,^^ 
such  as  fraud,-^  or,  for  example,  where  the  court  never  had  jurisdiction 


[b]  A  transcript"  of  a  judgment 
served  upon  the  party  is  amply  sufS.- 
cieut  to  start  the  running  oi  this 
statutory  period.  Jex  v.  Jacob,  7  Abb. 
N.  C.   (N.  Y.)  452,  461. 

[e]  Written  Notice  Unnecessary. — ^It 
is  true  that  in  matters  of  practice 
where  notice  is  required,  it  must  gen- 
erally be '  a  written  notice.  But  the, 
very  nature  of  the  provision  in  §38, 
chap.  125,  Eev.  St.,  shows  conclusively 
that  no  written  notice  was  intended 
there,  but  'the  party  was  required  to 
act  upon  any  reasonable  knowledge  of 
the  fact  ..."  Butler  b.  Mitchell,. 
17  Wis.  52. 

[d]  A  party  who  has  been  personal- 
ly served  with  process  in  an  action 
must  be  deemed  to  have  legal  notice 
of  any  judgment  thereafter  entered  at 
a  regular  term  of  the  court  in  such 
action;  only  such  parties  as  are  not 
affected  by  such  service  of  process  may 
avail  themselves  of  a  want  of  notice 
to  enable  them  to  make  this  application 
after  the  lapse  of  a  year  from  the  date 
of  the  judgment.  Sluder  v.  Graham, 
118  N.  C.  835,  23  S.  E.  924;  McLean 
li.  McLean,  84  N.  C.  366. 

98.  Colo.— Code,  1910,  §81.  Idaho. 
Eev.  Codes,  1908,  §4229.  Mont.— Eev. 
Codes,  1907,  §6589.  Utah.— Comp.  St., 
1888,  §3256;  Blyth  &  Fargo  Co.  v. 
Swenson,  15  Utah  345,  49  Pac.  1027. 

[a]  In  Idaho  (1)  the  lapse  of  six 
months  from  the  close  of  the  term  di- 
vests the  court  of  its  power  to  grant 
relief.  Vane  v.  Jones,  13  Idaho  21,  88 
Pac.  1058.  (2)  But  the  application  is 
not  too  late  because  more  than  six 
months  has  elapsed  since  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment.  Kerns  v.  McAulay, 
8  Idaho  558,  69  Pac.  539. 

99.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Williams, 
67  Fed.  384,  14  0.  C.  A.  440.  Cal. 
Norton  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co., 
97  Cal.  388,  30  Pac.  585,  32  Pac.  452; 
Ex-Mission  L.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Flash,  97 
Cal.  610,  32  Pac.  600;  Mace  v.  O'Eeilley, 
70  Cal.  231,  11  Pac, 721;  California  Beet 
Sugar   Co.   v.  Porter,    68    Cal,    369,    9 
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Pac.  313.  la. — Larson  v.  Williams,  100 
Iowa  110,  63  N.  W.  464,  69  N.  W.  441, 
62  Am.  St.  Eep.  544.  Ky.— Newland  v. 
Gentry,  18  B.  Mon.  666,  Minn. — Stock- 
ing .V.  Hanson,  22  Minn.  542.  N.  Y. 
Ladd  V.  Stevenson,  112  N.  Y.  325,  19 
N.  B.  842,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  748;  Mc- 
Cloud  V.  Meehan,  30  Misc.  67,  62  N.  Y, 
Supp.  852;  Kiefer  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ey. 
Co.,  55  Hun  604,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  230; 
Corn  Exch.  Bank  v.  Blye,  54  Hup  312, 
7  N.  Y.  Supp.  434;  Hurlbut  v.  Coman, 
43  Hun  586.  N.  C— Becton  v.  Dunn, 
137  N.  C.  559,  50  S.  E.  289;  Cowles  v. 
Hayes,  69  N.  C.  406. 

[a]  The  length  of  time  within 
which  this  relief  may  be  granted  is 
to  be  distinguished  from  the  length  of 
time  within  which  application  may  be 
made.     Gray  v.  Gates,  37  Wis.  614. 

[b]  But  unless  the  case  presents  one 
of  the  several  common-law  exceptions, 
the  power  to  thus  disturb  its  judgments 
may,  at  a  subsequent  term,  be  exercised 
only  in  accordance  with  statutes  pro- 
viding therefor.  Potter,  Teare  &  Co. 
V.  Jennman,  4  Ohio  Dec.  444,  4  Ohio 
N.  P.  78. 

1.  N.  Y. — ^Furman  v.  Furman,  153 
N.  Y.  309,  47  N.  E.  577,  60  Am.  St. 
Eep.  629;  McCloud  v.  Meehan,  30  Misc. 
67;  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  852;  Eiley  v.  Eyan, 
45  Misc.  151,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  952.  N.  C. 
Smith  V.  Hahn,  80  N.  C.  240.  Ore.— See 
also  William  Deering  &  Co.  v.  Creigh- 
ton,  26  Ore.  556,  38  Pac.  710.  S.  D. 
Whittaker  v.  Warren,  14  S.  D.  611,  619, 

86  N.  W.  638.     Wis.— Day  v.  Mertlock, 

87  Wis.  577,  58  N.  W.  1037;  Milwaukee 
Mut.  L.  &  Bldg.  Society  v.  Jagodzinski, 
84  Wis.  35,  54  N.  W.  102;  Black  v. 
Hurlbut,  73  Wis.  126,  40  N.  W.  673; 
Piei-  V.  Millerd,  63  Wis.  33,  22  N.  W. 
759;  Breed  v.  Ketchum,  51  Wis.  164,.  7 
N.  W.  550;  Whitney  v.  Karner,  44  Wis. 
563;  Knox  v.  Clifford,  41  Wis.  458; 
Seymour  v.  Supervisors,  40  Wis.  62; 
Pringle  v.  Dunn,  39  Wis.  435;  i'ornette 
1).  Carmichael,  38  Wis.  236;  Loomis  v. 
Eice,  37  Wis.  262;  Scheer  v.  Keown,  34 
Wis.  349;  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCormick. 
20  Wis.  265;  Flanders  v.  Sherman,  18 
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to  render  the  judgment  in  question,^  or  the  judgment  is  void,^  or, 
in  some  jurisdictions,  so  irregular  that  it  should  not  sfand,* 

Legal  disability  will  also  extend  the  time  for  seeking  relief  in  some 
jurisdictions,^  but  the  application  must  be  made  promptly  after  the 
removal  of  the  disability.® 

(H.)  Effect  of  Laches  and  Intervening  Rights.  —  An  application  to  open 
or  set  aside  a  judgment  being  an  appeal  to  the  equitable  power  of  the 
court,'  it  is  one  of  the  cardinal  requirements  thereof  that  the  applicant 
proceed  with  promptness.^  And  where  statutes  prescribe  a  time  within 
which  application  for  this  relief  must  be  made,  the  applicant  may,  in 
a  case  where  relief  is  discretionary,  be  guilty  of  such  laches  as  will 
defeat  his  application  even  though  the  full  time  prescribed  by  statute 


Wis.   575;    SpafEord  v.   City   of   Janes- 
ville,  15  "Wis.  474. 

See  infra,  and  the  statutes  generally. 
See  also  supra,  XIV,  B;  XIV,  C,  2,  b. 

2.  U.  S.— Maury  v.  Fitzwater,  88 
Fed.  768.  Minn.— Feikert  v.  Wilson,  38 
Minn.  341,  37  N.  W.  585.  Wash. 
Bailey  v.  Hood,  38  Wash.  700,  80  Pac. 
559. 

3.  Cal. — People  v.  Davis,  143  Cal. 
673,  77  Pac.  651;  People  v.  Harrison, 
107  Qal.  541,  40  Pac.  956;  People  v. 
Dodge,  i04  Cal.  487,  38  Pac.  203;  Peo- 
ple V.  Temple,  103  Cal.  447,  37  Pac. 
414;  People  v.  Greene,  74  Cal.  400,  16 
Pac.  197,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  448;  Lapham 
V.  Campbell,  61  Cal.  296;  Stierlen  v. 
Stierlen,  18  Cal.  App.  609,  124  Pac. 
226,  228;  George  Frank  Co.  v.  Leopold, 
etc.  Co.,  13  Cal.  App.  59,  108  Pac. 
878.  Colo. — Du  Bois  v.  Clark,  12  Cote. 
App.  220,  55  Pao.  750.  Fla. — Lord  r. 
Dowling,  52  Fla.  313,  42  So.  585;  Ein- 
stein V.  Davidson,  35  Fla.  342,  17  So. 
553.  Idaho. — Shumake  v.  Shumake,  17 
Idaho  649,  107  Pac.  42;  Kerns  v.  Mor- 
gan, 11  Idaho  572,  83  Pac.  954.  See 
also  Eichardson  v.  Euddy,  15  Idaho  488, 
98  Pac.  842.  Kan. — Dassler's  Gen.  St., 
190,9,  §6193;  National  Bank  v.  Dry 
Goods  Co.,  45  Kan.  510,  26  Pac.  '56. 
Ky. — Spencer  v.  Parsons,  89  Ky.  577, 
13  S.  W.  72.  N.  M. — See  Weaver  v. 
Weaver,  16  N.  M.  98,  113  Pac.  599. 
Utah. — Blyth  &  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson, 
15  Utah  345,  356,  49  Pac.  1027. 

[a]  In  speaking  of  the  court's 
power  in  this  respect  it  was  said  in 
People  V.  Davis,  143  Cal.  673,  77  Pac. 
651,  "It  derives  its  jurisdiction  to  do 
this,  however,  solely  from  the  fact  that 
the  judgment  or  order  upon  the  face 
of-  the  judgment-roll  demonstrates  to 
the  world  its  own  invalidity." 

4.  Beeton  v.  Dunn,  137  N.  0.  559,  50 


S.  E.  289;   Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136 
N.    0.    157,   48    S.   E.    581;    Clement   v. 
Ireland,  129  N.   C.   220,   39  S.  E.   838;' 
Monroe   v.    Whitted,     79     N.     C.     508; 
Cowles  V.  Hayes,  69  N.  C.  406. 

5.  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §129. 

[a]  Twenty-two  Years. — A  petition 
to  vacate  a  probate  decree,  made  twen- 
ty-two years  after  its  rendition,  but 
promptly  upon  the  removal  of  the  dis- 
ability under  which  the  applicant  had 
labored  during  all  that  time,  will  be 
entertained.  Fitzsimmons  v.  Johnson, 
90  Tenn.  416,  17  S.  W.  100. 

6.  Md.— Kemp  v.  Cook,  18  Md.  130, 
79  Am.  Dec.  681.  N.  Y.— Becker  v. 
Bochus,  5  Eedf.  Sur.  488.  Tenn.— Fitz- 
simmons V.  Johnson,  90  Tenn.  416,  17 
S.  W.   100. 

7.  See  supra,  XIV,  E,  2,  a. 

8.  lU.-^Eyder  v.  Twiss,  4  HI.  4.  N.  J. 
Walker  v.  Anderson,  18  N.  J.  L.  217. 
N.  0. — Scott  V.  Mutual  Eeserve  Life 
Assn.,  137  N.  C.  515,  50  8.  E.  221; 
Williamson  V.  Hartman,  92  N.  C.  236,  240; 
Viek  V.  Pope,  81  N.  C.  22;  Cowles  v. 
Hayes,  69  N.  C.  406.  Ore.— Coast  Land 
Co.  v.  Oregon  Col.  Co.,  44  Ore.  483,  75 
Pac.  884.  Pa.— Lytle  v.  Hoover,  175 
Pa.  408,  34  Atl.  734;  Eehm  v.  Frank, 
16  Pa.  Super.  175.  See  also  In  re 
Mutual  Ben.  Co.,  190  Pa.  355,  42  Atl. 
706;  Smith  v.  Hine,  179  Pa.  203,  36 
Atl.  222;  Richard's  Appeal,  127  Pa. 
63,  17  Atl.  756.  E.  I.— See  also  Draper 
V.  Bishop,  4  E.  I.  489.  S.  D.— Judd  v. 
Patton,  13  S.  D.  648,  84  N.  W.  199. 
Wis. — Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCor- 
miek,  20  Wis.  265;  Welch  v.  May,  14 
Wis.  200. 

[a]  On  this  principle  a  member  of 
a  benefit  association  who,  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  proceedings,  stands 
passively  by  and  permits  a  decree  of 
dissolution  to  be  entered  against  such 
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has  not  run.®  "Whether  or  not  the  applicant  in  a  given  ease  is  charge- 
able with  laches  is  a  fact  necessarily  determined  only  from  a  con- 
sideration of  all  the  surrounding  circumstances,^"  and  laches  will  not 
be  imputed  to  him  in  respect  to  a  judgment  of  which  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge.^^ "While  laches  alone  will  not  necessarily  defeat  an  application,^^ 
it  may,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  individual  case,  justify  the 
court  in  denying  relief,^^  and  a  very  clear  and  persuasive  showing  must 
be  made  to  induce  a  court  in  the  face  of  an  unreasonable  delay,  to 


association  by  which  its  officers  are  di- 
rected to  transfer  all  its  assets  to  an- 
other association  who  in  return ,  is  to 
insure  the  members  of  the  defunct  as- 
sociation, will  not  be  permitted  to  come 
in  a  year  later,  after  the  assets  have 
been  distributed,  and  have  this  decree 
opened.  In  re  Mutual  Benefit  Co.,  190 
Pa.-  355,  42  Atl.  706. 

[b]  "The  judgment  was  entered  on 
the  10th  of  June,  1858.  In  March, 
1859,  the  defendant  obtained  an  order 
staying  proceedings,  and  then  slum- 
bered until  July,  1860.  This  is- not  such 
diligence  as  the  law  requires  in  those 
who  honestly  desire  to  be  relieved  from 
a  judgment  which  has  been  improperly 
entered  against  them."  Welch  v.  May, 
14  Wis.  200. 

Delay  May  Amount  to  a  Waiver  of 
Otherwise  Available  Grounds  of  Belief. 
See  infra,  XIV,  C,  7. 

9.  Cal.— See  Eldred  v.  White,  102 
Cal.  600,  36  Pac.  944.  Colo.— Clark  v. 
Perry,  17  Colo.  56,  28  Pac.  329.  Ind. 
Birch  13.  Frantz,  77  Ind.  199.  Contra, 
Bush  V.  Bush,  46  Ind.  70.  Minn.— Cut- 
ler V.  Button,  51  Minn.  550,  53  N.  W. 
872;  Gerish  v.  Johnson,  5  Minn.  23. 
If.  Y. — Kahn  v.  Casper,  51  App.  Div. 
540,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  838.  N.  C— Currie 
V.  Goleonda,  etc.  Min.  Co.,  157  N.  C. 
209,  72  S.  E.  980.  Wash.— Kuhn  v. 
Mason,  24  Wash.  94,  64  Pac.  182;  Poz- 
zio  V.  Vaglio,  10  Wash.  270,  38  Pac. 
1042. 

[a]  "Section  1395  provides  that 
such  proceedings  must  be  commenced 
'within  one  year  after  the  rendition  cf 
the  judgment,'  etc.  We  are  of  the 
opinion,  however,  that  the  party  seek- 
ing to  have  a  judgment  set  aside  must 
nevertheless  proceed  with  diligence 
within  the  year  allowed.  But  this 
question  of  diligence  is  addressed  to 
the  discretion  of  the  lower  court  .  .  .  " 
Bozzio  V.  Vaglio,  10  Wash.  270,  38  Pac. 
1042. 

10.  Coast  Land  Co.  v.  Oregon  Col. 
Co.,  44  Ore.  483,,  75  Pac.  884. 
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As  to  what  will  amount  to  laches,  see 
generally  the  title  "Laches." 

11.  TJ.  S. — Maury  v.  Pitzwater,  88 
Fed.  768.  Cal. — Stoutenborough  v.  San 
Francisco  Bd.  of  Education,  104  Cal. 
664,  38  Pac.  449.  Colo.— Du  Bois  «. 
Clark,  12  Colo.  App.  220,  55  Pac.  750. 
Minn. — Stocking  v.  Hanson,  35  Minn. 
207,  28  N.  W.  507.  Pa. — Sperry  v. 
Styer,  23  Pa.  Super.  607;  Scranton  v. 
Manley,  13  Pa.  Super.  439. 

12.  Patterson  v.  Hare,  74  Hun  269, 
26  N.  Y.  Supp.  626;  Droham  v.  Norton, 
1  Misc.  486,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  579. 

13.  U.  S.— 7»'re  Casey,  195  Fed.  322; 
In  re  First  Nat.  Bank,  152  Fed.  64, 
81  C.  C.  A.  260;  Aldrich  v.  Crump,  128 
Fed.  984.  Cal.— Smith  «.  Pelton  Water 
Wheel  Co.,  151  Cal.  394,  90  Pac.  934; 
People  V.  Wrin,  143  Cal.  11,  76  Pae. 
64G;  Wolff  &  Co.  v.  Canadian  Pac.  By. 
Co.,  123  Cal.  535,  56  Pae.  453;  People 
V.  Blake,  Ci  Cal.  611,  22  Pac.  1142,  24 
Pae.  313;  Garrison -«.  MeGowan,  48  Cal. 
592;  Beese  V.  Malioney,  21  Cal.  305; 
California  Casket  Co.  v.  McGinn,  10  Cal. 
App.  5,  100  Pac.  1077,  1079.  Colo. 
Clark  V.  Perry,  17  Colo.  56,  28  Pac. 
329.  Ga.— Camp  v.  Phillips,  88  Ga. 
415,"  14  S.  E.  580.  Idaho.— Oo^neil  Imp. 
Co.  V.  Draper,  16  Idaho  541,  102  Pac.  7. 
m.— Delaney  v.  O'Connor,  234  111.  546, 
8  J  N.  E.  226;  Barrett  v.  Queen  City 
Cycle  Co.,  179  111.  68,  53  N.  E.  550; 
Ryder  v.  Twiss,  4  111.  4;  Post  Falls 
Lumb.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Messer  Lumber 
Co.,  183  HI.  App.  309;  White  Oak  Coal 
Co.  V.  Beck,  176  111.  App.  86.  la. 
Evans  v.  Church,  146  N.  W.  822.  Kan. 
Allison  V.  Whittaker,  81  Kan.  706,  106 
Pae.  1050;  Brenholts  v.  Miller,  80  Kan. 
185,  101  Pac.  998;  Knauber  v.  Watson, 
50  Kan.  702,  32  Pae.  349.  Ky ^For- 
rester V.  Howard,  124  Ky.  215,  98  S.  W. 
984.  Md. — McCormick  i;.  Hogan,  48  Md. 
404;  Montgomery  v.  Murphy,  19  Md. 
576,  81  Am.  Dec.  652.  Mich.— Taber  v. 
Wayne  Circuit  Judge,  156  Mich.  652, 
121  N.  W.  481 ;  Walsh  v.  Wayne  Circuit 
Judge,  76  Mich.  470,  43  N.  W.    573. 
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disturb  a  final  judgment;^*  in  su'eh  a  case  it  is  not  enough  that  the 
showing  made  by  the  applicant  casts  some  doubt,  or  even  a  grave 
suspicion  upon  the  case  of  the  adverse  party.^^    Especially  is  this  true 


Minn. — De  Laittre  v.  Chase,  112  Minn. 
508,  128  N.  "W.  670;  MeClymond  v. 
Noble,  84  Minn.  329,  87  N.  W.  838,  87 
Am.  St.  Rep.  354;  Nauer  v.  Benham, 
45  Minn.  252,  47  N.  W.  796;  Altman  v. 
Gabriel,  28  Minn.  132,  9  N.  "W.  638. 
Mont. — Kersten  v.  Coleman,  50  Mont. 
'82,  144  Pac.  1092.  Neb.— "Wardrobe  v. 
Leonard,  78  Neb.  531,  111  N.  W.  134. 
N.  Y. — Lucas  v.  Second  Baptist  Church, 
4  How.  Pr.  353;  Nichols  v.  Nichols,  10 
Wend.  560;  Arents  v.  Long  Isl.  B.  Co., 

36  App.  Div.  379,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  401; 
Bancroft-Graham  v.  Halley,  80  Misc. 
191,  141  N.  T.  Supp.  911.  N.  C— Massie 
V.  Hainey,  165  N.  C.  174,  81  S.  E.  135; 
Hatcher  v.  Faison,  142  N.  C.  364,  55 
S.  E.  284;  Le  Due  v.  Slocomb,  124  N. 
C.  347,  32  S.  E.  726.  N.  D.— Campbell 
V.  Coulston,  19  N.  D.  645,  124  N.  W. 
689.  Ore. — Coast  Land  Co.  v.  Oregon 
Colonization  Co.,  44  Ore.  483,  75  Pac. 
884.  Pa. — Johnson  v.  Prothingham,  214 
Pa.  523,  63  Atl.  823;  Eehm  v.  Frank, 
16  Pa.  Super.  175;  Hoyt  v.  Clearfield 
Tract.  Co.,  10  Pa.  Dist.  767.  Wash. 
Eckert  v.  Schmitt,  60  Wash.  23,  110 
Pac.  635;  Warren  v.  Hershberg,  52 
Wash.  38,  100  Pac.  149;  Scott  v.  Han- 
ford,  37  Wash.  5,  79  Pac.  481;  Dane 
V.  Daniel,  28  Wash.  155,  68  Pac.  446. 
Wis.— "Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mon- 
ahan,  63  Wis.  194,  23  N.  W.  109;  Aetna 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCormick,  20  Wis. 
265. 

14..  Md. — Boggs  V.  Inter- Am.  Min. 
&  S.  Co.,  105  Md.  371,  66  Atl.  259; 
Lawrence  Bank  v.  Eaney  &  Co.,  77  Md. 
321,  26  Atl.  119;  Joyne  v.  Scott^  34  Md. 
58;  Munnikuysbn 's  Admx.  v.  Dorsett's 
Admx.,  2  Har.  &  G.  374.  Mich. — Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Hyde  v.  Circuit  Court  Judges, 
1  Doug.  417.  N.  J. — Walker  v.  Ander- 
sons, 18  N.  J.  L.  217.  N.  Y.— Dins- 
more  V.  Adams,  49  How.  Pr.  238;  Wade 
V.  De  Leyer,  8  Jones  &  S.  541;  Van 
Arsdale  v.  King,  87  Hun  617,  33  N.  Y. 
Supp.  858;  Meyer  v.  Mallon,  85  Hun 
450,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  889;  In  re  Dey 
Ermand, '24  Hun  1;  Abbett  v.  Blohm, 
54  App.  Div.  422,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  838; 
MacNabb  v.  Porter,  etc.  Co.,  44  App. 
Div.  102,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  694; 
Conant   v.   American   Rubber   Tire   Co., 

37  Misc.  129,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  409;  Took- 
er  V.  Booth,   7  Misc.  421,  27    N.    Y. 


Supp.  974.  N.  C. — Perry  v.  Pearce,  68 
N.  C.  367.  Ore. — See  also  Coast  Land 
Co.  V.  Oregon  Col.  Co.,  44  Ore.  483,  75 
Pac.  884.  Pa. — Harper  v.  Biles,  115 
Pa.  594,  8  Atl.  446;  McQuillan  v.  Hun- 
ter, 1  Phila.  49;  Ware  v.  Baldwin,  7 
Kulp  278.  See  also  Howe  Sewing  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Larimer,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  660;  Gar- 
man  ».  Charlier,  10  Pa.  Dist.  38. 

[a]  "There  is  no  merit  in  either 
application.  The  judgment  had  been 
of  record  for  sixteen  years  before  any 
application  was  made  either  to  strike 
off  or  to  open  it,  and  no  reason  is  as- 
signed for  the  delay. ' '  Richards '  Ap- 
peal, 127  Pa.  63,  17  Atl.  756. 

[b]  "The  law  does  not  absolutely 
fix  any  period  of  time  -  within  which 
a  defendant  must  move  to  open  a  judg- 
ment, but  delay  long  persisted  in  after 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts  always 
easts  greater  or  less  doubt  on  the  bona 
fides  of  the  defense  set  up,  and  gives 
weight  and  probability  to  the  evi- 
dence adduced  to  rebut  it."  Rehm  v. 
Frank,   16   Pa.   Super.   175. 

[c]  A  party  who  is  apprised  of  an 
execution  must  not  wait  until  .levy  and 
condemnation.  "If  he  does,  some  good 
reason  should  be  shown  for  the  delay." 
McQuillan  v.  Hunter,  1  Phila.  (Pa.)  49. 

[d]  "It  would  tend  to  lessen  public 
confidence  in  the  efldeacy  of  judicial 
proceedings  if  the  judgments  of  courts, 
after  the  lapse  of  years,  are  to  be  dis- 
turbed for  the  want  of  formal  and 
technical  precision  in  the  record  of 
their  proceedings  and  judgments.  It  is 
for  this  manifest  reason  of  public  pol- 
icy, as  well  as  in  the  interest  of  sub- 
stantial justice,  which  is  not  always 
subserved  by  re-opening  and  prolonging 
litigation,  that  the  courts  have  gone 
very  far  in  upholding  the  validity  of 
loose  and  informal  .  .  .  judgments 
.  .  .  in  .  .  .  similar  c^ses."  White 
V.  Morris,  107  N.  C.  92,  12  S.  E.  80. 

[e]  A  flagrant  neglect  of  the  matter 
in  hand,  even  though  the  actual  time 
elapsed  be  comparatively  short,  will 
have  a  like  effect.  Lederer  v.  Adler, 
51  Misc.  572,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  53; 
Pepper  v.  Clegg,  132  N.  C.  312,  43  S. 
E.   906. 

15.    Meyer  v.  Mallon,  85  Hun  450,  32 
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where,  in  reliance  upon  the  judgment  attacked,  the  parties  have 
changed  their  position  irrevocably  or  rights  of  innocent  third  persons 
have  intervened.^^  The  converse  of  this  last  proposition  is  equally 
true,  i.  e.,  where  no  rights  of  third  parties  have  intervened  the  court 
.will  lend  a  mpre  willing  ear  to  the  applicant's  prayer  for  relief, ^'^  and 
where  the  application  is  made  so  immediately  after  judgment  as  that 
no  considerable  delay  to  the  adverse  party  is  to  be  occasioned  by  per- 
mitting a  defense  on  the  merits,  a  court  ought  to  incline  to  relieve.,^^ 
The  foregoing  rules  are  only  applicable  to  such  judgments  fis  are 
voidable  and  not  void,  for  lapse  of  time  will  not,  ordinarily,  affect  the 
right  of  a  party  to  have  a  judgment  set  aside  which  is  absolutely 
void.!" 


N.  T.  Supp.  889;  Lytle  v.  Forest,  16 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  239. 

[a]  After  a  delay  of  ten  years  this 
relief  ^rill  not  be  granted  where  at 
most  the  testimony  of  the  defendant 
only  casts  a  doubt  upon  the  plaintiff's 
case.  Lytle  v.  Forest,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
239. 

16.  N.  J. — See  also  Cawley  v.  Leon- 
ard, 28  N.  J.  Eq.  467.  N.  C— -Le  Due 
V.  Slocomb,  124  N.  C.  347,  32  S.  E. 
726.  See' also  Eicaud  v.  Alderman,  132 
N.  C.  62,  43  S.  E.  543;  Syme  v.  Triee, 
96  N.  C.  243,  246,  1  S.  E.  480.  Ohio. 
Miller  v.  Erdhouse,  7  lOhio  Dee.  (Re- 
print) 294,  2  W.  L.  Bull.  84.  Pa. 
In  re  Markle's  Estate,  187  Pa.  639,  41 
Atl.  304.  See  also  Cyphert  v.  MeClune, 
22  Pa.  195. 

[a]  "The  delay  must  1)6  so  long 
that  others,  relying  on  the  record, 
have  placed  themselves  in  such  posi- 
tion that  to  vacate  the'  entry  will  oper- 
ate to  defraud  them,"  Nell  v.  Dayton, 
47  Minn.  257,  49  N.  W.  981. 

[b]  After  a  sheriff's  sale,  the  judg- 
ment upon  which  such  sale  was  had 
will  not  be  opened,  where  the  defend- 
ant, with  full  knowledge  of  what  was 
going  on,  stood  quietly  by  and  per- 
mitted the  salfe  to  be  made,  making  no 
effort   to    gain    relief   until     after    the 

, sheriff's   deed  had  been  acknowledge il. 
Fritz  V.  Eoney,  9  Pa.  Dist.  27. 

[c]  Where  a  decree  of  foreclosure 
was  rendered  against  the  mortgagor 
and  his  wife,  the  purchaser  at  the 
sheriff's  sale  will  be  protected  in  his 
title,  when  the  widow  of  the  mortgagor 
seeks  to  have  the  judgment  vacated 
on  the  ground  that  she  was  neVer 
served  with  process  and  that  her  sig- 
nature was  a  forgery.  Miller  v.  Erd- 
house, 7  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  294,  2 
W.  L.  Bui.  S4.  I 
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[d]  A  judgment  of  divorce  may  be 
set  aside,  as  a  general  rule,  without 
reference  to  third  parties  who,  by  rea- 
son of  the  remarriage  of  one  of  the 
parties,  may  be  made  to  suffer,  and 
the  application  need  not  state  that 
rights  of  third  parties  have  not  inter- 
vened. Rush  V.  Rush,  46  Iowa  648,  26 
Am.  Rep.  179.  See  also  Whitconib  v. 
Whitcomb,  46  Iowa  437. 

[e]  An  admittedly  valid  defense 
may,  where  rights  of  innocent  third 
parties  have  intervened,  be  rejected  by 
the  court.  Miller  v.  Erdhouse,  7  Ohio 
Dec.  (Reprint)  294,  2  W.  L.  Bui.  84. 

17.  American,  A.  &  P.  Paint  Co.  v. 
Smith,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  723.  See  also 
Briscoe  v.  McCaffery,  8  Mont.  336,  20 
Pac.  691. 

18.  Fanthorn  v.  Oliver,  32  Ore.  57, 
51  Pae.  440. 

19.  XT.  S.— -Thomas  v.  Anierican  L. 
&  Mtg.  Co.,  47  Fed.  550.  Ala.— Baker 
V.  Barclift,  76  Ala.  414;  Pettus  v.  Mc- 
Clannahan,  52  Ala.  55;  Bruce  v.  Strick- 
land, 47  Ala.  192;  Swink's  Admr.  v. 
Snodgrass,  17  Ala.  653,  52  Am.  Dec. 
190;  Stewart  v.  Nuckols,  15  Ala.  225, 
50  Am.  Dec.  127.  Cal. — People  v.  Har- 
rison, 107  Cal.  541,  40  Pac.  956;  People 
r.  Temple,  103  Cal.  447,  37  Pac.  414; 
Reinhart  v.  Lugo,  86  Cal.  395,  24  Pac. 
1089,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  52;  People  v.. 
Pearson,  76  Cal.  400,  18  Pac.  424;  Whar- 
ton V.  Harlan,  68  Cal.  422,  9  Pac.  727. 
Ga. — Crane  v.  Barry,  47  Ga.  476.  Kan. 
National  Bank  v.  Dry  Goods  Co.,  45 
Kan.  510,  26  Pac.  56;  Foreman  v.  Car- 
ter, 9  Kan.  674.  Ore. — Ladd  v.  Mkson, 
10  Ore.  308.  Pa. — Knob  Couch  v.  Hef- 
fron,  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  636.  See  also  Har- 
per V.  Biles,  115  Pa.  594,  8  Atl.  '446. 
Tex. — Dazey  v..  Pennington,  10  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  326,  31  S.  W.  312.  Utah. 
Bullion  B.  &  C.  Min.  Co.  v.  Eureka  Hill 
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e.  Contents  and  Formal  Requisites  of  the  Application.  —  (I.)  Pre- 
liminary statement.  — If,  under  the  rules  of  practice,  a  motion  is  the 
proper  form  of  remedy,  it  should  be  in  writing,^"  yet  it  need  not  fol- 
low any  particular  form  unless  required  by  statute.^^  It  is  the  sub- 
stance more  than  the  form  of  the  application  with  which  the  courts 
are  concerned,  and  trivial  imp£rfections  will  not  be  noticed.^^  Thus, 
an  application  which  should,  ,by  the  rules  of  practice,  have  been  in  the 
form  of  a  motion  will  not  be  held  defective  simply  because  it  is  made 
in  the  more  formal  manner  of  a  petition,^^  and  vice  versa.^* 

(II.)  Particular  Requirements.  — The  application,  after  showing  the 
applicant  to  have  such  an  interest  in  the  judgment  attacked  as  con- 
stitutes him  a  proper  party  thereto,^^  should  state  the  ground  upon 
which  the  relief  is  sought,  not  in  general  terms,  but  with  definiteness 
and  particularity.^^    The  averment  of  conclusions  should,  of  course, 


Min.  Co.,  5  Utah  182,  12  Pae.  660. 
Wis. — See  Frankfurth  v.  Anderson,  61 
Wis.  107,  20  N.  W.  662,  where  the 
court  says:  "The  judgment  not  being 
void,  .  .  .  the  motion  to  set  ths  ^ame 
aside  must  be  made  at  the  first  op- 
portunity. ' ' 

See  also  supra,  XIV,  C,  2,  b,   (VII). 

20. .  Albany  Land  Co.  v.  McElwaine- 
Eiehards  Co.,  11  Ind.  App.  477,  39  N. 
E.  297;  Ohio  Falls  Car  Co.  v.  Sweet, 
7  Ind.  App.  163,  34  N.  E.  533. 

21.  Cal. — People  v.  Lafarge,  3  Cal. 
130.  Kan. — Morris  v.  Winderlin,  92 
Kan.  935,  142  Pac.  944.  Ky. — Barbee 
V.  Pox,  79  Ky.  588.  Mont.— State  ex 
ret  Kolbow  v.  District  Court,  38  Mont. 
415,  100  Pac.  207.  N.  Y.— Tudin  v. 
Stoller,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  484. 

22.  Ariz. — Porter  v.  Bichard,  1  Ariz. 
87,  25  Pac.  530.  Ind.— Hoag  v.  Old  Peo- 
ple 'a  Mut.  Benefit  Society,  1  Ind.  App. 
28,  27  N.  E.  438.  Kan.— Boston  L.  & 
T.  Co.  V.  Organ,  53  Kan.  886,  36  Pac. 
733.  Neb.— Bradley  v.  Slater,  58  Neb. 
554,  78  N.  W.  1069.  N.  C— Carter  «. 
Eouftiree,  109  N.  C.  29,  13  S.   E.   716. 

[a]  Surplusage  in  an  application  for 
this  relief  may  be  disregarded.  Carter 
V.  Eountree,  109  N.  C.  29,  13  S.  E. 
716. 

[b]  Form     of     Motion.— [Title     of 
'  Court   and   Cause.]       Comes    now    the 

plaintiff  (or  defendant),  the  above 
named  A.  B.,  and  moves  the  court  to 
set  aside  and  annul  the  judgment  ren- 
dered in  this  cause  in  favor  of  the 
plaintifE  (or  defendant)  and  against 
the  above  named  defendant  (or  plain- 
tiff) on  the  day  of 


19 — ,  for  the  sum  of 


dollars 


(or     whatever    relief     the     judgment 


awarded)  together  with  attorney's  fees, 

taxed   at  ^ dollars,   and   costs, 

and  as  grounds  for  such  relief  shows 
to  the  court:  (1.)  (Here  insert  in  de- 
tail the  facts  showing  that  the  ap- 
plicant is  entitled  tp  this  relief).  Based 
upon  the  form  used  in  Ormsby  v.  Con- 
rad, 4  S.  D.  599,  57  N.  W.  778. 

23.  Carter  v.  Eountree,  109  N.  C.  29, 
13  S.  E.  716.  See  also  Smith  v.  Hahn, 
80  N.  C.  240;  Foard  v.  Alexander,  64 
N.  C.  69,  if  it  be  entitled  in  the  cause 
and  not  filed  as  an  independent  action. 

24.  Motion  Treated  as  Petition. 
Where  relief  was  bought  by  a  motion 
in,  a  case  in  which  a  petition  was  the 
proper  form  of  application,  but  the 
motion  contained  all  the  essential  aver- 
ments and  was  verified,  it  was  treated 
as  a  petition  although  entitled  as  a  mo- 
tion. Blain  v.  Dean,  160  Iowa  708,  142 
N.  W.  418. 

25.  Kuhn  v.  Mason,  24  Wash.  94,  64 
Pac.  182.  See  also  King  v.  Davis,  137 
Fed.  222.  ' 

26.  Ark.— Waldo  v.  Thweatt,  64  Ark. 
126,  40  S.  W.  782.  Cal.— Shearman  v. 
J6rgensen,  106  Cal.  483,  39  Pac.  863. 
Colo. — Barra  v.  People,  18  Colo.  App. 
16,  69  Pac.  1074.  Ga.— Wade  v.  Wat- 
son, 133  Ga.  608,  66  S.  E.  922;  Manry 
V.  Twitty,  132  Ga.  478,  64  S.  E.  273; 
Clements  v.  Empire  Lumber  Co.,  96  Ga. 
319,  22  S.  E.  987;  Bell  v.  Hanks,  55 
Ga.  274;  Dobbins  v.  Dupree,  36  Ga. 
108,  113.  Idaho.— Hall  v.  Whittier,  20 
Idaho  120,  116  Pac.  lOSil.  Ind. — Eooker 
V.  Bruce,  171  Ind.  86,  85  N.  E.  351; 
Thompson  v.  Harlow,  150  Ind.  450,  50 
N.  E.  474;  Long  v.  Eueh,  148  Ind'.  74, 
47  N.  E.  156;  Hall  v.  Durham,  116  Ind. 
198,  18  N.  B.  181.    la.— Oliver  v.  Eiley, 

Vol.  XV 


218 


JUDGMENTS 


be  avoided,^^  as  also,  should  matter  which  is  only  hearsay.^*  Thus, 
where  it  is  sought  to  open  or  vacate  a  judgment  because  of  fraud  in 
the  transaction  the  particular  facts  showing  such  fraud  should  be 
averred ;  an  allegation  in  general  terms  that  the  transaction  was  fraud- 
ulent being  insufficient,^®  though  an  application  which  sets  forth  facts 
showing  fraud  is  sufficient  without  a  specific  averment  of  fraud.^° 
In  some  jurisdictions  it  has  been  held  that  the  application  should  con- 
tain an  averment  that  subsequent  proceedings  would  not  result  in  the 
same  judgiaent.^^  Where  the  proceeding  is  by  petition  its  form  and 
contents  are  usually  regulated  by  statutes^^  which  require  that  it  shall 
set  forth  the  judgment  or  order  from  which  relief  is  sought,^^  the  facts 


92  Iowa  23,' 60  N.  W.  180;  Lafever  v. 
Stone,  55  Iowa  49,  7  N.  W.  400.  Kan. 
Hill  V.  Williams,  6  Kan.  17;  George  v. 
Hatton,  2  Kan.  333.  Ky.— McCarthy 
V.  Payne,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  242.  Neb. 
Eoh  V.  Vitera,  38  Neb.  333,  56  N.  "W. 
977.    Nev. — Brown  v.  Warren,  17  Nev. 

417,  30  -Pac.  1078.     N.  M Lasswell  r. 

Kitt,  11  N.  M.  459,  70  Pae.  561.  N.  Y. 
Stone  V.  Smith,  31  Misc.  740,  64  N.  Y. 
Supp.  139;  Tallman  v.  Sprague,  18  N. 
Y.  Supp.  207.  N.  C— See  Carter  v. 
Eountree,  109  N.  C.  29,  13  S.  E.  716. 
Ohio. — Wellman  v.  Wellman,  9  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  72.  Pa.— Gazzam  v.  Beading,  202 
Pa.  231,  51  Atl.  1000;  Wyman  &  Cole- 
grove's  Appeal,  3  Walk.  419  (overpay- 
ment of  claim  sued  on,  by  reason  of 
usurious  rate  of  interest).  S.  C. — Blair 
&  Co.  V.  Thomas,  Dudley  288.  Vt. 
Hunt  V.  Burbank,  73  Vt.  273,  50  Atl. 
1058.  Wis.— O'Neill's  Estate,  90  Wis. 
480,  63  N.  W.  1042. 

[a]  Irregularities. — Where  the  vaca- 
tion of  the  judgment  was  sought  upon 
the  ground  that  "the  judgment  was 
irregularly  obtained,"  the  application 
should  point  out  the  irregularities  and 
the  bare  statement  that  the  judgment 
was  so  obtained  is  insufficient  for  this 
purpose.     George  v.  Hatton,  2  Kan.  333. 

[b]  A  motion  which  attacks  the 
"vital"  or  "active"  part  of  the  judg- 
ment, is  sufScient.  State  v.  Huston,  32 
Wash.  154,  72  Pae.  1015. 

[e]  An  averment  by  defendants  that 
they  had  employed  an  attorney  and 
had  reason  to  believe  that  he  would 
attend  to  the  case  but  that  he  suffered 
a  default  judgment,  is  insufjcient. 
"Whether  they  did  have  reason  to  so 
believe  was  a  question  to  be  determined 
by  the  district  court  upon  the  facta 
constituting  the  grounds  of  belief. 
These  facts  should  have  been  stated, 
so    that    the/  discretion    of    the    court 
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could  have,  been  exercised,  for  it,  and 
not  the  parties,  must  determine  the 
existence  of  the  ultimate  fact."  Brown 
V.   Warren,  17  Nev.  417,  30  Pae.  1078. 

27.  Long  V.  Eueh,  148  Ind.  74,  47 
N.  E.  156.  And  see  generally  the  cases 
hereinafter  cited. 

28.  Kipp  V.  dinger,  97  Minn.  135, 
106   Ni  W.   108. 

29.  Kan. — Sanford  v.  Weeks,  50  Kan. 
339,  31  Pac.  1088;  Hill  v.  Williams,  6 
Kan.  17.  Ky. — McCarthy  •;;.  Payne,  5 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  242.  Pa. — Gazzam  v.  Bead- 
ing, 202  Pa.  231,  51  Atl.  1000. 

See  generally  the  title   "Fraud." 

30.  Oliver  v.  Eiley,  92  Iowa  23,  60 
N.  W.  180.  See  generally  the  title 
"Fraud." 

31.  Donald  v.  Bradt,  15  Colo.  App. 
414,  62  Pac.  580;  Kuhn  v.  Mason,  24 
Wash.  94,  64  Pac.  182. 

32.  An  application  which  fails  to 
comply  with  all  the  statutory  require- 
ments is  insufficient.  Hill  v.  Williams, 
6  Kan.  17. 

33.  Ark.— Kirby's  St.,  1904,  §443;i. 
Kan.— Dassler 's  Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6195. 
Ky.— Civ.  Code  Proc,  1906,  §520.  Neb. 
Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8208.  Ohio.— Bates' 
Ann.  St.,  5th  ed.,  §5358,  cited  and  con- 
strued in  Newman  v.  Desnoyers,  64  Ohio 
St.  447.  60  N.  B.  572.  Okla.— ProvJns 
V.  Lovi,^  Okla.  94,  50  Pac.  81.  Wash. 
Spokane  &  I.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Stanley, 
25  Wash.  653,  66  Pac.  92;  Eoberts  v. 
Sbelton  S.  W.  E.  E.  Co.,  21  Wash.  427, 
58   Pae.   576,   involving   ch.   17,  tit.   28, 

Bal.     Code,     §5156.       Wyo Bank     of 

Cha(Jron  v.  Anderson,  6  Wyo.  518,  529, 
48  Pac.  197. 

[a]  As  to  what  will  sufficiently 
identify  the  judgment  attacked,  sea 
Eoberts  v.  Shelton  S.  W.  E.  E.  Co.,  21 
Wash.  427,  58  Pac.  576. 

[b]  In  Kansas  it  is  only  by  stating 
the  judgment  in  full  and  in  its  own 
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constituting  the  ground  relied  upon'*  and  that  it  shall  be  vferified  by 
affidavit.^^  Also,  if  the  petitioner  is  a  defendant  these  statutes  usually 
require,  in  addition  to  the  foregoing,  that  it  shall  appear  from  the 
petition  that  there  exists  in  the  defendant's  favor  a  valid  defense  to 
the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.^^  If  it  appear  that  injury  from  which 
the  party  asfts  relief  was  sustained  through  his  own  negligence  his  ap- 
plication is  defective.^' 

(III.)  Supporting  Affidavits. —  (A.)  In  General.  . —  The  proper  prac- 
tice is  to  support  an  application  to  open  or  vacate  a  judgment  with  an 
affidavit  as  to  the  facts  constituting  the  grounds  upon  which  the  relief 
is  asked,'^  which  should  also  show  the  applicant  to  have  been  as 
diligent  as,  under  the  circumstances,  could  be  required.^* 


terms  and  showing  when  and  by  what 
court  it  was  given  that  this  require- 
ment of  the  code  is  met.  Hill  v.  Wil- 
liams, 6  Kan.  17. 

34.  Kan.— Dassler's  Gen.  St.,  1909, 
§6195.  Ky.— Civ.  Code  Proc,  1906, 
§520.  Neb.— Rev.  St.,  1913,  §8208.  Ohio. 
§5358  Bates'  Ann.  Ohio  St.,  5th  ed., 
cited  and  construed  in  Newman  v. 
Desnoyers,  64  Ohio  St.  447,  60  N.  E. 
572.  Okla. — Provins  v.  Lovi,  6  Okla. 
94,  50  Pac.  81.  Wash. — Spokane  &  I. 
Lumb.'  Go.  V.  Stanley,  25  Wash.  653, 
66  Pac.  92;  Eoberts  v.  Shelton  S.  W. 
R.  R.  Co.,'  21  Wash.  427,  58  Pac.  576. 
Wyo. — Bank  of  Chadron  v.  Anderson,  6 
Wyo.  518,  529,  48  Pac.  197. 

35.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §4433. 
Kan.— Dassler's  Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6195. 
Ky.— Civ.  Code  Proc,  1906,  §520.  Neb. 
§8208,  Rev.  St., .  1913.  Ohio.— §5358, 
Bates'  Ann.  Ohio  St.,  5th  ed.,  cited  and 
aonstrued  in  Newman  v.  Desnoyers,  64 
Ohio  St.  447,  60  N.  B.  572.  Vt.— Hunt 
V.  Burbank,  73  Yt.  273,  50  Atl.  1058; 
Woodworth  v.  Coleman,  57  Vt.  368. 
Wash. — Spokane  &  I.  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Stanley,  25  Wash.  653,  66  Pac.  92; 
Roberts  v.  Shelton  8.  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  21 
Wash.  427,  58  Pao.  576.  Wyo.— Bank 
of  Chadron  v.  Anderson,  6  Wyo.  518, 
529,  48  Pac.  197. 

[a]  A  petition  sworn  to  by  the  at- 
torney for  the  petitioner,  who  makes 
oath  that  the  facts  therein  recited  are 
true  "according  to  his  best  knowledge, 
information  and  belief,"  it  nowhere 
appearing  that  he  had  or  could  have 
any  personal  knowledge  or  information 
whatever  of  the  truth  of  the  averments, 
is  insufScient  in  this  regard.  Wood- 
worth  V.  Coleman,  57  Vt.  368. 

36.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §4433. 
Kan.— Dassler's  Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6195. 
Ky,— Civ.  Code  Proc,  1906,  §520.  Neb. 


Rev.  St.,  1913,  §8208.  Ohio.— §5358, 
Bates'  Ann.  Ohio  St.,  5th  ed.,  cited  and 
construed  in  Newman  v.  Desnoyers,  64 
Ohio  St.  447,  60  N.  E.  572.  Okla. 
Provins  v.  Lovi,  6  Okla.  94,  50  Pao.  81. 
Wash. — Spokane  &  I.  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Stanley,  25  Wash.  653,  66  Pac.  92; 
Roberts  v.  Shelton  S.  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  21 
Wash.  427,  58  Pac  576.  Wyo.— Bank 
of  Chadron  v.  Anderson,  6  Wyo.  518,, 
529,  48  Pac  197. 

37.  Hunt  V.  Burbank,  73  Vt.  273,  50 
Atl.  1058. 

38.  Oal.— J»  re  Van  Loan,  142  Gal. 
423,  76  Pac.  .37.  Ga.— Dugan  v.  Mc- 
Glaun,  64  Ga.  446.  111. — Domitski  v. 
American  Linseed  Co.,  221  HI.  161,  77 
N.  E.  428;  Gage  v.  Chicago,  211  111. 
109,  71,  N.  E.  877.  Ind.— Rooker  v. 
Bruce,  171  Ind.  86,  85  N.  E.  351; 
Frazier  v.  Williams,  18  Ind.  416.  Neb. 
Wunrath  v.  People's  Furniture  Co.,  98 
Neb.  342,  152  N.  W.  736.  N.  Y.— Slade 
V.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.,  122  App.  Div. 
338,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  887.  Okla — Jen- 
kins V.  Brown,  148  Pac  697;  Crowley- 
Southerland  Com.  Co.  v.  Husband,  42 
Okla.  77,  140  Pao.  1144. 

fa]  A  Notice  of  the  Filing  of  This 
Affidavit  Should  Be  Given. — ^In  Forrest 
V.  Knox,  21  Cal.  App.  363,  131  Pac. 
894,  the  court  say:  "No  notice  of  the 
filing  of  said  last  mentioned  affidavit 
v/as  given  to  plaintiff  or  his  attorney 
until  after  the  granting  of  the  motion, 
and  said  aflSdavit  was  in  no  way  re- 
ferred to  in  the  notice  of  the  motion. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  afB.davit 
.  .  .  cannot  be  considered  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion."  Twigg  v.  James, 
37  Wash.   434,   79  Pac.   959. 

39.  lU.— Hittle  v.  Zeimer,  164  111. 
64,  45  N.  E.  419;  Roberts  v.  Corby,  86 
HI.  182;  Stetham  v.  Shoultz,  17  HI.  99. 
Ind. — Masteu  n,  Indiana  Car,  etc.  Co., 
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(B.)  Affidavit  of  Merits.,  — Where  the  applicant  is  not  entitled  to 
relief  as  a  matter  of  right  his  application  must  be  supporte'd  by  an 
affidavit  of  merits  or  a  sworn  statement  which  amounts  to  such  an 
affidavit.^"  This  afBdavit  should  show  the  applicant  to  have  an  ade- 
quate and  meritorious  defense  to  the  cause  of  action,  if  the  applicant 
be  a  defendant,*^  or,  if  the  application  is  made  by  a  plaintiff,  that  his 


25  Ind.  App.  175,  57  N.  E.  148.  Mo. 
Green  v.  Goodloe,  7  Mo.  25.  N.  0. 
Cogdell  v:  Barfield,  9  N.  C.  332.  N.  D. 
Wheeler .  v.  Castor,  11  N.  D.  347,  92' 
N.  W.  381,  61  L.  E.  A.  746.  Tex. 
Aldridge  v.  Mardoflf,  32  Tex.  204;  Tar- 
rant V.  Lively,  25  Tex.  Snpp.  399; 
Foster  v.  Martin,  20  Tex.  118;  Milam 
V.  Gordon,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  415,  68 
S.  "W.  1003.  Wash.— Haynes  v.  Schwartz 
Col,  5  Wash.  433,  32  Pac.  220.  W.  Va. 
Post  V.  Carr,  42  W.  Va.  72,  24  S.  E. 
583.  Wis. — Johnson  v.  Eldred,  13  Wis. 
482. 

40.  See  fully  the  title  .  "Affidavits 
of  Merits  and  Defense,""  and  particular- 
ly 1  Standard  Proc.  655,  659,  688. 

41.  Pla. — Roebuck  v.  Batten,  64  Fla. 
424,  59  So.  942;  City  of  Gainesville  v. 
Johnson,  59  Pla.  459,  51  So.  852.  Ga. 
Harralson  v.  McArthur,  87  Ga.  478,  13 
S.  E.  594,  13  L.  E.  A.  689;  Duggar  v. 
Lackey,  85  Ga.  631,  11  S.  E.  1025; 
Smith  V.  ShefBeld,  83  Ga.  103,  9  S.  E. 
791;  Storey  v.  Weaver,  66  Ga.  296; 
Cannon  v.  Harrold,  61  Ga.  158;  Davant 
V.  Carlton,  53  Ga.  491;  Jones  v.  Bullard, 

,  52  Ga.  145,  148;  Beall  v.  Marietta  Co., 
45  Ga.  28.     Idaho. — Holzeman  &  Co.  v. 

(Henneberry,  11  Idaho  428,  83  Pac.  497; 
Holland  Bank  v.  Lieuallen,  6  Idaho  127, 
53  Pac.  398.  III. — Ettinghausen  v.  Marx, 
86  HI.  475;  Eoberts  v.  Corby,  86  HI. 
182.  la. — Eeints  v.  Engle,  130  Iowa 
726,  107  N.  W.  947;  Tschohl  v.  Machin- 
ery Mut.  Ins.  Assn.,  126  Iowa  211,  101 
N.  W.  740;  Culbertson  v.  Salinger,  122 
Iowa  12,  97  N.  W.  99.  Kan.— Sanford 
V.  Weeks,  50  Kan.  339,  31  Pac.  1088; 
Anderson  v.  Beebe,  22  Kan.  768.  Ky. 
Hayman  &  Co.  v.  Hallam,  79  Ky.  38,9; 
Bagby  v.  Bagby,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  540; 
Thomas  v.  Duncan,  7  Ky.  L.  Eep.,  371. 
Mont. — Vadnais  v.  .  East  Bijtte,  etc. 
Min.  Co.,  42  Mont.  543,  113  Pac.  747; 
Sehaeffer  v.  Gold  Cord  Min.  Co.,  36 
Mont.  410,  93  Pac.  344;  Donnelly  v. 
Clark,  6  Mont.  135,  9  Pac.  887.  N.  M. 
Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Perrin 
&  Co.,  10  N.  M.  90,  61  Pac.  124.  N.  Y. 
Gold  V.  Hutchinson,  26  Misc.  1,  55  N. 
T.  Supp.  575.     N.  C— Le  Due  v.  Slo- 
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comb,  124  N.  C.  347,  32  S.  E.  726; 
Jeffries  v.  Aaron,  120  N.  0.  167,  26 
S.  E.  696;  Mauney  v.  Gidney,  88  N.  C. 
200;  Alston,  Young  &  Co.  v.  Parish's 
Heirs,  1  N.  C.  309.  Ore. — Coast  Land 
Co.  V.  Oregon  Col.  Co.,  44  Ore.  483, 
75  Pac.  884;  Mayer  v.  Mayer,  27  Ore. 
133,  39  Pac.  1002.  Pa.— Hippie  v.  Laird, 
189  Pa.  472,  42  Atl.  46.  B.  I.— Spopn- 
er  V.  Leland,  5  E.  I.  348;  Draper  v. 
Bishop,  4  E.  I.  '489.  S.  D.— Judd  v. 
Patton,  13  S.  D.  648,  84  N.  W.  199; 
Pettigrew  v.  City  of  Sioux  Falls,  5  S. 
D.  646,  60  N.  W.  27.  Tex. — Contreras 
V.  Haynes,  61  Tex.  103;  Aldridge  v. 
Mardoff,  32  Tex.  204;  Poster  v.  Martin, 
20  Tex.  118.  See  also  City  of  Gal- 
veston V.  Morton,  58  Tex.  409.  Wash. 
Western  Security  Co.  v.  Lafleur,  17 
Wash.  406,  49  Pac.  1061.  Wis.— Union 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Supvrs.  of  Chippewa  Co., 
47  Wis.  245,  2  N.  W.  281;  Challoner  v. 
Howard,  41  Wis.  355;  Bonnell  v.  Gray, 
36  Wis.  574;  Holden  v.  Kirby,  21  Wis. 
149;  Johnson  v.  Eldred,  13  Wis.  482. 
See  1  Standard  Proc.  691. 

[a]  A  defense  which  the  party 
might  not  have  interposed  at  the  trial 
will  not  suffice  to  support  an  applica- 
tion to  open  the  judgment.  Dooley  v. 
Gladiator,  etc.  Co.,  134  Iowa  468,  109 
N.  W.  864. 

As  to  the  necessity  and  suflciency  of 
the  statement  of  facts  constituting  the 
defense,  see  1  Standard  Proc.  686,  690. 

[b]  Construction  of  Affidavits. — ^These 
supporting  affidavits  will  be  construed 
most  strongly  against  the  applicant 
and  will  not  be  sufficient  for  this  pur- 
pose unless  the  facts  set  forth  show 
a  valid  defense;  it  is  not  enough  that, 
from  the  contents  of  the  affidavit,  such 
a  defense  may  be  inferred.  Chicago 
Pire  Proof.  Co.  v.  Park  Nat.  Bank,  145 
111.  481,  32  N.  E.  534;  Crossman  «. 
Wohlleben,  90  HI.  537. 

[c]  A  mere  denial  of  liability  is  not 
sufficient.  Johnson  L.  &  Co.  v.  Nash- 
Wright  Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96  N.  W. 
760. 

[d]  A  counterclaim  or  set-off  is  not 
such  a  defense  as  will  justify  opening 
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cause  of  action  is  a  substantial  and  just  one.*^  If  the  affidavit  of 
merits  is,  under  the  rules,  of  practice,  insufficient,  this  is  enough  to 
justify  the  denial  of  the  desired  relief,*^  unless  the  merits  otherwise 
appear.**  The  defense  set  up  should  be  founded  in  equity;  the  court 
may  well  deny  the  application  when  asked  to  let  in  a  strictly  legal 
and  inequitable  defense.*^  The  statute  of  limitations  is,  for  this  pur- 
pose, considered  a  meritorious  defense,*"  early  csises  to  the  contrary  not- 


a  judgmeat.  Gresswell  v.  White,  3 
Ind.  App.  306,  29  N.  B.  612;  Hawley 
V.  Griffin,  121  Iowa  667,  92  N.  W.  113, 
97  N.  W.  86. 

42.  Phillips  V.  Equitable  L.  Assur. 
Soc,  26  N.  T.  Supp.  522. 

43.  N.  Y.— Brewster  v.  Boyle,  64 
Hun  636,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  146;  Godson 
V.  Taussig,  32  Mise.  712,  65  N.  Y.  Supp. 
716.  See  also  Phillips  v.  Equitable  L. 
Assur.  Soc,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  522.  Ohio. 
Howard  v.  Abbey,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Ee- 
print)  64,  1  W.  L.  Bui.  278.  Pa. 
Hippie  V.  Laird,  189  Pa.  472,  42  Atl. 
46. 

See  more  fully  1  Standard  Peoc. 
655,  et  seq. 

44.  See  \1  Standard  Proc.  658,  et 
seq. 

45.  Cal. — ^People  v.  Eains,  23  Gal. 
127.  Nev. — Jones  v.  San  Francisco 
Sulphur  Co.,  14  Nev.  172.  N.  J.— Corn- 
ing V.  Ludlum,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  398;  Van- 
derveer's  Admr.  v.  Holcomb,  22  N.  J. 
Eq.  555.  N.  Y.^Abram  French  Co.  v. 
Marx,  8  Misc.  490,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  749. 
But  see  Benedict  v.  Arnoux,  85  Hun 
283,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  905.  N.  C — Wyche 
V.  Ross,  119  N.  C.  174,  25  S.  E.  878. 
N.  D.— Wheeler  v.  Castor,  11  N.  D.  347, 
92  N.  W.  381,  61  L.  R.  A.  746;  Kirseh- 
ner  v.  Kirsehner,  7  N.  T>.  291,  75  N,  W. 
252;  Gauthier  v.  Rusicka,  3  N.  D.  1,  53 
N.  W.  80.  Ohio. — McCulloeh  v.  Tapp, 
2  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  678,  4  W.  L. 
Bui.  575.  Pa;— Wei  ton  v.  Little  John, 
163  Pa..  205,  29  Atl.  871;  Caldwell  v. 
Carter,  153  Pa.  310,  25  Atl.  831;  Woods 
V.  Irwin,  141  Pa.  278,  295,  21  Atl.  603, 
23  Am.  St.  Rep.  282;  Huston  Twp.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Beale,  110  Pa.  321,  l.Atl.  926. 
See  also  Bailey  v.  Clayton,  20  Pa.  295; 
Wilson  V.  Hayes,  18  Pa.  354;  Ekel  v. 
Snevily,  3  Watts  &  S.  272.  Tex. — Fos- 
ter V.  Martin,  20  Tex.  118;  Cochrane  v. 
Middleton,  13  Tex.  275.  See  also  Ald- 
ridge  v.  Mardoff,  32  Tex.  204. 

[a]  "A  party  has  no  right  to  a 
hearing  after  judgment,  except  for 
causes  which  touch  the  honesty  and 
justice  of  the  case."      Huston    Twp. 


Ins.  Co.  V.  Beale,  110  Pa.  321,  1  Atl. 
926;   Bailey  v.  Clayton,  20  Pa.  295. 

[b]  Application  was  made  to  open  a 
judgment  foreclosing  a  mechanic's  lien 
on  the  ground  that  the  claim  was  for 
a  lump  sum  with  no  items  of  the 
articles  furnished.  This  being  nothing 
more  than  a  technical  defense  the 
court  refused  to  consider  it.  Where 
the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  for  the 
enforcement  of  a  mere  penalty  when 
no  injury  had,  in  fact,  accrued,  the 
showing  of  merits  required  will  be  cor- 
respondingly decreased.  Ellington  Roy- 
ster  &  Co.  V.  Wicker,  87  N.  C.  14. 

[c]  An  order  granting  this  relief 
•without  qualification  or  restriction  in 
this  respect  entitles  the  applicant  to 
interpose  any  defense.  Pa. — Collins  v. 
Freas,  77  Pa.  493.  S.  0. — Hane  v.  Good- 
win, 1  Brev.  461.  S.  D. — Garvie  v. 
Greene,  9  S.  D.  608,  70  N.  W.  847. 

46.  Cal.— Lilly-Brackett  Co.  v.  Son- 
nemann,  157  Cal.  192,  106  Pac.  715;. 
San  Diego  Realty  Co.  v.  McGinn,  7  Cal. 
App.  264,  94  Pac.  374.  Miss.— San- 
ders V.  Robertson,  23  Ijliss.  389.  N.  Y. 
Bank  of  Kinderhook  v.  GifEord,  40  Barb. 
659.  N.  C. — Compare,  Wyche  v.  Ross, 
119  N.  C.  174,  25  S.  B.  878.  N.  D. 
Wheeler  v.  Castor,  11  N.  D.  347,  92 
N.  W.  381,  61  L.  E.  A.  746.  Pa. 
Chandler  v.  Bennett,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  155. 
Compare.  Dutilh  v.  Miller,  2  Browne 
311.  See  also  Ellinger's  Appeal,  114 
Pa.  505,  7  Atl.  180  ;i  Ekel  v.  Snevily, 
3  Watts  &  S.  272,  38  Am.  Dec.  758. 
S.  C. — Hane  v.  Goodwin,  1  Brev.  461. 
S.  D. — Garvie  v.  Greene,  9  S.  D.  608, 
70  N".  W.  847. 

[a]  The  court  will  not  open  a  judg- 
ment to  permit  a  party  to  plead  the 
statute  of  limitations  where  it  appeared, 
without  contradiction,  at  the  hearing 
of  the  application  that  a  subsequent 
payment  had  taken  the  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute.  Eehm  v. 
Prank,  16  Pa.  Super.  175. 

[b]  In  some  states  this  was  not 
formerly  true.  See  Chandler  v.  Ben- 
nett,  3    Pa.   Co.   Ct.    155,   where   this 
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withstanding,  as  is  also  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy,*^  or  a  former 
adjudication,**  or  usury*®  and  payment,  is,  of  course,  a  proper  de- 
fense.^" In  a  ease,  however,  where  the  facts  as  to  a  defense  upon  the 
merits  are  in  dispute  the  existence  of  an  unquestioned  legal  defense 
will  justify  the  granting  of  this  relief.^^  The  defense  shown  need  not 
be  an  entire  one,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  applicant  shows  a  partial 
defense.^^ 

Amending  and  Supplementing.  — The  court  may  pertnit  the  amend- 
JQg53  Qj.  supplementing  of  an  affidavit  of  merits.^* 

(IV.)  Proposed  Answer.  —  In  many  jurisdictions  it  is  proper  or  neces- 
sary to  accompany  the  application  with  a  copy  of  the  pleading  which 
the  party  desires  to  file.^^    Such  a  verified  pleading  may  render  un- 


situation  is  reviewed.  Compare,  Sheets 
V.  Baldwin's  Admr.,  12  Ohio  120;  Mc- 
CuUoch  V.  Tapp,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
678,  4  "W.  L.  Bui.  575. 

[e]  In  Wheeler  v.  Castor,  11  N.  D. 
347,  92  N.  W.  381,  this  situation  was 
briefly  and  completely  reviewed,  the 
court  saying:  "It  is  undeniable,  in  the 
light  of  authority,  that  the  earlier  rule, 
established  by  the  adjudications  of  the 
courts  of  England,  as  well  as  those  of 
this  country,  was  that  the  statute  of 
limitations  is  not  a  meritorious  plea. 
.  .  .  But  such  rule,  in  our  opinion,  is 
not  the  modern  rule.  The  more  recent, 
and,  we  think,  the  better,  cases,  have 
abrogated  the  rule.  The  modern  judicial 
view  is  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
is  one  of  repose,  and  that  as  a  defense 
the  statute  is  now  classed  as  meri- 
torious, and  as  much  so  as  other  valid 
defenses. ' ' 

47.  Wise's  Appeal,  99  Pa.  193; 
Chandler  v.  Bennett,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  155 
{overruling  Spang  v.  Deibler,  1  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  670) ;  Com.  v.  Huber  &  Co.,  3  Clark 
383,  5  Pa.  L.  J.  331. 

48.  Audubon  v.  Excelsior  F.  Ins.  Co., 
•  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  64. 

49.  Bank  of  Kinderhook  v.  GifPord, 
40  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  659;  Audubon  v.  Ex- 
celsior F.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
64;  Chandler  v.  Bennett,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
155.  Contra,  Bank  of  Statesville  v. 
Foote,  77  N.  C.  131. 

50.  Chandler  v.  Bennett,  3  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  155. 

51.  Ellinger's  Appeal,  114  Pa.  505,  7 
Atl.  180. 

52.  Kime  ,ij.  Fenner,  54  Neb.  476,  74 
N.  W.  869;  Titus  v.  Larsen,  18  Wash. 
145,  51  Pac.  351.  See  also  Williams 
V.  County  Comrs.,  74  Kan.  693,  88  Pac. 
70. 

53.  Palmer  v.  Barclay,  93  Cal.  199, 
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28   Pac.   226.     See   1   Standard   Peoc. 
705. 

[a]  Verification  May  Be  Supplied 
by  Amendment. — Eush  v.  Eusk,  46 
Iowa  648,  26  Am.  Eep.  179. 

54.  See  1  Standard  Peoc.  705. 

[a]  Where  an  order  determining  an 
application  to  set  aside  a  judgment  is 
reversed  on  appeal  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, the  hearing  is  had  de  novo 
and  the  parties  may  offer  supplemental 
affidavits.  Jones  fc.  Swepson,  94  N.  C. 
700. 

[b]  Continuance. — ^Where  the  court 
deems  further  afS.davits  necessary  a 
continuance  may  be  ordered  to  allow 
their  preparation.  Melde  v.  Reynolds, 
129  Cal.  308",  61  Pac.  932. 

55.  Ariz. — ^Lawler  v.  Bashford-Bur- 
mister  Co.,  5  Ariz.  94,  46  Pac.  72. 
Cal.— Bagley  i>.  Cohen,  121  Cal.  604,  53 
Pac.  1117;  Bailey  v.  Taaffe,  29  Cal.  422. 
Fla.  —  Gainesville  v.  Johnson,  59 
Fla.  455,  51  So.  852.  lU.— Cole- 
hour  V.  Bass,  143  HI.  App.  530. 
Ind. — ^Bryant  v.  Richardson,  126  Ind. 
145,  25  N.  E.  807,  it  is  sufBcient  if  the 
proposed  answer  is  filed  at  the  same 
time  as  the  order  opening  the  judg- 
ment, la. — Worth  v.  Wetmore,  87  Iowa 
62,  54  N.  W.  56;  Brunson  v.  Nichols,  72^ 
Iowa  763,  34  N.  W.  289;  Thatcher  v. 
Haun,  12  Iowa  303.  Neb.— McBrien 
V.  Eiley,  38  Neb.  561,  57.  N.  W.  385; 
Fritz  V.  Grosnipklaus,  20  Neb.  413,  30 
N.  W.  411;  Spencer  v.  Thistle,  18  Neb. 
227,  13  N.  W.  214.  See  also  Fisk  v. 
Thorpe,  60  Neb.  713,  84  N.  W.  79. 
N.  Y. — Schumpp  v.  Interurban  St.  E. 
Co.,  81  App.  Div.  576,  81  N.  Y.  Supp. 
366;  Meyer  v.  City  of  New  York,  80 
App.  Div.  584,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  774; 
Allen  V.  Fowler  &  Wells  Co.,  45  App. 
Div.  506,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  325;  Eich- 
ardsQu  v.  Sun  Printing  Pub.  Assn.,  20 
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necessary  an  affidavit  of  merits,"^  or,  at  least,  supply  an  omission  in 
the  affidavit  of  the  facts  constituting  the  defense.^'  And  on  the  other 
hand  an  affidavit  of  merits  stating  the  facts  of  the  defense  may  be. 
accepted  in  lieu  of  a  verified  answer.^' 

f .  Notice.  —  (I.)  When  Necessary.  —  Unless  a  statute  requires  notice 
of  motion  in  all  cases  of  motions  to  vacate  a  judgment,^®  such  an  ap- 
plication may  be  made  during  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered,  without  notice  to  the  adverse  party,''"  but  since  the  parties 


App.  Biv.  329,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  814. 
See  also  Carey  v.  Browne,  67  Hun  516, 
22  N.  Y.  Supp.  521.  N.  D.— Wheeler 
V.  Gastor,  11  N.  D.  347,  92  N.  W.  381, 
61  L.  K.  A.  746;  Minnesota  Thresher 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Holz,  10  N.  D.  16,  84  N.  W. 
581.  See  the  concurring  opinion  in  Sar- 
gent V.  Kindred,  5  N.  D.  8,  63  N.  W. 
151.  Ore. — Egau  v.  North  Am.  Loan 
Co.,  45  Ore.  131,  76  Pae.  774,  77  Pac. 
392;  Mayer  v.  Mayer,  27  Ore.  133,  39 
Pac.  1002;  Bailey  v.  Williams,  6  Ore. 
71;  White  v.  Northwest  Stage  Co.,  5 
Ore.  99.  Wis. — Superior  Consol.  Land 
Co.  V.  Dunphy,  93  Wis.  188,  67  N.  W. 
428;  Milwaukee  Mut.  L.  &  Bldg.  Soe. 
V.  Jagodzinski,  84  Wis.  35,  54  N.  W. 
102. 

[a]  It  is  unnecessary  to  tender  an 
answer  until  after  it  has  been  deter- 
mined whether  the  grounds  upon  which 
relief  is  sought  are  sufficient.  Wheeler 
V.  Moore,  10  Wash.  309,  38  Pac.  1053. 

56.  See  1  Standard  Pboc.  658,  688; 
Bloor  V.  Slnith,  112  Wis.  340,  87  N.  W. 
870.  But  see  Judd  v.  Patton,  13  S.  D. 
648,  84  N.  W.  199;  Wheeler  v.  Castor, 
11  N.  D.  347,  92  N.  W.  381,  61  L.  R. 
A.  746;  Gauthier  v.  Eusicka,  3  N.  D. 
1,  53  N.  W.  80. 

57.  See  1  Standard  Pkoo.  658,  688; 
Godson  V.  Taussig,  32  Mise.  712,  65  N. 
Y.  Supp.  716. 

58.  Carey  v.  Browne,  67  Hun  516, 
22  N.  Y.  Supp.  521. 

[a]  "Where  a  verified  answer  is  not 
submitted,  the  trial  court  may,  at  its 
discretion,  accept  in  lieu  of  such  answer 
an  affidavit  setting  out  a  valid  defense 
to  plkintifif's  cause  of  action."  Wheel- 
er V.  Castor,  11  N.  D.  347,  92  N.  W. 
381,  61  L.  R.  A.  746. 

59.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4142. 
Cal. — Brownell  v.  Superior  Court,  157 
Cal.  703,  109  Pac.  91;  Toy  v.  Haskell, 
128  Cal.  558,  61  Pac.  89,  79  Am.  St. 
Eep.  70;  Acock  v.  Halsey,  90  Cal.  215, 
27  Pac.  193.  Colo.— Morrell  H.  Co.  v. 
Princess  G.  M.  Co.,  16  Colo.  App.  54, 
?3  Pac.  807.     lU— Major  v.  Rand,  72 


111.  App.  279.  Kan. — Dassler's  Gen. 
St.,  1909,  §6194.  And  see  National 
Bank  v.  Dry  Goods  Co.,  45  Kan.  510, 
26  Pac.  56.  Neb.— See  Rev.  St.,  1913, 
§§7646,  8209.  N.  C— Allison  v.  Whit- 
tier,  101  N.  C.  493,  8  S.  E.  338.  Ohio. 
Bates'  Ann.  St.  (5th  ed.,  §5357),  cited 
and  construed  in  PoUett  v.  Alexander, 
58  Ohio  St.  202,  50  N.  B.  720;  Braden 
V.  Hoffman,  46  Ohio  St.  639,  22  N.  E. 
930;  Hettrick  v.  Wilson,  12  Ohio  St. 
136,  80  Am.  Dec.  337.  Pa.— See  Harper 
V.  Biles,  115  Pa.  594,  8  Atl.  446.  E.  I. 
Chapdelaine  v.  Handy,  18  E.  1.  706,  30 
Atl.  342. 

[a]  Such  a  provision  refers  to  the 
final  disposing  of  and  not  to  the  mere 
filing  or  entry  of  such  motion.  Major 
V.  Rand,  72  111.  App.  279. 

[b]  Under  the  Iowa  statute  notice 
is  necessary  of  application  to  vacate  or 
modify  a  judgment  though  made  at 
the  same  term  where  made  after  the 
time  allowed  for  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  EMis  v.  Eemley,  115  Iowa  381,  88 
N.  W.  819;  Chicago  I.  &  D.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Estes,  71  Iowa  603,  33  N.  W.  124. 

[c]  But  the  statute  expressly  author- 
izes the  court  to  vacate  without  notice, 
a  vacation  entry  of  the  clerk  which 
was  J  unauthorized,  although  notice 
should  be  given  as  a  matter  of  fair- 
ness. Carpenter  v.  Zuifex,  56  Iowa  390, 
9  N.  W.  304. 

60.  Ala. — Eich  v.  Thornton',  69  Ala. 
473;  Desribes  v.  Wilmer,  69  Ala.  25,  44 
Am.  Eep.  501;  Smith  v.  Eobinson,  11 
'Ala.  270.  Ind. — Brumbaugh  v.  Stock- 
man, 83  Ind.  583;  Burnside  v.  Ennis, 
43  Ind.  4J1;  Frazier  v.  Williams,  18 
Ind.  416.  N.  C. — Harper  v.  Sugg,  111 
N.  C.  324,  16  S.  E.  173;  Allison  v.  Whit- 
tier,  101  N.  C.  490,  8  S.  E.  338.  Wash. 
Morrison  v.  Berlin,  37  Wash.  600,  79 
Pac.  1114,  where  judgment  is  void. 
W.  Va.— Green  &  Co.  v.  P.,  W.  &  Ky. 
E.  E.  Co.,  11  W.  Va.  685,  692. 

[a]  Of  this  litigants  and  counsel 
are  required  to  take  notice,  and  noth- 
ing is  done  beyond  recall  until  the  ses- 
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are  riot  chargeable  with  notice  of  subsequent  proceedings  after  ad- 
journment of  the  term,  notice  is  an  indispensable  prerequisite/^  unless 
waived  by  an  appearance  or  other  appropriate  manner.*^  Even  where 
notice  is  required,  however,  notice  of  motion  is  unnecessary  if  the 
judgment  is  absolutely  void.^^     In  some  states  the  procedure  is  by 


sion  ends  with  the  feompletion  of  the 
business.  Allison  v.  Whittier,  101  N. 
C.  490,  8  S.  E.  338. 

[b]  In  G-eorgia  notice  is  necessary 
to  motion  to  set  aside  judgment.  Ex- 
change Bank  v.  Elkan,  72  Ga.  197. 

[c]  Continuation  of  notice  of  mo- 
tion to  vacate  made  at  term  at  which 
judgment  was  rendered  is  not  such  an 
order  as  requires  notice  to  the  parties. 
Major  V.  Band,  72  111.  App.  279. 

61.  Cal. — Vallejo  v.  Green,  16  Cal. 
160.  m.— See  Bruen  v.  Bruen,  43  111. 
408;  Smith  v.  Wilson,  26  HI.  186; 
Brady  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  67  111. 
App.  159.  Ind. — Jenkins  v.  Corwin,  55 
Ind.  21;  Burnside  v.  Ennis,  43  Ind. 
41] ;  Yancy  v.  Teter,  39"  Ind.  305.  la. 
Des  Moines  Union  E.  Co.  v.  District 
Court,  170  Iowa  568,  153  N.  W.  217; 
Perry  v.  Kaspar,  113  Iowa  268,  85  N. 
W.  22;  Pollock  v.  Simpson,  67  Iowa  519, 
25  N.  W.  758;  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Duffie,  67  Iowa  175,  25  N.  'w.  117. 
Kan. — Trust  Co.  v.  Barrett,  6  Kan.  App. 
689,  50  Pac.  465.  La.— Plorsheim  Bros., 
etc.  Co.  V.  Williams,  45  La.  Ann.  1196, 
14  So.  120;  Bajourin  v.  Eamelli,  34  La. 
Ann.  554.  Md. — ^Eegester  v.  Woodward 
Iron  Co.,  82  Md.  645,  33  Atl.  320. 
Miss. — Lane  v.  Wheless,  46  Miss.  666. 
Mo. — Coleman  v.  McAnulty,  16  Mo.  173, 
57  Am.  Dee.  229.  Neb. — ^Fisk  v.  Thorp, 
51  Neb.  1,  70  N.  W.  498;  Tootle  v. 
Jones,  19  Neb.  588,  27  N.  W.  635; 
Nuckolls  V.  Irwin,  2  Neb.  60.  N.  Y. 
Wheeler  v.  Emmeluth,  55  Hun  606,  7 
N.  y.  Supp,  807;  Cayuga  County  Bank 
V.  Warfield,  13  How.  Pr.  439;  Barheydt 
V.  Adams,  1  Wend.  101.  N.  C— Har- 
per V.  Sugg,  111  N.  C.  324,  16  S.  B. 
173;  Allison  v.  Whittier,  101  N.  C.  490, 
494,  8  S.  E.  338;  Lyon  v.  McMillan,  72 
N.  C.  392;  Sutton  v.  McMillan,  72  N. 
C.  102.  Ohio.  —  Reynolds  v.  Stans- 
bury,  20  Ohio  344,  55  Am.  Dee.  459; 
Hettrick  v.  Wilson,  12  Ohio  St.  136. 
Okia.— Harding  v.  Gillett,  25  Okla.  199, 
107  Pac.  665.  E.  I.— Chapdelaine  v. 
Handy,  18  E.  I.. 706,  30  Atl.  342.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Parker,  7  S.  C.  235;  Ingram  v. 
Belk,  2  Eich.  L.  111.  Tenn. — ^Brown  v. 
Brown,  86  Tenn.  277,  6  S.  W.  869,  7 
S.  W.  640;  Warren  v.  Farquaharson,  4 
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Baxt.  484.  Tex. — Texas  Land,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Winter,  93  Tex.  560,  57  S.  W.  39. 
Wash.— Dane  v.  Daniel,  28  Wash.  155, 
68  Pac.  446;  Spokane  &  I.  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Stanley,  25  Wash.,  653,  66  Pac.  92. 

[a]  To  set  aside  a  decree  of  fore- 
closure in  favor  of  nonresidents  after 
adjournment  of  term  without  in  some 
proper  way  acquiring  jurisdiction  of 
the  parties  is  erroneous.  Porter  v. 
Orient  Ins.  Co.,  72  Conn.  519,  45  Atl.  7. 

[b]  Notice  of  filing  the  application 
is  not  ordinarily  necessary  but  a  notice 
of  the  hearing  of  such  application 
should  be  given.  Bruen  v.  Bruen,  43  111. 
408. 

[c]  Notice  filed  on  last  day  of  term 
but  not  served  until  a  subsequent  term 
is  considered  as  a  motion  made  at  the 
subsequent  term.  Morrell  H.  Co.  v. 
Princess  G.  M.  Co.,  16  Colo.  App.  54, 
63  Pac.  807. 

[d]  The  record  must  be  made  to 
show  that  this  provision  has  been  com- 
plied with,  since  there  can  be  no  pre- 
sumption of  notice.  Hettrick  v.  Wil- 
son, 12  Ohio  St.  136,  80  Am.  Dec.  337. 

62.  Ala.— Jennings  v.  Pearce,  101 
Ala.  538,  14  So.  319;  Moore  v.  Easley, 
18  Ala.  619.  Cal.— Toy  v.  Haskell,  128 
Cal.  558,  61  Pac.  89,  79  Am.  St.  Eep. 
70;  Acock  v.  Halsey,  90  Cal.  215,  27 
Pac.  193.  la. — Chicago  I.  &  D.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Estes,  71  Iowa  603,  38  N.  W. 
124. 

[a]  An  appearance  to  vacate  the 
order  setting  aside  the  previous  order 
for  insufficiency  of  the  facts'  stated  in 
the  application  to  set  aside  the  decree 
is  a  waiver  of  lack  of  notice.  The 
court  then  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties.  Ellis  v.  Eemley,  115  Iowa  381, 
88  N.  W.  819. 

63.  Cal. — People  v.  Thomas,  101  Cal. 
571,  36  Pac.  9.  Idaho. — Kerns  v.  Mor- 
gan, 11  Idaho  572,  83  Pac.  954.  Mont. 
State  ex' ret  Happel  v.  District  Court, 
38  Mont.  166,  99  Pac.  291,  129  Am. 
St.  Eep.  636,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1098. 
Wash. — Morrison  v.  Berlin,  37  Wash. 
600,  79  Pac.  1114. 

[a]  "The  p^ower  of  a  court  to  va- 
cate a  judgment  or  order  void  upon  its 
face  is   not   extinguished  hy  lapse    of 
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petition  in  some  eases,  in  which  a  summons  is  required  to  be  issued 
and  served  as  in  an  original  action.^* 

Withdrawal  of  Motion.  — A  motion  of  this  character  may  be  with- 
drawn without  notice."^ 

(II.)  Form  and  Contents.  —  The,  form  of  the  notice  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  statute  or  rules  of  eourt.^^  It  is  usually  required  to  be  in 
writing,^^  and  in  such  form  as  will  inform  the  adverse"  party  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  proceeding  and  the  time  of  the  hearing.^^  The  notice 
should  specify  all  the  relief  for  which  the  applicant  will  ask  since,  if  the 
adverse  party  defaults  at  the  hearing,  the  applicant  will  be  limited 
thereby  ;°^  buf  should  the  parties  appear  and  a  hearing  be  had  upon 
the  merits,  the  court  may  make  such  an  order  as  is  required  from  the 
facts  disclosed,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  including  provisions  incidental 
to  the  relief  demanded.'^"  The  notice  should  also  inform  the  adverse 
party  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  the  motion  will  be  made.''^ 

(III.)    To  Whom  Given.  —  The  statutes  generally  provide  for  notice 


time,  but  may  be  exercised  whenever 
the  matter  is  brought  to  thp  attention 
of  the  court.  While  a'  motion  for  such 
action  is  entirely  appropriate,  neither 
motion  nor  notice  to  an  adverse  party 
is  essential."  People  v.  Davis,  143  Cal. 
673,  77  Pac.  651. 

64.  la.— Code,  1897,  §4095.  Neb. 
Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8208.  Ohio.— Bates' 
Ann.  St.  (5th  ed.),  §5358..  Wyo.— Bank 
of  Chadron  v.  Anderson,  6  Wyo.  518, 
529,  48  Pac.  197. 

65.  Jensen  v.  Barbour,  12  Mont.  566, 
31  Pac.  592. 

66.  Major  v.  Rand,  72  111.  App.  279; 
N.  T.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1289.  See  also 
Hettrick  v.  Wilson,  12  Ohio  St.  136, 
80  Am.  Dec.  337,  and  the  title 
"Notice." 

67.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4142. 
lU.— Major  vi  Rand,  72  Bl.  App.  279. 
N.  Y.— Parson's  Code  Civ.  Proc,  1915, 
§1289.  N.  C— Harper  v.  Sugg,  111  N. 
C.  324,  16  8.  E.  173.  Ohio.— Hettrick 
V.  Wilson,  12  Ohio  St.  136,  80  Am. 
Dec.  337. 

68.  Form  of  Notice  of  Motion. 
[Title  of  court  and  cause.]  To  the 
above  named  plaintifE  (or  defendant) 
and  (if  adverse  party  is  represented  by 
counsel)  to  A.  B.,  his  attorney:  Please 
take  notice  that  the  undersigned,  as 
attorney  for  the  defendant  (or  plain- 
tifE),  will    on    the day     of 

,    19 — ,    at    o'clock 

— .  m.  of  said  day,  or  as  soon  there- 
after as  counsel  may  be  heard,  move 
the  above  named  court  to  vacate  the 
judgment  rendered  in  said  cause  on  the 


day  of 


-,  19 — ,  on  the 


ground  (here  insert  the  ground  upon 
which  the  motion  is  to  be  made  as 
that  the  said  court  was  without  juris- 
diction to  render  such  judgment);  for 
the  following  reasons,  to- wit:  1.  Be- 
cause (here  set  forth  the  facts  as  that 
the  defendant  was  not  served  person- 
ally with  the  summons,  etc.)  Based 
upon  Wren  v.  Johnson,  62  S.  C.  533,  40 
S.  B.  937. 

,  For  another  form  of  notice  of  motion 
see  Peoples  v.  Ulmer,  64  S.  C.  496,  42 
S.  E.  429. 

69.  Headdings  v.  Gavette,  86  App. 
Div.  592,  8"3  N.  T.  Supp.  1017. 

70.  In  Headdings  v.  Gavette,  86  App. 
Div.  592,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  1017,  de- 
faulting defendant  served  notice  that 
he  would  ask  that  "  'the  judgment 
herein  be  vacated,  and  the  findings  on 
which  it  was  entered  set  aside,  and 
that  the  attorney  for  the  defendant 
be  allowed  to  serve  his  notice  of  re- 
tainer.' "  The  order  of  the  court  fur- 
ther provided  for  leave  to  file  an  an- 
swer. The  parties  being  before  the 
court  and  a  hearing  having  been  had 
this  was  held  to  be  proper. 

71.  O'Brien  v.  Leach,  139  Cal.  220, 
72  Pac.  1004,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  105;  Per- 
kins V.  Mead,  22  How.  Pr.  (F.  Y.)  476; 
Selover  v.  Forbes,  22  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
477. 

[a]  A  notice  of  motion  for  irregu- 
larity should  specify  wherein  the  ir- 
regularity consists.  Selover  v.  Forbes, 
22  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  477;  Whitehead  v. 
Smith,  9  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  35. 
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to  the  adverse  party.''^  This  notice  should  be  given  to  the  parties  of 
record  who  have  an  interest  in  maintaining  the  judgment  which  the 
applicant  seeks  to  have  opened  or  set  aside/^ 

(IV.)  Service.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  The  manner  or  mode  of  service 
of  the  notice  is  determined  largely  by  statute.''* 

(B.)  Upon  Whom.  — While  there  is  authority  which  requires  the 
service  of  the  notice  upon  the  adverse  party  himself /°  generally  service 
may  be  made' upon  the  attorney  of  record  of  the  adverse  party.''" 

(C.)  Requirements  as  to  Time.  —  Statutes  providing  for  notice  vary 
as  to  the  length  of  notice  required.'^'  Some  statutes  provide  for  reason- 
able notice  only.^^    If  the  proceeding  is  instituted  by  petition  it  is 


72.  Morrell  H.  Co.  v.  Princess  G.  M. 
Co.,  16  Colo.  App.  54,  63  Pac.  807. 

73.  People  v.  Miller,  195  HI.  621,  63 
N.  E.  504.  See  N,  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proe., 
§1286. 

[a]  Where  disbarment  proceedings 
were  instituted  in  one  state,  based  upon 
a  foreign  judgment  of  disbarment,  the 
parties  upon  whose  relation  the  second 
proceeding  was  instituted  are  not  en- 
titled to  notice  of  an  application  to 
vacate  the  foreign  judgnjent  since  they 
were  not  parties  to  that  action.  People 
V.  Miller,  195  HI.  621,  63  N.  E.  504. 

[b]  If  notice  has  been  given  to  all 
persons  interested  in  maintaining  the 
judgment  it  is  an  immaterial  irregular- 
ity that  the  party  who  is  nominally 
the  adverse  party  was  not  notified. 
Fitzgerald  v.  Cross,  30  Ohio  St.  444. 

74.  See  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4142. 
N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1289.  Ohio. 
Hettrick  v.  Wilson,  12  Ohio  St.  136,  80 
Am.  Dec.  337. 

See  generally  the  title  "Service  of 
Process  and  Papers."  ' 

[a]  Where  the  application  is  made 
by  petition  and  summons,  served  as  in 
the  commencement  of  an  action,  notice 
may  be  given  by  publication.  White- 
head v.  Post,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
468. 

[b]  In  Indiana  where  the  remedy  is 
by  "motion  or  complaint"  (§405, 
Burns'  Ann.  Stats.,  1914)  notice  may 
not  be  given  by  publication.  Beck  v. 
Koester,  79  Ind.  135. 

75.  Perry  v.  Kaspar,  113  Iowa  268, 
85  N.  W.  22,  holding  service  upon  ad- 
verse party  necessary. 

[a]  Service  upon  legal  representa- 
tives after  death  of  the  party,  see  Ala. 
Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4142,  and  Grier  v. 
Jones,  54  Ga.  154. 

76.  Dak. — Beach  v.  Beach,  6  Dak. 
371,  43  N.  W.  701.    Ga.— Jordan  v.  Tar- 
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ver,  92  Ga.  379,  17  S.  E.  351.  HI. 
Major  V.  Band,  72  HI.  App.  279,  283; 
Pick  V.  Glickman,  54  111.  App.  646. 
Kan.- — National  Bank  v.  Dry  Goods 
Co.,  45  Kan.  510,  26  Pac.  56.  Minn. 
Phelps  V.  Heaton,  79  Minn.  476,  82  N. 
W*.  990.  Neb. — Merriam  v.  Gordon,  17 
Neb.  325,  22  N.  W.  563.  N.  C— Branch 
V.  Walker,  92  N.  C.  87.  N.  D.— Torke 
V.  Yorke,  3  N.  D.  343,  55  N.  W.  1095. 
Ohio. — See  Braden  v.  Hoffman,  46  Ohio 
St.  639,  22  N.  E.  930;  Hettrick  v.  Wil- 
son, 12  Ohio  St.  136,  80  Am.  Dec.  337. 
Wash. — Dane  v.  Daniel,  28  Wash.  155, 
68  Pac.  446;  Sturgiss  v.  Dart,  23  Wash. 
244,  62  Pac.  858. 

[a]  Under  proceedings  instituted  by 
petition,  if  the  statute  declares,  as  it 
does  in  some  states,  that  "on  such  peti- 
tion summons  shalj  be  issued  and  served 
as  in  the  commencement  of  an  ac- 
tion," the  service  may  only  be  made 
upon  the  party  and  not  upon  his  at- 
torney. Whitehead  v.  Post,  2  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  468. 

77.  See  Ala.  Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4142; 
Spokane  &  I.  Lumber  Co.  ».  Stanley, 
25  Wash.  653,  66  Pac.  92  (^overruling 
Chehalis  v.  EUingson,  21  Wash.  638,  59 
Pac.  485);  Williams  v.  Breen,  25  Wash. 
666,  66  Pac.  103. 

78.  Bates'  Ann.  Ohio  St.  (5th  ed.), 
§5357;  Hettrick  v.  Wilson,  12  Ohio  St. 
136,  80  Am.  Dec.  337;  Hill  v.  Bowyer, 
18  Gratt.   (59  Va.)   364. 

[a]  What  Is  Reasonable  Notice. 
Under  such  a  statute  where  the  notice 
was  served  on  the  day  set  for  hear- 
ing but  the  hearing  was  continued  for 
nearly  a  month,  thus  affording  the  ad- 
verse party  ample  time  to  prepare  for 
contesting  the  application,  the  error,  if 
any,  in  the  shortness  of  the  notice  was 
cured.  "A  reasonable  notice  of  the 
hearing  of  a  motion  is  such  notice  as 
is  meet  and  fair,  in  view  of  the  eir- 
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frequently  required  that  the  party  shall  be  brought  into  cc^urt  on  the 
same  notice  as  to  time  as  in  an  original  action.''^ 

(V.)  Waiver.  —  By  appearing  and  contesting  the  application  for  this 
relief  the  adverse  party  waives  his  right  to  a  notice.*" 

g.  Demurrer,  Answer  or  Counter- Affidavits.  —  While  neither  a  de- 
murrer*^ nor  answer  may  be  filed  by  the  opposing  party  upon  a  motion 
to  open  or  vacate  a  judgment,*^  in  those  jurisdictions  where  the  ap- 
plication is  by  petition  the  opposing  party  must  answer/^  otherwise 
the  petition  may  be  granted  pro  confess©,**  unless,  as  in  some  states, 
the  statute  provides  that  the  allegations  of  the  petition  are  deemed 
denied  without  answer.*^  The  adverse  party  has  a  right  to  ofEer 
counter-affidavits  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  it  is  sought  to  open 
or  vacate  the  judgment,*^  thus  he  may  controvert  the  facts  offered 
as  an  excuse  for  the  failure  to  make  defense  at  the  proper  timfe.*'^ 
Generally,  however,  the  affidavit  of  the  applicant  as  to  the  merits  of 
his  defense  may  not  be  controverted  in  this  manner.** 


cumstanees  and  conditions  existent  at 
the  time  in  the  matter  to  be  pre- 
sented." Fisk  V.  Thorp,  51  Neb.  1,  70 
N.  W.  498. 

79.  Ohio.— Bates'  Ann.  St.  (5th  ed.), 
§5358;  Hettrick  v.  Wilson,  12  Ohio  St. 
136,  80  Am.  Dec.  337.  Wash. — Roberts 
V.  Shelton,  etc.  E.  E.  Co.,  21  Wash. 
427,  58  Pac.  576.  Wyo.— Bank  of 
Chadron  r.  Anderson,  6  Wyo.  518,  48 
Pac.  197. 

80.  Ala. — Jennings  v.  Pearce,  101 
Ala.  538,  14  So.  319;  Moore  v.  Easley, 
18  Ala.  619.  Cal.— Toy  v.  Haskell,  128 
Cal.  558,  61  Pac.  89,  79  Am.  St.  Eep. 
70.  Ga.— Jordan  v.  Tarver,  92  Ga.  379, 
17  S.  E.  351.  Compare,  Shotwell  v. 
Eowell,  30  Ga.  557.  Ind.— Hill  v.  Crump, 
24  Ind.  291.  la.— Worth  v.  Wetmore, 
87  Iowa  62,  54  N.  W.  56.  Mont.— Jen- 
sen V.  Barbour,  12  Mont.  566,  31  Pac. 
592.  Ohio.— Braden  v.  Hoffman,  46 
Ohio  St.  639,  22  N.  E.  930. 

81.  Whitehead  v.  Post,  2  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)  468. 

82.  Whitehead  v.  Post,  2  Ohio  Dee. 
(Eeprint)   468. 

83.  Yost  V.  Mensch,  141  Pa.  78,  21 
Atl.  507,  27  W.  N.  C.  562. 

[a]  Such  answer  should  be  direct 
and  specific  in  its  denials.  Yost  v. 
Mensch,  141  Pa.  73,  83,  21  Atl.  507,  27 
W.  N.  C.  562. 

As  to  answers  generally,  see  the  titles 
"Answers;"  "Denials." 

84.  Daly  V.  Thompson,  5  Pa.  Dist.  749. 
See  also  Bonner  v.  Martin,  51  Ga.  195. 

85.  Iowa  Code,  1897,  §4095;  Eoberts 
r.  Shelton,  etc.  E.  E.  Co.,  21  Wash.  427, 
58  Pac.  576. 


86.  Eeed  v.  Curry,  35  111.  536. 

87.  Cal.— In  re  "Van  Loan,  143  Cal. 
423,  76  Pac.  37;  Security  Loan  &  T. 
Co.  V.  Estudillo,  134  Cal.  166,  66  Pac. 
257;  Doiiglass  v.  Todd,  96  Cal.  655,  31 
Pac.  623,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  247.  111. 
Gilchrist  Transp.  Co.  v.  Northern  Grain 
Co.,  204  111.  510,  68  N.  E.  558;  Hefling 
V.  Van  Zandt,  162  HI.  162,  44  N.  E. 
424;  Matzenbaugh  v.  Doyle,  156  111.  331, 
40  N.  E.  935.  ma. — Williams  v. 
Grooms,  122  Ind.  391,  24  N.  E.  158; 
Dobbins  v.  McNamara,  113  Ind.  54,  14 
N.  E.  887,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  626;  Beatty 
V.  O'Connor,  106  Ind.  81,  5  N.  E.  880; 
Morris  v.  Buckeye  Engine  Co.,  78  Ind. 
86;  Bristor  v.  Galvim,  62  Ind.  352;. Lake 
V,  Jones,  49  Ind.  297;  Hasten  v.  Indiana 
Car  Co.,  25  Ind.  App.  175,  57  N.  E. 
148.  Minn. — ^Bausman  v.  Tilley,  46 
Minn.  66,  48  N.  W.  459.  -  Mont.— Butte 
Butch.  Co.  V.  Clarke,  19  Mont.  306,  48 
Pac.  303.  THeh. — Stover  v.  Hough,  47 
Neb.  789,  66  N.  W.  825.  N.  Y.— Pro- 
vost V.  Provost,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  896. 
N.  D. — Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Holz,  10  N.  D.  16,  84  N.  ,W.  581. 

[a]  The  facts  in  opposition  may 
only  be  stated.  Inferences  and  argu- 
ments or  matters  of  belief,  have  no 
place  in  such  an  affidavit.  Powell  v. 
Kane,  5  Paige  (N.  Y.)  265. 

[b]  By  Attorney. — An  affidavit  con- 
troverting the  allegations  in  the  affi- 
davits supporting  the  application  may 
be  made  by  the  attorney  for  his  client. 
Marx  V.  Epstein,  1  Tex.  Civ.  Cas., 
§1317. 

88.  Ala.— Pratt  v.  Keils,  28  Ala.  390. 
Oal.— Douglass  v.  Todd,  96  Cal.  €55,  31 
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h.  Hearing  and  Deiennination.  —  (I.)  Procedure  at  Hearing.  —  The 
procedure  generally  adopted  on  the  hearing  is  to  first  hear  and  de- 
,  termine  the  grounds .  upon  which  the  application  is  made.^'  Good 
cause  appearing  for  granting  the  desired  relief,  the  rules  of  practice 
generally  require  that  the  court  shall  then  consider  the  validity  of 
the  proposed  defense,  and  shall  refuse  to  disturb  the  judgment  at- 
tacked unless  it  appears  that  there  is  a  valid  defense  to  the  action,®" 
or,  if  the  application  he  by  a  plaintiff,  that  he  has  a  good  cause  of 


Pao.  623,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  247;  Eeelama- 
tion  Dist.  v.  Coghill,  56  Cal.  607;  Gra- 
der v.  Weir,  45  Cal.  53;  Francis  v.  Cox, 
33  Cal.  323.  il.— Gilchrist  Transp.  Co. 
V.  Northern  Grain  Co.,  204  111.  510,  68 
N.  E.  558;  Mendell  v.  Kimball,  85  111. 
582.  Ind. — Becter  v.  Tell  City  Bank, 
142  Ind.  99,  41'N.  E.  323;  "Williams  v. 
Grooms,  122  Ind.  391,  24  N.  E.  158; 
Dobbins  v.  McNamara,  113  Ind.  54,  14 
N.  E.  887,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  626;  Beatty 
V.  O'Connor,  106  Ind.  81,  5  N.  E.  880; 
Douglass  V.  Keehn,  78  Ind.  199;  State 
V.  Howe,  64  Ind.  18;  Bristor  v.  Galvin, 
62  Ind.  352;  Hunter  v.  Francis,  56  Ind. 
460;  Hill  v.  Crump,  24  Ind.  291;  Davis 
V.  Steuben  -Tp.,  19  Ind.  App.  694,  50 
N.  E.  1.  la.— "Worth  v.  "Wetmore,  87 
Iowa  62,  54  N.  W.  56.  Mont.^Butte 
Butch.  Co.  V.  Clarke,  19  Mont.  306,  48 
Pac.  303.  N.  Y. — Benedict  v.  Arnoux, 
85  Hun  283,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  905;  Han- 
ford  V.  McNair,  2  Wend.  286;  Catlin 
V.  Latspn,,  4  Abb.  Pr.  248,  13  How. 
Pr.  511;  Johnson  v.  Lynch,  15  How.  Pr. 
199.  N.  D. — Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Holz,  10  N.  D.  16,  84  N.  W.  581. 
S.  D. — Minnehaha  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hurley, 
13  S,  D.  18,  82  N.  W.  87;  .Congdon 
Hdw.  Co.  V.  Consolidated  Apex  Min. 
Co.,  11  S.  D.  376,  77.  N.  W.  1022. 

See  1  Standard  Peoc.  708. 

[a]  Where  the  records  and  files  af- 
firmatively show  that  the  proposed  de- 
fense is  not  available  the  motion  may 
be  resisted  on  this  ground.  Minnehaha 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hurley,  13  S.  D.  18,  82 
N.  W.  87. 

89.  Ark.— Kirby's  Big.,  1904,  §4435. 
la.— Code,  1897,  §4097;  Worth  v.  Wet- 
more,  87  Iowa  62,  54  N.  W.  56.  Kan. 
Dassler's  Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6196.  Ky. 
Civ.  Code'  Proc,  1906,  §522.  Neb. 
Eev.  St.,  1913,  §§8210-11;  Western 
Assur.  Co.  V.  Klein,  48  Neb.  904,  67 
N.  W.  873;  Bond  v.  Wycoff,  42  Neb. 
214,  60  N.  W.  564;  Thompson  v.  Sharp, 
17  Neb.  69,  22 -N.  W.  78;  Delaney  v. 
T^pdike  Grain  Co.,  5  Neb.  (TJnof.)  579, 
99  N.  W.  660.     N.  C— Turner  v.  J.  I. 
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Case  Thresh.  Mach.  Co.,  133  1,".  C.  381, 
45  S.  E.  781.  Ohio.— Bates'  Ann.  St. 
(5th  ed.),  §5359;  Newman  v.  Desnoyers, 
64  Ohio  St.  447,  60  N.  E.  572;  Braden 
V.  Hoffman,  46  Ohio  St.  639,  22  N.  E. 
930;  Watson  v.  Paine,  25  Ohio  St.  340; 
Smead  Foundry  Co.  v.  Iron  Co.,  18 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  783;  Wellm'an  v.  Wellman, 
9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  72;  Pox  v.  Bank,  11 
Ohio  Deo.  (Eeprint)  127;  Kolkhoffl  v. 
Busse,  6  Ohio  Dec.  28.  Pa. — See  Ives 
V.  Snyder,  7  Kulp  393.  S.  D.— Cong- 
don Hdw.  Co.  V.  Con.  Apex  Min.  Co., 
11  S.  D.  376,  77  N.  W.  1022.^ 

[a]  A  statute  requiring  the  court  to_ 
try  and  decide  upon  the  grounds  for 
setting  aside  the  judgment  before  try- 
ing and  deciding  upon  the  validity  of 
the  defense,  means  not  the  sufficiency 
of  the  averments  of  the  grounds  but 
the  existence  of  the  facts  alleged. 
Kolkhoff  V.  Busse,  6  Ohio  Dec.  28. 

[b]  Only  the  grounds  stated  in  the 
application  will  be  considered.  Chal- 
liss  V.  Headley,  9  Kan.  684. 

90.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §4434. 
la.— Code,  1897,  §1496.  And  see,  in- 
volving this  section,  the  following 
cases:  Clark  v.  Ellsworth,  84  Iowa  525, 
51  N.  W.  31;  Coleman  v.  Case,  66  Iowa 
534,  ,24  N.  W.  31;  State  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Granger,  62  Iowa  272,  17  N.  W.  504; 
Miracle  v.  Lancaster,  46  Iowa  179; 
Brewer  v.  Holbom,  34  Iowa  473.  This 
section,  it  has  been  held,  contemplates 
a  trial  as  to  whether  there  is  a  valid 
defense.  Morton  -d.  Coffin,  29  Iowa 
235.  Kan.— Dassler's  Gen.  St.,  1909, 
§6197.  Ky.— Civ.  Code  Proc,  1906, 
§521.  Neb.— Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8211  ("a 
judgment  shall  not  be  vacated  on  mo- 
tion or  petition,  until  it  is  adjudged 
that  there  is  a  valid  defense  to  the 
action  in  which  the  judgment  is  ren- 
dered"); Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Klein, 
48  Neb.  904,  67  N.  W.  873.  N.  C. 
Turner  v.  J.  I.  Case  Thresh.  Machine 
Co.,  133  N.  C.  381,  45  S.  E.  781,  in- 
volving §513,  Eev.,  1905.  Ohio. — Bates' 
Ann.   St.    (5th   ed.),    §5360,   cited    and 


nmuENTB 


229 


action.*^  The  court,  however,  will  not  inquire  into  the  merits  further 
than  to  discover  whether  or  not  the  applicant  has,  prima  facie,  a  good 
defense  or  cause  of  action. ^^    It  is  for  the  court  to  determine,  upon 


construed  in  Newman  v,  Desnoyers,  64 
Ohio  St.  447,  60  N.  B.  572;  Follett  v. 
Alexander,  58  Ohio  St.  202,  50  N.  E.. 
720;  Ealston  v.  Wells,  49  Ohio  St.  298; 
30  N.  E.  784;  Braden  v.  HofEman,  46 
Ohio  St.  639,  22  N.  E.  930;  Watson  v. 
Paine,  25  Ohio  St.  340;  Hettrick  ».  Wil- 
son, 12  Ohio  St.  136,  80  Am.  Dee.  337; 
Smead  Foundry  Co.  v.  Andrews  & 
Hitchcoci  Iron  Co.,  18  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
783;  Wellman  v.  Wellman,  9  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  72;  Fox  v.  Lima  Nat.  Bank,  11  Ohio 
Dee.  (Eeprint)  127;  KolkhofE  v.  Busse, 
6  Ohio  Dec.  28.  See  also  Hildebrand 
V.  Windisch  &  Co.,  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Ee- 
print) 784,  4  W.  L.  Bui.  289.  Okla.. 
Provins  v.  Levi,  6  Okla.  94,  50  Pac.  81. 
Wyo. — Bank  of  Chadron  v.  Anderson,  6 
Wyo.  518,  529,  48  Pac.  197. 

[a]  In  Ohio,  (1)  after  the  court  has 
decided  that  there  is  good  ground  to 
vacate,  the  judgment  to  vacate  should 
be  suspended  until  after  the  cause  is 
tried;  and  if,  on  such  trial,  the  de- 
fense is  established,  then  judgment  of 
vacation  should  be  enterecl;  or,  if  the 
defense  fails,  the  judgment  is  to  be 
affirmed.  Braden  v.  Hoffman,  46  Ohio 
St.  639,  22  N.  E.  930;  Frazier  v.  Wil- 
liams, 24  Ohio  St.  625.  (2)  It  seems 
that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  are 
intended  for  the  protection  of  the  party 
resisting  the  application  and  may  be 
waived  by  his  subsequent  appearance 
without  objection.  Where  the  judg- 
ment is  set  aside  without  first  de- 
termining that  there  is  a  valid  de- 
fense to  the  action,  the  order  thus 
made  is  not  void  but  void'able  only, 
and  hence  immune  from  collateral  at- 
tack. Newman  v.  Desnoyers,  64  Ohio 
,St.  447,  60  N.  E.  572. 

[b]  If  the  proceeding  was  by  mo- 
tion the  defendant  should  file  his  pro- 
posed answer  and  a  trial  be  had  in 
the  regular  manner;  if  by  petition 
where  the  defense  is  set  out  in  is- 
suable form  it  would  be  sufScient  to 
take  issue  thereon  by  reply  or  de- 
murrer. When  the  issue  is  thus  imade 
up,  it  should  be  tried  as  in  any  other 
case.  Watson  v.  Paine,  25  Ohio  St. 
340. 

91.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §4434. 
Kan.— Dassler's  Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6197. 
Ky.— Civ.  Code  Proe.,  1906,  §521.  Neb. 


Rev.  St.,  1913,  §8211.  Ohio.— Bates ' 
Ann.  St.  (5th  ed.);  §5360;  Wellman  v. 
Wellman,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  72;  Bowser 
V.  Toledo,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  83,  9  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  294. 

92.  la. — Johnson,  Lane  &  Co.  v. 
Nash-Wright  Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96  N. 
W.  760.  N.  Y. — Benedict  v.  Arnoux, 
85  Hun  283,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  905,  66 
N.  Y.  St.  Eep.  298;  Gideon  v.  Dwyer, 
17  Misc.  233,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1053.  See 
also  Dinsmore  v.  Adams,  49  How.  Pr. 
238.  N.  C— See  also  Le  Due  v.  Slo- 
comb,  124  N.  0.  347,  32  S.  B.  726.  Pa. 
See  Hunter  v.  Forsyth,  205  Pa.  466,  55 
Atl.  26.  E.  I. — Alverson  v.  Alverson,  2 
E.  I.  27.  S.  D.— Congdon  Hdw.  Co.  v. 
Consolidated  Apex  Min.  Co.,  il  S.  D. 
376,  77  N.  W.  1022.  See  also  S^arles' 
V.  Christensen,  5  S.  D.  650,  60  N.  W. 
29.  Vt.— Fairfield  v.  King,  41  Vt.  611. 
'  See  supra,  XIV,  E,  2,  g. 

[a]  "As  the  truth  of  the  defenses 
are  not  finally  tried  in  the  prpoeedings 
to  vacate  the  judgment,  enough  evi- 
dence to  make  a  prima  facie  showing 
of  the  truth  or  existence  of  the  de- 
fenses would  be  sufficient  to  authorize 
the  court  to  vacate  the  judgment." 
Knights  of  Maccabees  v.  Gordon,  83 
Ark.  17,  21,  102  S.  W.  711. 

[b]  "It  is  not  necessary  to  show 
that  the  defense  is  valid,  and  the  court 
will  not  go  into  the  evidence  except 
so  far  as  to  satisfy  themselves  that  the 
petitioner  has  prima  facie  good  grounds 
for  a  trial."  Alverson  v.  Alverson,  2 
E.  L  27. 

[c]  "The  hearing  of  evidence  is 
confined  to  the  question  whether  the 
judgment  has  been  taken  through  the 
inadvertence,  mistake,  surprise,  or  ex- 
cusable neglect  of  the  defendant.  The 
applicant  is  not  required  to  make  more 
than  such  a  prima  facie  showing  of 
merits  as  arises  from  his  own  affi- 
davits." Gideon  v.  Dwyer,  17  Misc. 
233,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1053,  1054,  quoting 
from  Freeman  on  Judgments,   §109. 

[d]  In  Pennsylvania  the  court  Ijfas 
said  that  where  an  affidavit  of  defense 
is  not  filed  in  time  "and  comes  before 
the  court  only  on  a  rule  to  open  a 
judgment  regularly  entered,  the  court 
is  entitled  to  examine  the  averments 
critically   and  to   require   further   evi- 
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the  facts,  whether  the  judgment  should  be  opened  oi*  vacated.*^  And 
a  motion  to  open  or  vacate  a  judgment  may  be  disposed  of  in  a  sum- 
mary manner.^*  It  is  not  necessary,  simply  because  there  is  a  conflict 
in  the  evidence,  to  submit  the  matter  to  a  jury,®^  though  the  court 
may,  if  the  nature  of  the  controversy  be  such  as  to  make  it  advisable, 
direct  an  issue  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  and  grant  the  relief  sought  in 
accordance  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury.^"  If  the  court  is  not  satisfied 
from  the  affidavits  and  papers  presented  as  to  what  the  real  facts 
are,  it  may  refer  the  matter  for  the  purpose  of  taking  further  evi- 
dence,"' and  may  require  the  parties  to  submit  to  an  oral  examina- 
tion and  cross-examination."*  The  laches  of  the  applicant  may  be 
considered  in  determining  whether  to  grant  him  relief.""  Relief  may 
also  be  denied  where  it  appears  that  it  would  result  in  no  substantial 
benefit  to  the  applicant.^  In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  make  findings  on  the  facts^,  which  should  be  specific  and  not 


dence  as  to  the  facts,  as  in  other  eases 
of  application  to  open  judgments." 
Hunter  v.  I'orsyth,  205  Pa.  466,  55  Atl. 
26. 

93.  Kolkhoff  V.  Busse,  6  Ohio  Dec. 
28;  Cloud  v.  Markle,  186  Pa.  614,  40 
Atl.  811;  Fisher  v.  Hestonville  M.  &  P. 
Pass.  Ey.  Co.,  185  Pa.  602,  40  Atl.  97; 
Wernet's  Appeal,  91  Pa.  319;;  Barley's 
Appeal,  90  Pa.  321;  Gottlieb  v.  Middle- 
berg,  23  Pa.  Super.  525;  Ives  v.  Snyder, 
7  Kulp  393.  See  also  Eeiehenbach  v. 
Hartlep,   15  Pa.  Super.  23. 

[a]  On  such  a  motion  a  court  has 
all  the  powers  which  formerly  apper- 
tained to  a  chancellor.  Vilas  v.  Platts- 
burgh  &  M.  Eailroad  Co.,  123  N.  Y. 
440,  25  N.'  E.  941. 

[b]  Upon  a  Preponderance  of  the 
Evidence. — Cloud  v.  Markle,  186  Pa. 
614,  40  Atl.  811.  But  see  Merchants 
Ad  Sign  Co.  v.  Los  Angeles  Bill  Post- 
ing Co.,  128  Cal.  619,  61  Pac.  277; 
Kolkhoff  V.  Buase,  6  Ohio  Dec.  28. 

Discretion  of  Court. — See  infra,  XIV, 
E,  2,  h,  (II). 

Review  on  Appeal. — See  infra,  SIV, 
H. 

94.  EatlifE  v.  Baldwin,  29  Ind.  16,  92 
Am.  Dec.  330. 

95.  Barley's  Appeal,  90  Pa.  321; 
Gottlieb  v.  Middleberg,  23  Pa.  Super. 
525;  Zartman  v.  Spangler,  21  Pa.  Super. 
647;  Ives  i;.  Snyder,  7  Kulp  (Pa.)  393. 
See  Kolkhoff  v.  Busse,  6  Ohio  Dec.  28. 

96.  m. — Easmussen  v.  Smith,  82  HI. 
App.  334.  Miss. — Meyer  >v.  Whitehead, 
62  Miss.  387.  Pa.— Martin  v.  Kline, 
157  Pa.  473,  27  Atl.  753;  McCutcheon 
V.  Allen,  96  Pa.  319;  Ives  v.  Snyder,  7 

Vol,  XV 


Kulp  393.    Wis. — Cooley  ■;;.  Gregory,  16 
Wis.  303. 

See  generally  the  title  "Issues  in 
Pleading  and  Practice." 

97.  Vilas  V.  Plattsburgh  &  M.  Eail- 
road Co.,  123  N.  Y.  440,  25  N.  E.  941. 

98.  Vilas  V.  Plattsburgh  &  M.  Eail- 
road Co.,  123  N.  Y.  440,  25  N.  E.  941. 

99.  Jones  v.  Jones,  24  N.  T.  Supp. 
1031.    See  supra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d,  (II). 

[a]  If  upon  the  hearing  of  the  ap-  > 
plication  it  should  develop  that  the  ap- 
plicant was  guilty  of  such  laches  as 
must  bar  his  application  it  becomes 
unnecessary  for  the  court  to  consider 
the  character  of  his  proposed  defense. 
Turner  v.  J.  I.  Case  Thresh.  Mach.  Co., 
136  N.  C.  -381,  45  S.  E.  781;  Osborn  v. 
Leach,  133  N.  C.  427,  45  S.  E.  783. 

1.  Harrell  v.  Peebles,  79  N.  C.  26; 
Bradford  v.  Coit,  77  N.  C.  72;  Salsberg 
V.  Mack,  6  Kulp  (Pa.)  337. 

2.  Oldham  v.  Sneed,  80  N.  C.  16; 
Jones  V.  Swepson,  79  N.  C.  510;  TJtley 
r.  Peters,  72  N.  C.  525;  Clegg  v.  New 
York  White  Soap  Stone  Co.,  66  N.  C. 
391;  Powell  v.  Weith,  66  N.  C.  423. 
Compare,  Waller  v.  Weston,  125  Cal. 
201,  57  Pac.  892. 

See  generally  the  title  "FincGngs  and 
Conclusions." 

[a]  "It  is  the  duty  of  the  judge: 
first,  to  find  the  facts,  as  they  would 
be  set  out  in  a  special  verdict."  This 
requirement  is  not  met  by  simply  stat- 
ing the  evidence.  That  is  often  con- 
flicting and  the  appellate  court  is  not 
a  competent  tribunal  to  try  the  facts. 
Clegg  V.  New  York  White  Soap  Stone 
Co.,  66  N.  C.  391. 
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general.'  And,  it  has  been  held,  a  party  to  such  a  motion  may  properly 
demand  of  the  trial  court  that  it  specify  the  ground  upon  which  its 
decision  therein  is  made,  and  a  refusal  so  to  do  is  error.* 

(II.)    Discretion  of  Court.  —  It  is  a  well  established  general  rule  that 
in  granting  or  withholding  this  reliifef,^  as  well  as  in  the  disposition  of 


3.  Winborne  v.  Johnson,  95  N.  0. 
46;  Oldham  v.  Sneed,  80  N.  0.  15; 
Smith  V.  Hahn,  80  N.  C.  240;  Powell  v. 
Weith,  66  N.  C.  423.  See  also  Allison 
1}.  Whittier,  101  N.  C.  490,  8  8.  E. 
338. 

[a]  A  general  finding  "that  the  de- 
fendants dijj  not  fail  to  employ  coun- 
sel in  their  action  in  consequence  of 
any  fraud  practiced  on  them  by  the 
plaintiff,"  was,  in  Smith  v,  Hahn,  80 
N.  C.  240,  held  defective,  the  court 
there  assigning  as  the  reason  that  "it 
does  not  ascertain  and  separately  set 
forth  the  facts  which,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  amount  to  fraud-  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff. " 

[b]  A  finding  that  an  "action  was 
transferred  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  law"  is  insufS.cient  in  this  regard. 
Powell  V.  Weith,  66  N.  C.  423. 

[c]  In  the  absence  of  a  request  for 
special  findings  a  general  finding  is 
sufficient.  Anthony  v.  Karbach,  64  Neb. 
509,  90  N.  W.  243,  97  Am.  St.  Eep. 
662. 

4.  Albertson  v.  Terry,  108  N.  C.  75, 
12  S.  E.  892.    See  infra,  XIV,  F. 

5.  U.  S.— Silver  Peak  Gold  Min.  Co. 
V.  Harris,  116  Ted.  439.  See  also 
Miocene  Ditch  Co.  v.  Moore,  150  Fed. 
483,  80  C.  C.  A.  301.  Ala,.— Ex  parte 
Parker,  172  Ala.  136,  54  So.  572; 
Ewing'i;.  Peck,  17  Ala.  339;  Bagby  v. 
Chandler,  8  Ala.  230;  Wilson  v.  Tor- 
bert,  3  Stew.  296,  21  Am.  Dec.  632. 
Ariz. — Beebe  v.  Parish,  14  Ariz.  231, 
127  Pae.  715;  Arizona  Min.  &  Trad. 
Co.  V.  Benton,  12  Ariz.  373,  100  Pac. 
952.  Cal.— Lang  v.  Lilley,  etc.  Co.,  164 
Cal.  294,  128  Pae.  1026;  Boland  v.  Per- 
sons, 160  Cal.  486,  117  Pac.  547;  Web- 
ster V.  Somer,  159  Cal.  459,  114  Pac. 
575;  Cass  v.  Hutton,  155  Cal.  103,  99 
Pac.  493;  Alferitz  v.  Cahen,  145  Cal. 
397,  78  Pae.  878;  Ingrim  v.  Epperson, 
137  Cal.  370,  70  Pac.  165;  Pearson  v. 
Drobaz  Fishing  Co.,  99  Cal.  425,  34  Pac. 
76;  Clarke  v.  Vitram,  99  Cal.  50,  33 
Pac.  798;  Williamson  v.  Cummings 
Rock  Drill  Co.,  95  Cal.  652,  30  Pac. 
762;  Malone  v.  Big  Flat  Gravel  Min. 
Co.,  93  Cal.  384,  28  Pac.  1063;  Poirier 
V.  Gravel,  88  Cal.  79,  25  Pae.  962;  Gar- 


ner V.  Erlanger,  86  Cal.  60,  24  Pac. 
805;  Beinhart  v.  Lugo,  86  Cal.  395,  24 
Pac.  1089;  Bailey  v.  Taaffe,  29  Cal. 
423;  Consolidated,  etc.  Min.  Co.  v. 
Howe,  29  Cal.  72;  Woodward  v.  Backus, 
20  Cal.  137;  Brown  v.  Martin,  23  Oal. 
App.  736,  139  Pac.  823;  Kinard  v.  Kao- 
lin, 22  Cal.  App.  383,  134  Pac.  370; 
Staley  v.  O'Day,  22  Cal.  App.  149,  133 
Pac.  620;  Bond  v.  Karma- Ajax  Con. 
Min.  Co.,  15  Cal.  App.  469,  115  Pac. 
965;  Bitter  v.  Braash,  11  Cal.  App.  258, 
104  Pac.  592;  Lemon  v.  Hubbard,  10 
Cal.  App.  471,  102  Pac.  554;  Klokke 
V.  Baphael,  8  Cal.  App.  1,  96  Pac.  392; 
Doherty  v.  California  Nav.  Co.,  6  Cal. 
App.  131,  91  Pac.  419;  Pelegrinelli  v. 
McCloud  Eiver  Lumb.  Co.,  1  Cal.  App. 
593,  82  Pae.  695;' Murphy  v.  Stelling,  1 
Cal.  App.  95,  81  Pac.  730;  Link  v. 
Jarvis,  5  Cal.  Unrep.  750,  33  Pae.  206. 
See  also  Gray  v.  Lawlor,  151  Cal.  352, 
90  Pac.  691.  Colo.— County  Court  v. 
People,  55  Colo.  258,  133  Pac.  752; 
Burlington  Ditch,  etc.  Co.  v.  Ft.  Mor- 
gan Irr.  Co.,  59  Colo.  571,  151  Pac. 
432;  Thompson  v.  Crescent  Mill,  etc. 
Co.,  47  Colo.  4,  105  Pac.  880;  Ban- 
nerot  v.  MeClure,  39  Colo.  472,  90  Pac. 
70;  Lee  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Englebaeh, 
18  Colo.  106,  31  Pac.  771;  HoUings- 
worth  V.  Eing,  26  Colo.  App.  121,  141 
Pac.  139;  MeConnell  v.  Schultz,  23 
Colo.  App.  194,  128  Pac.  876;  Morrell 
Hdw.  Co.  V.  Princess  Gold  Min.  Co.,  16 
Colo.  App.  54,  63  Pac.  807;  Union 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Cooper,  15  Colo.  App. 
65,  60  Pac.  946.  D.  C— Dante  v.  Bag- 
by,  39  App.  Cas.  516;  Hallowell  v. 
Darling,  32  App.  Cas.  405.  Fla. — Loring 
V.  Wittich,  16  Fla.  617.  Ga. — Moore  v. 
Moore,  139  Ga.  597,  77  S.  E.  820;  Mur- 
ray V.  Willoughby,  133  Ga.  514,  66  S. 
E.  267;  Boberts  v.  Kuhrt,  119  Ga.  704, 
46  S.  E.  856;  Bowen  v.  Wyeth,  119  Ga. 
687,  46  S.  E.  823;  Deering  Harvester 
Co.  V.  Thompson,  116  Ga.  418,  42  S.  E. 
772;  Tower  v.  Ellsworth,  112  Ga.  460, 
37  S.  E.  736;  Mitchell  v.  Williams,  110 
Ga.  280,  34  S.  E.  848;  Bridges  v.  Blake- 
man,  108  Ga.  801,  34  S.  E.  122;  Whaley 
V.  Cooper,  82  Ga.  72,  8  S.  E.  870; 
Aiken  v.  Wolfe,  76  Ga.  816;  Morris  v. 
Morris,  76  Ga.  734;  Storey  v.  Weaver, 
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66  Qa.  296;  Harris  v.  Breed,  38  Ga. 
299;  Hall  v.  Holman,  15  Ga.  Ap^.  659, 
84  S.  E.  174;  Bowman  v.  Winn,  16 
Ga.  App.  546,  85  S.  E.  787;  Southland 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Bales,  7  Ga.  App.  227, 
66  S.  E.  548.  Haw.— Kapiolani  Est.  v. 
Grinbaum,  14  Hawaii  548;  Tibbets  v. 
Pali,  .  14  Hawaii  517;  MacFarlane  v. 
McCandless,  8  Hawaii  118;  Bishop  & 
Co.  V.  Pacific  Nav.  Co.,  7  Hawaii  276; 
Ashford  v.  Titcomb,  5  Hawaii  489. 
Idaho. — ^Richards  v.  Eichards,  24  Idaho 
87,  132  Pae.  576;  Brooks  v.  Orchard 
Land  Co.,  21  /Idaho  212,  121  Pac.  101; 
Humphreys  v.  Idaho  Gold  Min.  Dev. 
Co.,  21  Idaho  126,  120  Pae.  823;  Green 
V.  Kandle,  20  Idaho  190,  118  Pae.  90; 
Morbeck  v.  Bradford-Kennedy  Co.,  19 
Idaho  83,  113  Pae.  89;  Culver  v.  Moun- 
tain Home  Electric  Co.,  17  Idaho  669, 
107  Pac.  65;  Western  Loan  Co.  v.  Smith, 
12  Idaho  94,  85  Pae.  1084;  Pease  v. 
Kootenai,  7  Idaho  731,  65  Pae.  432; 
Baker  v.  Knott,  3  Idaho  700,  35  Pao. 
172.  111.— Culver  v.  Brinkerhoff,  180 
111.  548,  54  N.  E.  585;  Barrett  v.  Queen 
City  Cycle  Co.,  179  HI.  68,  53  N.  E. 
550;  Baldwin  v.  McClelland,  152  HI.  42, 
48,  38  N.  E.  143;  Fergus  v.  Garden  City, 
etc.  Co.,  71  HI.  51;  Mason  v.  Mc- 
JJamara,  57  111.  274;  Blayney  v.  Cotton, 
189  111.  App.  205;  Staat  v.  Coughenour, 
187  111.  App.  36;  Brown  v.  Koyal  Casual- 
ty Co.,  183  HI.  App.  540;  Kloepher  v. 
Osborne,  177  HI.  App.  384;  miiia  v. 
Fields,  156  HI.  App.  341;  Mutual  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Carnahan,  122  HI.  App.  540; 
Major  V.  Rand,  72  HI.  App.  279;  Board 
of  Education  v.  Hoag,  21  HI.  App.  588.- 
Ind. — Cavanaugh  v.  Toledo  W.  &  W. 
By.  Co.,  49  Ind.  149;  Carlisle  v.  Wilkin- 
son, 12  Ind.  91;  Houser  v.  Laughlin, 
55  Ind.  App.  563,  104  N.  E.  309;  Neat 
V.  Topp,  49  Ind.  App.  512,  97  N.  E. 
578;  Milbourn  v.  Baugher,  43  Ind.  App. 
35,  86  N.  E.  874;  Mutual  Reserve  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Ross,  42  Ind.  App.  621,  86 
N.  E.  506;  Masten  v.  Indiana  Car  Co., 
25  Ind.  App.  175,  57  N.  E.  148.  la. 
Malley  v.  Roberts,  167  Iowa  523,  149 
N.  W.  630;  Rock  Island  Plow  Co.  v. 
Bixby,  166  Iowa  559,  147  N.  W.  880; 
Evans  v.  Church,  146  N.  W.  822;  Pox 
V.  Nolan,  165  Iowa  302,  145  N.W.491; 
Ronayne  v.  Commercial  Men's  Assn., 
162  Iowa  615,  144  N.  W.  319;  Norman 
V.  Iowa  Cent.  R.  Co.,  149  Iowa  246,  128 
N.  W.  349;  Logan  v.  Southall,  137  Iowa 
372,  115  N.  W.  19;  Iowa  Sav.  &  L. 
Assn.  V.  Kent,  134  Iowa  444,  109  N.  W. 
773;   Tschohl  v.  Machinery  Mut.  Ins. 
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Assn.,  126  Iowa  211,  101  N.  W.  740; 
McQuade  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.,  78  Iowa  688,  42  N.  W.  520,  43 
N.  W.  615.  Kan. — Hopkins  v.  Hopkins, 
47  Kan.  103,  27  Pae.  822.  Ky.— Green 
V.  Com.,  152  Ky.  239,  153  S.  W.  242; 
EUiston  V.  Bank,  3  Dana  99;  Pennsyl- 
vania Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Young,  25  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  1350,  78  S.  W.  127.  Mich. 
Carton  v.  Day,  157  Mich.  43,  121  iST. 
W.  295;  Alspaugh  v.  Ionia  Circuit 
Judge,  126  Mich.  67,  35  N.  W.  244; 
Low  V.  Mills,  61  Mich.  35,  27  N.  W. 
877;  City  of  Detroit  v.  Jackson,  1 
Doug.  106,  Minn. — Schultz  v.  Wallin, 
130  Minn.  45,  152  N.  W.  865;  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Fitzgerald,  129  Minn.  414,  152 
V.  W.  772;  Eodgers  v.  United  States 
&  D.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  127  Minn.  435,  149 
N.  W.  671;  Northwest  Thresher  Co.  v. 
Herding,  126  Minn.  184,  148  N.  W.  57; 
Slimmer  v.  State  Bank,  122  Minn.  187, 
142  N.  W.  144;  Zinn  v.  Huhn,  120  Minn. 
491,  139  N.  W.  952;  Clifford  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.,  118  Minn.  22,  136 
N.  W.  260;  Dennis  v.  Firth,  113  Minn. 
235,  129  N.  W.  387;  Pasieh  v.  Polga, 
112  Minn.  510,  128  N.  W.  669;  Perkins 
V.  Gibbs,  108  Minn.  151,  121  N.  W.  605; 
Waller  v.  Waller,  102  Minn.  405,  113  N. 
W.  1013;  Fishstrom  v.  Bankers'  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.,  102  Minn.  228,  113  N.  W.  267; 
W.  R.  Lynn  Shoe  Co.  v.  Schunk,  101 
Minn.  22,  111  N.  W.  729;  White  v.  Gur- 
ney,  92  Minn.  271,  99  N.  W.  889;  Os- 
man  v.  Winsted,  78  Minn.  295,  80  N.  W. 
1127;  Hull  V.  Chapel,  77  Minn.  159,  79 
N.  W.  669,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  666;  Mil- 
waukee Harvester  Co,  v.  Schroeder,  72 
Minn.  393,  75  N.  W.  606;  Pine  Moun- 
tain Iron  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Tabour,  55  Minn. 
287,  56  N.  W.  895;  Lord  v.  Hawkins,  39 
Minn.  73,  38  N.  W.  689;  Merritt  v.  Put- 
nam, 7  Minn.  493.  Mo. — Citizens '  Bank 
V.  Martin,  171  Mo.  App.  194,  156  S.  W. 
488;  Parks  v.  Coyne,  156  Mo.  App.  379, 
137  S.  W.  335;  Dazey  v.  Laurence,  153 
Mo.  App.  435,  134  S.  W.  85;  Knupp  v. 
Miller,  133  Mo.  App.  256,  113  S.  W. 
72^5;  Welch  v.  Mastin,  98  Mo.  App.  273, 
71  S.  W.  1090;  Hofeman  v.  Loudon,  96 
Mo.  App.  184,  70  S.  W.  162;  Cabbanne 
V.  Macadaras,  91  Mo.  App.  70;  Me- 
Laran  v.  WUhelm,  50  Mo.  App.  658; 
Carr  v.  School  Dist.,  42  Mo.  App.  154. 
Mont. — Kersten  v.  Coleman,  50  Mont. 
82,  144  Pac.  1092;  Swilling  v.  Cotton- 
wood Land  Co.,  44  Mont.  339,  119  Pac. 
1102;  Storer  v.  Graham,  43  Mont.  344, 
116  Pac.  1011;  Donlan  v.  Thompson 
Falls  Cop."  Mill.  Co.,  42  Mont.  257,  112 
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Pae.  446;  Brown  v.  Weinstein,  40  Mont. 
202,  105  Pae.  730;  Bakins  v.  Kemper, 
21  Mont.  160,  03  Pae.  310;  Morse  v. 
Callantine,  19  Mont.  87,  47  Pae.  635. 
Neb. — Prudential  Real  Est.  Co.  v.  Hall, 
79  Neb.  805,  113  N.  W.  243;  Bradley 
V.  Slater,  58  Neb.  554,  78  N:  W.  1069; 
Lichtenberger  v.  Worm,  41  Neb.  856,  60 
N.  W.  93;  Vindquist  v.  Perky,  16  Neb. 
284,  20  N.  W.  301.  Nev. — Horton  v.  New 
Pass  G.  &  S.  Min.  Co.,  21  Nev.  184,  27 
Pae.  376.  N.  H.— Clagg'ett  v.  Simes,  31 
N.  H.  56.  N.  J.— Smith  v.  Livesey,  67  N. 
J.  L.  269,  51  Atl.  453;  Cowley  v. 
Leonard,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  467.  N.  M. 
Lasswell  v.  Kitt,  11  N.  M.  459,  70  Pae. 
561;  Eio  Grande,  etc.  Co.  v.  -Gilder- 
sleeve,  9  N.  M.  12,  48  Pae.  309;  Terri- 
tory V.  Las  iVegas  Grant,  6  N.  M.  87, 
27  Pae.  414;  Metzger  v.  Waddell,  1  N. 
M.  400.  N.  y.— Mayor  v.  Smith,  138 
N.  Y.  676,  34  N.  E.  400;  Ladd  v.  Stev- 
enson, 112  N.  T.  325,  19  N.  E.  842; 
Leighton  v.  Wood,  17  Abb.  Pr.  177; 
Cutwater  v.  New  York,  18  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  572;  Prager  v.  Beardsley,  133 
App.  Div.  592,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  232; 
Budley  v.  Broadway  Ins.  Co.,  42  App. 
Div.  555,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  668;  Donnelly 
V.  McArdle,  14  App.  Div.  217,  43  N.  Y. 
Supp.  560;  Spektorsky  v.  American,  etc. 
Co.,  5  App.  Div.  621,  39  N.  Y.  Supp. 
73;  Seiffert  v.  Caverly,  64  Hun  638,  19 
N.  Y.  Supp.  520;  Abram  French  Co. 
V.  Marx,  10  Mise.i  384,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
122;  Felix  v.  Josepthal,  134  N.  Y.  Supp. 
923;  Cunningham  v.  Hatch,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  458,  45  N.  Y.  St.  Eep.  685; 
Drummond  v.  Matthews,  17  N.  Y.  Supp. 
726,  42  N.  Y.  St.  Eep.  117;  Traitteur 
V.  Livingston,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  603. 
N.  0. — Cowan  v.  Cunningham,  146  N.  C. 
453,  59  S.  E.  992;  Morris  v.  Liverpool, 
L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.,  131  N.  C.  212,  42 
S.  E.  577;  Clement  v.  Ireland,  129  N. 
C.  220,  39  S.  E.  838;  Norton  v.  Mc- 
Laurin,  125  N.  C.  185,  34  S.  E.  269; 
Marsh  v.  Griffin,  123  N*  C.  660,  31  S.  E. 
840;  Manning  v.  Eoanoke  &  T.  E.  Co., 
122  N.  C.  824,  28  S.  E.  963;  Stith  v. 
Jones,  119  N.  C.  428,  25  S.  E.  1022; 
Wyche  ■!;.  Eoss,  119  N.  C.  174,  25  S.  E. 
878;  Winborne  v.  Johnson,  95  N.  C.  46; 
Kerchner  v.  Baker,  82  N.  C.  169; 
Hudgins  v.  White,  65  N.  C.  393.  N.  D. 
Westbrook  v.  Rice,  28  N.  D.  324,  148 
N.  W.  827;  Chamberlain  v.  Akers,  26 
N.  D.  .395,  144  N.  W.  715;  Johannes 
V.  Coghlan,  23  N.  D.  588,  137  N.  W. 
822;  Cline  v.  Duffy,  20  N.  D.  525,  129 
N.  W.  75;  Whe,eler  v.  Castor,  11  N.  D. 


347,  92  N.  W.  381;  City  of  Fargo  v.  , 
Keeney,  11  N.  D.  484,  92  N.  W.  836; 
Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Holz, 
10  N.  D.  16,  84  N.  W.  581;  Stewart 
V.  Parsons,  5  N.  D.  273,  65  N.  W.  672. 
Ohio.— Niles  v.  Parks,  49  Ohio  St.  370, 
34  N.  E.  735;  Huntington  &  Mclntyre 
V.  Finch  &  Co.,  3  Ohio  St.  445;  Fowble 
•e.  Walker,  4  Ohio  64;  Manguno,  etc. 
Co.-!;.  Clymonts,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  427; 
Jordan  v.  Russell,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  ;467. 
See  also  Manguno  &  T.  Co.  v.  Clymonts, 
19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  237.  Okla.— Hogan  v. 
Bailey,  27  Okla.  15,  110  Pae.  890;  Mc- 
Adams  v.  Latham,  21  Okla.  511,  96  Pae. 
584;  Hagar  v.  Wikoff,  2  Okla.  580,  39 
Pae.  281;  Jaffray  v.  Wolfe,  1  Okla.  312, 
33  Pae.  945.  Ore. — Anderson  v.  Me- 
Clellan,  54  Ore.  206,  102  Pae.  1015; 
Schneider  v.  Hutchinson,  35  Ore.  253, 
57  Pae.  324,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  474;  Coos 
Bay  Nav.  Co.  «.  Endicott,  34  Ore.  573, 
57  Pae.  61;  Hanthorn  V.  Oliver,  32  Ore. 
57,  51  Pae.  440,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  518; 
Thompson  v.  Connell,  31  Ore.  231,-  48 
Pae.  467,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  818;  Askren 
o.  Squire,  29  Ore.  228,  45  Pae.  779; 
Weiss  V.  Meyer,  24  Ore.  108,  32  Pae. 
1025;  Lovejoy  v.  Willamette  Locks  Co., 
24  Ore.  569,  34  Pae.  660;  Mitchell  & 
Lewis  Co.  V.  Downing,  23  Ore.  448,  32 
Pae.  394;  Hicklin  v.  McClear,  19  Ore. 
508,  24  Pae.  992;  Bailey  v.  Williams,  6 
Ore.  71;  White  v.  Northwest  Stage  Co., 
5  Ore.  99.  Pa. — Schnebel  ■».  Nelson, 
238  Pa.  341,  86, Atl.  265;  Miller  «. 
Miller,  209  Pa.  511,  58  Atl.  886;  Gaz- 
zam  v.  Reading,  202  Pa.  231,  51  Atl. 
1000;  Com.  v.  Mellet,  196  Pa.  243,  46 
Atl.  434;  Walter  v.  Fees,  155  Pa.  55,  25 
Atl.  829;  Hunter  v.  Mahoney,  148  Pa. 
232,  23  Atl.  1004;  Huston  Twp.  Mut. 
P.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Beale,  110  Pa.  821,  1  Atl. 
926;  Wise's  Appeal,  99  Pa.  193;  Ear- 
ley's  Appeal,  90  Pa.  321;  McClelland 
V.  Pomeroy,  75  Pa.  410;  Eldred  v.  Haz- 
lett's  Admr.,  38  Pa.  16;  Skidmore  v. 
Bradford,  4  Pa.  296;  Robinson  v.  Gover,., 
52  Pa.  Super.  537;  Harvester  Co.  v. 
Miller,  51  Pa.  Super.  324;  Ammonia 
Works  V.  Ellk,  47  Pa.  Super.  294; 
Oly^xs  v.  Buch,  34  Pa.  Super.  43;  Loeb 
V.  Allen,  32  Pa.  Super.  133;  Blake  To- 
bacco Co.  V.  Posluszsy,  31  Pa.  Super. 
602;  Zartman  n.  Spangler,  21  Pa.  Super. 
647;  Kellett  Freeman,  19  Pa. 
Super.  155;  Leader  v.  Dunlap,  6  Pa. 
Super.  243;  Chandler  v.  Bennett,  3  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  155;  Shortz  v.  Quigley,  1  Bin. 
222;  Putney  v.  Collins,  3  Grant  Cas.  72. 
See  also  Burley  v.  Pilby,  193  Pa.  374, 
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44  Atl.  453;  MeCutcheon  v.  Allen,  96 
Pa.  319;  Gottlieb  v.  Middleberg,  23  Pa. 
Super.  525;  Batzle  v.  Trumbower,  22 
Pa.  Super.  487;  Eehm  v.  Frank,  16  Pa. 
Super.  175;  Eeiohenbaoli  v.  Hartlep,  15 
Pa.  Super.  23;  O'Brien  v.  Sylvester,  12 
Pa.  Super.  408.  K.  I. — Alverson  v.  Al- 
verson,  2  R.  I.  27.  S.  C. — Farmers 
Bank  v.  Talbert,  97  S.  0.  74,  81  S.  B. 
305;  Gibson  v.  Bethea,  95  S.  0.  343,  78 
S.  E.  1025;  Canna(iy  v.  Martin,  72  S.  C. 
131,  51  8.  E.  549;  Bugg's  Est.,  71  S.  0. 
439,  444,  51  S.  E.  263;  Farmers,  etc.  Man. 
■  Co.  V.  Smith,  70  S.  C.  160,  49  S.  E.  i226; 
Bryson  v.  Whidden,  55  S.  C.  465,  33 
S.  E.  558;  Higgins  v.  Wait,  28  S.  C. 
606,  5  S.  E.  363;  Le  Conte  v.  Irwin, 
19  S.  C.  554.  See  also  Wren  v.  John- 
son, 62  8.  C.  533,  40  S.  E.  937.  S.  D. 
Smith  V.  United  Commercial  Travelers, 
29  S.  D.  622,  137  N.  W.  598;  Minne- 
haha Nat.  Bank  v.  Hurley,  13  S.  D. 
18,  82  N.  W.  87;  Brettell  v.  Deffebach, 
6  S.  D.  21,  60  N.  W.  167;  Evans  v. 
Fall  Eiver,  4  S.  D.  119,  55  N.  W.  862. 
See  also  Parszyk  v.  Maeh,  10  S.  D.  555, 
74  N.  W.  1027.  Tex. — Janes  v.  Lang- 
ham,  33  Tex.  604;  Aldridge  v.  Mardoff, 
32  Tex.  204;  Gillaspie  v.  Huntsville 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  1114; 
Peeos  &  N;  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Pearce  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  117  S.  W.  911;  Watts  v. 
Bruce,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  347,  72  S.  W. 
258;  Scottish  Union  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tomkies 
&  Co.,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  157,  6,6 
S.  W.  1109;  Fitzgerald  v.  Compton,  28 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  202,  67  S.  W.  131.  Utah. 
Salt  Lake  Hardware  Co.  v.  Neilson 
Land,  etc.  Co.,  43  Utah  406,  134  Pac. 
911;  McWhirter  v.  Donaldson,  36  Utah 
293,  104  Pac.  731;  Jollv  v.  Haycock,  32 
Utah  366,  90  Pac.  gOl";  Cutler  v.  Hay- 
cock, 32  Utah  354,  90  Pac.  897;  Peter- 
son V.  Crosier,  29  Utah  235,  81  Pac. 
860;  Utah  Commercial  &  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Trumbo,  17  Utah  198,  53  Pac.  1033; 
Thomas  v.  Morris,  8  Utah  284,  31  Pac. 
446.  Vt.— Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fos- 
ter, 88  Vt.  503,  93  Atl.  258;  Johnson 
V.  Shumway,  65  Vt.  389,  26  Atl.  590; 
Amazon  Ins.  Co.  v.  Partridge,  48  Vt. 
121.  Wash. — Frieze  v.  Powell,  79  Wash. 
483,  140  Pac.  690;  Kain  v.  Sylvester, 
62  Wash.  151,  113  Pac.  573;  Walton  v. 
Hartman,  38  Wash.  34,  80  Pac.  196; 
McBride  v.   McGinley,   31   Wash.   573, 
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72  Pac.  105;  McDougall  v.  Walling,  21 
Wash.  478,  58  Pac.  669,  .75  Am.  St. 
Eep.  849;  Titus  v.  Larspn,  18  Wash. 
145,  51  Pac.  351;  Hull  v.  Vining,  17 
Wash.  352,  49  Pac.  537;  Livesley  v. 
O'Brien,  6  Wash.  553,  34  Pac.  134; 
Sanborn  Vail  &  Co.  v.  Centralia  Fur- 
niture Mfg.  Co.,  5  Wash.  150,  31  Pac. 
466;  Haynes  v.  B.  F.  Schwartz  Co.,  5 
Wash.  433,  32  Pac.  220;  Myers  v.  Lan- 
drum,  4  Wash.  762,  31  Pac.  33.  See 
also  Dalgardno  v.  Trumbull,  25  Wash. 
362,  65  Pac.  528.  Wis. — Schoenmann 
V,  Hood,  145  Wis.  241,  130  N.  W.  101; 
Grauman,  Marx  &  Cline  Co.  v.  Krienitz, 
142  Wis.  556,  126  N.  W.  50;  Beeves  v. 
Kroll,  133  Wis.  196,  113  N.  W.  440; 
Boutin  V.  Catlin,  101  Wis.  545,  77  N. 
W.  910;  Palkenberg  v.  Gorman,  71  Wis. 
8,  36  N.  W.  599;  Whereatt  v.  Ellis,  70 
Wis.  207,  35  N.  W.  314,  5  Am.  St.  Eep. 
164;  Kirschbon  v.  Bonzel,  67  Wis.  178, 
29  N.  W.  907;  Jefferson  Co.  Bank  v. 
Bobbins,  67  Wis.  68,  29  N.  W.  209; 
Bay  V.  Worthrup,  55  Wis.  396,  13  N. 
W.  239;  Union  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Super- 
visors, 47  Wis.  245,  2  N.  W.  281;  Sey- 
mour V.  Supervisors,  40  Wis.  62;  Mc- 
Laren V.  Kehlor,  22  Wis.  297.  Can. 
MeCaul  v.  Christie,  15  Manitoba  358. 

[a]  Where,  under  statute,  a  commis- 
sioner has  power  to  grant  this  relief, 
an  order  of  the  court  reviewing  his 
action  is  discretionary.  Superior 
Consol.  Land  Co.  v.  Dunphy,  93  Wis. 
188,  67  N.  W.  428. 

Review  on  appeal,  see  infra,  XIV,  H. 

[b]  Statutes  making  orders  which 
refuse  this  relief  appealable  do  not  af- 
fect this  discretion  in  any  manner. 
Com.  esc  ret  Shenandoah  v.  Mellett,  196 
Pa.  243,  46  Atl.  434;  Kelber  v.  Pitts- 
burg Nat.  Plow  Co.,  146  Pa.  485,  23 
Atl.  335;  Farley's  Appeal,  90  Pa.  321; 
Leader  v.  Dunlap,  6  Pa.  Super.  243. 
See  also  Sikes  v.  Weatherly,  110  N.  C. 
131,  14  S.  B.  511. 

6.  Bozzio  V.  Vaglio,  10  Wash.  270, 
38  Pac.  1042. 

7.  Bozzio  V.  Vaglio,  10  Wash.  270, 
38  Pac.  1042.  See  also  Lee  v.  Sallada, 
7  Pa.  Super.  98. 

8.  See  infra,  XIV,  F,  2. 

9.  Irwin's  Appeal,  9  Sad.  479,  12 
Atl.  840.    See  infra,  XIV,  I. 
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declare  that  tlie  granting  of'  relief  sought  on  the  ground  of  surprise, 
excusable  neglect,  etc.,  shall  be  discretionary  with  the  court.^"  On 
the  other  hand,  there  are  cases  where  relief  is  demandable  as  a  matter 
of  right.  For  example,  it  is  the  imperative  duty  of  a  court  to  set 
aside  such  of  its  judgments  as  are  void,^^  and,  under  some  statutes, 
judgments  procured  upon  constructive  service  of  process  must  be' 
vacated  where  application  is  made  within  the  time  provided  for  by 
the  statute.^^  Also,  under  statutes  providing  that,  in  designated  cases, 
the  court  "shall"  open  or  set  aside  its  judgment,  this  relief  has  been 
held  to  be  a  matter  of  right.^^  The  discretion  of  the  court,  however, 
is  undoubtedly  a  legal  one,  to  be  exercised  on  sound  legal  principles, 
and  not  an  absolute  discretion  which  may  be  employed  according  to 
the  whim  or  caprice  of  the  court."    The  rule  is  well  settled,  however, 


10.  N.  T.  Code  .Civ.  Proc,  §724; 
N.  D.  Comp.  Laws,  1910,  §151. 

11.  Cal. — Waller  v.  Weston,  125  Cal. 
201,  57  Pac.  892,  no  service  of  sum- 
mons. Colo. — Stubbs  V.  McGillis,  44 
Colo.  138,  96  Pac.  1005  (no -service  of 
siimmons) ;  Millage  v.  Eicliards,  52  Colo. 
512,  122  Pac.  788  (the  analogous  case 
of  a  judgment  based  on  constructive 
service  where  the  affidavit  on  which 
the  order  therefrom  was  based  is  de- 
fective). Minn. — Gillette-Herzog  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Ashton,  55  Minn.  75,  56  N.  W. 
576  (defective  service  of  jurisdictional 
process) ;  Swift  v.  Fletcher,  6  Minn. 
550  (premature  entry  of  default). 
N.  Y.— Phonoharp  Co.  v.  Stobbe,  20 
Misc.  698,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  678;  Seifert 
V.  Caverly,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  327  (no 
notice  of  trial  and  consequent  default). 
N.   D. — Stewart   v.   Parsons,    5    N.     D. 

.  273,  65  N.  W.  672  (no  service  of  sum- 
mons) ;  Nichells  v.  Nichells,  5  N.  D. 
125,  64  N.  W.  73.  S.  C— Wren  v. 
Johonson,  62  S.  C.  533,  544,  40  S.  E. 
937;  Eoberts  v.  Pawley,  50  S.  C.  491, 
501,  27  S.  E.  913  (no  service  of  sum- 
mons). 
See  infra,  XIV,  F,  3,  a. 
[a]  Where  the  record  shows  the 
service  of  process  was  manifestly  de- 
fective, and  the  judgment  entered  in 
response  thereto  accordingly  irregular 
upon  its  face,  an  application  to  open 
such  a  judgment  is  not  addressed  ""to 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  invoking 
its  equitable  powers;  ...  it  was  an 
assertion  of  a  strict  legal  right  to  have 
the  judgment  set  aside."  Scranton  v. 
Manley,  13  Pa.  Super.  439. 

12.  Cal. — Holiness  Church  v.  Metro- 
politan Church  Assn.,  12  Cal.  App.  445, 
107   Pac.   633.     HI.— Lyon  v.   Bobbins, 


46  ni.  276.  Kan.— Albright  v.  Warken- 
tin,  31  Kan.  442,  2  Pac.  614.  Minn. 
Wheaton  Flour  Mills  Co.  v.  Welch,  122 
Minn.  396,  142  N.  W.  714;  Pink  v. 
Woods,  102  Minn.  374,  113  N.  W.  909; 
Pifield  V.  Norton,  79  Minn.  264,  82  N. 
W.  581;  Boeing  v.  McKinley,  44  Minn. 
392,  46  N.  W.  766;  Nye  v.  Swan,  42 
Minn.  243,  44  N.  W.  9.  Neb.— Brown 
V.  Conger,  10  Neb.  286,  4  N.  W.  1009. 
N.  Y. — New  York  Board  Comrs.  v.  Hol- 
lister,  2  Hilt.  588;  Seifert  v.  Caverly, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  327.  Ohio.- Eoberts  v. 
Price,  2  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  681.  Ore. 
Felts  V.  Boyer,  73  Ore.  83,  144  Pac. 
420;  Osburn  v.  Maata,  66  Ore.  558,  135 
Pac.  165. 

13.  Gibson  v.  Manly,  15  HI.  140; 
Cavanaugh  v.  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  Ey.  Co., 
49  Ind.  149;  Phelps  v.  Osgood,  34  Ind. 
150;  Macy  v.  Lindley,  54  Ind.  App. 
157,  99  N.  E.  790;  Ziegler  v.  Punk- 
houser,  42  Ind.  App.  428,  85  N.  E.  984. 

14.  Cal.— Bailey  v.  Taaffe,  29  Cal. 
422.  D.  C. — Hallowell  ■;;.  Darling,  32 
App.  Cas.  405.  Ga.— Butler  &  Co.  v. 
Strickland-Tillman  Hard.  Co.,  15  Ga. 
App.  193,  82  S.  E.  815.  HI.— Dunlap 
V.  Gregory,  14  111.  App.  601.  See  also 
City  of  Chicago  v.  Wolf,  86  111.  App. 
286.  Mo. — Cabanne  v.  Macadaras,  91 
Mo.  App.  70.  Nev. — Horton  v.  New 
Pass  G.  &  8.  Min.  Co.,  21  Nev.  184,  27 
Pac.  376.  N.  Y. — Davis  v.  Solomon, 
25  Misc.  695,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  80.  N.  C. 
Marsh  v.  Griffin,  123  N.  C.  660,  31  S. 
E.  840;  Weaver  v.  Jones,  82  N.  0. 
440.  See  also  Allison  v.  Whittier,  lOl 
N.  C.  400,  8  S.  E.  338.  N.  D.— Min- 
nesota Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Holz,  10 
N.  D.  16,  84  N.  W.  581.  Ohio.— Fow- 
blo  V.  Walker,  4  Ohio  64.  Ore. — Coos 
Bay  Nav.  Co.  v.  Eudicott,  34  Ore.  573, 
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that  all  doubts  as  to  the  efficacy  or  propriety  of  granting  the  applica- 
tion will  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  application.^* 

In  the  exerdse  of  its  discretion  the  court  will  be  guided  by  a  con- 
sideration of  the  purpose  of  this  remedy  which  is,  primarily,  to  afford 
relief  to  a  litigant  who,  through  no  fault  of  his  own,  has  been  pre- 
vented from  properly  presenting  his  cause  of  action  or  defense,  or,  as 
is  said,  'has  not  had  his  day  in  court.^^  Therefore,  a  court  will  hesitate 
to  disturb  a  final  judgment  at  the  instance  of  a  party  who  has,  either 
designedly  or  negligently,  omitted  to  present  his  case  for  the  con- 


57  Pae.  61;  Hanthorn  v.  Oliver,  32  Ore. 
57,  51  Pae.  440;  Thompson  v.  Connell, 
31  Ore.  231,  48  Pae.  467.  Pa.— Chand- 
ler V.  Bennett,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  155.  See 
also  Com.  ex  rel.  Henderson  v.  Masonic 
Home,  7  Pa.  Dist.  103.  S.  C— Le  Gonte 
V.  li-win,  19  S.  C.  554.  S.  D.— See  also 
"Weber  v.  Tschetter,  1  8.  D.  205,  216, 
46  N.  W.  201.  Tex. — Janes  v.  Lang- 
ham,  33  Tex.  604.  UtalL — ^TJtah  Com- 
mercial &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Trumbo,  17 
Utah  198,  53  Pae.  1033;  Thomas  v.  Mor- 
ris, 8  Utah  284,  31  Pae.  446.  Wash. 
Moody  V.  Eeiehow,  38  "Wash.  303,  80 
Pae.  461;  Titus  v.  Larsen,  18  "Wash. 
145,  51  Pae.  351;  Hull  v.  Vining,  17 
"Wash.  352,  49  Pae.  537;  Sanborn,  "Vail 
'  &  Co.  V.  Centralia  Furniture  Mfg.  Co., 
5  "Wash.  150,  31  Pae.  466.  Wis.— Bloor 
t!.  Smith,  112  Wis.  340,  87  N.  W.  870; 
Boutin  V.  Catlin,  101  Wis.  545,  77  N. 
W.  910;  Whereatt  v.  Ellis,  70  Wis. 
207,  35  N.  W.  314,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  164; 
Cleveland  v.  Hopkins,  55  Wis.  387,  13 
N.  W.  225;  Johnson  v.  Eldred,  13  Wis. 
482. 

[a]  "The  discretion  intended,  how- 
ever, is  not  a  capricious  or  arbitrary 
discretion,  but  an  impartial  discretion, 
guided  and  controlled  in  its  exercise 
by  fixed  legal  principles.  It  is  not  a 
mental  discretion,  to  be  exercised  ex 
gratia,  but  a  legal  discretion,  to  be 
exercised  in  conformity  with  the  spirit 
ot  the  law  and  in  a  manner  to  sub- 
serve and  not  to  impede  or  defeat  the 
ends  of  substantial  justice.  In  a  plain 
case  this  discretion  has  no  ofSce  to  per- 
form, and  its  exercise  is  limited  to 
doubtful  cases,  where  an  impartial  mind 
hesitates."  Bailey  v.  Taaffe,  29  Cat. 
422. 

[b]  "The  discretion  of  the  courts 
in  opening  judgments  must  rest  upon  a 
foundation  of  competent  evidence. 
.  .  ."  Com.  ex  rel..  Henderson  v. 
Masonic  Home,  7  Pa.  Dist.  103. 

[e]  In  North  Dakota  it  has  been 
said   (Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
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Holz,  10  N.  D.  16,  84  N.  W.  581),  that 
it  must  appear  to  the  court  of  review 
that  the  trial  court  "based  its  ruling 
on  .  .  .  matter  which,  >  under  the  law, 
came  within  the  proper  purview  of 
judicial  -discretion." 

15.  Ariz. — Dowdy  v.  Calvi,  14  Ariz. 
148,  125  Pae.  873.  Cal. — Jergins  v. 
Schenck,  162  Cal.  747,  124  Pae.  426; 
Petition  of  Traeey,  136  Cal.  385,  69 
Pae.  20;  Merchants  Ad  Sign  Co.  v.  Los 
Angeles  Bill  Posting  Co.,  128  Cal.  619, 
61  Pae.  277;  Wolff  &  Co.  v.  Canadian 
Pae.  E.  Co.,  123  Cal.  535,  56  Pae.  453; 
Banta  V.  Siller,  121  Cal.  414,  53  Pae. 
938;  Grady  v.  Donahoo,  108  Cal.  211, 
41  Pae.  41;  Wolff  &  Co.  v.  Canadian 
Pae.  Ey.,  89  Cal.  332,  26  Pae.  825. 
Idaho. — Humphreys  v.  Idaho  Gold  M. 
Development  Co.,  21  Idaho  126,  120 
Pae.  823.  HI. — Moline  v.  Chicago,  B. 
&  Q.  E.  Co.,  262  m.  52,  104  N.  E. 
204.  la. — Mally  v.  Eoberts,  167  Iowa 
523,  149  N.  W.  630;  Westphal  v.  Clark, 
46  Iowa  262.  Mont. — Nash  v.  Treat,  45 
Mont.  250,  122  Pae.  745.  N.  D.— Eacine- 
Sattley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pavlieek,  21  N.  D. 
222,  130  N.  W.  228.  Utah.— Cutler  v. 
Haycock,  32  Utah  354,  90  Pae.  897; 
Jolly  V.  Haycock,  32  Utah  366,  90  Pae. 
901. 

16.  la. — Mally  v.  Eoberts,  167  Iowa 
523,  149  N.  W.  630.  Neb.— "It  is  the 
spirit  and  policy  of  the  law  to  give 
every  party  an  opportunity  to  prosecute 
or  defend  his  case  in/  court,  and  courts 
will  never  deny  such  right  except  for 
the  fault  or  gross  laches  of  such  party 
or  his  authorized  attorney."  Clutz  v. 
Carter,  12  Neb.  113,  10  N.  W.  541, 
quoted  with  approval  in  Haggerty  v. 
Walker,  21  Neb.  596,  33  N.  W.  244. 
N.  Y. — See  also  Lawson  v.  Adams,  89 
App.  Div.  303,  85  N.  T.  "Supp.  863. 
N.  C. — ^Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136  N. 
C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581.  See  also  Pepper 
V.  Clegg,  132  N.  C.  312,  316,  43  S.  E. 
906;  Wyche  v.  Eoss,  119  N.  C.  174,  178, 
25  S.  E.  878.    Ohio,— Fowble  v.  Walker, 
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sideration  of  the  court  when  afforded  an  opportunity  to  do  so,*'  and 
clearly  a  court  should  refuse  to  grant  this  relief,  equitable  in  its  nature, 
where  the  application  shows  that  but  for  the  party's  own  turpitude 
or  malfeasance  he  would  not' be  in  need  of  assistance.^^  And  while  a 
party  may  be  relieved  from  the  results  of  his  neglect  under  proper 
circumstances,  he  must  first  show  a  sufficient  excuse  theref or.^^. 

The  natural  or  intrinsic  equities  of  the  individual  case  will,  to  a 
considerable  extent,  control  its  ultimate  determination  5^"  that  is  to 
say,  where  it  appears  from  the  whole  case  that  justice  requires  the 
judgment  to  be  opened  or  set  aside,  the  court  will  exercise  its  dis- 
cretion, and  grant  the  necessary  relief ,^^  and,  conversely,  where  there 


4  Ohio  64.  S.  O. — Peeples  v.  Ulmer,  64 
S.  C.  496,  42  S.  B.  429.  S.  D.— Searles 
V.  Christensen,  5  S.  D.  650,  60  N.  W. 
29. 

[a]  "The  constant  purpose  of  the 
courts  must  be  to  dispense  justice  be- 
tween litigants,  and  to  this  end  no  one 
should  be  deprived,  except  by  facts  for 
which  he  ought  to  be  held  responsible, 
of  an  opportunity  to  present  his 
grievance  or  defense  for  the  examina- 
tion and  judgment  of  the  court." 
Searles  v.  Christensen,  5  S.  D.  650,  60 
N.  W.  29. 

17.  N.  J.— Barlow  v.  Burns,  70  N.  J. 
L.  631,  57  Atl.  262.  N.  Y.— Sutter  v. 
New  York,  106  App.  Div.  129,  94  N. 
Y.  Supp.  515;  Merrifleld  v.  Bell,  14  N. 
Y.  Supp.  322.  See  also  Kitson  v.  Blake, 
60  Hun  579,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  446.  N.  0. 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136  N.  C.  157,  48 
8.  E.  581.  Va.— Turnbull  v.  Thompson, 
27  Gratt.  (68  Va.)  306. 

See  supra,  XIV,  E,  2,  d,  (II). 

[a]  "The  plaintiff  has  had  his  day 
in  court.  He  had  full  opportunity  to 
defeat  a  recovery  upon  the  very 
grounds  he  now  urges  to  set  aside  the 
judgment.  ...  He  says  he  purposely 
kept  silent,  .  .  .  and  permitted  the 
judgment  by  default  to  be  taken.  The 
courts  cannot  thus  be  trifled  with." 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136  N.  C.  157, 
48  S.  E.  581. 

[bj  On  this  principle  where  a  party 
through  counsel  chose  not  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  right  to  be  heard  and  no 
other  reason  was  presented,  a  judgment 
against  him  as  on  default  will  not  Be 
disturbed.  Sutter  v.'  N^w  York,  106 
App.  Div.  129,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  515. 

18.  Mo. — Eobyn  v.  Chronicle  Pub. 
Co.,  127  Mo.  385,  30  S.  W.  130.  N.  J. 
Leonard  v.  New  York  Bay  Co.,  28  N.  J. 
Eq.  192.  N.  M.— Metzger  v.  Waddell, 
1  N.  M.  400.     N.  Y.— Byring  v.  Her- 


cules Land  Co.,  9  App.  Div.  306,  41 
N.  Y.  Supp.  191;  Lederer  v.  Adler,  51 
Misc.  572,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  53;  MuUane 
V.  Eoberge,  21  Misc.  342,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
155;  Gideon  v.  Dwyer,  17  Misc.  -233,  40 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1053.  See  also  Dudley  v. 
Broadway  Ins.  Co.,  42  App.  Div.  555, 
59  N.  Y.  Supp.  668.  Pa.— Kunkle  's  Ap- 
peals, 107  Pa.  368;  Blystone  v.  Bly- 
stone,  51  Pa.  373.  See  also  O'Brien 
V.  Sylvester,  12  Pa.  Super.  408.  Tex. 
Milam  v.  Gordan,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
415,  68  S.  W.  1003. 

[a]  A  judgment  fraudulently  ob- 
tained for  the  purpose  of  delaying  cred- 
itors will  not  be  relieved  against.  Bly- 
stone V.  BlystShe,  51  Pa.  373. 

[b]  A  default  entered  against  a 
party  after  numerous  continuances  at 
his  instance  will  be  opened  only  upon 
a  clear  and  strong  showing  to  that 
end.  EUery  v.  Bendet,  31  Misc.  771,  64 
N.  Y.  Supp.  346. 

[c]  Failure  to  record  a  deed,  as  a 
consequence  of  which  the  grantee  there- 
under was  not  made  a  party  to  a  sub- 
sequent suit  involving  the  premises 
therein  conveyed  is  such  negligence  as 
is  contemplated  by  this  rule.  Leonard 
V.  New  York  Bay  Co.,  28  N.  J.  Bq. 
192. 

[d]  Where  the  defendant  fled  the 
country  to  avoid  arrest  a  judgment  ren- 
dered against  him  will  not  be  set  aside 
because  he  has  not  had  his  day  in 
court.  Magee  v.  Phelps,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
615. 

19.  Leighton  v.  Wood,  17  Abb.  Pr, 
(N.  Y.)  177;  Fowble  v.  Walker,  4  Ohio 
64.     See  supra,  XIV,  B,  9. 

20.  Williamson  v.  Haitman,  92  N. 
G.  236;  Cosgrove  v.  Butler,  1  S.  C.  241. 

21.  N.  lY. — Swan  v.  Mutual  Eeaerve 
Assn.,  22  Misc.  256,  50  N.  Y.  Supp. 
46;  Rabinowitz  v.  Haimowitz,  91  N.  Y. 
Supp.  11.      Okla. — See  also  Jaffray  v. 
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appears  to  be  no  equitable  reason  for  interfering  the  court  will  not 
do  so.^^  The  ground  urged  must  be  a  substantial  one  rather  than  a 
mere  technicality.^'  And  where  the  opening  of  a  judgment  would  be 
barren  of  results,  as  where  the  relief  provided  by  the  judgment  is 
only  such  as  the  plaintiff  is  admittedly  entitled  to,  the  court  will  refuse 
relief.^* 

F.    The  Relief  Obtained.  —  1.    Generally.  —  To  open  a  judgment 
is  but  to  allow  a  defendant  a  hearing  on  the  merits,^^  which  is  quite 


Wolfe,  1  Okla.  312,  33  Pac.  945.  Pa. 
See  also  Lawrsnce  v.  Price,  24  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  524.  S.  D.— Brettell  v.  DefEebach, 
6  S.  D.  21,  60  N.  W.  167.  See  also 
Searles  v.  Christensen,  5  S.  D.  650,  60 
N.  "W.  29. 

[a]  Defective  Pleadings. — ^A  judg- 
ment obtained  upon  pleadings  which  do 
not  show  any  liability  for  the  Slmount 
claimed  will  be  set  aside.  Mason  v. 
Kansas  City  C.  Ry.  Co.,  58  Kan.  817, 
51  Pac.  284. 

[b]  Where  no  hypothesis  presented 
by  the  pleadings  or  evidence  will  jus- 
tify the  judgment  thereupon  predicated, 
it  should  be  set  aside.  Hammers  v. 
Merrick,  42  Kan.  32,  21  Pac.  783. 

22.  Ky. — Taylor  v.  Young's  Admr., 
2  Bush  428.  Md. — Bond  v.  Citizens' 
Nat.  Bank,  65  Md.  498,  4  Atl.  893. 
Mich.— Tromble  v.  Hoffman,  130  Mich. 
676,  90  N.  W.  694.  Mont.— Donnelly 
V.  Clark,  6  Mont.  135,  9  Pac.  887.  N.  J. 
Allaire  v.  Day,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  231.  N.  Y. 
Ladd  V.  Stevenson,  112  N.  Y.  325,  19 
N.  E.  842,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  748;  Cohen 
V.  Levy,  49  App.  Div.  638,  62  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1060;  Jospe  v.  Lighte,  22  Misc. 
146,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  645;  Van  Arsdale 
V.  King,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  858;  Caro  v. 
Metropolitan,  etc.  Co.,  16  Jones  &  S. 
545,  64  How.  Pr.  225.  Pa.— Pishblate 
V.  McCullough,  7  Pa.  Dist.  364.  See 
also  Ford  v.  Tigue,  8  Kulp  428. 

[a]  A  judgment  regularly  entered 
will  not  be  vacated  or  opened  where  it 
appears  that  it  is  neither  unjust  nor 
oppressive.  Northern  Pac,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Black,  3  Wash.  327,  28  Pac.  538. 

[b]  Thus,  where  the  defendant  did 
not  deny  the  justness  of  the  debt  to 
evidence  which  the  note  sued  upon  was 
signed,  but  asked  that  the  judgment  b? 
opened  because,  as  he  alleged,  he  was 
"insanely  drunk"  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  thereof,  this  relief  was  de- 
nied, the  court  saying,  that  the  "de- 
fendant has  not  been  unjustly  or  in- 
equitably treated."  Ford  v.  Tigue,  8 
Kulp  (Pa.)  428. 
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[c]  In  Audit  Co.,  etc.  v.  McNaught, 
87  N.  Y.  Supp.  542,  the  cause  had  been 
peremptorily  set  for  trial  at  instance 
of  plaintiff,  and  when  it  was  reached 
the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  to  proceed. 
The  cause  was  dismissed  and  judgment 
rendered  for  defendant.  On  a  subse- 
quent application  to  open,  plaintiff's 
counsel  could  not  state  when  he  would 
be  able  to  proceed  and  the  application 
was  properly  denied. 

[d]  A  decree  directing  a  tax  sale 
will  not  be  set  aside  where  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  tax  although  admitted- 
Iv  irregular,  was  unjust  or  prejudicial. 
Tremble  v.  Hoffman,  130  Mich.  676,  90 
N.  W.   694. 

23.  Sullivan  v.  Sweeney,  189  Pa. 
474,  42  Atl.  45;  Woelfel  v.  Hammer, 
159  Pa.  448,  28  Atl.  147.  See  also 
Maneval  v.  Jackson  Tp.,  141  Pa.  426, 
21  Atl.  672;  Baker  v.  Lukens,  35  Pa. 
146,  and  supra,  XIV,  B,  7. 

[a]  As  was  said  in  Knarr  v.  Elgren, 
7  Sad.  (Pa.)  172,  181,  9  Atl.  875,  "In 
ejther  form  of  procedure  (bill  in  equity 
or  summary  proceeding  in  same  actionV 
the  relief  demanded  is  in  equity;  and 
the  application  or  complaint  must  make 
a  case  which  Vould  justify  a  chancellor 
in  entering  the  decree." 

24.  Mich. — Tremble  v.  Hoffman,  130 
Mich.  676,  90  N.  W.  694.  N.  J.— Al- 
laire 17.  Day,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  231.  See 
also  Brown  v.  Easton,  30  N.  J.  Eq. 
725.  N.  Y.— Bunnell  v.  Griflfin,  8  Abb. 
Pr.  39;  Devlin  v.  Boyd,'  69  Hun  328, 
23  N.  Y.  Supp.  523.  N.  C— Scott  v. 
Mutual  E.  F.  Life  Assn.,  137  N.  C. 
515,  526,  50  S.  E.  221.  Pa.— Colwell  v. 
Wehrly,  150  Pa.  523,  24  Atl.  ,737. 

25.  Farmers  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Killinger,  46  Neb.  677,  681,  65  N.  W. 
790;  Huston  Twp.  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  V. 
Beale,  110  Pa.  321,  1  Atl.  926;  Savage 
V.  Kelley,  11  Phila.  (Pa.)  525;  Mc- 
Anulty  V.  Nat.  Life  Assn.,  6  Lack.  Leg. 
N.  (Pa.)  128;  Gallup  v.  Eeynolds,  8 
Watts  (Pa.)  424;  Carson  v.  Coulter,  2 
Grant's  Cas.  (Pa.)  121. 


JUDGMENTS 


239 


a  different  matter  from  vacating  it  or  setting  it  aside  altogether.^^ 
Upon  the  judgment  being  opened  without  condition  the  judgment  itself 
is  not  thereby  destroyed;  it  remains  as  security  for  whatever  relief 
may  ultimately  be  awarded  to  the  adverse  party.^'  And  it  is  proper 
for  the  court  to  direct  that  the  judgment  relieved  against  shall  stand 
as  security  for  the  plaintiff's  demands.^^  But  where  a  judgment  is 
vacated  the  lien  of  the  judgment  is  thereafter  without  support,^^  unless 
otherwise  provided  by  statute.^"  The  relief  awarded  may  include  a 
provision  setting  aside  an  execution  previously  issued  on  the  judgment 
from  which  relief  is  granted.^^ 

2.  Judgment  Opened  or  Vacated  in  Whole  or  in  Part.  —  The  rule 
generally  obtains  that  a  judgment  may  properly  be  opened  or  set  aside 
in  whole  or  in  part.^^  As  regards  the  parties  thereto,  however,  the 
rule  generally  followed  is  that  a  joint  judgment  may  not  be  set  aside 


[a]  "To  open  a  judgment,  however, 
is  not  to  set  it  aside;  for  when  it  is 
closed  again  by  the  finding  of  a  sum 
due,  an  execution  issues  on  it  as  if 
it  had  not  been  disturbed."  Gallup 
V.  Reynolds,  8  Watts  (Pa.)  424,  quoted 
with  approval  in  McAnulty  v.  Nat.  Life 
Assn.,  6  Lack.  Leg.  N.  (Pa.)  128. 

[b]  "A  judgment  may  be  opened, 
or  it  may  be  set  aside.  LE  the  former, 
it  remains  a  judgment  still,  and  with 
all  the  attributes  as  such,  of  which 
the  order  of  the  court  has  not  de- 
prived it."  Steinbridge 's  Appeal,  1 
Pen.  &  W.  (Pa.)  481. 

26.  Parszyk  v.  Maeh,  10  S.  D.  555, 
74  N.  W.  1027. 

[a]  "There  can  be  no  doubt,  there- 
fore, that  the  county  court  could  either 
have  set  the  judgment  aside  upon  the 
motion  absolutely,  or  have  opened  it 
U5)on  condition,  as  that  it  should  stand 
as  security  to  abide  the  final  result." 
Second  Ward  Bank  v.  TJpman,  14  Wis. 
596. 

27.  West  V:  Irwin,  74  Pa.  258;  Den- 
nison  v.  Leech,  9  Pa.  164;  McAnulty 
V.  Nat.  Life  Assn.,  6  Lack.  Leg.  N. 
(Pa.)  128;  Gallup  v.  Reynolds,  8  Watts 
(Pa.)  424. 

[a]  Opening  a  judgment  which  is  a 
lien  upon  real  property  does  not  destroy 
or  in  any  way  impair  such  lien.  Adams 
V.  James  L.  Leeds  Co.,  189  Pa.  544,  42 
Atl.  195;  Van.Cott  v.  Webb-Miller,  25 
Pa.  Super.  51;  Savage  v.  Kelley,  11 
Phila.  (Pa.)  525;  Carson  v.  Coulter,  2 
Grant's  Cas.  (Pa.)  121.  See  also  Keyes 
V.  Moorhead,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  43;  Mc- 
Anulty V.  Nat.  Life  Assn.,  6  Lack.  Leg. 
N.  128. 

[b]  Execution  Not   Stayed. — Open- 


ing a  judgment  will  not,  of  itself,  have 
the  effect  of  staying  the  execution  of 
such  judgment.  To  accomplish  this 
special  provision  therefore  must  be 
made  in  the  order  granting' this  relief. 
Savage  v.  Kelley,  11  Phila.  (Pa.)  525. 
See  also  McAnulty  v.  Nat.  Life  Assn., 
6  Lack.  Leg.  N.  (Pa.)  128. 

28.  Ind.  —  Pierson  v.  Holman,  5 
Blackf.  482.  N.  J.— Boyd  v.  Williams, 
70  N.  J.  L.  185,  56  Atl.  135;  McTague 
V.  Pennsylvania,  etc.  E.  B.  Co.,  44  N. 
J.  L.  62;  National  Condensed  Milk  Co. 
V.  Brandenburgh,  40  N.  J.  L.  111.  N.  Y.. 
Flagg  V.  Cooper,  22  Jones  &  S.  50; 
Ellsworth  V.  Campbell,  31  Barb.  134; 
Denton  V.  Noyes,  6  Johns.  296,  5  Am. 
Dec.  237;  Fenton  v.  Garlick,  6  Johns. 
287;  Ketcham  v.  Elliott,  66  Hun  627, 
20  N.  Y.  Supp.  745;  Long  Branch  Pier 
Co.  V.  Crosaley,  40  Misc.  249,  81  N.  Y. 
Supp.  905;  Pomares  v.  Duncan,  11  N.  Y. 
Supp.  380,  25  Abb.  N.  C.  58;  Brickel 
V.  Train,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  292.  Pa. 
Ash  V.  Conyers,  2  Miles  94;  Van  Cott 
V.  Webb-Miller,  25  Pa,  Super.  51. 
S.  D.— Parszyk  v.  Mach,  10  S.  D.  555, 
74  N.  W.  1027. 

29.  Adams  v.  James  L.  Leeds  Co., 
189  Pa.  544,  42  Atl.  195. 

30.  Bates'  Ann.  Ohio  St.  (5th  ed.), 
§5360. 

31.  Stephens  v.  Stephens,  1  Phila. 
(Pa.)  108. 

32.  Ga. — See  Jackson  v.  Miles,  98 
Ga.  512,  25  S.  B.  569.  111.— Lyon  v. 
Boilvin,  7  111.  629.  Kan.— Weaver  v. 
Leach,  26  Kan.  179.  N.  C— Geer  p. 
Beams,  88  N.  C.  197.  Tex.— Erwin  v. 
Archenhold  Co.,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  55, 
77  S.  W.  823.  W.  Va.— Parkersburg 
Nat.   Bank  v.   Neal,   28   W.    Va.   744. 

Vol.  XV 


240 


JUDGMENTS 


as  to  any  number  less  than  all,'^  and  especially  is  this  true  where  the 
judgment  under  consideration  is,  in  its  very  nature,  inseparable.^* 
But  there  are  cases  in  which  it  is  manifestly  proper  so  to  do,'^  as, 
for  example,  in  an  action  against  several  defendants  who  are  eptitled 
to  s,ever  in  the  defense  a  motion  may  be.  allowed  vacating  the  judg- 
ment as  to  one  or  more  of  them  and  leaving  the  judgment  unaffected 
as  to  the  remaining,  defendants.^® 

3.    Upon  Terms.  —  a.     Generally.  —  In    granting    this   relief   the 
court,  in  itr  discretion  may,^^  or  may  not  impose  upon  the  applicant 


Wyo. — Laramie  Nat.  Bank  v.  Steinhoff, 
11  Wyo.  290,  71  Pae.  992,  73  Pac.  209. 
[a]  Where  a  complaint  states  two 
causes  of  action,  improperly  united  in 
a  single  count,  and^  the  judgment  was 
properly  entered  as  to  one  count  only, 
it  may  be  vacated  in  part  and  sus- 
tained in  part.  Weaver  v.  Leach,  26 
Kan.  179. 

33.  m.— Claflin  v.  Dunne,  129  HI. 
241,  21  N.  E.  834,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  263; 
Gould  V.  Sternburg,  69  HI.  531.  la. 
Storm  Lake  v.  Iowa  Falls  &  8.  C.  E.  Co., 
62  Iowa  218,  17  N.  W.  489.  Ky.— Bitzer 
V.  O 'Bryan,  107  Ky.  590,  54  S.  W.  951. 
Mich. — Van  Eenselaer  v.  Whiting,  12 
Mich.  449.  Mo.— Smith  v.  Eollins,  25 
Mo.  408.  Neb. — Boyd  v.  Munson,  56 
Neb.  269,  76  N.  W.  552.  Nev.— Steven- 
son &  Son  V.  Mann,  13  Nev.  268.  N.  C. 
Ellington  v.  Wicker,  87  N.  C.  14;  Eam- 
sour  V.  Eaper,  29  N.  C.  346.-  Ohio. 
Erazier  v.  Williams.  24  Ohio  St.  625; 
Jordan  v.  Eussell,  8  Ohio  Dee.  467. 
Vt. — Downer  v.  Dana,  22  Vt.  22.  WT  Va. 
Midkiff  V.  Lusher,  27  W.  Va.  439. 

34.  Jordan  v.  Eussell,  8  Ohio  Dee. 
467. 

[a]  Where  by  consent,  a  judgment 
was  entered  admitting  to  proba,te  a 
contested  will,  and,  as  to  one  of  the 
contestants  grounds  existed  for  setting 
this  judgment  aside,  it  must,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  be  set  aside  as  to 
all.    Jordan  v.  Eussell,  8  Ohio  Dec.  467. 

35.  Ga. — Powell  v.  Perry,  63  Ga. 
417.  Ind. — Wright  v.  Churchman,  135 
Ind.  683,  35  N.  E.  835;  Pattison  v. 
Norris,  29  Ind.  165.  Mo.— ^Neenan  v. 
St.  Joseph,  126  Mo.  89,  28  S.  W.  963. 
N.  Y. — Droham  v.  Norton,  1  Misc.  486, 
21  N.  Y.  Supp.  579.  N.  D.— Stewart  v. 
Parsons,   5  N.   D.   273,   65  N.   W.   672. 

[a]  Should  the  grounds  upon  which 
one  of  several  joint  applicants  seeks 
relief  be  sufficient  and  independent  of 
the  grounds  upon  which  the  application 
is    urged    as    to    the    remaining    ap- 
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plieants,  the  court  may,  in  the  further- 
ance of  justice,  open  a  judgment  only 
as  to  the  applicant  just  mentioned. 
Stewart  v.  Parsons,  5  N.  D.  273,  65  N. 
W.  672. 

[b]  In  Barlow  v.  Bums,  70  N.  J. 
L.  631,  57  Atl.  262,  one  of  two  defend-^ 
ants  in  an  action  for  libel  employed 
counsel  who  did  not  file  a  plea  but 
went  before  a  sheriff's  jury  to  have 
damages  assessed.  The  other  defendant 
employed '  no  counsel,  her  mother  un- 
dertaking to  attend  to  the  entire  mat- 
ter for  her.  There  was  a  probability 
that  this  last  mentioned  defendant  had 
a  defense.  It  was  held  that  the  judg- 
ment was  properly  opened  as  to  the 
latter  defendant  although  this  relief 
was  denied  the  former.  Barlow  v. 
Burns,  70  N.  J.  L.  631,  57  Atl.  262. 

36.  Boone  v.  Sulsey,  71  Tex.  176,  9 
S.  W.  531.  See  supra,  XI,  K,  2,  d; 
XI,  K,  3. 

37.  ni.— Chicago.  ■».  English,  198  HI. 
211,  64  N.  E.  976;  Burhans  v.  Norwood 
Park,  138  Dl.  147,  27  N.  E.  1088;  Prei- 
broth  V.  Mann,  70  Dl.  52^;  Mason  v. 
McNamara,  57  HI.  274;  Lyon  v.  Boilvin, 
7  111.  629.  Kan. — Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co. 
V.  Linson,  39  Kan.  416,  18  Pac.  498; 
Ames  V.  Brinsden,  25  Kan.  746;  Sprat- 
ley  V.  Putnam  Ins.  Co.,  5  Kan.  155.  Md. 
Tyrrell  v.  Hilton,  92  Md.  176,  48  Atl.  55; 
Coulbourn  v.  Fleming,  78  Md.  210,  27  Atl. 
1041.  Mo. — Miners'  Bank  v.  Kingston, 
204  Mo.  687,  103  S.  W.  27;  Young  v. 
Bircher,  31  Mo.  136,  77  Am.  Dec.  638. 
Nev. — Howe  v.  Coldren,  4  Nev.  171. 
N.  Y.— Lewy  v.  Fox,  22  Jones  &  S. 
397;  Flagg  v.  Cooper,  22  Jones  &  S. 
50;  McCarty  v.  Altonwood  Stock  Farm, 
68  Hun  551,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  1091.  N.  C. 
Alston  Young,  etc.  Co.  v.  Parish's 
Heirs,  1  N.  C.  221.  Ohio.— French  Wax 
Figure  Co.  v.  Jupp,  etc.  Co.,  21  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  764;  Fowble  v.  Walker,  4  Ohio 
64.  Ore. — Mitchell  v.  Campbell,  14  Ore. 
454,  13  Pae.  190.     Pa.— Huston  Twp. 
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such  terms  as  may  be  just,'*  except  in  those  cases  where  this  relief  is 
demandable  as  a  matter  of  strict  legal  right,  and  not  as  a  matter  of 


Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Beale,  110  Pa.  321, 
1  Atl.  926;  Gilliland  v.  Bredin,  63  Pa. 
393;  McMurray's  Heirs  v.  City  of' Erie, 
59  Pa.  223;  Bailey  v.  Clayton,  20  Pa. 
295;  Dennison  v.  Leech,  9  Pa.  164; 
Savage  v.  Kelley,  11  PhUa.  525;  Carson 
V.  Coulter, /2  Grant's  Cas.  121;  Ekel  v. 
Snevily,  3  Watts  &  S.  272.  See  also 
Kunes  v.  McCloskey,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
542;  Peters  &  Son  v.  McDonald,  7  Kulp 
308.  E.  I. — See  also  Miller  v.  MeCor- 
mick,  60  Atl.  48.  S.  D.— Ormsby  v. 
Conrad,  4  S.  D.  599,  57  N.  W.  778. 
See  also  Evans  v.  Fall  Eiver  County, 
4  8.  D.  119,  55  N.  W.  862.  Vt.— See 
also  Burnham  &  Mayo  v.  Brewster,  1 
Vt.  87.  Va.— Powers  v.  Carter  Coal  & 
Iron  Co.,  100  Va.  450,  456,  41  S.  E. 
867.  Wash. — See  Walton  v.  Hartman, 
38  Wash.  34,  80  Pac.  196.  Wis.— Behl 
V.  Schuette,  95  Wis.  441,  70  N.  W. 
559;  Meiners  v.  Frederick  Miller  Brew. 
Co.,  78  Wis.  \  364,  47  N.  W.  430,  10  L. 
E.  A.  586;  Magoon  v.  Callahan,  39  Wis. 
141;  Stoppelfeldt  v.  Milwaukee  M.  & 
G.  B.  Ey.  Co.,  29  Wis.  688;  Weber  v. 
Zeimet,  27  Wis.  685. 

[a]  In  the  exercise  of  this  authpr- 
ity,  however,  the  court  may  not  re- 
quire the  defendant  to  bring  into  court 
the  amount  due  under  the  judgment 
which  it  is  sought  to  vacate.  Page  v. 
Wallace,  87  HI.  84. 

[b]  Such  terms  may  be  imposed  as 
will,  as  near  as  may  be  "place  the 
plaintiff  in  as  favorable  a  position  as 
he  would  have  been  in  had  the  relief 
been  denied."  But  it  is  an  abuse  of 
discretion  to  impose  terms  which  will 
place  the  plaintifE  in  a  better  position. 
Whereatt  v.  Ellis,  70  Wis.  207,  35  N. 
W.  314;  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Benjamin, 
61  Wis.  514,  21  N.  W.  523. 

[c]  "What  will  be  in  the  'further- 
ance of  justice,'  and  what  'terms'  are 
to  be  regarded  as  'just'  must  depend 
upon  the  facts  of  each  particular  case. ' ' 
Whereatt  v.  Ellis,  70  Wis.  207,  35  N. 
W.  314. 

[d]  The  court  may  require  the  ap- 
plicant to  go  to  trial  at  a  certain  time 
as  a  condition  to  granting  this  relief. 
Boutin  V.  Catlin,  101  Wis.  545,  77  N. 
W.  910. 

[e]  Where  a  motion  for  this  relief 
is  granted  on  the  condition  that  the 
applicant  pay  the  actual  dosts  of  the 
adverse  party  "to  be  assessed  hy  the 


clerk,"  the  adverse  party  must  estab- 
lish such  expenses  before  the  applicant 
can  pay  them.  Brown  v.  Brown,  27  S. 
C.  153,  3  S.  E.  69. 

[f  ]  The  court  may  (1)  open  the 
judgment  on  condition  that  the  issue 
framed  be  a  special  one  (McMurray's 
Heirs  v.  Erie,  59  Pa.  223.  See  also 
Walker  v.  Saldada,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  371; 
Peters  &  Son  v.  McDonald,  7  Kulp 
[Pa.]  308),  (2)  or  that  the  defense  to 
be  interposed  be  other  -than  a  technical 
one  (Bailey  v.  Clayton,  20  Pa.  ?95). 
(3)  Likewise,  the  court  may,  it  has 
been  held,  open  its  judgment  upon  con- 
dition that  the  defendant  sliall  not 
object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
Putney  v.  Collins,  3  Grant's  Cas.  (Pa.) 
72. 

[g]  Execution  May  Issue. — On  grant- 
ing this  relief  the  court  may,  as  a  con- 
dition thereto,  order  that  execution  of 
the  judgment  proceed.  But  this  term 
or  condition  can  only  be  imposed  by 
special  order  or  provision.  Savage  v. 
Kelley,  11  Phila.   (Pa.)   525. 

[h]  In  the  exercise  of  this  power 
the  court  may  require  the  applicant,  in 
a  proper  case,  to  pay  the  accrued  costs 
of  the  adverse  party.  Cooper  v.  Bor- 
ough of  Kingston,  6  Kulp  (Pa.)  344. 

[i]  Failure  To  Comply  With'  Terms. 
In  Texas  it  has  been  held  that  where 
the  court  set  aside  a  judgment  on  con- 
dition that  the  applicant  pay  the  costs, 
his  failure  to  pay  such  costs  did  not 
entitle  the  adverse  party  to  a  new 
judgment  for  the  court  might  yet  mod- 
ify its  order  in  this  respect  and  do 
away  with  this  condition  entirely.  Marx 
V.  Epstein,  1  Tex.  Civ.  Cas.,  §1317. 

[j]  A  change  of  venue  may  be  de- 
nied as  a  condition  to  granting  this 
relief.  Dennison  v.  Chapman,  102  Cal. 
618,  36  Pac.  943. 

[k]  A  postponement  may  be  denied 
in  granting  this  relief.  Chicago  v. 
English,  198  111.  211,  64  N.  E.  976. 

38.  Pa. — Kelber  v.  Pittsburgh  Nat. 
Plow  Co.,  146  Pa.  485,  32  Atl.  335. 
See  also  Carson  v.  Coulter,  2  Grant's 
Cas.  121.  S.  D. — See  also  Ormsby  ■». 
Conrad,  4  S.  D.  599,  57  N.  W.  778. 
Va. — ^Powers  v.  Carter  Coal  &  Iron  Co., 
100  Va.  450,  41  S.  E.  867.  Wash. 
Clein  V.  Wandschneider,  14  Wash.  257, 
44  Pac.  272. 

[a]     "No  terms  were    imposed    by 
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favor,  in  which  the  imposition  of  any  terms  is  error.^^  And  this  dis- 
cretionary power  is  usually  provided  for  in  statutes  regulating  the 
opening  or  vacating  of  judgments.*"  If 'the  dictates  of  justice  re- 
quire, the  court  may  open  a  judgment  on  the  condition  that  the 
defense  to  be  interposed  shall  be  a  meritorious  one,  as  distinguished 
from  a  technical  one.*^ 

In  imposing  terms  the  adverse  party  must  be  considered,  and  the 
terms  must  afford  him  such  protection  as,  in  view  of  all  the  surround- 


the  court  below,  but  that  was  a  mat- 
ter peculiarly  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  it  would  require  a  very 
strong  case,  much  stronger  than  this, 
to  move  us  to  interfere."  Kelber  v. 
Pittsburgh  Nat.  Plow  Co.,  146  Pa.  485, 
23  Atl.  335. 

39.  Oal.— Waller  v.  Weston,  125  Cal. 
201,  57  Pac.  892.  N.  Y.— Yates  v. 
Guthrie,  119  N.  Y.  420,  23  N.  B.  741; 
Seifert  v.  Cave^ly,  63  Hun  604,  18  N. 
Y.  Supp.  327;  Phonoharp  Co.  v.  Stobbe, 
20  Misc.  698,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  678; 
Cohen  v.  Meryash,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  529. 
N.  D.— Smith  v.  Nicholson,  5  N.  D.  426, 
67  N.  W.  296.  Ore. — Mitchell  v.  Camp- 
bell, 14  Ore.  454,  18  Pac.  190.  S.  C. 
Wren  v.  Johnson,  62  S.  C.  533,  40  S.  E. 

■937. 

See  swpra,  'ti'V,  E,  2,  h,  (II). 

[a]  Where  defendant  had  inter- 
posed a  motion  to  strike  out  the  plain- 
tiff's complaint  and,  before  the  de- 
termination of  that  motion,  a  judgment 
on  default  I  was  entered  against  him, 
the  action  of  the  court  in  opening 
such  judgment  only  on  condition  that 
the  defendant  should  not  plead  the 
statute  of  limitations  was  reversible 
error;  the  relief  in  such  a  case  should 
be  unconditional.  Mitchell  v.  Camp- 
bell, 14  Ore.  454,  13  Pac.  190. 

[b]  The  verification  of  plaintiff's 
comjflaint  was  defective.  The  defend- 
ant served  an  unverified  answer.  This 
the  plaintiff  returned  and  entered  a  de- 
fault. The  default  was  opened  upon 
terms.  This  was, held  to  be  error,  in- 
asmuch as  it  was  the  defendant's  right 
to  file  an  unverified  answer  under  the 
circumstances.  Phonoharp  Co.  v. 
Stobbe,  20  Misc.  698,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
678. 

40.  HI.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  Eev.  1914, 
§405.  Me.— Eev.  St.,  1903,  §12,  c.  85, 
p.  761,  concerning  justice's  courts. 
Mont.— Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6589.  N.  J. 
Comp.  St.,  1910,  §112,  p.  4087,  provid- 
ing for  relief  on  terms  from  neglect 
of  attorney.     N.  Y. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
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§§724,  1292.  N.  C— Eev.  1905,  §§513, 
449.  N.  !>.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §§6884, 
6846. 

[a]  In  New  York,  the  power  of  the 
municipal  courts  in  this  regard  is  re- 
stricted by  statute  (Laws,  '1896,  ch. 
748)  to  compelling  the  applicant  to 
pay  costs,  not  to  exceed  ten  dollars,  or 
to .  put  up  an  undertaking  to  secure 
the  judgment.  See,  involving  this 
point,  Ludwin  v.  Siano,  36  Misc.  537, 
73  N.  Y.  Supp.  940;  Stivers  v.  Eitt,  29 
Misc.  341,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  507. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

41.  Cal. — Dennison  v.  Chapman,  102 
Cal.  618,  36  Pac.  943.  N.  Y.— Allen 
V.  Mapes,  20  Wend.  633.  See  also  Pape 
V.  Schofield,  77  Hun  236,  28  N.  Y. 
Supp.  340.  Pa. — Bailey  v.  Clayton,  20 
Pa.  295.  Tex. — Erwin  v.  Archenhold 
Co.,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  55,  77  S.  W. 
823. 

Compare,  supra,  XIV,  E,  2,  e,  (III), 
(B). 

[a]  Examples. — Such  defenses  as 
usury  (Audubon  v.  Excelsior  P.  Ins. 
Co.,  10  Abb.  Pr.  [N.  Y.]  64;  Lord  v. 
Vandenburgh,  15  How.  Pr.  [N.  Y.] 
363.  But  see  Kinderhook  Bank  v.  Gif- 
ford,_40  Barb.  [N.  T.]  659),  the  statute 
of  limitations  (Ala. — Sawyer  v.  Pat- 
terson, 1^  Ala.  295.  Mont. — Anaconda 
Min.  Co.  V.  Saile,  16  Mont.  8,  39  Pac. 
909,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  472.  N.  Y.— Audu- 
bon V.  Excelsior  F.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Abb. 
Pr.  64;  Pox  v.  Baker,  2  Wend.  244. 
Wis. — Meiners  v.  Miller  Brew.  Co.,  78 
Wis.  364,  47  N.  W.  430,  10  L.  E.  A. 
586.  Contra,  Mitchell  v.  Campbell,  14 
Ore.  454,  13  Pac.  190),  have  been  held 
technical  defenses  which  may  be  re- 
quired to  be  waived  as  a  condition  to 
such  relief,  but  res  adjudicata  (Audu- 
bon V.  Excelsior  F.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Abb. 
Pr.  [N.  Y.]  64),  is  not  such  a  defense 
as  may  be  required  to  be  waived. 

[b]  Venue. — That  the  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  particular  case, 
but  has  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter  in  general  zn&j  be  required  tg 
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ing  circumstances,  he  is  equitably  entitled  to.*^  Occasionally  this 
power  has  been  spoken  of  as  an  "unlimited"  one,*^  but,  extensive 
though  it  undoubtedly  is,  it  is  not  without  limitations  and  restrictions.** 
And  where,  in  a  given  case,  the  court  has  exercised  this  discretion  in 
a  manner  not  warranted  by  the  equities,  its  action  therein  will  be 
modified  on  appeal.**  Furthermore,  statutes  frequently  impose  certain 
limitations  on  the  exercise  of  this  discretion.*^  Where  the  order  of 
the  court  is  one  granting  to  the  applicant  the  relief  desired  it  is  er- 
roneous to  impose  terms  upon  the  adverse  party .*^ 

b.  Payment  of  Costs  and  Expenses.  —  "Where  it  is  discretionary 
with  the  court  to  open  or  vacate  a  judgment,  the  court  will,  ordinarily, 
in  the  exercise  of  a  like  discretion,  require,  as  a  condition  thereto,  that 
the  applicant  pay  the  accrued  costs  of  the  adverse  party.*'    Sometimes 


be  waived  as  a  condition  to  opening 
the  case.  Putney  v.  Collins,  3  Grant's 
Cas.   (Pa.)   72. 

42.  Siegel  v.  Frankel,  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
533;  O'Meara  v.  Intemrban  St.  Ey. 
Co.,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  405. 

43.  Bnsly  v.  Wright,  3  Pa.  501. 

44.  "The  law  has  wisely  vested 
those  courts  with  very  large  discre- 
tionary powers  dn  such  matters;  but  it 
is  a  judicial  discretion,  not  to  be 
capriciously  or  oppressively  exercised. 
It  is  a  power  to  be  used  in  further- 
ance of  justice,  and  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  gagging  and  binding  one  of  the 
parties  to  a  suit,  and  then  turning  him 
over,  in  this  helpless  and  defenseless 
condition,  to  the  tender  mercies  of  his 
adversary."  Mitchell  v.  Campbell,  14 
Ore.  454,  13  Pae.  190. 

[a]  A  condition  is  improper  which 
requires  the  applicant  to  waive  a  meri- 
torious defense.  Mitchell  v.  Campbell, 
14  Ore.  454,  13  Pac.  190. 

45.  See  infra,  XIV,  H. 

46.  In  New  York  the  municipal 
courts  may  not  impose,  as  a  condition 
to  this  relief,  costs  to  exceed  ten  dol- 
lars. Stivers  v.  Eitt,  29  Misc.  341,  60 
N.  Y.  Supp.  505,  involving  c.  748,  Laws 
1896.  And  see  Schwartz  v.  Schendel, 
24  Misc.  701,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  773. 

47.  Berg  v.  Pohl,  24  Misc.  740,  53 
K.  Y.  Supp.  799;  Port  Huron,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Clements,  113  Wis.  249,  89  N.  W. 
160. 

[a]  In  New  York  the  court  may, 
upon  granting  this  relief,  "direel;  and 
enforce  restitution,  in  like  manner, 
with  like  effect,  and  subject  to  the 
same  conditions,  as  where  a  judgment 
is  reversed  upon  appeal.".  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §1292.  And  see  Parker  v.  Lyth- 
goe,  60  Hun  578,  14  N,  Y.  Supp.  528, 


[b]  Where  a  judgment  as  on  de- 
fault was  taken  dismissing  plaintiff's 
complaint,  it  was  error  for  the  court, 
on  a  subsequent  application  of  plain- 
tiff to  vacate  the  same  to  require  of 
the  defendant  that  she  file  and  serve 
an  answer  to  the  complaint.  She  not 
being  in  fault  should  have  been  al- 
lowed to  demur  or  plead  thereto  in 
whatever  manner  she  saw  fit.  Berg  v. 
Poil,  24  Misc.  740,  53  N.  Y.  Supp. 
799. 

48.  Cal. — See  Hartman  v.  Olvera,  49 
Cal.  101.  Ga. — Johnson,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Durham,  etc.  Co.,  31  Ga.  335;  Williams 
V.  Dawson,  13  Ga.  44.  See  also  John- 
son V.  McCurry,  102  Ga.  471,  31  S.  B. 
88.,  HI. — Yost  v.  Minneapolis  Harvester 
Works,  41  HI.  App.  556.  Ind. — Norris 
V.  Dodge's  Admr.,  23  Ind.  190.  Kan. 
Stewart  v.  Scully,  46  Ean.  491,  26  Pac. 
957.  Ky. — Williams  v.  Taylor,  11  Bush 
375.  Mich. — People  ex  rel.  Miller  v. 
Wayne  Cir.  Judge,  39  Mich.  375.  Minn. 
IT  eland  v.  Johnson,  77  Minn.  543,  80 
N.  W.  700,  77  Am.  St.  Eep.  698.  Neb. 
Leake  v.  Gallogly,  34  Neb.  857,  52  N. 
W.  824;  Haggerty  v.  Walker,  21  Neb. 
596,  33  N.  W.  244;  Kepley  v.  Irwin, 
14  Neb.  300,  15  N.  W.  719.  N.  J. 
Oram  v.  Dennison,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  438. 
See  Den  ex  dem.  Lee  ■;;.  Bvaul,  1  N.  J. 
L.  233.  N.  Y.— Kane  v.  Van  Nostrand, 
13  How.  Pr.  465;  Morrell  v.  Gibson,  1 
How.  Pr.  208;  Burnham  v.  Smith,  1 
How.  Pr.  46;  Leighton  v.  Wood,  17 
Abb.  Pr.  177;  MeCarty  v.  Altonwood 
Stock  Farm,  68  Hun  551,  22  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1091;  MuUer  v.  Rost,  58  Hun 
604,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  615;  Marcus  v. 
Pomeranz,  98  App.  Div.  619,  90  N.  Y. 
Supp.  139;  Kahn  v.  Casper,  51  App. 
Div.  540,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  838;  Goodness 
V,  Metropolitan  St.  Ey.  Co.,  49  App. 
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the  imposition  of  such  a  condition  is  made  imperative  by  statute.*' 
In  the  absence  of  such  a  statute,  however,  the  court  may,  if  the 
equities  of  the  case  require,  refuse  to  impose  such  terms.®"  "Where, 
however,  relief  is  demandable  not  as  a  matter  of  favor,  but  as  a  matter 
«f  strict  legal  right,  no  such  condition  may  be  imposed.^^  The  amount 
is  usually  such  sum  as  will  substantially  reimburse  the  adverse  party 
the  reasonable  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  obtaining  the  judg- 
ment which  is  to  be  relieved  against,^^  although  the  court  may,  in  its 


Div.  76,  63  N.  T.  Supp.  476;  Hyman 
V.  London  Assur.  Corp.,  43  App.  Div. 
622,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  355;  De  Marco  v. 
Mass,  31  Misc.  827,  64  N.  Y.  Supp. 
768;  Szeriip  v.  Baier,  22  Misc.  351,  49 
N.  Y.  Supp.  300;  Callender  v.  Dresslei- 
Beard  Mfg.  Co.,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  645; 
Kefeham  v.  Elliott,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  745. 
See  also  Schwartz  v.  Schendel,  24  Misc. 
701,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  773.  N.  C— See 
Dell  School  v.  Peirce,.163  N.  C.  424,  79 
S.  E.  687.  Ohio. — Messick  &  Co.  v. 
Eoxbury,  12  Ohio  Dec.  95.  Pa. — Coop- 
er V.  Borough  of  Kingston,  6  Kulp  344. 
S.  D.— Ormsby  v.,  Conrad,  4  S.  D.  599, 
57  N.  W.  778.  Wis. — Eeeves  &  Co.  v. 
Kroll,  133  "Wis.  196,  113-  N.  W.  440; 
Port  Huron  Engine,  etc.  Co.  v.  Clem- 
ents, 113  "Wis.  249,  89  N.  "W.  160; 
Bloor  V.  Smith,  112  "Wis.  340,  87  N.  W. 
870;  Behl  v.  Schuett,  95  "Wis.  441,  70 
N.  "W.  559. 

[a]  Cost  Bond. — ^TJnder  a  statute 
providing  that  in  actions  for  the  recov- 
ery of  land  the  defendant  must  before 
he  answer,  plead  or  demur,  file,  a  cost 
bond,  it  is  necessarily  a  condition  to 
be  imposed  lipon  setting  aside  a  de- 
fault judgment  that  the  defendant  file 
such  a  bond.  Dell  School  v.  Peirce,  163 
N.  C.  424,  79  S.  E.  687. 

49.  Cal. — Robinson  v.  Merrill,  80 
Cal.  415,  22  Pae.  260;  Heermanr  v. 
Sawyer,  48  Cal.  562;  Leet  v.  Grants,  36 
Cal.  288;  Howe  v.  The  Independence 
Con.  G.  &  S.  Min.  Co.,  29  Cal.  72; 
People  V.  O'Connell,  23  Cal.  281;  Eoland 
V.  Kreyenhagen,  18  Cal.  455.  Ga. 
Johnson  v.  McCurry,  102  Ga.  471,  31 
S.  E.  88.  Neb.— Leake  v.  Gallogly,  34 
Neb.  857,  52  N.  "W.  824;  Kepley  v.  Ir- 
win, 14  Neb.  300,  15  N.  "W.  719.  Wis. 
Boutin  V.  Catlin,  101  Wis.  545,  77  N. 
W.  910. 

[a]  Where  opposite  party  does  not 
insist  upon  such  a  statutory  provision 
being  followed,  it  is  not  reversible  er- 
ror to  fail  to  impose  such  a  condition. 
Butler  V.  Richmond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  88 
Ga.  594,  15  S.  E.  668. 
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50.  Kane  v.  "Van  Nostrand,  13  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  465;  Gillespie  v.  Satterlee, 
18  Misc.  606,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  463; 
Eeeves  &  Co.  v.  Kroll,  133  Wis.  196,  113 
N.  W.  440;  Boutin  v.  Catlin,  101  Wis. 
545,  77  N.  W.  910. 

[a]  Under  statutes  providing  that 
this  relief  shall  be  upon  such  terms  as 
are  just,  it  is  not  an  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion to  refuse  to  impose  costs  upon 
the  successful  applicant.  Eeeves  &  Co. 
V.  Kroll,  133  Wis.  196,  113  N.  W.  440. 

51.  Cal. — Waller  v.  Weston,  125  Cal. 
201,  57  Pac.  892.  Nev.— Stanton- 
Thompson  Co.  v.  Crane,  24  Nev.  171, 
51  Pac.  116,  no  personal  service  of 
jurisdictional  process.  S.  D. — ^Ormsby 
V.  Conrad,  4  S.  D.  599,  57  N.  W.  778, 
opinion  upon  hypothesis  that  judgment 
was  void. 

As  to  when  this  relief  is  demandable 
as  of  rights  see  supra,  XTV,  E,  2,  h, 
(II). 

[a]  Upon  Opening  a  Judgment  Void 
for  Want  of  Jurisdiction. — Waller  v. 
Weston,  125  Cal.  201,  57, Pac.  892. 

[b]  In  Wisconsin,  costs  may  be  im- 
posed in  relieving  against  a  void  judg- 
ment. "Although  void  the  court  would 
not  be  bound  to  set  the  judgment  aside 
unless  it  appeared  to  be  inequitable. 
Hence  an  application  to  set  it  aside  in 
a  measure  always  appeals  to  the  equit- 
able power  and  discretion  of  the 
court. ' '  When  this  discretion  exists 
terms  may  or  may  not  be  imposed. 
Eeeves  &  Co.  v.  Kroll,  133  Wis.  196, 
113  N.  W.  440. 

52.  N.  Y.— Kressh  v.  Noyick,  162 
App.  Div.  891,  148  N.  Y.  Supp.  55; 
Kahn  v.  Casper,  51  App.  Div.  540,  64 
N.  Y.  Supp.  838;  Callender  v.  Dressier- 
Beard  Mfg.  Co.,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  645; 
Siegel  V.  Frankel,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  533; 
Keteham  ».  Elliott,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  745. 
Pa. — Cooper  v.  Borough  of  Kingston,  6 
Kulp  344.  Wis.— Bloor  v.  Smith,  112 
Wis.  340,  87  N.  W.  870;  Behl  v. 
Schuette,  95  Wis.  441,  70  N.  W.  559. 

[a]    These  expenses  must  be  reason- 
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discretion,  require  the  payment  ©f  only  a  portion  thereof.®^  The  suc- 
cessful party  may  be  required  to  reimburse  the  adverse  party  his  at- 
torney's fees,^*  expenses  incurred  in  paying  off  tax  liens  upon  premises' 
involved  in  the  litigation,^^  moneys  paid  to  the  sheriff,^^  and  personal 
expenses  incurred.''^  ^ 

c.  Security. ^^  —  An  undertaking  to  secure  the  payment  of  whatever 
judgment  may  be  recovered  jipon  a  claim  for  unliquidated  damages 
may  not,  as  a  general  rule,  be  required  as  a  condition  to  the  granting 
of  this  relief,^^  though  exceptional  circumstances  may  justify  such  a 
requirement,^"  and  where  the  demand  is  on  a  liquidated  sum  an  under- 
taking of  this  nature  may  be  required.^^  Such  a  condition,  however, 
on  account  of  its  severity,  should  only  be  imposed  where  the  facts 
furnish  a  clear  justification  therefor.*^    The  court  may  also  require  of 


able  and  necessary,  otherwise  they 
should  not  be  imposed  as  costs,  even 
though  actually  incurred.  For  ex- 
ample, the  successful*  party  should  not 
be  required  to  pay  his  adversary's  at- 
torney's fees  unless  reasonable,  al- 
though actually  paid  by  the  adverse 
party.  Behl  v.  Schuette,  95  Wis.  441, 
70  N.  W.  559. 

[b]  The  Expense  Must  Have  Been 
Actually  Incurred. — Expenses  for  en- 
tering up  a  judgment  which  has  never 
in  fact  been  entered  up  will  not  be 
imposed.  Morrell  v.  Gibson,  1  How.  Pr. 
(N.    T.)    208. 

[c]  The  municipal  court's  power  in 
this  regard  is  limited  to  imposing  costs 
not  exceeding  ten  dollars.  Schwartz  v. 
Schendel,  24  Misc.  701,  53  N.  Y.  Supp. 
773. 

[d]  Ten  Per  Cent,  of  the  Judgment. 
In  XJeland  v.  Johnson,  77  Minn.  543,  80 
N.  W.  700,  77  Am.  St.  Bep.  698,  the 
court,  in  speaking  of  the  costs  imposed, 
say:  "The  amount  is ^ ten  per  cent,  of 
the  judgnjent,  and  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances would  be  excessive."  But 
this  amount  may  be  justified  where  the 
applicant's  neglect  and  delay  are 
"great   and  unexcused. " 

53.  Eyan  v.  Mooney,  49  Cal.  38. 

54.  N.  y. — ^McCarty  v.  Altonwood 
Stock  Farm,  68  Hun  551,  22  N.  J. 
Supp.  1091;  Hopkins  v.  Meyer,  76  App. 
Div.  365,  78  N.  T.  Supp.  459.  S.  D. 
Ormsby  v.  Conrad,  4  S.  D.  599,  57  N.  W. 
778.  Wis.— Bloor  v.  Smith,  112  Wis. 
340,  87  N.  W.  870. 

55.  Bloor  V.  Smith,  112  Wis.  340, 
87  N.  W.  870. 

56.  Callender  v.  Dressier-Beard  Mfg. 
Co.,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  645. 

57.  McCarty  v.  Altonwood  Stock 
Farm,    68    Hun    551,    22    N.    Y.    Supp. 


1091;  Behl  v.  Schuette,  95  Wis.  441,  70 
N.  W.  559. 

58.  Judgment  as  Security. — feee  supra, 
XIV,  F,  1. 

59.  Glickman  v.  Leow,  29  App.  Div. 
479,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  1078;  Brickel  v. 
Train,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  292. 

[a]  '  In  such  a  case,  it  has  been  held, 
the  amount  claimed  has  no  relation  to 
the  amount  the  plaintiff  will  ultimately 
recover,  if  anything,  and  even  in  face 
of  a  showing  that  the  defendant  is 
financially  irresponsible,  the  plaintiff 
will  obtain  all  the  security  to  which 
he  is  entitled  by  allowing  the  judg- 
ment previously  rendered/  to  stand  as 
security  for  whatever  judgment  the 
plaintiff  may  recover,  and  he  should 
not  be  required  to  put  up  an  under- 
taking to  secure  any  judgment  that  the 
plaintiff  may  obtain  against  him. 
Brickel  v.  Train,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  292. 

60.  As  where  there  are  subsequent 
judgments  against  an  applicant  which 
would  become  prior  liens  if  the  adverse 
party's  judgment  were  set  aside.  Fuchs 
&  Lange  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Springer,  etc.  Co., 
15  Misc.  443,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.   24. 

61.  N.  Y. — Jellinghaus  v.  New  York 
Ins.  Co.,  5  Bosw.  678;  Caponigri  v. 
Cooper,  70  App.  Div.  124,  U  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1116;  Hornthall  v.  Finelite,  9 
Misc.  724,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  686;  Dudley 
V.  Brinck,  8  Misc.  76,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
527.  Wash. — Halter  v.  Spokane  Soap 
Wks.,  12  Wash.  662,  42  Pac.  126.  Wis. 
Whereatt  v.  Ellis,  68  Wis.  61,  30  N.  W. 
520,  31  N.  W.  762. 

62.  Minn. — ^Brown  v.  Brown,  37 
Minn.  128,  33  N.  W.  546.  N.  Y. 
Glickman  v.  Loew,  29  App.  Div.  479, 
51  N.  Y.  Supp.  1078;  Brickel  v.  Train, 
86  N.  Y.  Supp.  292.    Wis.— Union  Nat. 
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an  applicant  that  he  give  an  undertaking  that  he  will  not,  in  the  event 
relief  is  denied  him,  hinder  the  collection  of  the  judgment  by  encum- 
bering or  conveying  his  property, °^  or,  should  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  warrant  it,  the  court  may  even  require  the  applicant  to  deposit 
in  custodia  legis  the  amount  of  the  judgment."* 

d.  Payment  of  Amount  Admitted.  —  Upon  an  application  to  be 
relieved  from  a  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money,  liability  for  a  part  of 
which  sum  the  applicant  admits,  the  court  may  require  as  a  condition 
thereto  that  the  applicant  pay  to  the  adverse  party  the  sum  admitted 
to  be  due.*^ 

e.  Compliance  With  Terms.  —  An  order  opening  or  vacating  a  judg- 
ment on  terms  does  not  become  operative  until  the  terms  or  conditions 
imposed  have  been  fully  complied  with,""  or,  where  the  terms  imposed 
are  of  a  nature  which  cannot  be  performed  in  advance,  they  must  be 
executed  at  the  proper  time,"^  unless  the  judgment  was  one  which 
should  have  been  relieved  against  unconditionally,  in  which  event  an 
order  reinstating  the  judgment  for  a  non-compliance  with  the  terms 
erroneously  imposed,  will  be  reversed."*  Compliance  with  conditions 
thus  imposed  may  be  waived  by  the  adverse  party."* 

G.  The  Order  Determining  the  Application.  —  1.  Generally. 
The  language  of  this  order  should  observe  the    distinction    between 


Bank  v.  Benjamin,  61  Wis.  512,  21  N. 
W.  523. 

- '  63.    Schwartz  v.  Schendel,  24  Misc. 
701,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  773. 

64.  Stivers  v.  Eitt,  29  Misc.  341,  60 
N.  T.  Supp.  507;  Fuchs  &  Lange  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Springer,  etc.  Co.,  15  Mise.  443, 
37  N.  Y.  Supp.  24.      ' 

65.  Youngman  v.  Tenner,  82  Cal. 
611,  2S  Pac.  120;  Pier  v.  Amory,  42 
Wis.  474;  Magoon  v.  Callahan,  39  Wis. 
141. 

[a]  Pajrment  of  more  tbau  the 
amount  admitted  should  not  be  re- 
quired.    Pier  V.  Amory,  42  Wis.  474. 

[b]  In  case  there  are  several  defend- 
ants the  court  may  require  each  de- 
fendant to  pay  his  pro  rata  share  and 
may  order  a  referee  to  determine 
what  such  share  will  be.  Weber  v.  Zei- 
met,  27  Wis.  685. 

[c]  Upon  a  proposed  plea  of  usury 
the  court  may  require  the  payment  of 
the  principal  and  a  legal  rate  of  in- 
terest. Weber  v.  Zeimet,  27  Wis.  685; 
Jones  V.  Walker,  22  Wis.  220;  Dole  v. 
Northrop,  19  Wis.  249. 

66.  U.  S.— Howe  v.  McDermott,  4 
Cranch  711,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,768. 
Ala.— Willis  &  Co.  v.  The  Planters'  & 
Mchts.  Bank  of  Mobile,  19  Ala.  141. 
See  also  Stephenson  v.  Mansony,  4  Ala. 
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317.  Cal. — Wolff  &  Co.  v.  Canadian 
Pac.  By.,  89  Cal.  332,  26  Pac.  825; 
Hartman  v.  Olvera,  49  Cal.  101;  Greg- 
ory V.  Haynes,  21  Cal.-  443.  Md. — Wal- 
ters V.  Munroe,  17  Md.  501.  N.  Y. 
Mitchell  V.  Menkle,  1  Hilt.  142;  Dele- 
hanty  V.  Hoffman,  1  How.  Pr.  9;  Sabin 
V.  Johnson,  7  Cow.  421;  "Van  Ingen  v. 
Hilton,  91  Hun  373,  36  N.  Y.  Supp. 
752.  See  also  Furman  v.  Furman,  153 
N.  Y.  309,  47  N.  E.  577,  60  Am.  St. 
Bep.  629.  S.  0. — Brown  v.  Brown,  27 
S.  C.  153,  3  S.  E.  69. 

[a]  Time  of  compliance  with  direc- 
tion to  pay  costs,  in  the  absence  of  a 
special  provision  therefor  in  the  order, 
depends  on  the  statutory  provision  for 
the  time  for  payment  of  costs  gen- 
erally. "Van  Ingen  v.  Hilton,  91  Hun 
373,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  752. 

67.  Waterson  v.  Seat,  10  Fla.  326, 
where  a  judgment  was  opened  on  con- 
dition that  the  applicant  permit  certain 
depositions  to  be  read  at  the  trial. 

68.  Wolfe  V.  Murray,  96  Md.  727,  54 
Atl.  876. 

69.  XT.  S.— Ransom  v.  New  York,  4 
Blatchf.  157,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,572. 
la. — Walker  v.  Cameron,  78  Iowa  315, 
43  N.  W.  199.  N.  Y.— Keifer  v.  Grand 
Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  59  Hun  627,  13  N.  Y. 
Supp.  860. 
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opening  a  judgment  and  vacating  or  annulling  it ;'"  however,  it  is  the 
plain  import  of  the  language  used,  rather  than  the  technical  terms 
employed,  which  will  control  the  effect  of  the  order.''^  "When  the  ap- 
plication to  vacate  is  made  after  the  issuance  of  an  execution  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  order  should  expressly  direct  that  the  execution 
be  quashed.'^  An  order  granting  relief  should  specify  the  grounds 
upon  which  it  is  made,^^  and  a  failure  to  comply  with  this  requirement 
renders  the  order  fatally  defective.''* 
If  the  judgment  relieved  against  is  one  taken  on  a  default  the  de- 


70.  King  V.  Brooks,  72  Pa.  363. 
[a]     Where    a    judgment    has    been 

opened,  and,  upon  a  subsequent  trial 
on  the  merits,  the  defendant  gets  a 
verdict,  there  ought,  in  strict  practice, 
to  be  another  order  formally  vacating 
the  judgment  previously  opened.  Mc- 
Anulty,  Admr.  v.  Nat.  Life  Assn.,  6 
Lack.  Leg.  N.  (Pa.)  128. 

As  to  this  distinction  between  open- 
ing and  vacating  see  supra,  XIV,  F,  1. 

71.  When  the  order  of  the  court  is 
to  strike  off  or  vacate,  if  it  is  apparent 
on  the  face  of  the  record  that  it  was 
in  fact  for  the  purpose  of  rehearing 
or  retrial,  it  is  in  substance  an  order 
to  open, — though  it  is  much  better  in 
all  cases  to  employ  the  proper  term. 
King  V.  Brooks,  72  Pa.  863. 

[a]  Permission  To  Pile  Answer. — ^In 
Merchants  Ad-Sign  Co.  v.  Los  Angeles 
Bill  Posting  Co.,  128  Cal.  619,  61  Pac. 
277,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  an  order  setting  aside  a  judg- 
ment on  -default  to  expressly  extend  to 
the  defendant  the  right  to  file  an  an- 
swer, especially  where  the  notice  of 
motion  stated  that  the  motion  would 
be  made  "upon  the  affidavits  and 
verified  answer"  and  the  order  setting 
aside  the  judgment  directed,  inter  alia 
that  the  cause  be  reopened  "and  the 
parties  thereto  permitted  to  take  such 
further  proceedings  in  said  cause  as 
they  may  see  fit  and  proper." 

72.  Ballard  v.  Whitlock,  18  Gratt. 
(59  Va.)   235. 

[a]  Form  of  Order  Opening  Judg- 
ment To  Admit  Defense  on  the  Merits. 
[Title   of   court   and,  cause.]      On   this 

day  of  ,  19 — ,  came 

on  to  be  heard  the  motion  of  the  de- 
fendants herein  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment by  default  rendered  against  them 

herein   on   the   day   of   May, 

1903,  and  (here  insert  ground  upon 
which  motion  was  granted)  because  the 
defendants  allege  that  they  have  made 


payments  to  the  plaintiff  not  shown  in 
the  account  sued  on,  it  is  ordered  by 
the  court  that  the  case  be  opened  for 
the  purpose  of  hearing  such  matters  of 
the  defense  as  go  to  the  merits  of  the 
defendant's  answer,  and  that  the  cause 
be  tried  upon  its  merits  upon  the 
day  of  ,  19 — .    Based 


upon  the  form  used  in  Erwin  v.  Arohen- 
hold  Co.,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  55,  77  S. 
W.  823. 

73.  Strassner  v.  Thompson,  40  App. 
Div.  28,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  546; 
Lerner  v.  Wagner,  36  Misc.  833,  74  N. 
y.  Supp.  851;  Spina  v:  Maroselli,  34 
Misc.  204,  68  N.  T.  Supp.  862,"  Cahill 
V.  Lilieuthal,  30  Misc.  429,  62  N.  Y. 
Supp.  524;  Stivers  v.  Ritt.  29  Misc. 
341,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  505;  Gold  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 26  Misc.  1,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  575; 
Thornall  v.  Turner,  23  Misc.  363,  51  N. 
Y.  Supp.  214;  Colwell  v.  Devlin,  20 
Misc.  355,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  850;  Smith 
V.  Holmes  Bros.,  148  N.  C.  210,  61  S.  E. 
631;  Turner  v.  Case  Thresh.  Machine 
Co.,  133  N.  C.  381,  45  S.  E.  781;  Bacon 
V.  Johnson,  110  N.  C.  114,  14  S.  B.  508; 
Jones  V.  Swepson,  79  N.  C.  510.  See 
also  Branch  v.  Walker,  92  N.  C.  87. 

[a]  An  order  reciting  that  the 
grounds  upon  which  it  is  made  is 
"that  the  defendants  have  a  trial  and 
a  day  in  court,"  is  insufficient  in  this 
regard.  Lerner  v.  Wagner,  36  Misc. 
833,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  851. 

[b]  A  memorandum  attached  to  a 
decree,  reciting  that  such  decree  is  set 
aside  is  inoperative  for  this  purpose. 
Barton  v.  Bryant,  2  Ind.  189. 

74.  Strassner  v.  Thompson,  40  App. 
Div.  28,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  546;  Spina  v. 
Maroselli,  34  Misc.  204,  68  N.  Y.  Supp. 
862;  Stivers  v.  Ritt,  29  Misc.  341,  60  N. 
Y.  Supp.  507;  Gormully  &  Jeff ery  Manu- 
facturing Co.  V.  Catharine,  25  Misc.  338, 
55  N.  Y.  Supp.  475;  Popkiu  v.  Fried- 
lander,   23   Misc.  475,   51   N.   Y.   Supp. 

.398;  Thornall  v.  Turner,  23  Misc.  363, 
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fendant  should  be  required  to  answer  within  a  reasonable  time/^  or 
if  an  issue  has  been  reached,  a  day  should  be  fixed  for  a  trial  on 
the  merits/' 

2.  Vacating  the  Order.  —  An  order  vacating  or  setting  aside  a 
judgment  may  be  vacated  by  the  court  which  made  it  where  such 
order  was  irregularly  made,"  or  is  invalid,'^  or  erroneous,^*  or  pro- 
cured, by  fraud,*"  or  where  the  applicant  has  not  complied  with  the 
condition  imposed  upon  the  granting  of  such  order,^^  or,  generally,  in 
any  case  ,where  io  permit  such  order  to  stand  would  be  inequitable.*^ 
In  vacating  such  an  order,  however,  the  court  should  make  adequate 
provision  for  such  rights  of  third  parties  as  may  have  intervened.*^ 
When  such  an  order  is  vacated  the  original  judgment  is  at  once 
reinstated.** 

H.  Appeal  and  Review.  —  An  order  granting  or  refusing  this  re- 
lief is  usually  considered '  final  and  appealable,*^  although    in    some 


51  N.  T.  Supp.  214;  Colwell  v.  Devlin, 
20  Mise.  355,  45  N.  T.  Supp.  850. 

75.  HI.— Pureell  v.  Henry,  67  HI. 
App.  256.  Minn. — Jones  v.  Swain,  57 
Minn.  251,  59  N.  W.  297.  N.  Y.— Head- 
dings  V.  Gavette,  86  App.  Div.  592,  83 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1017,'  Gormully  &  Jeflfery 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Catharine,  25  Misc.  338,  55 
N.  Y.  Supp.  475.  Ohio.— KolkhofE  v. 
Busse,  6  Ohio  Dec.  28.  T«s.— Powler  v. 
Morrill,  8  Tex.  153. 

76.  West  V.  Burks,  90  Ark.  156,  118 
S.  W.  397;  Beck  v.  Juckett,  111  Iowa 
339,  82  N.  "W.  762. 

[a]  An  order  which  fails  to  set  the 
case  down  for  pleading,  hearing  or 
trial,  is  invalid  as  depriving  the  ad- 
verse party  of  a  trial  on  the  merits. 
GormuUy  &  JefEery  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cath- 
arine, 25  Misc.  338,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
475. 

77.  Foster  v.  Potter,  24  Ind.  363. 

78.  Preseott  v.  Bennett,  50  Ga.  266, 
where  the  order  vacating  the  judgment 
was  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

79.  Beed  Bros.  v.  Nicholson,  93  Mo. 
App.  29. 

[a]  In  California  such  an  order  may 
not  be  vacated  on  this  ground.  Han- 
son V.  Hanson,  78  Cal.  six,  20  Pac. 
736. 

80.  Hanson  v.  Hanson,  78  Cal.  xix, 
20  Pac.  736  (where  the  court  say  that 
such  a,u  order  made  "where  the  court 
was  imposed  upon  by  some  trick  or 
artifice ' '  may  be  vacated) ;  Keating  v. 
Hayes,  78  Hun  599,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  475. 

81.  Gregory  v.  Haynes,  21  Cal.  443. 

82.  Eobinson '  v.  Chicago,  Eock  Isl- 
and &  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  71  Iowa  102,  32 
N.  W.  193  ;^'Waterman  v.  Jones,  1  How. 
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Pr.  (N.  Y.)  12  (a  case  where  the  order 
was  vacated  for  the  gross  laches  of  the 
party  in  notifying  the  adverse  party 
of  the  vacation  of  the  judgment). 

83.  Keogh  v.  Delauy,  i40  N.  J,  L. 
97. 

84.  Kirby  v.  Gates,  71  Iowa  100,  32 
N.  W.  191;  Gloninger  v.  Hazard,  4 
Phila.  (Pa.)  354. 

[a]  In  Oolorado  the  contrary  has 
been  held  (Owen  v.  Going,  7  Colo.  85, 
1  Pac.  229),  the  court  saying,  that 
"however  erroneous  the  action  of  the 
district  court  may  have  been  in  setting 
aside  the  judgment,  the  order  effective- 
ly accomplished  its  purpose.  "When  the 
court  subsequently  set  aside  this  order, 
its  action  in  so  doing  did  not  have  the 
effect  to  revive  or  reinstate  the  judg- 
ment. ' ' 

85.  Neb. — ^Morse  v.  Engle,  26  Neb. 
247,  41  N.  "W.  1098.  N.  D.— Garr  v. 
Spaulding,  2  N.  D.  414,  51  N.  W.  867. 
Ohio. — Braden  v.  Hoffman,  46  Ohio  St. 
639,  22  N.  E.  930;  Hettriek  v.  Wilson, 
12  Ohio  St.  136,  80  Am.  Dec.  337; 
Myres  v.  Myres,  6  Ohio  St.  221.  S.  C. 
Thew  V.  Porcelain  Mfg.  Co.,  8  S.  C. 
286.  Utah.— Blyth  &  Fargo  Co.  «. 
Swenson,  15  Utah  -345,  49  Pac.  1027. 

[a]  This,  it  has  been  said  is  true 
because,  a  motion  to  vacate  or  set  aside 
a  judgment  is  in  effect,  the  same  as 
a  bill  for  the  same  purpose;  the  judg- 
ment on  the  bill  is  final  and  appeal- 
able and  the  order  denying  the  motion, 
having  the  same  effect  upon  the  rights 
of  the  parties  as  the  judgment  on  the 
bill,  is  also  final  in  its  nature.  Blyth 
&  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15  Utah  345, 
49  Pae.  1027. 
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states  an  appeal  will  only  lie  from  orders  refusing  such  relief.^" 
Under  a  statute  restricting  the  right  of  appeal  to  such  final  orders 
as  affect  a  substantial  right,  it  has  been  held  that  an  appeal  will  not 
lie  from  an  order  determining  an  application  for  this  relief,^'  though 
there  is  authority  to  the  contrary .^^ 

Since  the  court  may  not,  on  a  motion  to  vacate  its  judgment,  con- 
sider or  correct  errors  in  law,  in  judicial  reasoning,^*  the  appellate 
court,  on  an  appeal  from  an  order  denying  such  a  motion,  may  not 
inquire  into  the  correctness  of  the  judgment  below,  but  only  into  the 
propriety  of  the  order  determining  the  application  to  vacate  such 
judgment.^"    The  findings,  of  the  court  below,  upon  conflicting  evidence, 


[b]  In  Pennsylvania  (1)  prior  to 
tlie  passage  of  the  Act  of  May  20, 
1891,  P.  L.  101,*  no  appeal  would  lie 
to  the  order  of , the  court  opening  a 
judgment.  Kelber  v.  Pittsburgh  N.  Plow 
Co.,  146  Pa.  485,  32  Atl.  335.  (2)  It 
was  only  from  an  order  refusing  to 
open  a  judgment  that  an  appeal  might 
theretofore  be  had.  Richards'  Appeal, 
127  Pa.  63,  17  Atl.  756;  Lamb's  Appeal, 
89  Pa.  407.  (3)  No  appeal  might  then 
be  had  fron^  an  order  determining  an 
application  to  strike  offl  or  set  aside 
a  judgment.  Sweesey  v.  Ketchum,  80 
Pa.  160.  (4)  "The  first  section  of  that 
act  provides"  for  an  appeal  from  a 
"decision  of  the  court  opening,  vacat- 
ing or  striking  off,  or  the  refusal  to" 
do  so.  "The  act  in  question,  with  the 
prior  Act  of  April  4,  1877,  P.  L.  53, 
have  made  a  radical  change,  so  far  as 
the  right  of  appeal  is  concerned.  What 
was  formerly  an  absolute  discretion  in 
the  court  below  is  now  reviewable 
here."  Kelber  v.  Pittsburgh  N.  Plow 
Co.,  146  Pa.  485,  23  Atl.  335. 

[c]  An  appeal  from  an  inferior 
court  to  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction 
will  lie  where  the  former  court  has 
improperly  granted  or  denied  an  ap- 
plication for  this  relief.  Whitehurst  v. 
Merchants'  &  Farmers'  Transp.  Co., 
109  N.  C.  342,  13  S.  E.  937.  See  also 
Finlayson  v.  American  Accident  Co., 
109  N.  C.  196,  13  S.  E.  739. 

88.  Myers  v.  Landrum,  4  Wash.  762, 
31  Pae.  33;  Northern  Pae.,  etc.  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Black,  3  Wash.  327,  28  Pae.  538, 
overruling  in  this  regard,  Hancock  v. 
Stewart,  1  Wash.  Ter.  323.  See  also 
Stocking  V.  Hanson,  22  Minn.  542. 

87.  Foote  V.  Lathrop,  41  N.  Y.  358. 
But  see  Mayor,  etc.  of  New  York  v. 
Smith,  138  N.  Y.  676,  34  N.  E.  400, 
where  the  court  say  the  determination 
by  the  trial  court  of  such  an  applica- 


tion is  "absolute  an'd  beyond  a  review 
by  this  court,  unless  it  appears  that 
there  was  an  abuse  of  discretion." 

[a]  Appeals  From  Municipal  Courts. 
(1)  Under  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1342, 
providing  for  an  appeal  from  municipal " 
to  superior  courts  on  orders  "affecting 
a  substantial  right"  an  order  determin- 
ing an  application  of  this  sort  was 
held  appealable  in  Kubie  v.  Miller  Bros. 
&  Co.,  31  Misc.  460,  64  N.  Y.  Supp. 
448.  Compare,  Keller  v.  Feldmann,  2 
Misc.  179,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  581.  (2)  In 
the  following  cases,  although  not  turn- 
ing on  this  point  appeals  were  per- 
mitted from  a  municipal  to  a  supreme 
court  under  the  municipal  court  Act, 
§257  (Laws  1902,  p.  1563,  c.  580); 
.Johnson  v.  Manning,  80  App.  Div.  368, 
80  N.  Y.  Supp.  738;  Long  Branch  Pier 
Co.  V.  Crossley,  40  Misc.  249,  81  N.  Y. 
Supp.  905;  Dept.  of  Health  v.  Babcock, 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  604.  And  a  similar  rul- 
ing was  made  under  §1347,  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  in  Fassett  v.  Tallmadge,  15  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  265. 

88.  Braden  v.  Hoffman,  46  Ohio  St. 
639,  22  N.  E.  930.  See  also  Hettrick 
«.  Wilson,  12  Ohio  St.  136,  80  Am.  Dec. 
337;  Mvres  v.  Myres,  6  Ohio  St.  221; 
Wohlgemuth  v.  Taylor,  25  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
271;  Blvth  &  Fargo  Co.  v.  Swenson,  15 
trtah  345,  49  Pae.  1027. 

[a]  In  South  Carolina  such  orders 
have  been  considered  as  within  the  pur- 
view of  a  statute  which  provided  for 
an  appeal  from  a  final  order  ' '  involv- 
ing the  merits."  Thew  v.  Porcelain 
Mfg.  Co.,  8  S.  C.  286. 

89.  See  supra,  XIV,  B,  7. 

90.  Eaton  v.  Youngs,  36  Wis.  171; 
Landon  v.  Burke,  33  Wis.  452.  See  also 
Quaw  V.  Lameraux,  36  Wis.  626. 

[a]  The  correctness  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  trial  court  may  only  be 
inquired   into   by  an    appeal    directly 
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as  to  the  facts  with  respect  to  the  alleged  grounds  for  belief,  will  not 
be  disturbed  on  appeaP^  if  there  was  any  competent  evidence  intro- 
duced to  sustain  them,^^  and  unless  there  was  a  failure  or  an  omis- 
sion to  find  the  material  facts.^'  But  whether  the  facts  found  show  a 
case  of  excusable  neglect  is  a  conclusion  of  law  which  is  reviewable 
on  appeal.^*  The  court's  discretion,  however,  in  granting  or  refusing 
relief,  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  it  has  been  abused  ;^^  especially  is 


from  it.    Eaton  v.  Youngs,  36  Wis.  171. 

91.  N.  Y.— Clegg  V.  New  York  White 
Soap  Stone  Co.,  66  N.  C.  391.  N.  C. 
Osborn  v.  Leaeh,  133  N.  C.  427,  45 
S.  E.  783  (affidavits  of  the  parties  will 
not  be  considered  since  the  findings  be- 
low are  conclusive,  and  should  not  be 
included  in  the  record);  Eicaud  v.  Al- 
derman, 132  N.  C.  62;  43  8.  E.  543; 
Pepper  v.  Clegg,  132  N.  C.  312,  43  S.  B. 
906;  Morris  v.  Liverpool,  L.  &  G.  Ins. 
Co.,  131  N.  C.  212,  42  S.  E.  577;  Nor- 
ton V.  McLaurin,  125  N.  C.  185,  34  S.  E. 
269;  Marsh  v.  Griffin,  123  N.  C.  660, 
669,  31  S.  E.  840;  Sikes  v.  Weatherly, 
110  N.  C.  131,  14  S.  E.  511;  Albertson 
V.  Terry,  108  N.  C.  75,  12  S.  B.  892; 
Taylor  v.  Pope,  106  N.  C.  267,  11  S.  E. 
257,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  530;  Weil  v.  Wood- 
ward, 104  N.  C.  94,  10  S.  E.  129;  Win- 
borne  V.  Johnson,  95  N.  C.  46;  Branch 
V.  Walker,  92  N.  C.  87.  See  also  Fin- 
layson  ».  American  Ace.  Co.,  109  N.  C. 
196,  13  S.  E.  739;  Beck  v.  Bellamy,  93 
N.  C.  129.  S.  C— Odom  v.  Burch,  52 
S.  C.  305,  29  S.  E.  726. 

[a]  But  the  findings  of  a  justice 
made  on  an  application  for  this  relief 
are  reviewable  6n  an  appeal  to  a  court 
of  general  jurisdiction.  Finlayson  v. 
American  Accident  Co.,  109  N.  C.  196, 
13  S.  E.  739. 

[b]  Additional  evidence  will  not  be 
heard  here.  If  further  findings  of  fact 
should  be  deemed  necessary,  this  court 
should  remand  the  cause  to  the  end 
that  the  same  may  be  made.  Sharp  v. 
Danville  M.  &  S.  W.  E.  Co.,  1Q6  N.  C. 
308,  11  S.  E.  530. 

92.  Eicaud  v.  Alderman,  132  N.  C. 
62,  43  S.  E.  543;  Pepper  v.  Clegg,  132 
N.  C.  312,  43  S.  E.  906;  Morris  v.  Liver- 
pool, L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.,  131  N.  C.  212, 

42  S.  B.  577;  Norton  v.  McLaurin,  125 
N.  C.  185,  34  S.  E.  269. 

93.  Pepper  v.  Clegg,  132  N.  C.  312, 

43  S.  E.  906;  Norton  v.  McLaurin,  125 
N.  C.  185.  34  S.  B.  269;  Marsh  v.  Grif- 
fin, 123  ]SI.  C.  660,  31  S.  E.  840. 

94.  Morris  v.  Liverpool,  L.  &  G. 
Ins.  Co.,  131  N.  C.  212,  42  S.  E.  577; 
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Norton  v.  McLaurin,  125  N.  C.  185,  34 
S.  B.  269;  Williamson  v.  Cocke,  124 
N.  C.  585,  32  S.  B.  963;  Marsh  v. 
Griffin,  123  N.  C.  660,  31  S.  E.  840: 
Albertson  v.  Terry,  108  N.  C.  75,  it 
S.  E.  892;  Weil  v.  Woodward,  104  N. 
C  94,  10  S.  B.  129;  Winborne  v.  John-  • 
son,  95  N.  C.  46;  Beck  v.  Bellamy,  93 
N.  C.  129;  Clegg  v.  New  York  Whits 
Soap  Stone  Co.,  66  N.  C.  391;  Hudgins 
V.  White,  65  N.  C.  393. 

95.  Cal.— Alferitz  v.  Cahen,  145  Cal. 
397,  78  Pao.  878;  Ingrim  v.  Epperson, 
137  Cal.  370,  70  Pac.  165.  Colo.— Lee 
Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Englebach,  18  Colo. 
106,  31  Pac  771;  MeConnell  v.  Schultz, 
23  Colo.  App.  194,  128  Pac.  876.  Ga. 
Bstes  V.  Ivey,  53  Ga.  52;  Harris  v. 
Breed,  38  Ga.  297.  Haw. — Kekaula  v. 
Kaaukai,  9  Hawaii  473.  Idaho. — West- 
ern Loan  Co.  v.  Smith,  12  Idaho  84, 
85  Pac.  1084;  Pease  v.  Kootenai,  7 
Idaho  7?1,  65  Pae.  432;  Baker  v.  Knott, 
3  Idaho  700,  35  Pae.  172.  lU.— Trent- 
ler  V.  Halligan,  86  111.  39;  Stenzel  v. 
Sims,  25  111.  App.  538.  See  also  Hovey 
V.  Middleton,  56  111.  468.  la.— Hues- 
ton  V.  Preferred  Ace.  Ins.  Co.,  161 
Iowa  521,  143  N.  W.  566;  Bradshaw 
V.  Des  Moines  Ins.  Co.,  154  Iowa  101, 
134  N.  W.  628;  Tschohl  v.  Machinery 
Mut.  Ins.  Assn.,  126  Iowa  211,  101  N. 
W.  740.  Minn. — Hendricks  v.  Conner, 
104  Minn.  399,  116  N.  W.  751;  Fish- 
strom  V.  Bankers  Mut.  Cas.  Ins.  Co., 
102  Minn.  228,  113  N.  W.  267.  Mo. 
Eobyn  v.  Chronicle  Pub.  Co.,  127  Mo. 
385,  30  S.  W.  130;  Judah  v.  Hogan, 
67  Mo.  252;  Griffin  v.  Veil,  56  Mo.  310; 
Jacob  V.  McLean,  24  Mo.  40;  Welch 
V.  Mastin,  98  Mo.  App.  273,  71  S.  W. 
1090;  Hoffman  v.  Loudon,  96  Mo.  App. 
184,  70  S.  W.  162;  Cabanne  v.  Maca- 
daras,  91  Mo.  App.  70;  Hesse  v.  Seyp, 
88  Mo.  App.  66.  N.  Y.— Mayor  v. 
Smith,  138  N.  Y.  676,  34  N.  E.  400; 
Brown  v.  Huber,  103  App.  Div.  134, 
92  N.  Y.  Supp.  940;  Dudley  v.  Broad- 
way Ins.  Co.,  42  App.  Div.  555,  59  N. 
Y.  Supp.  668;  Cunningham  v.  Hatch, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  458,  45  N.  Y.  St.  685; 
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Drummond  «.  Matthews,  17  N.  T.  Supp. 
726,  42  N.  T.  St.  117;  Traitteur  v. 
Livingston;  13  N.  T.  Supp.  603.  N.  C. 
Bepper  V.  Clegg,  132  N.  0.  312,  43  S.  E. 
906;  Morris  v.  Liverpool,  L.  &  G.  Ins. 
Co.,  131  N.  C.  212,  42  S.  E.  577;  Nor- 
ton V.  McLaurin,  125  N.  C.  185,  34  S. 
E.  269;  Wyche  v.  Ross,  119  N.  0.  174, 
25  S.  E.  878;  Bank  of  Statesville  v. 
Foote,  77  N.  C.  131.  See  also  Kerch- 
ner  v.  Baker,  82  N.  G.  169.  N.  D. 
Wheeler  v.  Castor,  11  N.  D.  347,  92  N. 
"W.  381;  City  of  Fargo  v.  Keeney,  11 
N.  D.  484,  92  N.  W.  836;  Stewart  v. 
Parsons,  5  N.  D.  273,  65  N.  W.  672. 
Okla.— Hagar  v.  WikofE,  2  Okla.  580,  39 
Pae.  281;  Jaferay  v.  Wolfe,  1  Okla. 
312,  33  Pac.  945.  Ore.— Schneider  v. 
Hutchinson,  35  Ore.  253,  57  Pac.  324, 
76  Am.  St.  Kep.  474;  Coos  Bay  Nav. 
Co.  V.  Endicott,  34  Ore.  573,  57  Pac. 
61;  Askren  v.  Squire,  29  Ore.  228,  45 
Pac.  779;  Weiss  v.  Meyer,  24  Ore.  108, 
32  Pac.  1025;  Lovejoy  v.  Willamette 
Transp.  &  Locks  Co.,  24  Ore.  569,  34 
Pac.  660;  Mitchell  &  Lewis  Co.  v. 
Downing,  23  Ore.  448,  32  Pac.  394; 
Hicklin  v.  MeClear,  19  Ore.  508,  24 
Pac.  992;  Bailey  v.  Williams,  6  Va.  71; 
White  V.  Northwest  Stage  Co.,  5  Ore. 
99.  Pa. — Gazzam  v.  Beading,  202  Pa. 
231,  51  Atl.  1000;  Cloud  v.  Markle,  186 
Pa.  614,  40  Atl.  811;  Walter  v.  Fees, 
155  Pa.  55,  25  Atl.  829;  Hunter  «. 
Mahoney,  148  Pa.  232,  23  Atl.  1004; 
MeCuteheon  v.  Allen,  96  Pa.  319;  Wer- 
net's  Appeal,  91  Pa.  319;  Zartman  v. 
Spangler,  21  Pa.  Super.  647;  O'Brien 
V.  Sylvester,  12  Pa.  Super.  408;  Leader 
V.  Dunlap,  6  Pa.  Super.  243;  Eenwick 
Bros.  &  Co.  V.  Eichardson,  5  Pa.  Super. 
202.  See  also  Burley  v.  Filby,  193  Pa. 
374,  44  Atl.  453;  Philadelphia  v.  Weav- 
er, 155  Pa.  74,  25  Atl.  876;  Hatch  v. 
Stitt,  66  Pa.  264;  Gilliland  v.  BreHin, 
63  Pa.  393;  Van  Cott  v.  Webb-Miller, 
25  Pa.  Super.  51;  Gottlieb  v.  Middle- 
berg,  23  Pa.  Super.  525;  Batzle  v.  Trum- 
bower,  22  Pa.  Super.  487;  Eehm  v. 
Frank,  16  Pa.  Super.  175;  Crawford  v. 
Eath,  4  Pa.  Super.  612;  Schoenhut's 
Appeal,  1  Sad.  530,  5  Atl.  619.  Com- 
pare, Huston  Twp.  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Beale,  110  Pa.  321,  1  Atl.  926.  S.  C. 
Bugg's  Estate,  71  S.  C.  439,  444,  51 
S.  E.  263;  Bryson  v.  Whilden,  55  S.  C. 
465,  33  S.  E.  558;  Odom  v.  Burch,  52 
S.  C.  305,  29  S.  E.  726;  Higgins  v. 
Wait,  28  S.  C.  606,  5  S.  E.  363;  Le 
Conte  V.  Irwin,  19  S.  0.  554.  S.  D. 
Brettell  v.  Deffebaeh,  6  S.  D.  21,  60 
N.  W,  167;  Evans  v.  Fall  Elver,  4  S.  D. 


119,  55  N.  W.  862;  Ormsby  v.  Conrad, 
4  S.  D.  599,  57  N.  W.  778.  See  also 
Parszyk  v.  Mach,  10  S.  D.  555,  74  N. 
W.  1027.  Tex. — Janes  v.  Langham,  33 
Tex.  604;  Aldridge  v.  Mardofl,  32  Tex. 
204;  Watts  V.  Bruce,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
347,  72  8.  W.  258;  Fitzgerald  v.  Comp- 
ton,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  202,  67  S.  W. 
131.  Utah. — Thomas  v.  Morris,  8  Utah 
284,  31  Pac.  446.  Vt.— See  Johnson  v. 
Shumwa}',  65  Vt.  389,  26  Atl.  590. 
Wash. — Livesley  v.  O'Brien,  6  Wash. 
553,  34  Pac.  134;  Sanborn,  Vail  &  Co. 
V.  Centralia  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.,  5 
Wash.  150,  31  Pac.  466.  W.  Va.— Park- 
ersburg  Nat.  Bank  v.  Neal,  28  W.  Va. 
744.  Wis.— Bloor  v.  Smith,  112  Wis. 
340,  87  N.  W.  870;  Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Monahan,  63  Wis.  198,  23  N.  W. 
127;  Eay  v.  Northrup,  55  Wis.  396,  13 
N.  W.  239;  Cleveland  v.  Hopkins,  55 
Wis.  387,  13  N.  W.  225;  Smith  v. 
Smith,  51  Wis.  665,  8  N.  W.  868;  Sey- 
mour V.  Supervisors,  40  Wis.  62;  John- 
son V.  Eldred,  13  Wis.  482. 

[a]  On  an  appeal  of  this  character 
the  appellate  court  will  only  determine 
whether  or  not  this  discretion  has  been 
properly  exercised.  Kelber  v.  Pitts- 
burgh Nat.  Plow  Co.,  146  Pa.  485,  32 
Atl.  335. 

[b]  The  discretion  vested  in  the 
New  York  supreme  court  may  be  exer- 
cised not  only  at  special  term  but 
by  all  the  justices  in  the  appellate 
division.  Lawson  v.  Adams,  89  App. 
Div.  303,  85  N.  T.  Supp.  863. 

[c]  What  Will  Warrant  Eeversal. 
It  is  not'  sufS,eient  for  the  appellate 
court  to  find  as  a  matter  of  fact  that 
the  showing  made  below  was  sufficient 
to  have  justified  the  setting  aside  of 
the  judgment.  It  must  further  find 
that  the  showing  was  such  that  there 
was  no  room  for  the  exercise  of  discre- 
tion by  the  lower  court  before  it  can 
rightfully  interfere.  Livesley  v.  O  'Brien, 
6  Wash.  553,  34  Pac.  134. 

[d]  Where  the  allegations  in  the 
application  for  this  relief  are,  if  true, 
sufficient,  and  there  is  no  denial  of 
them  the  appellate  court  will  properly 
refuse  to  disturb  the  action  of  the 
trial  court  in  opening  the  judgment. 
Hunter  v.  Mahoney,  148  Pa.  232,  23 
Atl.  1004. 

[e]  "Where  the  moving  papers,  in- 
eluding  the  proposed  answer,  show  that 
the  party  has  a  good  defense,  and  that 
judgment  has  been  suffered  through 
mistake,  inadvertence,  surprise,  or  ex- 
cusable neglect,  it  is  an  abuse  of  dis- 
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this  true  where  a  successful  defense  was  made  after  the  judgment  was 
opened.*^  But  where  such  discretion  has  been  arbitrarily  or  unfairly 
exercised  the  action  of  the  trial  court  may  be  reviewed  and  reversed.^^ 
And,  it  has  been  held,  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  this  abuse  be  actual 


cretion  to  refuse  the  relief  authorized 
by  this  section."  Bloor  v.  Smith,  112 
Wis.  340,  87  N.  W.  870;  Boutin  v.  Cat- 
lin,  101  "Wis.  545,  77  N.  W.  910;  Cleve- 
land V.  Hopkins,  55  Wis.  387,  390,  13 
N.  W.  225. 

[f]  The  mere  fact  that  the  appel- 
late court  does  not  entirely  agree  wiA 
the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  in  its 
rulings  does  not  suffice  to  show  a  case 
of  abuse  of  this  discretion  within  the 
meaning  of  the  authorities.  City  of 
Fargo  V.  Keeney,  11  N.  D.  484,  92  N. 
W.  836. 

[g]  Where  the  evidence  upon  which 
the  court  acted  is  not  set  out  in  the 
record,  an  appellate  court  will  presume 
that  the  evidence  adduced  below  was 
legally  sufl&cient  to  warrant  the  set- 
ting aside  of  the  judgment.  Breckin- 
ridge V.  Breckinridge,  78  Ark.  598,  94 
S.  W.  715. 

[h]  Technical  questions  of  practice 
will  not  justify  a  reversal  of  the  action 
of  the  trial  court,  especially  where 
they  are  without  any  "substantial 
merit."  Clein  v.  Wandsehneider,  14 
Wash.  257,  44  Pac.  272. 

As  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  this 
discretion,  see  supra,  XIV,  B,  2,  h, 
(II). 

96.  Coos  Bay  Nav.  Co.  ®.  Endicott, 
34  Ore.  573,  57  Pac.  61. 

[a]  The  courts  are  not  disposed  to 
deny  a  litigant  the  right  to  be  heard 
where  he  has  not  lost  or  forfeited  this 
right  by  his  own  negligence;  for  this 
reason  a  clearer  abuse  of  discretion  is 
required  to  reverse  an  order  setting 
aside  a  default  than  where  such  order 
is  refused.  Mally  v.  Roberts,  167  Iowa 
523,  149  N.  W.  630.  And  see,  to  the 
same  effect,  Norman  v.  Iowa  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  149  Iowa  246,  128  N.  W.  349; 
Alferitz  v.  Cahen,  145  Cal.  397,  78  Pac. 
878;  Ingrim  v.  Epperson,  137  Cal.  370, 
70  Pac.   165. 

97.  Idaho. — Holzeman  &  Co.  v. 
Henneberry,  11  Idaho  428,  83  Pac.  497. 
Mo. — Judah  V.  Hogan,  67  Mo.  252; 
State  V.  Heinrich,  14  Mo.  App.  146. 
Mont. — ^Morse  v.  Callantine,  19  Mont. 
87,  47  Pac.  635;  Chambers  v.  City  of 
Butte,  16  Mont.  90,  40  Pac.  71.  N.  Y. 
Weston  V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  88  App. 
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Div.  330,  84  N.  T.  Supp.  748;  Ross  V. 
Belden,  72  App.  Di,v.  628,  76  N.  Y.  Supp. 
88;  Davis  v.  Solomon,  25  Mise.  695,  56 
N.  Y.  Supp.  80.  N.  C. — ^Pepper  v.  Clegg, 
132  N.  C.  312,  43  S.  B.  906;  Marsh  v. 
Griffiji,  123  N.  C.  660,  31  S.  E.  840. 
Ore.— Cobs  Bay  Nav.  Co.  v.  Endicott, 
34  Ore.  573,.  57  Pac.  61;  Hanthorn  v. 
Oliver,  32  Ore.  57,  51  Pae.  440,  67  Am. 
St.  Rep.  518;  Thompson  v.  Gonnell,  31 
Ore.  231,  48  Pac.  467,  65  Am.  St.  Rep. 
818.  S.  C. — See  also  Le  Conte  v.  Irwin, 
19  S.  C.  554.  S.  D.— Minnehaha  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Hurley,  13  S.  D".  18,  82  N.  W. 
87;  Evans  v.  Pall  River  County,  4  S. 
D.  119,  55  N.  W.  862.  Tes.— City  of 
Galveston  v.  Morton,  58  Tex.  409;  Janes 
V.  Langham,  33  Tex.  604,  607;  Scottish 
Union  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tomkies  &  Co.,  28 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  157,  66  S.  W.^  1109.' 
trtah. — See  also  Utah  Commercial  & 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Trumbo,  17  Utah  198,  53 
Pae.  1033.  Wash. — ^Titus  v.  Larsen,  18 
Wash.  145,  51  Pae.  351;  Hull  v.  Vining, 
17  Wash.  352,  49  Pac.  537.  Wis.— Dun- 
lop  V.  Schubert,  97  Wis.  135,  72  N.  W. 
350;  Whereatt  v.  Ellis,  70  Wis.  207,  35 
N.  W.  314,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  164;  John- 
son V.  Eldred,  13  Wis.  482. 

[a]  ,The  action  of  the  court  in  re- 
fusing this  relief  was  reversed  where 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  who 
was  the  applicant  on  the  motion  to 
vacate,  was  absent  from  the  state  dur- 
ing all  the  proceedings  leading  up  to 
the  entry  of  the  judgment  complained 
of;  that  at  the  earliest  moment  he  en- 
gaged competent  counsel  to  care  for  his 
interest  in  the  pending  litigation;  that 
because  of  his  temporary  absence  from 
the  address  to  which  his  mail  was  de- 
livered he  did  not  receive  a  communica- 
tion forwarded  to  him  by  said  coun- 
sel; that  counsel  withdrew  from  the 
case  without  notice  to  defendant  who, 
upon  discovering  such  withdrawal,  im- 
mediately telegraphed  to  another  at- 
torney, retaining  him  to  proceed  to  ob- 
tain the  opening  of  the  judgment  by 
default  which  had  been  entered  against 
him  and  to^obtain  leave  to  file  an  an- 
swer and  defend  the  action,  the  re- 
fusal of  the  trial  court  to  vacate  the 
judgment  under  such  circumstances  be- 
I  ing  considered  an  abuse  of  the  court  'a 
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or  intentional,  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term;  a  failure  to 
exercise  such  legal  discretion  from  a  mistake  of  law  or  any  other 
cause,  is  equally  reviewable.®^ 

When  an  application  should  have  been  granted,  not  as  an  equitable 
favor,  but  as  a. strict  legal  right,®®  the  refusal  so  to  do  is  reversible 
on  appeal.^  Where  the  action  of  the  court  was  wholly  without  author- 
ity, it  will  be  reversed.^  On  the  other  hand,  where  the  ruling  of  the 
trial  court  was  correct,  although  predicated  upon  wrong  principles  or 
reasons,  its  ruling  will,  nevertheless,  be  sustained  on  appeal.'  In  the 
event  of  a  reversal,  the  appellate  court  will  remand  the  case  so  that  the 
court  below  may  dispose  of  it  in  accordance  with  the  law  as  determined 
on  the  appeal.*  The  appellate  court  may  provide  that  its  judgment 
shall  be  without  prejudice  to  a  timely  renewal  of  the  application  upon 
proper  and  sufficient  papers.® 

Questions  Not  Raised  Below.  —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule, 
questions  which  were  not  raised  in  the  trial  court  may  not  be  raised 
for  the  first  time  on  appeal.* 


discretion.  Utah  Commercial  &  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Trumbo,  17  ITtah  198,  53  Pae. 
1033. 

[b]  "The  discretion  of  courts  to 
open  judgments  is  very  extensive,  but 
it  must  rest  on  a  foundation  of  com- 
petent evidence."  So,  where  some  of 
the  allegations  of  the  petition  to  open 
the  judgment  were  denied  and  proof 
demanded  by  the  answer  thereto,  and 
it  appeared  that  no  evidence  was  in- 
troduced on  the  points  denied,  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  in  opening  the  judg- 
ment was  erroneous  and  was  reversed. 
Woods  V.  Irwin,  141  Pa.  278,  293,  21 
Atl.   603. 

98.  Marsh  v.  Griffin,  123  N.  C.  660, 
31  8.  E.  840. 

[a]  A  distinction  in  this  regard  ex- 
ists between  a  case  in  which  the  court 
below  exercises  its  discretionary  power 
on  such  an  application  and  one  in  which 
it  decides  that  it  may  not  legally  do 
so.  Thus  it  was  said  in  Johnson  v. 
Shumway,  65  Vt.  389,  26  Atl.-  590, 
"Had  the  county  court  exercised  its 
discretionary  power,  and  granted  the 
relief  prayed  for,  or  dismissed  the 
petition,  its  decision  would  not  be  re- 
visable  here.  .  .  .  But,  as  we  con- 
strue the  exceptions,  that  court  held, 
as  matter  of  law,  upon  the  facts  al- 
leged, that  the  petitioner  was  not  en- 
titled to  have  the  ease  brought  for- 
ward. In  this  there  was  error.  The 
court  might  legally  have  granted  the 
relief."  See  also  Fairfield  v.  King,  41 
Vt.  611. 

99.  See  sufra,  XIV,  E,  2,  h,  (II). 


1.  Stewart  «.  Parsons,  5  N.  D.  273, 
65  N.  W.  672. 

2.  Hill  V.  Egan,  2  Pa.  Super.  596, 
by  reason  of  lapse  of  time. 

3.  Scott  V.  Mut.  Reserve  Life  Assn., 
137  N.  C.  515,  50  S.  E.  221;  Sargent  v. 
Kindred,  5  N.  D.  8,"  63  N.  W.  151. 

4.  "Weil  V.  Woodward,  104  N.  0.  94, 
10  S.  E.  129,  the  appellate  court  can- 
not usurp  the  discretionary  powers  of 
the  court  below  and  grant  the  desired 
relief. 

5.  Early  v.  Bard,  93  App.  Div.  476, 
87  N.  Y.  Supp.  650. 

6.  N.  C— Godwin  v.  Monds,  101  N. 

C.  354,  7  S.  B.  793.  Pa.— See  Lauer 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Chmielewski,  206  Pa. 
90,  55  Atl.  841.  S.  C— Claussen  v. 
Johnson,  32  S.  "C.  86,  11  S.  E.  209. 
S.  D. — See  Searles  v.  Christensen,  5  S. 

D.  650,  60  N.  W.  29.  Utah.— See  Utah 
Commercial  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Trumbo,  17 
Utah  198,  58  Pac.  1033.  Wash.^Wash- 
ington  Mill  Co.  v.  Marks,  27  Wash.  170, 
67  Pac.  565;  Bozzio  v.  Vaglio,  10  Wash. 
270,  38  Pac.  1042;  Bast  v.  Hysom,  6 
Wash.  170,  32  Pac.  997. 

[a]  That  the  applicant's  affidavit 
of  merits  was  defective.  State  v.  C. 
V.  &  C.  M.  Co.,  13  Nev.  194;  Headdings 
V.  Gavette,  86  App.  Div.  592,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1017. 

[b]  That  the  proceedings  in  which 
the  order  appealed  from  was  made  were 
barred  by  a  prior  application  for  the 
same  relief.  '  Bast  v.  Hysom,  6  Wash. 
170,  32  Pac.  997. 

[c]  Objections  as  to  sufficiency  of 
notice  of  motion  may  not  be  raised  on 
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Imposition  of  Terms.  —The  question  of  the  imposition  of  terms,  be- 
ing generally  a  matter  discretionary  with  the  trial  court/  it  will  re- 
quire an  exceptionally  strong  showing  to  induce  the  appellate  court 
to  interfere  on  that  score.^  But  should  the  terms  imposed  be,  under 
the  attendant  circumstances,  inadequate,^  or  unnecessarily  severe,^" 
or,  for  any  reason,  improper,"  the  appellate  court  will  modify  the 
order  of  the  trial  court  in  that  respect. 

I.  Costs.  —  The  allowance  of  costs  in  proceedings  to  open  or 
vacate  a  judgment,^^  as  in  proceedings  at  law  generally,^^  is  a  matter 
of  statutory  regulation.  Generally  the  costs  in  such  proceedings  should 
be  taxed  against  the  unsuccessful  party,^*  though  they  may  be  im- 
posed upon  the  successful  party  under  some  circumstances  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  opening  or  vacating  a  default  judgment  against 
him.^^ 


appeal  when  not  made  in  the  court 
below.  Utah  Commercial  &  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Trumbo,  17  Utah  198,  53  Pae.„1033. 
[d]  The  objection  that  the  attor- 
neys presenting  the  motion  for  relief 
are  not  the  same  as  those  who  repre- 
sented the  party  in  the  original  cause 
and  that  there  is  no  substitution  of 
record  must  be  made  in  the  trial  court 
and  may  not  be  urged  for  the  first  time 
on  appeal,  especially  where  it  appears 
that  they  were  recognized  as  properly 
appearing  for  the  applicant  by  both 
the  court  and  opposing  counsel.  Searles 
V.  Christenseu,  5  S.  D.  650,  60  N.  W. 
29. 

7.  See  supra,  XTV,  F,  3. 

8.  Homthal  v.  Finelite,  9  Misc.  724, 
29  N.  Y.  Supp.  686;  Kelber  v.  Pitts- 
burgh Nat.  Plow  Co.,  146  Pa.  485,  32 
Atl.  335.  See  also  Lewy  v.  Fox,  22 
Jones  &  8.   (N.  Y.)   397. 

9.  Siegel  v.  Frankel,  93  N.  T.  Supp. 
533. 

10.  N.  Y. — Sweet  v.  Metropolitan 
St.  E.  Co.,  18  Misc.  355,  41  N.  Y. 
Supp.  549.  Ore. — Mitchell  v.  Campbell, 
14  Ore.  454,  13  Pac.  190.  Wis.— Behl 
V.  Sohuette,  95  "Wis.  441,  70  N.  W.  559; 
Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Benjamin,  61  "Wis. 
'512,  21  N.  "W.  523. 

[a]  In  a  Divorce  Action. — A  default 
judgment  was  entered  against  a  wife. 
The  cause  of  action  was  adultery.  She 
moved  to  open  the  judgment  on  the 
ground  that  she  was  never  served  with 
process.  Motion  granted  on  condition 
that  she  pay  all  costs  incurred  by 
plaintiff  to  date  of  motion.  This  was 
held  to  be  an  improper  use  of  the 
court's  discretion,  requiring  of  her,  as 
it  did,  that  before  she  might  defend 
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her  honor,  she  must  make  a  payment 
which  she,  being  lawfully  dependent 
on  the  plaintiff,  was  unable  to  make. 
Fox  V.  Fox,  143  App.  Div.  483j  127 
N.  Y.  Supp.  989. 

11.  Fuchs  &  Lange  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Springer,  etc.  Co.,  15  Misc.  443,  37  N. 
Y.  Supp.  24. 

[a]  On  appeal  an  order  of  the  trial 
court  requiring  the  applicant  to  stip- 
ulate, as  a  condition  to  the  granting 
of  this  relief,  that  he  will  not  appeal 
from  the  ultimate  judgmenti  o£  the 
court  upon  the  merits,  will  be  modified 
in  this  respect.  Fuchs  &  Lange  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Springer,  etc.  Co.,  15  Misc.  443,  37 
N,  Y.  Supp.  24. 

12.  In  AlaT>ama  (§4144,  Civ.  Code, 
1907),  the  costs  are  borne,  ire  an  un- 
contested motion,  by  the  applicant;  in 
a  contested  motion,  by  the  unsuccessful 
party. 

[a]  Costs  on  appeal,  under  the  New 
York  statute  are  limited  to  ten  dol- 
lars. Strassner  r.  Thompson,  40  App. 
Div.  28,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  546. 

13.  See  the  title  "Costs." 

14.  Irwin's  Appeal,  9  Sad.  (Pa.) 
479,  12  Atl.  840,  where  relief  was  de- 
nied the  applicant  except  that  the  judg- 
ment was  modified  to  eliminate  an  al- 
lowance of  usurious  interest.  It  was 
held  that  the  applicant  being  success- 
ful to  that  extent,  the  costs  should  go 
against  the  other  party. 

15.  See  supra,  XIV,  F,  3,  b,  and 
Ilyman  v.  London  Assur.  Corp.,  43  App. 
Div.  622,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  355,'  taxing 
the  costs  of  the  motion  as  well  as  the 
costs  of  the  previous  proceedings  in 
which  the  judgment  was' rendered,  as  a 
conditipn  to  opening  the  defsiult,  Cjfll- 
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J.  Second  Application.  —  Pursuit  of  Concuerent  Eemedies. 
Ordinarily  the  denial  of  an  application  to  open  or  vacate  a  judgment 
will  operate  p.s  a  bar  to  a  future  application  for  the  same  relief/®  at 
least  when  sought  upon  the  same  grounds  as  those  upon  which  the 
first  motion  was  made/^  unless  the  order  denying  the  first  application 
recites  that  it  is  made  without  prejudice  to  a  new  motion/^  or,  in  the 
absence  of  such  a  recital,  leave  of  court  is  subsequently  obtained  to 
present  a  second  application.^®    This  rule  does  not  apply  in  case  of  a 


pare,   Gilleapie   v.   Satterlee,   18    Misc. 
606,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  463. 

16.  Ga. — Grier  v.  JoneSj  54  6a.  154. 
See  also  Walker  v.  Bivins,  57  Ga.  322. 
Minn. — Weller  v.  Hammer,  43  Minn. 
195,  45  N.  W.  427;  Swanstrom  v.  Mar- 
vin, 38  Minn.  359,  37  N.  W.  455.  N.  Y. 
Dwight  V.  St.  John,  25  N.  T.  203; 
Smith  V.  Van  Patten,  2  How.  Pr.  235. 
N.  C— Mabry  v.  Henry,  83  N.  C.  298. 
S.  D. — See  also  Whittaker  v.  Warren, 
14  S.  D.  611,  86  N.  W.  638.  Tex. 
Metzger  v.  Wendler,  35  Tex.  378.  Wash. 
MeCord  v.  McCord,  24  Wash.  529,  64 
Pac.  748.  See  also  Bast  v.  Hysom,  6 
Wash.  170,  32  Pac.  997.  Wis.— Dick 
V.  Williams,  87  Wis.  651,  58  N.  W. 
1029;  Day  v.  Mertlock,  87  Wis.  577,  58 
N.  W.  1037;  Webster  v.  Board  of  Super- 
visors, 47  Wis.  225,  2  N.  W.  335;  Bob- 
bins V.  Kountz,  44  Wis.  558;  Branger 
V.  Buttriek,  28  Wis.  450;  Kabe  v.  The 
Vessel  "Eagle,"  25  Wis.  108. 

[a]  The  unsuccessful  applicant  for 
this  relief  by  motion  may  not  there- 
after seek  the  same  relief  by  writ  of 
error  coram  nobis.  Second  Ward  Bank 
V.  Upman,  14  Wis.  596. 

[b]  An  order  made  on  a  second  ap- 
plication which  directs  the  vacation  of 
the  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  on 
appeal  where  it  appears  that  this  relief 
should  have  been  granted  in  the  first 
instance.  Clein  v.  Wandschneider,  14 
Wash.  257,  44  Pac.  272. 

[c]  A  thnely  objection  must  .  be 
made  on  this  ground  or  the  objection 
is  waived.  Bast  v.  Hysom,  6  Wash. 
170,  32  Pac.  997. 

[d]  Bill  in  Equity  a  Bar. — ^Where 
relief  of  this  sort  has  been  denied  on 
proceedings  in  equity  the  party  may 
not  seek  relief  by  motion.  Mellerio 
v.  Freeman,  211  Pa.   202,  60  Atl.   735. 

[e]  A  Judgment  Previously  Opened. 
Second  Application  to  the  Same  End. 
An  application  to  open  a  judgment  was 
made  and  granted,  a  defense  interposed 
find  a  trial  had  which  resulted  in   a 


verdict  for  plaintiff.  Before  the  rendi- 
tion of  judgment  another  application 
was  made  to  open  the  judgment  but 
on  a  different  ground  than  the  first. 
The  court  said:  "This  application  was 
to  open  a  judgment  which  was  open, 
and  as  to  which  an  issue  had  been 
framed  and  a  verdict  rendered.  A  mo- 
tion for  a  reargument  er  to  rescind 
the  order  discharging  the  rule  for  a 
new  trial  and  to '  enlarge  the  issue 
would  have  opened  the  way  for  an  ap- 
plication for  the  relief  sought. ' '  Smith 
V.  Hine,  179  Pa.  203,  260,  36  Atl.  222. 

17.  Bick  V.  Williams,  87  Wis.  651, 
58  N.  W.  1029;  Bobbins  v.  Kountz,  44 
Wis.  558;  Branger  v.  Buttriek,  28  Wis. 
450. 

[a]  An  application  for  this  relief 
on  the  ground  of  irregularity  deter- 
mined adversely  to  the  applicant,  will 
operate  as  a  bar  to  a  future  applica- 
tion setting  forth  practically  the  same 
facts  although  described  as  making  a 
case  of  fraud.  Mabry  v.  Henry,  83 
N.  C.  298. 

18.  Wolff  &  Co.  V.  Canadian  Pao. 
By.,  89  Cal.  332,  26  Pac.  825;  Dick  v. 
Williams,  87  Wis.  651,  58  N.  W.  1029; 
Webster  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  47 
Wis.  225,  2  N.  W.  335;  Bobbins  v. 
Kountz,  44  Wis.  558;  Branger  v.  But- 
trick,  28  Wis.  450;  Kabe  v.  The  Ves- 
sel "Eagle,"  25  Wis.  108. 

19.  Cal.— Mace  v.  O'Eeilley,  70  Cal. 
231,  11  Pac.  721.  Minn. — Carlson  v. 
Carlson,  49  Minn.  555,  52  N.  W.  214. 
Mont. — Jensen  v.  Barbour,  12  Mont. 
566,  31  Pac.  592.  N.  Y.— Bush  v. 
O'Brien,  47  App.  Biv.  581,  62  N.  T. 
Supp.  685.  Pa. — Silberman  v.  Shuk- 
lansky,  172  Pa.  77,  33  Atl.  272.  Wash. 
Clein  V.  Wandschneider,  14  Wa'sh.  257, 
44  Pac.  272.  Wis.-i-Bobbins  v.  Kauntz, 
44  Wis.  558;  Branger  v.  Buttriek,  28 
Wis.  450;  Kabe  v.  The  Vessel  "Eagle," 
25  Wis.  108. 

[a]  Inasmuch  as  the  rule  requiring 
leave  to  be  obtained  before  an  applica- 
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voluntary  dismissal  of  the  application,^"  or  where  it  was  disposed  of 
on  grounds- not  going  to  the  merits  of  the  application.^^  And  it  is 
held  that  an  application  made  on  entirely  new  grounds  which  were 
previously  unknown  to  the  applicant  will  not  be  barred  by  the  denial 
of  a  prior  application.^^  Thus,  a  motion  made  on  grounds  which,  if 
found  to  be  true,  constitute  an  absolute  right  to  this  relief,  as  where 
•  the  motion  is  made  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  never  served 
with  process,^^  is  no  impediment  to  a  second  application  by  the  party 
made  upon  grounds  which  go  only  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  as 
upon  the  ground  of  excusable  neglect.^*  In  jurisdictions  where  the 
party  may,  at  his  option,  pursue  one  of  a  number  of  remedies,  he 
may  not,  after  failing  in  one,  resort  to  another.^^  Nor  may  the  party, 
while  pursuing  one  form  of  remedy,  resort  to  another  looking  towards 
the  same  relief.^^ 

XV.  EQUITABLE  RELIEF.  —  A.  iN  General.  —  This  subdivision 
of  the  article  treats  of  independent  proceedings  in  equity  by  original 
bill  to  obtain  equitable  relief  against  judgments  and  decrees.  This 
relief  may  be  either  by  perpetuallnjunction  against  the  enforcement 
0^  the  judgment,  by  granting  a  new  trial,  or  by  vacating,  annulling 
and  setting  aside  the  judgment,  for  defects  therein  or  in  the  proceed- 
ings leading  up  to  it.^  This  subdivision  does  not  tre^t  of  enjoining 
a  judgment  because  of  some  defect  in  the  execution  or  the  proceed- 
ings had  or  to  be  had  upon  it.^    Nor  does  it  treat  of  relief  from  the 


tion  for  this  relief  may,  after  a  pre- 
vious denial  thereof,  be  renewed,  is 
but  a  rule  of  practice,  intended  to 
avoid  confusion  and  abuses,  it  does  not 
affect  the  power  of  the  court  to  re- 
consider its  decision  on  a  motion,  upon 
the  presentation  of  additional  facts. 
Eiggs  V.  Pursell,  74  N.  Y.  370.  ' 

[b]  Terms  Imposed. — As  a  condi- 
tion to  granting  leave  to  make  a  sec- 
ond application  the  court  may  require 
the  applicant  to  do  or  perform  some 
act,  as  the  payment  of  costs.  Failure 
to  comply  therewith  operates  to  defeat 
the  second  application.  Liquari  v. 
Abramson,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  768. 

20.  Foohs  V.  Bilby,  95  Ark.  302,  129 
S.  W.  1104. 

[a]  Where  a  motion  for  this  relief 
was  voluntarily  dismissed,  the  ap- 
plication may  be  renewed,  especially 
where  made  upon  new  grounds.  Walk- 
er V.  Bivins,  57  Ga.  322. 

21.  Harper  v.  Sugg,  111  N.  C.  324, 

16  S.  E.  173,  as  where  the  required 
notice  was  not  given. 

22.  Ga. — Crim  v.  Crawford,  47  Ga. 
628.     N.  Y. — Macomber  v.  New  York, 

17  Abb.  Pr.  35;  De  Peyster  v.  Hildreth, 
2  Bart,  Ch.  109;  Sutherland  v.  Mead, 
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80  App.  Div.  103,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  504. 
S.  D.— Weber  v.  Tschetter,  1  S.  D.  205, 
46  N,  W.  201.  Wis. — Bobbins  v.  Kountz, 
44  Wis.  558. 

[a]  The  qualification  that  these  new 
grounds  should  have  been  previously 
unknown  to  the  applicant  does  not 
appear  in  Eiggs  v.  Pursell,  74  N.  Y. 
370;  Lanahan  v.  Drew,  17  N.  Y.  Supp. 
840.  I 

[b]  An  order  denying  a  motion  to 
set  aside  a  judgment  for  fraud  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  motion  for  this  relief  made 
upon  statutory  grounds.  Bobbins  v. 
Kountz,  44  Wis.  558. 

23.  Weber  v.  Tschetter,  1  S.  D.  205, 
46  N.  W.  201. 

24.  Weber  v.  Tschetter,  1  S.  D.  205, 
213,  46  N.  W.  201. 

25.  Wilson  v.  Buchanan,  170  Pa.  14, 
32  Atl.  620. 

As  to  right  of  relief  in  equity  after 
denial  of  a  motion,  see  infra,  XV,  C,  6. 

26.  Kellogg  &  Co.  v.  Spargur,  3  Neb. 
(Unof.)  595,  100  N.  W.  1025;  Hay  v. 
Cole,  90  Hun  258,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  950. 

1.  See  infra,  this  section. 

2.  As  to  relief  against  executions, 
see  the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees, 
Enforcement  of," 
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judgment  by  proceedings  in  or  incidental  to  the  original  action.' 
These  matters  are  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.  And  the  same  is 
true  as  to  the  question  of  whether  such  proceedings  are  a  direct  or 
collateral  attack  upon  the  judgment  or  decree.* 

B.  Natuer  op  Eemedt  and  Relief.  —  1.  Enjoining  Enforcement 
of  Judgments.  —  Courts  of  equity  have  undoubted  jurisdiction  to  re- 
strain the  enforcement  of  judgments,^  in  whole  or  in  part,^  subject  to 
certain  well  defined  rules,  which  are  hereinafter  discussed.^  This 
power  is  sometimes  recognized  by  statute.*  But  this  procedure,  al- 
though frequently  resorted  to,  is  giving  way  to  that  by  an  action  to 
annul  and  set  aside  the  judgment,' 

2.  Granting  New  Trial.  —  Although  a  court  of  equity  has  power, 
in  a  proper  case,  to  grant 'a  new  trial  in  an  action  tried   at   law,^" 


3.  See  supra,  XIV. 

4.  See  infra,  XVII,  A,  4,  a,  (II). 

5.  Conn. — ^Tyler  v.  Hamersley,  44 
Conn.  419,  26  Am.  Rep.  479;  Carring- 
ton  V.  Holablrd,  19  Conn.  84.'  Ga. 
Wilson  V.  Sullivan,  81  Ga.  238,  244,  7 
S.  E.  274.  ni.— West  Chicago  St.  R. 
Co.  i;.  Stoltzenfeldt,  100  HI.  App.  142. 
N.  H.  —  Hibbard  v.  Eastman,  47 
N.  H.  507,  93  Am.  Dec;  467.  Mass. 
Brooks  V.  Twitchell,  182  Mass.  443,  65 
N.  E.  843,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  662.  N.  J. 
Cutter  V.  Kline,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  534.  Pa. 
Given 's  Appeal,  121  Pa.  260,  15  Atl. 
468,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  795.  Temir^Ches- 
ter  V.  Apperson,  4  Heisk.  639.  Utah. 
Bailey  v.  Stevens,  11  Utah  175,  39  Pae. 
828. 

See  also  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

[a]  Not  a  Statutory  Proceeding  for 
New  Trial. — A  proceeding  praying  an 
injunction  against  enforcing  a  judg- 
nlent  and  that  the  judgment  be  held 
void  is  not  one  for  a  new  trial  under 
the  statute  providing  therefor.  Mengel 
V.  Mengel,  145  Iowa  737,  120  N.  W.  72, 
122  N.  W.  899. 

6.  McTeer  v.  Briscoe  (Tenn.),  61  S. 
W-.  564;  Smith  v.  Van  Bebber,  1  Swan 
(Tenn.)  110,  where  the  court  relieved 
against  a  judgment  to  the  extent  of  the 
payments  actually  made. 

7.  See  imfra,  XV,  C;  XV,  D,  and 
XV,  E. 

8.  Wilson  V.  Sullivan,  81  Ga.  238, 
244,  7  S.  E.  274. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

9.  Dobbins  v,  McNamara,  113  Ind. 
54,  14  N.  E.  887,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  826. 
See  infra,  XV,  B,  3.     ' 

10.  Cal. — Painter  v.  J.  B.  Painter 
Co.,  133  Cal.  129,  65  Pac.  311.     Conn. 

IT 


Smith  V.  Hall,  71  Conn.  427,  42  Atl. 
86;  Carrington  v.  Holabird,  19  Conn. 
84;  Carrington  v.  Holabird,  17  Conn. 
530.  Ga. — MuUins  v.  Christopher,  36 
Ga.  584;  Booth  v.  Stamper,  6  Ga.  172. 
HI. — Simpson  v.  Simpson,  273  111.  90, 
112  N.  E.  276;  Foote  v.  Despain,  87  111. 
28;  Wilday  v.  McConnel,  63  III.  278; 
How  V.  Mortell,  28  111.' 478;  Propst  v. 
Meadows,  13  HI.  157,  169;  Hilt  v.  Heim- 
berger,  140  111.  App.  129;  West  Chicago 
St.  R.  Co.  V.  Stoltzenfeldt,  100  111.  App. 
142;  Prussian  National  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Chichocky,  94  HI.  App.  168.  la.— Graves 
V.  Graves,  132  Iowa  199,  109  N.  W. 
707.  Miss.— Tatum  v.  Tate,  77  Miss. 
684,  27  So.  647.  Neb.— Lincoln  v.  Bell, 
65  Neb.  351,  91  N.  W.  287;  Munro  v. 
Callahan,  55  Neb.  75.  Ohio. — ^Oliver  v. 
Pray,  4  Ohio  175^  19  Am.  Dec.  S95. 
Tenn.— Ballard  v.  Nashville  &  K.  R. 
Co.,  94  Tenn.  205,  28  S.  W.  1088;  Prater 
V.  Robinson,  11  Heisk.  392;  Seay  v. 
Hughes,  5  Sneed  155.  Tex. — Nevins  v. 
McKee,  61  Tex.  412;  Johnson  v.  Tem- 
pleton,  60  Tex.  238;  Mussina  v.  Moore, 
13  Tex.  7;  McKeen  v.  Ziller,  9  Tex. 
58;  Gross  v.  McClaran,  8  Tex.  341; 
Alexander  v.  San  Antonio  Lumb.  Co. 
(Tex.),  13  S.  W.  1025  (after  the  term). 
See  generally  the  title  "New  Trial." 
[a]  "The  history  of  this  branch  of 
Equity  Jurisdiction  is  briefly  this:  The 
first  instance  to  be  met  with  in  any 
book  of  legal  authority,  of  a  new  trial, 
with  reference  to  the  merits  of  the 
case  on  the  evidence,  is  in  the  year 
1665.  Temp.  Charles  (11  Styles'  B. 
462,  466).  It  is  supposed  to  be  owing 
to  the  fact  that  motions  were  not  re- 
ported before  that  time.  For  many 
years  afterwards,  new  trials  were 
grudgingly  granted  at  Common  Law; 
and  for   that   very   reason,   Courts   of 
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this  jurisdiction  has  become  practically  obsolete  since  the  extension  of 
the  power  of  courts  of  law.^^  Equity,  in  granting  a  new  trial,  does 
not  act  directly  upon  the  judgment  or  upon  the  court  rendering  it, 
but  upon  the  parties.^^  It  does  not  grant  a  retrial  in  the  court  of 
law  as  such  ;^^  but  decrees^*  that  unless  the  opposite  party  shall  submit 


Equity  were  liberal  in  granting  relief 
against  Common  Law  judgments,  and 
tje  Court  of  Chancery  waa  induced  to 
take  to  itself  the  decision  of  legal 
questions,  in  many  eases,  which  now 
appear  to  have  been  beyond  the  legiti- 
mate bounds  of  its  jurisdiction.  .  .  . 
But  now,  the  thing  is  changed,  and  it 
is  the  every-day  practice  to  grant  new 
trials  at  law,  and  upon  the  most  equit- 
able principlfrs,  and  Courts  of  Chancery 
seldom,  and  always  reluctantly,  inter- 
fere for  this  purpose. ' '  Taylor  v.  Sut- 
ton, 15  Ga.  103.  To  the  same  effect, 
see  U.  S.— Metcalf  v.  Williams,  104  U. 
S.  93,  26  L.  ed.  665.  Ala.— De  Soto 
Coal  M.  &  D.  Co.  V.  Hill,  188  Ala.  667, 
65  So.  988.  Miss — Herring  v.  "Winans, 
Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  466.  N.  J.— Hayes  v. 
United  States  Phonograph  Co.,  65  N. 
J.  Eq.  5,  55  Atl.  84.  K  Y — Floyd  v- 
Jayne,  6  Johns.  Ch.  479.  Ohio. — Oliver 
V.  Pray,  4  Ohio  175,  19  Am.  Dec.  595. 
Tenn. — Cox '  v.  Bank  of  Hartsville, 
63  S.  W.  237;  Seay  v.  Hughes,  5  Sneed 
155.  Tex. — Metzger  v.  Wendler,  35  Tex. 
378;  Vardeman  v.  Edwards,  21  Tex.  737. 

[fi]  In  Texas,  (1)  original  bills  in 
chancery  for  the  granting  of  new  trials 
at  law  do  not  exist;  for  having  no 
court  of  chancery,  the  application  after 
the  term  is  addressed  to  the  court 
which  rendered  the  judgment.  Varde- 
man V.  Edwards,  21  Tex.  7,37.  (2)  But 
applications  for  new  trials  at  a  term 
subsequent  to  the  trial  term  at  which 
a  judgment  is  obtained  are  in  the 
nature  of  an  original  suit  in  equity. 
And  therefore  the  party  complaining  is 
not  confined  by  the  rules  of  the  statute 
in  reference  to  new  trials,  and  the  prin- 
ciples .  of  equity  must  prevail.  Bavis 
r.  Ferry,  33  Tex.  426.  Compare,  (3) 
Vardeman  [-.  Edwards,  21  Tex.  737, 
holding  such  application  to  be  gov- 
erned by  the  same  principles  governing 
applications  during  the  term,  except 
that  an  equitable  excuse  for  failing  to 
apply  during  the  term  must  be  shown. 

11.  Ala.— Hill  V.  M'Neill,  8  Port. 
432.  111.— Poote  V.  Despain,  87  111.  28; 
Puller  V.  Little,  69  111.  229.  Ind. 
Doubleday  v.  Makepeace,  4  Blackf.  9, 

Vol.  XV 


28  Am.  Dec.  33.  Kan. — Laithe  *. 
M 'Donald,  12  Kan.  340.  Miss. — New- 
man V.  Taylor,  69  Miss.  670,  13  So.  831. 
N.  D.— Freeman  v.  Wood,  14  N.  D.  95, 
103  N.  W.  392.  Ohio.— Oliver  v.  Pray, 
4  Ohio  175,  19  Am.  Dec.  595.  W.  Va. 
iTarmers ',  etc.  Warehouse  ■  Co.  v.  Pride- 
more,  55  W.  Va.  451,  47  S.  E.  258. 

See  generally  the  title  "New  Trial." 

[a]  Jurisdiction  Still  Exists.— The 
(1)  statute  empowering  a  trial  judge 
to  grant  new  trials  after  the  term  at 
which  a  judgment  is  rendered,  does  not 
divest  equity  of  its  inherent'  jurisdic- 
tion to  relieve  against  fraud,  accident 
or  mistake.  Leigh  v.  Armor,  35  Ark. 
123.  And  (2)  the  jurisdiction  may  still 
be  used  where  the  party  is  without 
remedy  at  law.  Kansas  &  A.  V.  E.  Co. 
V.  Fitzhugh,  61  Ark.  341,  33  S.  W.  960, 
54  Am.  St.  Eep.  211.  See  infra,  XV, 
C,  6. 

12.  Ark. — Kansas  &  A.  V.  E.  Co.  i>. 
Fitzhugh,  61  Ark.  341,  33  S.  W.  960, 
54  Am.  St.  Eep.  211;  Jackson  v.  Wood- 
ruff, 57  Ark.  599,  22  S.  W.  566.  Va. 
Wynne  v.  Newman's  Admr.,  75  Va.  811. 
W.  Va. — Graham  v.  Citizens'  Nat. 
Bank,  45  W.  Va.  701,  32  S.  E.  245; 
Grafton  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Davisson,  45  W. 
Va.  12,  29  S.  E.  1028,  72  Am.  St.  Eep. 
799. 

IS.  Avk.— Little  Eock  &  H.  S.  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Newman,  73  Ark.  555,  84  S. 
W.  727;  Pelham  v.  Moreland,  11  Ark. 
442.  Kan.— Laithe  v.  M 'Donald,  12 
Kan.  340.  Ky. — Yancey  v.  Downer,  5 
Litt.  8.  Me. — Cowan  v.  Wheeler,  25 
Me.  267,  43  Am.  Dec.  283. 

14.  U.  S. — Holton  V.  Davis,  108  Ped.~ 
138,  47  C.  C.  A.  246.  Ark.— Little 
Eock  &  H.  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Newman, 
73  Ark.  555,  84  S.  W.  727;  Little  Eock 
&  Ft.  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Wells,  61  Ark.  354, 
33  S.  W.  208,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  216; 
Leigh  V.  Armor,  35  Ark.  123;  Pelham 
r.  Moreland,  11  Ark.  442.  Ky.— Cum- 
mins V.  Kennedy,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  64:2; 
Yancev  v.  Downer,  5  Litt.  8.  Miss. 
Hilleri-  &  Co.  v.  Cotton  &  Co.,  48  Miss. 
593;  Herring '«.  Winans,  Smed.  &  M. 
Ch.  466.  N.  J.— Hayes  v.  United  States 
Phonograph  Co.,  65  N.  J.  Eq.  5,  55  Atl. 
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to  a  new  trial  at  law,  his  judgment  shall  be    enjoined.      This   power 
is  exercised  with  caution. ^^ 

3.  Setting  Aside  and  Vacating  Judgments.  —  Courts  of  equity 
have  inherent  power  to  grant  relief,  in  a  proper  ease  therefor,  against 
judgments  at  law  by  vacating  or  setting  them  aside,^^  either  in  whole 


84.  N.  C— Moore  v.  GuUey,  144  N.  C. 
81,  56  S.  B.  681,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
242;  Stockton  v.  Briggs,  58  N.  C.  309. 
W.  Va. — Graham  v.  Citizens '  Nat.  Bank, 
45  W.  Va.  701,  32  S.  E.  245, 

[a]  In  Virginia  "the  regular  course 
would  seem  to  be  for  the  chancery 
court  to  order  such  issue  or  issues  as 
may  be  proper,  and  to  base  its  decree 
on  the  finding  of  the  jury  at  the  hear- 
ing, either  dissolving  or  perpetuating 
the  injunction,  in  whole  or  in  part,  ac- 
cording to  circumstances.  .  .  .  If  a 
new  trial  was  proper,  the  court  should 
have  ordered  an  issue',  the  same  as  in 
the  action  at  law,  to  be  tried  as  other 
issues  out  of  chancery  are  tried,  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  if  the  trial  was  in 
the  law  court,  to  be  certified  to  the 
chancery  court,  and  in  the  meantime 
continue  the  injunction  till  the  hear- 
ing of  the  cause;  and  if  the  finding 
was  for  the  defendant  and  affirmed, 
dissolved  the  injunction;  if  for  the 
plaintiff,  perpetuate  the  injunction  and 
decree  for  the  complainant  according 
to  the  verdict."  -Wynne  v.  Newman's 
Admr.,  75  Va.  811. 

15.  Ala. — Norman  v.  Burns,  67  Ala. 
248.  Ark.— Jackson  v.  Woodruff,  57 
Ark.  599,  22  S.  W.  566;  Leigh  v.  Ar- 
mor, 35  Ark.  123.  Ga. — Mnllins  V. 
Christopher,  36  Ga.  584;  Booth  v. 
Stamper,  6  Ga.  172.  N.  C— Mottu  v. 
Davis,.  153  N.  C.  160,  69  S.  E.  63; 
Moore  v.  GuUey,  144  N.  C.  81,  56  S.  E. 
681,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  242.  Tenn. 
Prater  v.  Eobinson,  11  Heisk.  391.  Tex. 
Nevins  v.  McKee,  61  Tex.  412;  Johnson 
V.  Templeton,  60  Tex.  238.  Ireland. 
Bateman  v.  Willoe,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  201, 
204. 

[a]  Due  regard  is  paid  to  the 
maxim,  that  it  is  for  the  public  good 
that  there  be  an  end  to  litigation. 
Leigh  V.  Armor,  35  Ark.  123;  Moore  i). 
Gulley,  144  N.  C.  81,  56  S.  E.  681,  10 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  242. 

16.  U.  S.— Metcalf  v.  Williams,  104 
U.  S.  93,  26  L.  ed.  665;  Brown  v. 
Buena  Vista  Co.,  95  U.  S.  157,  24  L. 
ed.  422;  Christy  V.  Atchison,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  214  Fed.  1016.  Ala.— De  Soto 'Coal 
M.  &  D.  Co.  V.  Hill,  188  Ala.  667,  65 


So.  988.  Cal.— Tinn  v.  United  States 
District  Attorney,  148  Cal.  773,  84  Pac. 
152,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  354;  Painter  v. 
J.  B.  Painter  Co.,  133  Cal.  129,  65  Pac. 
311;  Sanford  r.  Head,  5  Cal.  297.  Ga. 
Lanier  v.  Nunnally  &  Co.,  128  Ga.  358, 
57  S.  E.  689;  Johnson  v.  Driver,  108 
Ga.  595,  34  S.  E.  158.  111.— Simpson 
V.  Simpson,  273  111.  90,  112  N.  E.  276 
(to  vacate  a  judgment  and  grant  a  new 
trial  therein) ;  French  v.  Thomas,  252 
111.  65,  96  N.  E.  564;  Miller  v.  Barto, 
247  111.  104,  93  N.  E.  140;  Anderson  v. 
Anderson,  178  111.  160,  52  N.  E.  1038; 
Elting  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  173  111.  368, 
50  N.  E.  1095;  Holmes  v.  Stateler,  57 
111.  209;  Owens  v.  Eanstead,  22  111. 
161;  Lieserowitz  v.  E.  E.  Co.,  80  lU. 
App.  248.  See  West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co. 
V.  Stoltzenfeldt,  100  111.  App.  142.  Ind. 
English  V.  Aldrich,  132  Ind.  500,  31  N. 
E.  456,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  270;  Nealis 
V.  Dicks,  72  Ind.  374;  Gorman  v.  John- 
son, 46  Ind.  App.  672,  91  N.  B.  971. 
la. — Iowa  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Chase, 
118  Iowa  51,  91  N.  W.  807;  Clark  v. 
Ellsworth,  84  Iowa  525,  51  N.  W.  31. 
Kan.— Laithe  v.  M 'Donald,  12  Kan.  340. 
Mich. — Barr,  v.  Packard  Motor  Car  Co., 
172  Mich.  299,  137  N.  W.  697;  Ewing 
V  Lamphere,  147  Mich.  659,  111  N.  W. 
187,  118  Am.  St.  Eep.  563;  Finn  v. 
Adams,  138  Mich.  258,  101  N.  W.  533. 
Mo.— Smoot  V.  Judd,  161  Mo.  673,  61 
S.  W.  854,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  738;  Bas- 
sett  ».  Henry,  34  Mo.  App.  548.  Neb. 
Munro  v.  Callahan,  55  Neb.  75,  75  N. 
W.  151,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  366.  See 
Hitchcock  County  v.  Cole,  87  Neb.  43, 
126  N.  W.  513.  N.  J.— Second  Work- 
ingmen's  B.  &  L.  Assn.  -v.  Wickers,  83 
N.  J.  Eq.  397,  91  Atl.  897;  First  Bap- 
tist Church  V.  Syms,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  363, 
28  Atl.  461,  52  N.  J.  Bq.  545,  31  Atl. 
717;  Dringer  v.  Erie  Ey.,  42  N.  J.  Eq. 
573,  8  Atl.  811.  N.  Y.— Vilas  v.  Platts- 
burgh  &  M.  E.  Co.,  123  N.  Y.  440,  25 
N.  E.  941,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  771,  9  L.  E. 
A.  844;  Ward  v.  Southfield,  102  N. 
Y.  287,  6  N.  B.  660;  Wright  v.  Miller, 
1  Sandf.  Ch.  103.  Ohio.— Johnson  v. 
Pomeroy,  31  Ohio  St.  247;  Howenstine 
V.  Sweet,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  498,  13  Ohio 
Cir.    Ct.    239.     Okla Elrod   v.    Ad^ir, 
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or  in  part.*'  This  remedy  in  equity  is  recognized  by  statutes  in  some 
jurisdictions.*^  Such  relief  may  be  granted  even  after  the  term  at 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered.*^ 

Equity  is  without  power,  however,  to  grant  this  relief  directly,^" 
although  this  power  seems  to  be  recognized  in  some  cases.^* 

A  suit  to  vacate  a  judgment  in  no  sense  assails  the  court  in  which 
the  judgment  is  rendered,''^  but  is  simply  a  proceeding  in  personam.^^ 
The  decree  adjudges  the  rights  of  the  parties  inter  sese  in  relation 
to  that  judgment.^*  Equity  in  granting  such  relief  merely  deprives 
the  judgment-creditor  of  the  benefit  of  the  judgment  and  of  any 
equitable  advantage  derived  thereunder,^^ 


153  Pac.  660.  Ore.— Froebrich  v. 
Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  76  Pac.  351,  106 
Am.  St.  Rep.  634.  Pa. — Cochran  v. 
Eldridge,  49  Pa.  365.  Tenn. — Cox  v. 
Bank  of  Hartsville,  63  S.  W.  237; 
Maddox  v.  Apperson,  14  Lea  596; 
Jones  V.  Williamson,  5  Coldw.  371; 
Powell  V.  Cyfers,  1  Heisk.  526;  John 
V.  Tate,  7  Humph.  388.  Tex. — McMur- 
ray  v.  McMurray,  67  Tex.  665,  4  S.  W. 
357;  Buchanan  v.  Bilger,  64  Tex.  589; 
Williams  v.  Nolan,  58  Tex.  708.  Va. 
Thomas  v.  Jones,  98  Va.  323,  36  8.  E. 
382;  Byrne  v.  Edmonds,  23-  Gratt.  (64 
Va.)  200;  Hottand  v.  Trotter,  22  Gratt. 
(63  Va.)  136,  141.  W.  Va.— Clark  v. 
Sayers,  48  VT.  Va.  33,  35  S.  E.  882. 
Wis. — Lamb  v.  Anderson,  2  Pin.  251. 
Canada. — Charlebois  v.  Delap,  26  Can- 
ada Sup.  221,  249.  Eng. — ^Bowen  v. 
Evans,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  257,  281,  9  Eng. 
Reprint   1090. 

See  Story  Eq.  PL,  10th  ed.,  §426. 

ta]    History     of     Proceeding. — See 

3  Bl.  Com.  53;  Cochran  v.  Eldridge,  49 
Pa.   365.  ''  ^ 

Grounds  of  relief,  see  infra,  XV,  B. 

17.  Renner  v.  Kannally,  193  111.  212, 
61  N.  E.  1026;  Charlebois  ».  Delap,  26 
Canada  Sup.  221,  249. 

18.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §§5965,  5966, 
4584,  4585,  3218;  Lanier  v.  Nunnally 
&  Co.,  128  Ga.  358,  57  S.  E.  689.  la. 
Hintrager  v.  Sumbardo,  54  Iowa  604,  7 
N.  W.  92.  Ky.— Code,  §17;  McCown  v. 
Macklin's  Exr.,  7  Bush  308;  French  v. 
French,  6  Ky.  Opin.  739;  King  v.  Boles, 

4  Ky.  Opin.  147.  La.— Code  Pr.,  §§604- 
613. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

19.  Tryon  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co., 
213  Fed.  49;  Ragsdale  v.  Green,  36  Tex. 
193. 

20.  U.  S.— Smith  v.  Smith,  210  Fed. 
947.  Ky. — See  Ellis  v.  Gosney's  Heirs, 
1  J.  J.   Marph.   346.     N.  Y.— Ayres  V. 
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Lawrence,  63  Barb.  454,  1  Thomp.  &  C. 
5.  Pa. — Given 's  Appeal,  121  Pa.  260, 
15  Atl.  468,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  795.  Tenn. 
Porter's  Lessee  v.  Cocke,  Peck  30,  51. 
Eng. — Barnesty  v.  Powell,  1  Ves.  Sen. 
284,  27  Eng.  Reprint  1034.     , 

21.  See  U.  S.— Trefz  v.  Knickerbock- 
er L.  Ins.  Co.,  -8  Fed.  177.  Cal.— Mar- 
tin V.  Parsons,  50  Cal.  498,  501,  49  Cal. 
94.  ni.— Wilday  v.  McConnel,  63  Bl. 
278. 

22.  Conn. — Stanton  v.  Embry,  46 
Conn.  595;  Pearce  v.  Olney,  20  Conn. 
544.  Mo. — Wonderly  v.  Lafayette  Co., 
150  Mo.  635,  653,  51  S.  W.  745,  73  Am. 
St.  Rep.  474,  45  L.  R.  A.  386.  Pa. 
Given 's  Appeal,  121  Pa.  260,  15  Atl. 
468,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  795. 

23.  Stanton  v.  Embry,  46  Conn. 
595;  Pearce  v.  Olney,  20  Conn.  544; 
Wonderly  v.  Lafayette  Co.,  150  Mo. 
635,  653,  51  S.  W.  745,  73.  Am.  St. 
Rep.  474,  45  L.  R.  A.  386. 

24.  Ark. — Kansas  &  A.  V.  R.  Co.  v. 
Fitzhugh,  61  Ark.  341,  33  S.  W.  960, 
5.4  Am.  St.  Rep.  211.  Mo.— Wonderly 
V.  Lafayette  Co.,  150  Mo.  635,  653,  51 
S.  W.  745,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  474,  45 
L.  R.  A.  386.  Pa. — Given 's  Appeal, 
121  Pa.  260,  15  Atl.  468,  6  Am.  St.  Rep. 
795. 

25.  Smith  v.  Smith,  210  Fed.  947; 
Ayres  v.  Lawrence,  63  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  454,  1  Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  Y.)  5. 

[a]  NatureofEelief.—(l)  'Though 
this  court  cannot  set  aside  a  judgment 
of  a  common  law  court  obtained  against 
conscience,  yet  will  it  decree  the  party 
to  acknowledge  satisfaction  on  that 
judgment,  though  he  has  received  noth- 
ing; because  obtained  where  nothing 
was  due."  Barnesly  v.  Powell,  1  Ves. 
Sen.  285,  27  Eng.  Reprint  1034.  (2) 
Equity  will  prevent  the  party  obtain- 
ing a  judgment  by  fraud  from  using 
it  to  the  injury  of  his  adversary;  or 
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A  bill  to  restrain  the  collection  of  a  judgment  is  not  a  proceeding 
to  set  it  aside.^^ 

4.  Revising  and  Correcting.  —  A  court  of  equity  has  no  power  to 
sit  in  judgment  on  the  lawful  acts  of  other  tribunals,  and  no  juris- 
diction to  try  their  acts,  to  see  whether,  in  the  exercise  of  their  right- 
ful powers,  they  have  committed  errors,  either  of  law  or  fact.^^  Ac- 
cordingly, equity  can  in  no  case  revise  or  reform  a  judgment  of  a 
court  of  law  in  any  respect  whatever.^^ 

5.  Compelling  Set-Off.  —  The  matter  of  compelling  set-offs  is 
treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.^^ 

C.    General  Limitations  Upon  Eight  to  Relief .^''  —  1.    In  Gen- 


if  he  has  enforced  his  judgment,  it  will 
hold  him  a^  a  trustee,  and  compel  him 
to  account  for  the  fruits  of  his  iniquity. 
Tomkins  v.  Tomkins,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  512. 

26.  Cariker  v.  Dill  (Tex.  Civ.),  140 
S.  W.  843.  See  also  Trefz  v.  Knicker- 
bocker L.  Ins.  Co.,  8  Fed.  177;  Martin 
V.  Parsons,  50  Cal.  498,  501,  49  Cal.  94. 

[a]  But  a  suit  begun  by  a  petition 
asking  only  a  preliminary  injunction 
and  on  final  hearing  that  it  be  per- 
petuated and  for  all  other  relief  legal 
or  equitable  to  which  the  plaintiff  riiay 
be  entitled  was  held,  in  Texas  &  P. 
E.  Co.  V.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171 
S.  W.  1069y  to  be  a  suit  in  equity  to 
vacate  the  judgment. 

27.  U.  S.— Johnson  v.  Waters,  111 
U.  S.  640,  4  Sup.  Ct.  619,  28  L.  ed. 
547;  Barrow  v.  Hunton,  99  U.  S.  80, 
25  L.  ed.  407;  Massachusetts  Benefit 
Life  Assn.  v.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20 
C.  0.  A.  274;  Folsom  v.  Ballard,  70 
Fed.  12,  16  0.  C.  A.  593;  Smith  v. 
Smith,  210  Fed.  947.  Ark. — Kansas  & 
A.  V.  E.  Co.  V.  Fitzhugh,  61  Ark.  341, 
33  S.  W.  960,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  211. 
Cal. — ^Le  Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal. 
463,  77  Pac.  988,  103  Am.  St.  Eep. 
91.  HI. — Chicago  Waifs  Mission  v.  Ex- 
celsior Electric  Co.,  44  Bl.  App.  425; 
Alabama  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kingman  &  Co., 
21  HI.  App.  493.  Mass. — Nesson  v.  Gil- 
son,  112  N.  E.  870.  N.  J. 
Dringer  v.  Erie  Ey.,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  573, 
8  Atl.  811.  N.  C— Peace  v.  Nailing, 
16  N.  C.  289.  Ore.— Froebrich  v.  Lane, 
45  Ore.  13,  22,  76  Pac.  ,351,  106  Am. 
St.  Eep.  634.    Tenu. — Glenn  v.  Maguire, 

3  Tenn.  Ch.  695;  Greenlaw  v.  Kernahan, 

4  Sneed  371. 

[a]  "One  who  in  fact  appeared  and 
defended  against  the  original  action 
can  never  maintain  a  separate  action 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  reviewing  the 
rulings  of  the  court  having  jurisdiction 


of  the  original  action  upon  some  ques- 
tion of  law  or  fact  concerning  which 
such  court  had  the  power  to  decide." 
Le  Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal.  463,  77 
Pac.  988. 

28.  Ala. — Meyer  v.  Calera  Land  Co., 
133  Ala.  554,  81  So.  938.  Cal.--Hull 
V.  Calkins,  137  Cal.  84,  69  Pac.  838. 
Ga. — Irvius  v.  Sanders,  52  Ga.  350  (for 
error  apparent),  x  Ky. — Cameron  «. 
Bell,  2  Dana  328.  Md. — Ellicott  v. 
Welch,  2  Bland  242.  Mo.— Sumner  v. 
Whitley,  1  Mo.  708.  N.  C— Peace  v. 
Nailing,  16  N.  C.  289.  Ore.— Galbraith 
V.  Barnard,  21  Ore.  67,  26  Pac.  1110. 

[a]  In  Hull  V.  Calkins,  137  Cal.  84, 
69  Pac.  838,  the  court  said:  "Our  at- 
tention has  not  been  called  to  any  case 
where  courts  of  equity  have  intervened 
to  correct  merely  clerical  errors"  in 
judgments. 

[b]  Treating  Bill  To  Reform  as 
Bill  To  Impeach. — In  McLane  v.  San 
Antonio  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
68  S.  W.  63,  a  bill  filed  to  correct  and 
reform  a  decree  upon  the  ground  of 
erroneous  description  of  the  property  on 
which  the  lien  was  foreclosed  was  con- 
sidered as  an  original  bill  in  equity 
brought  to  impeach  a  judgment  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  or  mistake. 

[c]  A  mistake  in  a  judgment  Is  not 
corrected  by  reviewing  the  judgment 
or  decree,  but  by  restraining  the  parties 
who  may  take  advantage  of  it,  from 
doing  so,  or  by  compelling  them  to 
execute  proper  papers  for  the  j)urpose 
of  correcting  it.  JefCerson  v.  Gregory, 
113  Va.  61,  73  S.  B.  452. 

AmendmeHt  of  judgments,  see  supra, 
XIII. 

29.  See  infra,  XV,  F,  and  generally 
the  title  "Set-Off,  Counterclaim  and 
Eecoupment." 

30.  Grounds  for  relief  generally,  see 
infra,  XV,  E. 
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eral.  —  Bills  to  set  aside  judgments  at  law  and  obtain  new  trials  are 
not  favored  by  courts  of  equity  ;^^  and  therefore,  the'  courts  require 
a  strict  compliance  with  the  limitations  upon  the  right  to  relief .^^ 
It  is  only  in  cases  which  commend  themselves  strongly  to  'equitable 
relief  that  the  chancellor  will  exercise  his  power  to  vacate  a  judgment 
of  a  court  at  law/^  If  the  applicant  could  not  possibly  derive  any 
benefit  from  the  relief  sought,  equity  will  withhold  its  relief.^*  The 
maxim  of  equity,  that  a  party  coming  into  equity  must  come  with 
clean  hands  applies  to  this  proceeding. ^^ 

2.  Judgment  Must  Work  Injustice.  —  A  judgment  at  law  will  not 
be  disturbed  in  equity  when  it  does  substantial  justice  between  the 
parties,^^  no  matter  how  irregular  the  proceedings  may  be.^^  To  war- 
rant equitable  relief  against  a  judgment,  it  must  clearly  appear  that 
the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  would  be  unjust  and  against  con- 
science,^^ and  this  has  been  held  to  be  true  even  if  the  judgment  be 


31.  Donaldson  v.  Roberts,  109  Ga. 
832,  35  S.  E.  277. 

32.  French  v.  Garner,  7  Port.  (Ala.) 
549. 

33.  Holmes  v.  Stateler,  57  HI.  209. 

34.  Hite  V.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.,  156 
Gal.  765,  106  Pac.  102;  Piggott  v.  Ad- 
dicks,  3  Greene  (Iowa)  427,  56  Am. 
Dee.  547. 

35.  Creath's  Admr.  v.  Sims,  5  How. 
(U.  S.)  192,  12  L.  ed.  110;  Massachusetts 
Benefit  Life  Assn.  v.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed. 
23,  20  C.  C.  A.  274;  Elrod  V.  Adair 
(Okla.),  153  Pac.  660. 

36.  Ark. — Whitehill  v.  Butler,  51 
Ark.  341,  11  S.  W.  477.  Cal.— Parsons 
V.  Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77  Pae.  1007. 
Mich.— Tromble  v.  Hoffman,  130  Mich. 
676,  90  N.  W.  694. 

[a]  Even  when  a  defendant  is  pre- 
vented from  presenting  his  defense  by 
unavoidable  casualty,  judgment  will  not 
be  set  aside  in  equity  if  it  does  sub- 
stantial justice.  Whitehill  v.  Butler,  51 
Aik.  341,  11  S.  W.  477. 

37.  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Meyer, 
30  Neb.  135,  46  N.  W.  292,  27  Am.  St. 
Eep.  384;  Galbraith  v.  Barnard,  21  Ore. 
67,  26  Pac.  1110. 

Irregularities  as  ground  for  relief, 
see  infra,  XV,  E,  4. 

38.  U.  S.— Pickford  v.  Talbott,  225 
U.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed. 
1240.  Ala. — Norman  v.  Burns,  67  Ala. 
248;  French  v.  Garner,  7  Port.  549. 
Ark. — Missouri,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Kille- 
brew,  96  Ark.  520,  132  S.  W.  454; 
Little  Rook  &  H..  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  New- 
man, 73  Ark.  555,  84  S.  W.  727;  Little 
Rock,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Wells,  61  Ark.  354, 
33  S.  W.  208,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  30 

Vol.  XV 


L.  R.  A.  -560;  Whitehill  v.  Butler,  51 
Ark.  341,  11  S.  W.  477;  Johnson  v. 
Branch,  48  Ark.  535,  3-  S.  W.  819.  Cal. 
Metropolis  T.  &  S.  Bank  v.  Barnet,  165 
Cal.  449,  132  Pae.  833;  Burbridge  v. 
Rauer,  146  Cal.  21,  79  Pae.  526;  Par- 
sons V.  Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77  Pac. 
1007;  Dunlap  v.  Steere,  92  Cal.  344,  28 
Pae.  563.  Colo.— Crippen  «;.  X.  T.  Irr. 
D.  Co.,  32  Colo.  447,  76  Pac.  794;  Wil- 
son V.  Hawthorne,  14  Colo.  530,  24  Pae. 
548,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  290;  Fisher  v. 
Green,  5  Colo.  541.  Conn. — Lithiianian 
Bro.  Society  v.  Tunila,  80  Conn.  642,  70 
Atl.  25;  Jeffery  v.  Fitch,  46  Conn.  601; 
Carrington  v.  Holabird,  17  Conn.  530, 
19  Conn.  84.  Fla. — Peacock  v.  Feaster, 
52  Fla.  565,  42  So.  889.  Ga.— Ponder  v. 
Cox,  26  Ga.  485.  111.— Miller  v.  Barto, 
247  HI.  104,  93  N.  E.  140;  Clark  v. 
Ewing,  93  111.  572;  Garden  City  Wire 
&  S.  Co.  V.  Kause,  67  111.  108;  Walker 
V.  Kretsinger,  48  HI.  502;  Ballance  v. 
Loomiss,  22  111.  82;  Weeks  v.  Holmes, 
101  111.  App.  435;  Beveridge  v.  Hewitt, 
8  111.  App.  467.  la. — Commercial  State 
Bank  v.  Pierce,  158  N.  W.  481; 
Hoskins  v.  Hattenbaek,  14  Iowa  314; 
Shricker  v.  Field,  9  Iowa  366;  Piggott 
V.  Addicks,  3  G.  Greene  427,  56  Am. 
Dec.  547.  Kan. — Muse  v.  Wafer,  29 
Kan.  279.  La. — Perry  v.  Rue,  31  La. 
Ann.  287;  Brand  v.  Stafford,  28  La. 
Ann.  51;  Swain  v.  Sampson,  6  La. 
Ann.  799;  Norris  v.  Fristoe,  ,3  La.  Ann. 
646;  Smith  v.  Barkemeyer,  1  McGloin 
139.  Mich. — ^Barr  v.  Packard  Motor 
Car  Co.,  182  Mich.  612,  148!  N.  W.  761; 
Finn  v.  Adams,  138  Mich.  258,  101  N. 
W.  533,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1186;  Mueller  v. 
Marsh,  116  Mich.  375,  74  N.  W.  513; 
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void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  or  other  cause.'*  But  equity  will  not,  of 
course,  set  aside  a  judgment  simply  on  the  ground. that  it  is  unjust;** 
it  must  appear  that  injustice  has  been  done  under  circumstances  war- 
ranting equitable  interference,*^  and  that  the  party  complaining*^  has 


Gray  v.  Barton,  62  Mich.  186,  197,  28 
N.  W.  813;  Miller  v.  Morse,  23  Mich. 
365,  368.  Miss.— Hiller  &  Co.  v.  Cot- 
ton &  Co.,  48  Miss.  593;  Joslin  v.  Coffin, 
5  How.  539.  Neb.— Petalka  v.  Fitte, 
33  Neb.  756,  51  N.  W.  131;  Hartford 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Meyer,  30  Neb.  135, 
46  N.  W.  292,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  384. 
N.  J. — Moore  v.  Gamble,  9  N.  J.  Eq. 
246.  N.  Y.— Schroeppell  v.  Shaw,  3  N. 
Y.  446;  Vilas  v.  Jones,  1  N.  Y.  274, 
281.  Okla.— Elrod  v.  Adair,  153 
Pac.  660.  Pa. — Gazzam  v.  Reading, 
202  Pa.  231,  51  Atl.'  1000.  Teim. 
White  V.  Cahal's  Admr.,  2  Swan  550; 
Randall  v.  Payne,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  137. 
Tex. — Alexander  v.  San  Antonio  Lumb. 
Co.,  13  S.  W.  1025;  Owens  v.  Foley,  42 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  49,  93  S.  W.  1003;  Fox 
V.  Eobbins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W. 
815.  Wash. — Brandt  v.  Little,  47  Wash. 
194,  91  Pac.  765,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
213;  Spokane  Co-op.  Min.  Co.  v.  Pear- 
son, 28  Wash.  118,  68  Pac.  165;  Hill 
V.  Lowman,  15  Wash.  503,  46  Pac.  1042. 
W.  Va. — Iron  Co.  v.  Quesenberry,  50 
W.  Va.  451,  40  S.  E.  487.  Wis.— John 
V.  Farwell  Co.  v.  Hilbert,  91  Wis.  437, 
65  N.  W.  172,  30  L.  R.  A.  235;  Thomas 
V.   West,  59   Wis.   103,  17   N.   W.   684. 

[a]  A  prima  facie  case  of  injustice 
must  appear.  Davis  v.  Terry,  33  Tex. 
426;  Irvin  v.  Johnson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
170  S.  W.  1059. 

[b]  It  is  not  against  good  con- 
science to  maintain  a  judgment  ren- 
dered against  a  party  who  will  neither 
give  his  personal  attention  to  a  suit 
wherein  the  judgment  was  rendered  or 
employ  another  to  represent  him.  Mil- 
landon  v.  Gordon,  18  La.  Ann.  280. 

39.  V.  S.  —  Massachusetts  Benefit 
Life  Assn.  v.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23, 
20  C.  C.  A.  274.  Conn.— JefEery  v.  Fitch, 
46  Conn.  601.  111. — Hier  v.  Kaufman, 
134  m.  215,  25  N.  E.  517  (where  there 
was  no  service);  Colson  v.  Leitch,  110 
HI.  504.  Miss. — Joslin  v.  Coffin,  5  How. 
539.  Wis.— John  V.  Farwell  Co.  v.  Hil- 
bert, 9l  Wis.  437,  65  N.  W.  172,  30 
L.  E.  A.  235;  Thomas  v.  West,  59  Wis. 
103,  17  N.  W.  684. 

fa]  As  Affected  by  Who  Applies  for 
Belief. — The  principle  applies  whetTier 
the  application  be  made  by  the  debtor 


who  claims  he  was  not  served,  or 
whether  it  is  made  by  a  creditor  or 
other  third  person.  Hier  v.  Kaufman, 
134  HI.  215,  25  N.  E.  517. 

Necessity  for  meritorious  defense 
where  judgment  is  void,  see  infra,  XV, 
0,4. 

40.  IT.  S. — Massachusetts  Benefit 
Life  Assn  v.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20 
C.  C.  A.  274.    Fla. — Peacock  v.  Feaster, 

52  Fla.  565,  42  So.  889.  Ga.— Ponder 
V.  Cox,  26  Ga.'  485.  111.— Walker  v. 
Shreve,  87  111.  474;  Cantwell  v.  Kim 
merle,  179  111.  App.  66.  la. — Shricker 
V.  Field,  9  Iowa  366;  Piggott  v.  Ad 
dicks,  3  Greene  427,  56  Am.  Dec.  547 
Md. — Kearney  v.  Sascer,  37  Md.  264 
N.  J. — Vaughn  V.  Johnson,  9  N.  J.  Eq, 
173.  N.  Y.— Eeich  v.  Cochran,  102  App 
Div.  615,  105  App.  Div.  542,  94  N.  Y 
Supp.  404;  Foster  v.  Wood,  6  Johns.  Ch, 
87.  Ore. — Galbraith  v.  Barnard,  21  Ore, 
67,  26  Pac.  1110.  Tex.— Harn  v.  Phelps, 
65  Tex.  592;  Johnson  v.  Templeton,  60 
Tex.  238;  Sperry  v.  Sparry  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  103  S.  W.  419.  Va.— Holland  v. 
Trotter,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.)  136;  Faulk- 
ner's Admr.  v.  Harwood,  6  Rand.  (27 
Va.)  125.  Wis.- Nye  v.  Sochor,  92  Wis. 
40,  65  N.  W.  854,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  896. 
Irish. — ^Bateman  v.  Willoe,  1  Seh.  &  Lef. 
201,  204. 

41.  U.  S.  —  Massachusetts  Benefit 
Life  Assn.  v.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20 
C.  C.  A.  274.  Ga.— Ponder  v.  Cox,  26 
Ga.  485.  111.— Higgins  v.  Bullock,  73 
111.  205.  Ore. — Galbraith  v.  Barnard, 
21  Ore.  67,  26  Pac.  1110.  Wis.— Nye 
V.   Sochor,   92   Wis.   40,   65   N.   W.   854, 

53  Am.  St.  Rep.  896.  Irish. — Bateman 
V.  Willoe,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  201,  204. 

42.  U.  S.— Union  Waxed  &  P.  Paper 
Co.  V,  Sevigne  Bread  Wrapper  Co.,  138 
Fed.  415;  Town  of  Andes  v.  Millard,  70 
Fed.  515.  Ala.— Hogan  v.  Scott,  186 
Ala.  310,  65  So.  209.  Cal.— Riddle  '  v. 
Baker,  13  Cal.  295  (irreparable  injury 
must  be  suffered).  Colo. — ^Van  Buren 
V.  Posteraro,  45  Colo.  588,  102  Pac. 
1067,  132  Am.  St.  Eep.  199.  Ga.— Fan- 
nin V.  Thomasson,  45  Ga.  533.  HI. 
Fuller  V.  Little,  69  111.  229.  La. — Perry 
V.  Rue,  31  La.  Ann.  287;  Blanck  *;. 
Speckman,  23  La.  Ann.  146;  Chinn  v. 
New  Orleans,  1  Eob.  523.    Minn. — Mc- 
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been  injured.    This  is  true  even  where  the  judgment   sought   to   be' 
vacated  is  a  foreign  judgment.*^ 

3.    Party  Must  Not  Have  Been  at  Fault.  —  The  petitioner  must  be 
free  from  all  fault,"  by  way  of  either  fraud,*=  laches,"  or  negli- 


Nair  v.  Toler,  21  Minn.  175.  Mo.— Mott 
V.  Bernard,  97  Mo.  App.  265,  70  S.  W. 
1093.  N.  Y.— Hill  v.  Hill,  28  Barb.  23. 
Tenn.— Keith  v.  Alger,  114  Tenn,  1,  85 
S.  W.  71;  Smith  v.  Miller,  42  S.  W. 
182.  Tex. — RoUen  v.  Wooldridge,  46 
Tex.  485;  Stager  Lumb.  Co.  ».  Mc- 
Swain  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S.  W.  292; 
McLane  v.  San  Antonio  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68  S.  W.  63;  Fox 
V.  Bobbins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W. 
815;  Luther  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co., 
26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  31,  60  S.  W.  1026. 
Va. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Taylor, 
93  Va.  226,  24  S.  E.  1013.  Wash. 
Brandt  v.  Little,  47  Wash.  194,  91  Pae. 
765,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  213. 

[a]  A  substantial  injury  must  be 
shown.  Van  Every  v.  Sanders,  69  Neb. 
509,  95  N.  W.  870;  Eoller  v.  Wooldridge, 
46  Tex.  485. 

[b]  Where  Judgment  Is  in  Eem. — A 
party  against  whom  there  is  no  per- 
sonal judgment,  who  is  seeking  to  set 
aside  a  void  judgment  in  rem  must 
show  some  equity  in  himself.  One  who 
holds  the  bare  legal  title  to  property 
in  trust  for  another  cannot  have  a 
judgment  against  the  property  set  aside 

^on  the  ground  that  no  notice  was  served 
on  him.  tJehleiu  v.  Burk,  119  Iowa 
742,  94  N.  W.  243. 

43.  Hill  V.  Hill,  28  Barb.  (N.  T.) 
23. 

44.  tr.  S. — Brown  v.  Buena  Vista 
Co.,  95  U.  S.  157,  24  L.  ed.  422;  Den- 
ton V.  Baker,  93  Fed.  46,  35  C.  C.  A. 

'  187.  Ala. — McAdams  v.  Windham,  191 
Ala.  287,  68  So.  51;  Hendley  v.  Ghabert, 
189  Ala.  258,  65  So.  993;  Eittenberry  v. 
Wharton,  176  Ala.  390,  58  So.  293; 
Evans  v.  Wilhite,  167  Ala.  587,  52  So. 
845;  Hardeman  v.  Donaghey,  170  Ala. 
362,  54  So.  172.  Cal.— Boston  v. 
Haynes,  33  Cal.  31.  lud.— English  v. 
Aldrich,  132  Ind.  500,  31  N.  E.  456,  32 
Am.  St.  Eep.  270.  Mo.— Cantwell  v. 
Johnson,  236  Mo.  575,  139  S.  W.  365, 
374.  N.  y.— Harris  v.  Treu,  14  Misc. 
172,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  379,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
380.  Ore. — Froebrich  v.  Lane,  45  Ore. 
13,  76  Pac.  351,  106  Am.  St.  Eep. -634. 
Tenn.— Puckett  v.  Griffith,  128  Tenn. 
565,  162  S.  W.  "581.  Tex.— Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Henderson,  83  Tex.  70, 
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18  S.  W.  432;  Alexander  v,  San  An- 
tonio Lumb.  Co.,  13  S.  W.  1025. 
Utah.— Karren  v.  Karren,  25  T^tah  87, 
69  Pao.  465,  95  Am.  St.  Eep.  815,  60 
L.  E.  A.  294. 

45.  '  Cal.— Mastick  v.  Thorp,  29  Ca,l. 
444.  Ga. — Clark  v.  Eamsey,  143  Ga. 
729,  85  S.  E.  869.  Ohio. — ^Wright  v. 
Snell,  22  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  86,  12  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  308. 

46.  U.  S.— Bower  v.  Stein,  177  Fed. 
673,  101  C.  C.  A.  299;  New  Eiver  Min- 
eral Co.  V.  Seeley,  120  Fed.  193,  56  C. 
0.  A.  505;  Denton  v.  Bakei^  93  Fed. 
46,  35  C.  0.  A.  187;  Hamburg-Bremen 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Pelzer  Mfg.  Co.,  76  Fed. 
479,  22  C.  C.  A.  283;  King  v.  Davis,  137 
Fed.  222.  Ala. — Hauser  v.  Foley  &  Co., 
190  Ala.  437,  67  So.  252.  Ariz.— Na- 
tional Metal  Co.  v.  Greene  Con.  Cop. 
Co.,  11  Ariz.  108,  89  Pac.  535,  9  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1062.  Ark.^Segers  v. 
Ayers,  95  Ark.  178,  128  S.  W.  1045. 
Cal. — American  Surety  Co.  v.  City  St. 
Imp.  Co.,  169  Cal.  172,  146  Pac,  428. 
Colo.— Keely  v.  East  Side  Imp.  Co.,  16 
Colo.  App.  365,  65  Pac.  456.  Conn. 
Kelly  h.  Wiard,  49  Conn.  443.  Fla. 
King  V.  Dekle,  53  Fla.  940,  43  So.  586. 
HI. — Evans  v.  Woodsworth,  213  111.  404, 
72  N.  E.  1082;  Owens  v.  Eanstead,  22 
111.  161.  la.— Nibeck  v.  Eeidy,  171 
Iowa  54,  153  N.  W.  186;  Harshey  v. 
Blackmarr,  20  Iowa  161,  174,  89  Am. 
Deo.  520.  La. — Perry  v.  Eue,  31 
La.  Ann.  287;  Brand  v.  Staf- 
ford, 28  La.  Ann.  51;  Blanck  v.  Speck- 
man,  23  La.  Ann.  146;  Laufear  v.  Mes- 
tier,  18  La.  Ann.  497,  89  »Am.  Dec. 
658;  Norris  v.  Fristoe,  3  La.  Ann.  646. 
Mich.— Tremble  v.  Hoffman,  130  Mich. 
676,  90  N.  W.  694.  Miss.— Hiller  & 
Co.  V.  Cotton  &  Co.,  48  Miss.  593.  Mo. 
Buffington  v.  Carty,  195  Mo.  490,  93 
S.  W.  779;  Perkins  v.  St.  Louis,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  143  Mo.  513,  45  8.  W.  260. 
Neb. — Gleland  v.  Hamilton  L.  &  T.  Co., 
55  Neb.  13,  75  N.  W.  239.  N.  C— Moore 
V.  Gulley,  144  N.  C.  81,  56  S.  E.  681, 
10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  242.  Ore.— Froe- 
brich V.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  76  Pac.  351, 
106  Am.  St.  Eep.  634.  Pa.— Gazzam  v. 
Beading,  202  Pa.  231,  51  Atl.  1000. 
S.  D.— Whitney  v.  Hazzard,  18  S.  D. 
490,  101  N.  W.    346.      Va Ayres    v. 
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genee;*'  it  is  an  inflexible    rule    that    one    seeking    equitable    relief 


Morehead's  Admr.,  77  Va.  586;  Green 
&  Suttle  V.  Massie,  21  Gratt.  (62  Va.) 
356.  Wash. — Spokane  Co-op.  Min.  Co. 
V.  Pearson,  28  Wash.  118,  68  Pac.  165. 
47.  U.  S. — Kansas  City  v.  Union 
Pac.  E.  Co.,  192  Fed.  316,  114  C.  C.  A. 
1;  Hamburg-Bremen  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Pelzer  Mfg.  Co.,  76  Fed.  479,  22  C.  C. 
A.  283 ;  Massachusetts  Benefit  Life  Assn. 
V.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20  C.  C.  A.  274. 
Ala. — McAdams  v.  Windham,  191  Ala. 
287,  68  So.  51;  Hendley  v.  Chabert,  189 
Ala.  258,  65  So.  993;  Hardeman  i).  Dona- 
ghey,  170  Ala.  362,  54  So.  172;  Evans  v. 
Wilhite,  167  Ala.  587,  52  So.  845;  Nor- 
man V.  Burns,  67  Ala.  248.  CaL^Soule 
V.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  495,  89  Pac.  324;  Dun- 
lap  V.  Steere,  92  Cal.  344,  28  Pac.  563, 
27  Am.  St.  Eep.  143,  16  L.  E.  A.  361; 
Mastick  v.  Thorp,  29  Cal.  444.  Colo. 
Venuer  v.  Denver  Union  Water  Co.,  40 
Colo.  212,  90  Pac.  623,  632.  Conn. 
Kelly  V.  Wiard,  49  Conn.  443.  Ga. 
Clark  V.  Eamsey,  143  Ga.  729,  85  S.,  E. 
869;  Donaldson  v.  Eoberts,  109  Ga.  832, 

35  S.   E.   277;   Mullins   v.    Christopher, 

36  Ga.  584.  HI. — Simpson  v.  Simpson, 
273  m.  90,  112  N.  E.  276;  Hollister  v. 
Sobra,  264  111.  535,  106  N.  E.  507;  Kret- 
schmar  v.  Euprecht,  230  HI.  492,  82  N. 
E.  836;  Higgins  v.  Bullock,  73  111.  205; 
Wilday  v.  McConnel,  63  HI.  278;  Hollis- 
ter V.  Sobra,  171  111.  App.  616;  Weeks  «. 
Holmes,  101  111.  App.  435;  West  Chicago 
St.  E.  Co.  V.  Stoltzenfeldt,  100  111.  App. 
142.  Ind. — Adams  School  Tp.  v.  Irwin, 
150  Ind.  12,  49  N.  E.  806;  Center  Tp. 
V.  Board  of  Commissioners,  110  Ind. 
579,  10  N.  E.  291.  la.— Hedrick  v. 
Smith,  137  Iowa  625,  115  N.  W.  226; 
Johnson  Lane  &  Co.  v.  Nash-Wright 
Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96  N.  W.  760;  Tred- 
way  V.  Sioux  City  &  Pac.  E.  Co.,  39 
Iowa  663;  Barthell  v.  Eoderick,  34  Iowa 
517.  Ky. — Payton  v.  McQuown,  97  Ky. 
757,  31  8.  W.  874,  53  Am.  St.  Eep.  437, 
31  L.  E.  A.  33.  La.— Perry  v.  Eue,  31 
La.  Ann.  287;  Brand  v.  Stafford,  28  La. 
Ann.  51;  Lanfear  v.  Mestier,  18  La. 
Ann.  497,  89  Am.  Dec.  658;  Norris  v. 
Pristoe,  3  La.  Ann.  646.  Md. — Kear- 
ney V.  Sascer,  37  Md.  264,  279.  Mich. 
Lafayette  Benevolent  Society  v.  Eich- 
ardson,  154  N.  W.  28.  Minn. — Waun 
V.  Northwestern  Trust  Co.,  120 
Minn.  493,  139  N.  W.  1061;  State  v. 
Bachelder,  5  Minn.  223.  Miss. — New- 
man V.  Morris,  52  Miss.  402;  Hiller  & 


Co.  v:  Cotton  &  Co.,  48  Miss.  593.  Mo. 
Cantwell  v.  Johnson,  236  Mo.  575,  139 
8.  W.  365,  374;  Payne  v.  O'Shea,  84 
Mo.  129;  Hess  v.  Fox,  140  Mo.  App. 
437,  124  S.  W.  83;  Curtiss  v.  Bell,  131 
Mo.  App.  245,  111  S.  W.  131.  Mont. 
Boley  V.  Griswold,  2  Mont.  447.  Neb. 
McHale  v.  Metz,  70  Neb.  106,  96  N.  W. 
1004;  Munro  v.  Callahan,  55  Neb.  75, 
75  N.  W.  151,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  366; 
Cleland  v.  Hamilton  L.  &  T.  Co.,  55 
Neb.  13,  75  N.  W.  239.  N.  Y. 
Standard  Fashion  Co.  v.  Thompson,  137 
App.  Div.  588,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  300; 
Hoskins  v.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96  N. 
Y.  Supp.  926;  Harris  v.  Treu,  14  Misc. 
172,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  379,  25  Civ.  Proc. 
92,  2  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  380;  Smith  v. 
Nelson,  62  N.  Y.  286.  Ore. — Proebrich 
V.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  76  Pac.  351,  106 
Am.  St.  Eep.  634.  Pa. — Gazzam,  «. 
Eeading,  202  Pa.  231,  51  Atl.  1000. 
Tenn.— Puckett  v.  Griflath,  128  Tenn. 
565,  162  S.  W.  581;  Ballard  v.  Nash- 
ville, etc.  E.  Co.,  94  Tenn.  205,  28  S. 
W.  1088;  Chester  v.  Appersou,  4  Heisk. 
639;  Winchester  v.  Jackson,  3  Hayw. 
305,  309;  Eeeves  v.  Hogan,  Cooke  177. 
Tex. — Johnson  v.  Templeton,  60  Tex. 
238;  Power  v.  Gillespie,  27  Tex.  370; 
Alexander  v.  San  Antonio  Lumb.  Co., 
13  S.  W.  1025;  Goss  v.  Mc- 
Claren,  17  Tex.  107,  67  Am.  Dec.  646; 
Crosby  v.  Di  Palma  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
141  S.  W.  321;  Bradford  v.  Malone,  49 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  440,  130  S.  W.  1013; 
Avoeato  v.  Dell'  Ara  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
91  8.  W.  830;  McLane  v.  San  Antonio 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68  8.  W. 
63,  reversed  in  96  Tex.  48,  70  8.  W. 
201.  Utah.— Baer  v.  Higson,  26  Utah 
78,  72  Pac.  180.  Va.— Eichmond  Enr 
quirer  Co.  v.  Eobinson,  24  Gratt.  (65 
Va.)  548,  552;  Holland  v.  Trotter,  22 
Gratt.  (63  Va.)  136;  Hill  v.  Bowyer,  18 
Gratt.  (59  Va.)  364,  385;  Turner  v. 
Davis,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.)  227,  30  Am. 
Dec.  502.  Wis. — Eogan  v.  Walker,  1 
Wis.  631.  Wyo.^ — Edwards  v.  Cheyenne, 
19  Wyo.  110,  114  Pac.  677,  687,  122 
Pac'  900. 

[a]  "Any  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  complaining  party  will  bar  re- 
lief." McLane  v.  San  Antonio  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68  S.  W.  63. 

[b]  The  negligence  of  an  attorney 
is  the  negligence  of  the  client.  Win- 
stone  V.  Winstone,  40  Wash.  272,  82 
Pac.  268. 
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must  show  diligence  on  his  part,*^  and  that  the  obstacles  which  pre- 
vented him  from  maintaining  his  legal  rights  could  not  have  been 
overcome  or  avoided  by  any  reasonable  care  on  his  part.*^  The  law 
does  not  exact  the  highest  degree  of  care,  or  such  a  degree  of  care 
as  t6  render  mistakes  impossible.^"  Ordinary  and  reasonable  care  is 
all  that  is  required.^^ 


[c]  Extraordinary  activity  after  a 
judgment  does  not  excuse  negligence 
prior  thereto.  Standard  Fashion  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  137  App.  Div.  588,  122  N.  T. 
Supp.  300. 

Negligence  in  obtaining  relief  at  law, 
see  infra,  XV,  C,  6,  a. 

48.  U.  S.  —  Massachusetts  Benefit 
Life  Assn.  v.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20 
C.  C.  A.  274;  ITnifed  States  v.  Mani, 
196  Fed.  160.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  John- 
son, 182  Ala.  376,  62  So.  706;  Eitf en- 
berry  V.  Wharton,  176  Ala.  390,  58  So. 
293;  Pharr  v.  Eeynolds,  3  Ala.  521. 
Ark.- — Hempstead  v.  Watkins,  6  Ark. 
317,  42  Am.  Dec.  696.  Conn.— Jeffery 
V.  Fitch,  46  Conn.  601.  Ga.— Clark  v. 
Eamsey,  143  Ga.  729,  85  S.  E.  869; 
Donaldson  v.  Roberts,  lOg  Ga.,832,  35 
S.  E.  277;  Tarver  v.  McKay,  15  Ga. 
550.  ni.— Genz  v.  Genz,  254  111.  161,  98 
N.  E.  272;  Miller  v.  Barto,  24T  111.  104, 
93  N.  E.  140;  Ballanee  v.  Loomis,  22 
111.  82;  Johnson  v.  Anna  Bldg.  &  Loan 
Assn.,  133  ni.  App.  213.  Ind. — English 
V.  Aldrich,  132  Ind.  500,  ,31  N.  E.  456, 
32  Am.  St.  Eep.  270;  Doubleday  v. 
Makepeace,  4  Blackf.  9,  28  Am.  Dee. 
33.  la. — Clark  v.  Ellsworth,  84  Iowa 
525,  51  N.  W.  31;  Bryant  v.  Williams, 
21  Iowa  329.  La.— Moss  v.  Drost,  130 
La.  285,  57  So.  929;  Lanfear  v.  Mestier, 
18  La.  Ann.  497,  89  Am.  Dec.  658; 
Millandon  v.  Gordon,  18  La.  Ann.  280. 
Md. — Kearney  v.  Saseer,  37  Md.  264; 
Gott  V.  Carr,  6  Gill  &  J.  309.  Minn. 
Sargeant  v.  Bigelow,  24  Minn.  370. 
Miss. — McEaney  v.  Coulter,  39  Miss. 
390.  N.  Y.— New  York  v.  Brady,  115 
N.  Y.  599,  22  N.  E.  237;  Gardiner  v. 
Van  Alstyne,  22  App.  Div.  579,  48  N. 
Y.  Supp.  114.  N.  D.^Freeman  v.  Wood, 
14  N.  D.  95,  103  N.  W.  392.  Ohio. 
Gifford  V.  Morrison,  37  Ohio  St.  502,  41 
Am.  Eep.  537.  Tenn.  —  Ballard  r. 
Nashville  &  K.  E.  Co.,  94  Tenn.  205, 
28  S.  W.  1088.  Tex.- Nevins  v.,  McKee, 
61  Tex.  412;  Johnson  v.  Templeton,  60 
Tex.  238;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kenwood 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  183  S.  W.  5;  Brad- 
ford V.  Malone,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  440, 
130  S.  W.  1013;  Avocato  v.  Dell'  Ara 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  91  S.  W.  830;  Wool- 
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ley  V.  Sullivan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S. 
W.  919.  Utah.— Bailey  v.  Stevens,  11 
Utah  175,  39  Pac.  828.  Va — ^Faulk- 
ner's Admx.  V.  Harwood,  6  Eand.  (27 
Va.)  125.  W.  Va.— Hall  v.  McGregor, 
65  W.  Va.  74,  64  S.  E.  736;  Iron  Co.  v. 
Quesenberry,  50  W.  Va.  451,  40  S.  E. 
487. 

See  also  infra,  XV,  E,  5,  e,  (I). 

[a]  Allowing  an  action  on  a  judg- 
ment to  proceed  to  judgment  does  not 
necessarily  preclude  the  party  from  re- 
sorting to  equity  for  relief  against  the 
judgment  first  rendered.  Hauser  v. 
Foley  &  Co.,  190  Ala.  437,  67  So.  252. 

49.  Hamilton  v.  Moore,  32  Miss.  625; 
New  York  v.  Brady,  115  N.  Y.  599,  23 
N.  E.  237. 

[a]  A  party  seeking  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  must  show  that  he  could  not 
have  prevented  the  fraudulent  procure- 
ment of  the  judgment  by  the  exercisa 
of  reasonable  diligencej  that  he  was 
reasonably  diligent  in  discovering  the 
fraud,  and  that  having  discovered  the 
fraud,  he  proceeded  with  reasonable 
diligence  l^o  obtain  such  relief  as  the 
law  affords.  HoUinger  v.  Eeeme,  138 
Ind.  363,  36  N.  E.  1114,  46  Am.  St. 
Eep.  402,  24  L.  E.  A.  46. 

[b]  Misrepresentation  by  the  adver- 
sary as  to  the  merits  of  the  case  is 
not  the  kind  of  preventive  act  contem- 
plated by  the  rule  that  the  exercise  of 
diligence  is  excused  where  a  party  is 
prevented  from  discoviering  his  defense 
by  the  act  of  the  adverse  party.  Do 
Sota  Coal  Min.  &  Dev.  Go.  v.  Hill 
(Ala.),  69  So.  948. 

50.  Ind. — Hollinger  v.  Eeeme,  138 
Ind.  363,  36  N.  E.  1114,  46  Am.  St. 
Eep.  402,  24  L.  E.  A.  46.  la.— Barthell 
V.  Eoderick,  34  Iowa  517.  Miss. — Ham- 
ilton V.  Moore,  32  Miss.  625.  N.  Y. 
New  York  i;.  Brady,  115  N.  Y.  599,  22 
N.  E.  237. 

See  also  infra,  XV,  E,  5,  e,  (I). 

51.  Barthell  v.  Eoderick,  34  Iowa 
517.  But  see  Norman  v.  Burns,  67  Ala. 
248,  requiring  of  a  party  the  highest 
degree  of  diligence. 

[a]  "A  party  is  never  required  to 
exercise  more  than  reasonable  and  ordi- 
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Equity  will  relieve  a  party  who  neglected  to  interpose  his  defense 
or  to  avail  himself  of  his  proper  legal  remedies,  if  he  did  not  know- 
ingly have  his  day  in  court. ^^  A  defendant  who  has  not  been  served 
with  process  but  who  knows  ©f  the  action  is  not  ordinarily  guilty  of 
laches  and  thereby  deprived  of  equitable  relief  in  failing  to  seek  relief 
in  the  action  itself  ;°^  but  the  rule  is  otherwise  if  he  has  been  served 
and  the  service  is  for  some  reason  illegal.^* 


nary  diligence  in  preventing  a  fraud 
from  being  perpetrated  upon  him,  and 
fraud  vitiates  everything  it  touches. 
Of  course,  a  defendant  failing  to  de- 
fend cannot  have  the  judgment  vacated 
on  account  of  any  innocent  mistake, 
or  want  of  recollection  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  or  other  witness,  nor  even 
on  account  of  the  perjury  ef  the  other 
witnesses,  provided  the  plaintiff  him- 
self is  wholly  guiltless.  Nor  can  he 
have  the  judgment  vacated  on  account 
of  any  mistake  or  error  on  the  part  of 
the  court  or  jury,  unless  the  record  af- 
firmatively shows  such  mistake  er  error. 
All  such  mistakes  and  errors  each  party 
is  bound  to  anticipate,  and  te  prepare 
for  by  extraordinary  diligence.  But 
no  party  is  bound  te  anticipate  or  te 
suppose  that  the  other  party  will  com- 
mit willful  and  corrupt  perjury,  and 
no  party  is  bound  to  exercise  extraor- 
dinary diligence  in  preparing  t»  meet 
such  perjury."  Laithe  v.  McDonald, 
12  Kan.  340. 

52.  Owens  v.  Eanstead,  22  HI.  161. 
Failure  to  present  cause  of  action  er 

defense  at  law  as  ground  fer  relief 
generally,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  5. 

53.  Ariz. — National  Metal  Co.  v. 
Greene  Consol.  Cop.  Co.,  11  Ariz.  108, 
89  Pae.  535,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1062. 
HI.— Kochman  v.  O'Neill,  202  111.  110, 
66  N.  E.  1047.  Mo.— Siling  v.  Hen- 
drickson,   193   Mo.   365,   92   S.  W.   105. 

[a]  In  National  Metal  Co.  v.  Greene 
Con.  Cop.  Co.,  11  Ariz.  108,  89  Pao. 
535,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1062,  service 
upon  a  foreign  corporation  was  had  by 
serving  a  person  who- was  not  the  agent 
of  the  corporation.  The  person  served 
,  notified  the  corporation  of  the  fact  of 
service  an,d  notified  the  plaintiff  that 
he  was  not  the  agent  of  the  defendant 
corporation.  It  was  held  that  the  cor- 
poration could  ignore  the  matter  and 
assume  that  a  proper  service  would  be 
made,  A  distinction  is  to  be  observed 
between  knowledge  of  the  pendency  of 
a  suit  and  notice  thereof.  Jurisdiction 
can  be  acquired,  if  one  does  not  sub- 


mit himself  to  it,  in  no  other  way  than 
by  actual  notice  or  by  constructive 
notice.  Actual  notice  is  given  only  by 
personal  service  of  process,  constructive 
service  or  by  some  form  of  substituted 
service.  Actual  service  may  sometimes 
be  given  although  there  is  a  formal 
defect  in  the  manner  of  service.  The 
failure  to  attack  such  service  before 
judgment  may  amount  to  a  waiver  of 
the  informality,  and  relief  in  equity 
cannot  be  had  after  judgment.  But 
where  there  is  no  service,  there  is  no 
notice  irrespective  of  any  knowledge 
which  the  defendant  may  acquire  in- 
formally. Therefore  the  failure  to  act 
upon  the  information  received  is  not 
neglect  and  is  not  such  an  inaction 
which  bars  relief  in  equity. 

[b]  But  see  State  v.  Hill,  50  Ark. 
458,  8  S.  W.  401,  holding  that  "One 
who  is  aggrieved  by  a  judgment  ren- 
dered in  his  absence  must  show  not 
only  that  he  was  not  summoned,  but 
also  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  pro- 
ceeding in  time  to  make  defense,  in 
order  to  get  relief  in  equity." 

[c]  Where  process  is  by  mistake 
served  upon  defendant's  daughter  of 
the  same  name  and  the  defendant  does 
not  appear,  a  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant is  void  and  properly  set  aside 
in  equity  although  defendant  knew  of 
the  mistaken  service  and  was  kept  ad- 
vised by  counsel  of  the  progress  of  the 
case.  Wilcke  v.  Duress,  144  Mich.  243, 
107  N.  "W.  907. 

Effect  of  remedies  at  law  upon  right 
to  impeach  a  void  judgment,  see  infra, 
XV,  C,  6,  b,  (IV). 

54.  U.  S. — Massachusetts  Ben.  Life 
Assn.  V.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20  C. 
C.  A.  274,  46  U.  S.  App.  103,  where  the 
wrong  agent  Of  a  foreign  corporation 
was  served.  Ariz. — National  Metal  Co. 
».  Greene  Con.  Cop.  Co.,  11  Ariz.  108, 
89  Pae.  535,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1062. 
Conn. — Setchel  v.  Keigwin,  57  Conn. 
473,  18  Atl.  594  (where  the  date  in  the 
process  was  illegible) ;  Gallup  v.  Man- 
ning, 48  Conn.  25   (where  the:i\e  was  a 
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4.    Party  Must  Have  Meritorious  Defense  or  Cause  of  Action.^^ 

Where  an  action  is  brought  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  judgment  at  law, 
the  plaintiff  must  show  that  the  judgment  was  not  justified  by  the 
facts,^^  or,  in  other  words,  he   must   have   a   meritorious   defense,^' 


misjtake  known  to  defendant  as  to  the 
date  of  the  term). 
See  also  infra,  XV,  E,  4,  b,  (II). 

55.  Failure  to  rresent  cause  of  ac- 
tion or  defense  at  law  as  ground  for 
relief,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  5. 

As  to  affidavit  of  merits  in  support 
of  a  motion  to  set  aside  default,  see  1 
Standard  Pkoc.  655,  687. 

56.  People '■!;.  Ferris  Irr.  Dist.,  142 
Cal.  601,  76  Pae.  381. 

[a]  Where  Semedy  Lost  Was  a  Mat- 
ter of  Bight. — Although  law  gives  an 
absolute  right  to  apply  for  a  certiorari, 
equity  will  not  grant  relief  to  a  party 
who  lost  his  right  because  of  accident 
unless  it  is  shown  that  there  is  prob- 
able cause  for  saying  the  party  had 
a  case  of  error.  Grafton  &  G.  E.  Co. 
V.  Davisson,  45  W.  Va.  12,  29  S.  E. 
10^8,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  799. 

57.  U.  S.— North  Chicago  Boiling 
Mill  Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Ore  and  Steel 
Co.,  152  U.  S.  596,  615,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
710,  38  L.  ed.  565;  "White  v.  Crow,  110 
U.  S.  183,  4  Sup.  Ct.  71,  28  L.  ed. 
113;  Massachusetts  Benefit  Life  Assn. 
V.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20  C.  C.  A. 
274;  Christy  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.,  214  Fed.  1016.  Ala.— Hendley 
V.  Chabert,  189  Ala.  258,  65  So.  993; 
Fields  V.  Henderson,  161  Ala.  534,  50  So. 
56;  McDonald  v.  Cawhorn,  152  Ala.  357, 
44  So.  395;  Collier  v.  Parish,  147  Ala. 
526,  41  So.  772.  Ark. — Missouri,  etc. 
E.  Co.  V.  Killebrew,  96  Ark.  520,  132 
S.  W.  454;  Simpson  &  Webb  Furn.  Co. 
V.  Moore,  126  S.  W.  1074;  Eotan  v. 
Springer,  52  Ark.  80,  12  S.  W.  156; 
State  V.  Hill,  50  Ark.  458,  8  S.  W.  401 
(rule  obtains  even  *here  the  judgment 
is  obtained  through  fraud) ;  Vallentine 
V.  Holland,  40  Ark.  338.  Cal.— Title 
Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  California  Dev.  Co., 
171  Cal.  173,  152  Pac.  542,  558;  Bur- 
bridge  V.  Eauer,  146  Cal.  21,  79  Pac. 
526;  Parsons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77 
Pac.  1007;  People  v.  Perris  Irr.  Dist., 
142  Cal.  601,  76  Pac.  381;  Eldred  v. 
"White,  102  Cal.  600,  36  Pac.  944; 
Gregory  v.  Ford,  14  Cal.  138,  73  Am. 
Dec.  639;  Bailey  v.  Aetna  Indemnity 
Co.,  5  Cal.  App.  740,  747,  91  Pac.  416. 
Colo. — ^Venner  v.  Denver  Union  Water 
Co,,   40    Colo.    212,   90   Pae.    623,    632; 
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Wilson  V.  Hawthorne,  14  Colo.  530,  24 
Pac.  548,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  290.  Conn. 
Lithuanian  Bro.  Society  v.  Tunila,  80 
Conn.  642,  70  Atl.  25.  Ga.— Clark  v. 
Eamsey,  143  Ga.  729,  85  S.  B.  869;  Mc- 
Call  V.  Miller,  120  Ga.  262,  47  S.  B. 
920.  Idaho. — ^Bernhard  p.  Idaho  Bank 
&  Trust  Co.,  21  Idaho  598,  123  Pac.  481, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  120.  HI. — Congrega- 
tion of  the  Eesurrection  v.  Laibe,  152 
111.  App.  417;  Hilt  v.  Heimberger, '  140 
111.  App.  129;  Chapman  «.  Selfisberg, 
111  111.  App.  102;  Lieserowitz  v.  West 
Chicago  St.  E.  Co.,  80  111.  App.  248. 
Ind. — HoUinger  v.  Eeeme,  138  Ind.  363, 
36  N.  E.  1114,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  402, 
24  L.  R.  A.  46;  Woods  v.  Brown,  93 
Ind.  164,  47  Am.  Eep.  369.  la.— Loos 
V.  Callendar  Sav.  Bank,  156  N.  W.  712; 
Johnson,  Lane  &  Co.  v.  Nash- Wright 
Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96  N.  W.  760;  Grif- 
fith V.  Milwaukee  Harvester  Co.,  92 
Iowa  634,  61  N.  W.  243,  54  Am.  St. 
Eep.  573;  Taggart  v.  Wood,  20  Iowa 
236.  Kan. — Muse  v.  Wafer,  29  Kan. 
279.  La. — ^Blanck  v.  Speckman,  23  La. 
Ann.  146.  Miss. — Newman  v.  Taylor, 
69  Miss.  670,  13  So.  831;  Miller  v. 
Palmer,  55  Miss.  323,  336;  Walker  v.  ■. 
Gilbert,  Freem.  Ch.  85.  Mo. — Hess  v. 
Fox,,  140  Mo.  App.  437,  124  S.  W.  83; 
Weiss  V.  Coudrey,  102  Mo.  App.  65,  76 
S.  W.  73T).  Ne"b. — Westman  v.  Carlson, 
86  Neb.  847,  126  N.  W.  515;  Bankers 
Union  v.  Landis,  75  Neb.  625,  106  N. 
W.  973;  Dowart  v.  Troyer,  2  Neb. 
(Unof.)  22,  96  N.  W.  116;  McBride  v. 
Wakefield,  58  Neb.  442,  78  N.  W.  713; 
Cleland  v.  Hamilton  L.  &  T.  Co.,  55 
Neb.  13,  75  N.  W.  239.  N.  Y.— Eeich  v. 
Cochran,  102  N.  T.  Supp.  827.  N.  D. 
Batzer  v.  Halliday,  31  N.  D.  361,  153  N. 
W.  994.  Ohio. — Giflford  v.  Morrison,  37 
Ohio  St.  502,  41  Am.  Eep.  537;  Oliver  & 
Baum  V.  Pray,  4  Ohio  175,  19  Am.  Dec. 
595.  Ore. — Bowsman  v.  Anderson,  62  Ore. 
431,  123  Pac.  1092,  125  Pac.  270;  George 
V.  Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537,  64  Pac.  1. 
R.  I.— Needle  v.  H.  C.  Biddle  &  Co., 
32  E.  I.  342,  79  Atl.  942.  Tenn.— Keith 
V.  Alger,  114  Tenn.  1,  85  S.  W.  71;  Mad- 
dox  V.  Apperson,  14  Lea  596.  Tex. 
Sharp  V.  Schmidt,  62  Tex.  263;  John- 
son V.  Templeton,  60  Tex.  238;  Over- 
ton V.  Blum,  50  Tex.  417,  423;  Alex- 
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or  cause  of  action,^'  especially  where  the  judgment  itself  is  regular 
upon  its  faee,^^  or  where  relief  is  not  asked  until  the  demand  of  the 
judgment  creditor  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.'"'  There 
may  be  circumstances  under  which  a  showing  of  merits  will  not  be 
required.*^  Thus  where  it  appears  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  render  the  judgment,  no  meritorious  defense  need  be  pleaded,  ac- 


ander  v.  San  Antonio  Lumber  Co.,  13 
8.  W.  1025;  Hester  v.  Baskin  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  184  S.  W.  726;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Henwood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  183  S. 
W.  5;  Crosby  v.  Di  Palma  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  141  S.  W.  321;  Chambers  v. 
Gallup,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  424,  70  S. 
W.  1009;  Luther  v.  "Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  81,  60  S.  W. 
1026;  Woolley  v.  Sullivan  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  43  S.  W.  919.  Wash.— Brandt 
V.  Little,  47  Wash.  194,  91  Pac.  765,  14 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  213.  W.  Va.— Iron 
Co.  V.  Quesenberry,  50  W.  Va.  451,  40 
S.  B.  487.  Wis.— Ableman  v.  Both,  12 
Wis.  81. 

[a]  "The  showing  of  merits  should 
not  be  required  to  the  extent  of  com- 
pelling a  party  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment has  been  obtained,  without  juris- 
diction over  his  person,  to  come  into 
a  court  of  equity  and  assume  the  bur- 
den of  disproving  his  liability.  On 
the  contrary,  a  party  thus  oircui".- 
stanced  is  entitled  to  the  maintenance 
of  his  right  to  defend  against  such 
supposed  liability  in  an  action  where- 
in his  adversary  must  assume  the  bur- 
den of  proof.  This  distinction  is  im- 
portant in  all  cases,  and  in  many  may 
be  absolutely  controlling.  The  allega- 
tion of  merits,  though  not  traversable, 
may  very  properly  be  required  as  an 
earnest  of  good  faith  from  the  party 
seeking  relief  from  a  supposed  un- 
authorized judgment;  and  as  a  rule, 
under  our  system,  such  pleading  may 
be  required  to  be  verified.  If  a  plead- 
ing be  demurred  to  for  want  of  such 
averment,  it  may  be  dismissed,  unless 
amended;  but  in  this  case  the  absence 
of  the  averment  not  having  been  made 
a  ground  of  demurrer,  did  not  justify 
the  dismissal  of  the  complaint."  Wil- 
son V.  Hawthorne,  14  Colo.  530,  24  Pac. 
548,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  290. 

[b]  When  it  is  shown  that  the  re- 
sult of  the  original  action  would  prob- 
ably have  been  different,  the  measure 
of  the  law  is  fulfilled,  and  the  parties 
are  .then  relegated  to  their  original 
status  of  plaintiff  and  defendant,  with 
the  burden  of  proof  resting  upon  the 


plaintiff  to  make  his  ease,  leaving  the 
defendant  the  right,  if  he  sees  fit,  to 
rely  merely  upon  the  weakness  of  his 
adversary's  case.  Crosby  v.  Di  Palma 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  321. 

As  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  aver- 
ments of  defense,  see  4  Standard  Peoc. 
487. 

58.  Jackson  v.  Woodruff,  57  Ark. 
599,  22  8.  W.  566. 

59.  Idaho. — Bernhard  v.  Idaho  Bank 
&  Trust  Co.,  21  Idaho  598,  123  Pac. 
481,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  120.  Ind.  Ter. 
Snyder  v.  Sherrell,  7  Ind.  Ter.  35,  103 
S.  W.  756.  la.— Piggott  v.  Addicks,  3 
Greene  427,  56  Am.  Dec.  547.  Mo. 
Curtiss  V.  Bell,  131  Mo.  App.  245,  111 
S.  W.  131.  Ohio.— Gifford  v.  Morrison, 
37  Ohio  St.  502,  41  Am.  Eep.  537. 
Wash. — Brandt  v.  Little,  47  Wash.  194, 
91  Pac.   765,  14  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   213. 

[a]  Where  a  judgment  is  voidable 
merely,  or  where  although  void,  it  ap- 
pears regular  on  the  face  of  the  record, 
a  showing  of  merits  is  required  before 
equity  will  interfere.  But  equity  will 
sometimes  interfere  without  a  showing 
of  inerits.  Gifford  v.  Morrison,  37  Ohio 
St.  502,  41  Am.  Eep.  537. 

60.  Masterson  v.  Ashcom,  54  Tex. 
324. 

[a]  Where  Judgment  Is  Fraudulent- 
ly Obtained. — That  the  defense  is  not 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations 
need  not  be  shown  where-  the  judgment 
was  obtained  by  fraud.  People  v.  Per- 
ris  Irr.  Dist.,  142  Cal.  601,  76  Pac.  381. 

61.  See  the  cases  and  notes  follow- 
ing, and  1  Standard  Proc.  652,  655. 

[a]  There  may  be  exceptions  to  the 
rule  requiring  a  party  to  show  that 
the  result  would  have  been  different  if 
he  had  an  opportunity  to  present  his 
defense,  in  a  case  of  a  nonresident,  or 
perhaps,  in  a  case  where  the  defendant, 
had  he  known  of  the  judgment  being 
taken  against  him,  could  have  paid,  ad- 
justed or  satisfied  it  more  advantage- 
ously, says  the  court  in  Brandt  u.  Lit- 
tle, 47  Wash.  194,  91  Pac.  765,  14  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  213,  but  "as  to  these  mat- 
ters, we  do  not  decide  at  this,  time. " 

[b]  A  distinction  is  sometimes  made 

Vol.  XV 


270 


JUDGMENTS 


cording  to  some  authorities/^  though  the  weight  of  authority  requires 
a  showing  of  a  meritorious  defense  even  where  the  court  rendering 


between  cases  in  ■which  the  judgment 
subjects  the  petitioner's  property  and 
those  in  which  a  money  judgment  is 
recovered.  Under  the  former,  equity, 
it  has  been  held,  should  grant  relief 
without  inquiring  into  the  merits  of 
the  original  claim,  but  under  the  lat- 
ter the  petitioner  might  be  required  to 
allege  that  a  defense  existed  to  the 
original  action.  Great  West '  Min.  Co. 
V.  Woodmas,  12  Colo.  46,  20  Pac.  771, 
13  Am.  St.  Eep.  204|  Keely  v.  East 
Side  Imp.  Co.,  16  Colo.  App.  365,  65 
Pae.  456. 

[c]  Where  Fiduciary  Relation  Ex- 
ists.— ^Where  the  fraud 'is  that  the  plain- 
tiff at  law  occupies  a  fiduciary  rela- 
tion to  the  defendant  which  makes  it 
inequitable  for  him  to  use  his  position 
so  as  to  destroy  the  rights  of  other 
creditors,  equity  will  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment obtained  by  him  without  a  show- 
ing of  a  meritorious  defense.  Title 
Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  California  Dev.  Co., 
171  Cal.  173,  152  Pac.  542,  558. 

[d]  Where  defendant  tenders  into 
court  the  full  amount  of  the  judgment 
alleged  to  have  been  obtained  without 
service  of  process,  no  allegation  or 
ghowing  of  a  meritorious  defense  is  re- 
quired. Hauswirth  v.  Sullivan,  6  Mont. 
203,  9  Pac.  798,  where  the  purpose  of 
the  action  was  to  clear  property  of 
the  cloud  caused  by  an  execution  sale 
under  the  judgment. 

62.  Colo.— Crippen  v.  X.  Y.  Trr.  D. 
Co.,  32  Colo.  447,  76  Pac.  794;  Wilsoti 
V.  Hawthorne,  14  Colo.  530,  24  Pae. 
548,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  290.  Conn. 
Blakeslee  v.  Murphy,  44  Conn.  188. 
Fla.— Wilson  V.  Sparkman,  17  Pla.  871, 
35  Am.  Eep.  110.  la. — Worrall  v. 
Chase  &  Co.,  144  Iowa  665,  123  N.  W. 
338;  Arnold  v.  Hawley,  67  Iowa  313, 
25  N.  W.  259  (disUnguishmg  Parsons  v. 
Nutting,  45  Iowa  404,  and  Taggart  v. 
Wood,  20  Iowa  236,  in  which  the  court 
says  "our  attention  has  not  been  called 
to  any  adjudged  case  which  holds  that 
before  a  party  can  obtain  relief  .  .  . 
he  must  deny  and  show  that  he  is  not 
indebted  to  the  party  obtaining  the 
judgment)".  Compare,  Gerrish  v.  Hunt, 
66  Iowa  682,  24  N.  W.  274;  Piggott  'B. 
Addicks,  3  G.  Gr.  427.  Mo.— Born- 
schein  v.  Finok,  13  Mo.  App.  120, 
OMo — GifEord  v.  Morrison,  37  Ohio  St. 
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502,  41  Am.  Eep.  537.  Tenn. — Bell  v. 
Williams,  1  Head  229.  Tex. — Galves- 
ton, H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Ware,'  74  Tex. 
47,  11  S.  W.  918;  San  Bernardo  Town- 
site  Co.  V.  Hocker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
176  S.  W.  644;  Pox  v.  Eobbins  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W.  815.  But  compare, 
Masterson  v.  Ashcom,  54  Tex.  324. 

[a]  The  reasons  for  not  requiring  a 
showing  of  a  meritorious  defense  where 
the  judgment  attacked  is  void  are 
variously  stated,  namely  that  "there 
is  no  presumption  in  favor  of  a  judg- 
ment creditor,"  and  "neither  reason 
nor  sound  policy  will  require  a  defend- 
ant so  imposed  upon  to  try  the  merits 
of  the  cause  on  a  petition  in  chancery 
to  set  aside  the  judgment;"  "that  the 
injury  of  which  he  justly  complains  is 
that  a  judgment  was  rendered  against 
him  without  nqtice  and  without  de- 
fense." Masss!^usetts  Benefit  Life 
Assn.  V.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20  C. 
C.  A.  274. 

[b]  The  effect  of  a  rule  requiring  a 
showing  of  a  meritorious  defense  would 
be  that  a  void  judgment  is  prima  facie 
evidence  of  indebtedness.  Arnold  v. 
Hawley,  67  Iowa  313,  25  N.  W.  259. 

[c]  Where  Law  and  Equity  Are 
United. — In  Magin  v.  Lamb,  43  Minn. 
80,  44  N.  W.  675,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  216, 
the  court  said:  "It  was  intimated 
obiter,  in  the  opinion  in  the  latter  case 
[Heffuer  v.  Gunz,  29  Minn.  108,  12 
N.  W.  342],  that  in  a  suit  in  equity 
it  would  be  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff 
to  show  reasons  for  equitable  interven- 
tion beyond  the  bare  fact  of  want  of 
jurisdiction;  and  such  was  the  prevail- 
ing rule  when  the  interference  of  courts 
of  equity  was  sought  to  restrain  the 
enforcement  of  judgments  of  separate 
courts  of  law.  But  the  reasons  for  any 
distinction  in  respect  to  the  conditions 
upon  which  relief  is  to  be  granted  in 
an  action  to  restrain  or  vacate  a  judg- 
ment, and  in  a  motion  for  the  same 
purpose,  have  disappeared  with  the 
uniting  of  equitable  and  legal  juris- 
dictions in  the  same  court.  If  now  a 
defendant,  upon  motion  to  the  court 
rendering  the  judgment,  may  have  it 
set  aside  merely  because  no  action  was 
ever  commenced  against  him,  there  is 
no  longer  any  reason  why,  if  he  prose- 
cutes an  action  in  the  same  court,  for 
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the  judgment  was  without  jurisdiction,  as  where  there  was  no  legal 
service  of  process.^^ 

The  defense  must  be  such  that  it  is  likely  to  produce  a  different 
result  on  a  new  trial."*  If  the  defense  of  the  petitioner  is  purely 
technical,"^  and  without  merit,""  or  if  the  defense  is  unconscionable,"' 
equity  will  not  vacate  or  set  aside  the  judgment. 


the  same  purpose,  any  different  grounds 
for  relief  should  be  required." 

63,  XT,  S,  —  Massachusetts  Benefit 
Life  Assn.  v.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20 

C.  C.  A.  274.  Ala.— McDonald  v.  Caw- 
horn,  152  Ala.  357,  44  So.  395;  Crome- 
lin  V.  McCauley,  67  Ala.  542.  Ark. 
State  V.  Hill,  50  Ark.  458,  8  S.  W.  401, 
disapproving  Eyan  v.  Boyd,  33  Ark.  778. 
Cal. — Logan  v.  Hillegass,  16  Cal.  2^00; 
Gibbons  v.  Scott,  15  Cal.  284;  Gregory 
V.  Ford,  14  Cal.  138,  73  Am.  Dec.  639. 
DeL— Emerson  v.  Gray  (Del.  Ch.),  63 
Atl.  768.  Idaho. — ^Bei-nhard  v.  Idaho 
Bank  &  T.  Co.,  21  Idaho  598,  123  Pac. 
481,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  120  (unauthor- 
ized appearance).  lU. — Hier  v.  Kauf- 
man, 134  HI.  215,  25  N.  E.  517;  Colson 
V.  Leiteh,  110  111.  504;  Pierson  v.  Linn, 
101  111.  App.  624;  Geraty  v.  Druiding, 
44  111.  App.  440.  Ind. — Meyer  v.  Wil- 
son, 166  Ind.  651,  76  N.  E.  748;  Wooijs  v. 
Brown,  93  Ind.  164,  47  Am.  Eep.  369; 
Williams  v.  Hitzie,  83  Ind.  303.  But  see 
Dobbins  v.  McNamara,  113  Ind.  54, 14  N. 
E,  887,  3  Am.  St.  Kep.  826.  IMiss.— New- 
man V.  Taylor,  69  Miss.  670,  13  So.  831; 
Joslin  V.  Coffin,  5  How.  539.  Neb. 
Campbell  P.  P.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marder, 
50  Neb.  283,  69  N.  W.  774,  61  Am.  St. 
Eep.  573;  Wilson  v.  Shipman,  34  Neb. 
573,  52  N.  W.  576,  33  Am.  St.  Eep. 
660.     N.  D.— Batzer  v.  Halliday,  31  N. 

D.  361,  153  N.  W.  994;  Halverson  v. 
Bennett,  22  N.  D.  67,  132  N.  W.  434. 
Okla. — Hockaday  v.  Jones,  8  Okla.  156, 
56  Pac.  1054.  Ore. — Miller  v.  Shute,  55 
Ore.  603,  107  Pac.  467.  See  George  v. 
Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537,  64  Pac.  1.  Wash, 
ferandt  v.  Little,  47  Wash.  194,  91  Pac. 
765,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  213.  Compare, 
McEachern  v.  Brackett,  8  Wash.  652, 
36  Pac.  690,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  922.  Wis. 
John  V.  Farwell  Co.  v.  Kilbert,  91  Wis. 
437,  65  N.  W.  172,  30  L.  E.  A.  235; 
Stokes  V.  Knarr,  11  Wis.  389,  407. 

[a]  Must  Be  Inequitable. — Equity 
will  not  set  aside  a  judgment  at  law 
merely  because  it  may  be  void,  for  if 
the  judgment  is  not  inequitable  as  be- 
tween the  parties,  no  matter  how  ir- 
regular or  void  it  may  be,  a  court  of 


equity  will  not  interfere,  but  will  leave 
the  defendant  to  such  remedies  as  a 
court  of  law  can  give  him,  to  avoid 
its  effect.  Thomas  v.  West,  59  Wis. 
103,  17  N.  W.  684. 

[b]  Relaxation  of  Rule  Where  De- 
fendant Is  Without  the  Jurisdiction. 
A  party  who  is  without  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  rendering  the  judg- 
ment may  upon  establishing  the  fact  of 
lack  of  authority  of  the  attorney  to 
appear  for  him  may  be  relieved  from 
the  enforcement  of  the  judgment.  But 
where  the  defendant  was  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  an  un- 
authorized appearance  has  been  entered 
for  him  by  counsel,  he  cannot  obtain 
relief  unless  he  shows  a  defense  on 
the  merits.  Wiley  v.  Pratt,  23  Ind. 
628. 

64.  Ark. — Jackson  v.  Woodruff,  57 
Ark.  599,  22  S.  W.  566.  Ind,— Hol- 
linger  v.  Eeeme,  138  Ind.  363,  36  N.  B. 
1114,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  402,  24  L.  E. 
A.  46.  Tex. — Crosby  v.  Di  Palma  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  321;  Sperry  v. 
Sperry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  103  S.  W. 
419.  W.  Va. — Iron  Co.  v.  Quesenberry, 
50  W.  Va.  451,  40  S.  E.  487. 

[a]  A  general  denial  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient allegation  of  matters  constituting 
a  defense  to  the  action.  Johnson,  Lane 
&  Co.  V.  Nash-Wrigiit  Co.,  121  Iowa 
173,  96  N.  W.  760. 

[b]  A  counterclaim  is  no  answer  in 
itself  to  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover on  his  cause  of  action  and  will 
not  be  considered,  especially  where  it 
is  not  made  to  appear  that  they  relate 
to  the  same  matters.  Johnson,  Laire 
&  Co.  V.  Nash-Wright  Co.,  121  Iowa  173, 
96  N.  W.  760. 

65.  Missouri,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Kille- 
brew,  96  Ark.  520,  132  S.  W.  454; 
Gregory  v.  Ford,  14  Cal.  138,  73  Am. 
Dec.  639. 

66.  Missouri,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Kille- 
brew,  96  Ark.  520,  132  S.  W.  454. 

67.  Herbert  V.  Herbert,  47  N.  J.  Eq. 
11,  20  Atl.  290. 

As  to  what  are  unconscionable  de- 
fenses, see  supra,  XIV.' 
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5.  Party  Must  Do  Equity.®^  —  As  one  who-  comes  into  equity  is 
required  to  show  his  readiness  to  do  equity  to  the  party  against  whom 
he  complains,^'  a  party  asking  an  injunction  against  a  judgment  must 
first  pay  or  offer  to  pay  what  he  really  owes/"  or  show  some  sufificient 
excuse  for  his  faiure  to  do  so.''^    In  some  states  an  injunction  .bond 


68.  Effect  upon  requirement  of 
showing  of  merits,  see  supra,  ZV,  C,  4. 

69.  Lipscomb's  Admr.  v.  Winston,  1 
Hen.  &  M.  (11  Va.)  453.  See  generally 
8  Standard  Pkoc.  388. 

70i  Ala. — ^Tonge  v.  Shepperd,  44 
Ala.  315;  Tucker  v.  HoUey,  20  Ala. 
426.  Cal. — Jackson  v.  Norton,  6  Cal. 
187  (denying  relief  because  the  party 
seeking  to  enjoin  a  judgment  for  the 
purchase  money  did  not  offer  to  return 
possession  of  the  realty).  Colo. — Brew- 
er V.  Mock,  14  Colo.  App.  454,  60  Pac. 
578.  Ga.— Hill  v.  Harris,  42  Ga.  412. 
Idaho. — ^Bernhard  v.  Idaho  Bank  &  T. 
Co.,  21  Idaho  598,  123  Pac.  481,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913E,  120.  111.— Tompkins  v.  Lang, 
74  111.  App.  500.  Ind.— Keifer  v.  Sum- 
mers, 137  Ind.  106,  35  N.  E.  1103,  36 
N.  E.  894;  Eaton  v.  Markley.  126  Ind. 
123,, 25  N.  E.  150.  la.^Byers '«.  O'Dell, 
56  Iowa  618,  10  N.  W.  102.  Ky.— Thom- 
as V.  Biish's  Admrs.,  1  Bibb  506.  Md. 
Neurath  v.  Hecht,  62  Md.  221;  Fowler 
V.  Lee,  10  Gill  &  J.  358,  32  Am.  Dec. 
172.  Mo. — Herwick  v.  Koken  Barber 
Supply  Co.,  61  Mo.  App.  454.  Ohio. 
Shelton  v.  Gill,  11  Ohio  417.  Tex. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  75  Tex.  410,  12  S.  W. 
678. 

'  [a]  In  a  suit  to  enjoin  a  judgment, 
the  validity  of  the  judgment  cannot  be 
inquired  into  unless  it  appears  that  no 
Aebt  is  owing  for  which  the  judgment 
could  equitably  be  rendered,  or  that  the 
complainant  is  not  equitably  bound  to 
pay  any  part  of  the  debt,  or  that  the 
amount  which  he  is  equitably  bound  to 
pay  is  tendered,  at  least,  in  the  bill. 
Tompkins  v.  Lang,  74  111.  App.  500. 

[bl  Money  Should  Be  Paid  Into 
Court. — When  a  bill  admits  an  indebt- 
edness past  due,  promised  and  incurred 
in  compromise  of  a  larger  claim,  a  sim- 
ple offer  to  pay  is  not  enough  to  author- 
ize a  restraining  order  enjoining  an 
execution  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff. 
The  sum  admitted  to  be  due  should  be 
paid  into  court.  Eoebling  Sons  Co.  v. 
Stevens  Elec.  Co.,  93  Ala.  39,  9  So. 
369. 

[c]    Where  Judgment  Is  Void. — The 
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rule  requiring  a  tender  or  offer  of  pay- 
ment of  the  amount  admitted  to  be 
justly  due  before  equity  will  enjoin  the 
judgment  applies  as  weiU  where  the 
judgment  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion as  where  it  is  claimed  to  be  ir- 
regularly or  erroneously  rendered.  Byers 
V.  Odell,  56  Iowa  618,  10  N.  W.  102. 
But  see  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co. 
V.  Ware,  74  Tex.  47,  11  8.  W.  918,  hold- 
ing that  a  party  seeking  to  enjoin  a 
void  judgment  need  not  bring  the 
money  into  court  if  he  admits  the  in- 
debtedness. And  compare  the  preced- 
ing section. 

[d]  No  tender  is  required  in  an 
action  to  set  aside  a  judgment  on  the 
ground  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion, when  there  was  a  lack  of  service 
and  judgment  was  rendered  on  an  un- 
authorized appearance  of  an  attorney. 
McEachern  v.  Brackett,  8  Wash.  652, 
36  Pac.  690,  40  Am.  Sti  Eep.  922. 

[e]  The  rule  that  before  a  party 
can  go  into  equity  to  have  a  judgment 
made  yithout  notice  to  him  set  aside, 
he  must  pay  the  debt  in  judgment,  does 
not  apply  to  the  ease  of  a  judgment 
rendered  for  a  penalty  against  a  party 
so  amerced  without  notice.  Chester 
V.  Miller,  13  Cal.  558. 

[f  ]  Belief  '  from  a  judgment  on  a 
usurious  contract  will  not  be  granted  a 
party  who  does  not  tender  or  offer  to 
bring  into  court  the  amount  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest  actually  due  on  the 
judgment  after  deducting  the  alleged 
usufy.  Neurath  v.  Hecht,  62  Md.  22l'; 
Rogers  v.  Eathbun,  1  John.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 
367.  See  also  Chester  v.  Apperson,  4 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  639,  where  the  party 
gave  an  injunction  bond. 

[g]  Where  the  complainant  was  for 
a  fraudulent  purpose  committed  to  a 
lunatic  asylum,  and  then  the  defend- 
ants by  fraud  procured  a  judgment  for  . 
an  excessive  amount  on  a  claim  not 
yet  due,  a  tender  of  the  amount  really 
due  before  the  filing  of  the  bill  need 
not  be  made.  Lockwood  v.  Mitchell,  19 
Ohio  448,  53  Am.  Dec.  438. 

71.  Yonge  v.  Shepperd,  44  Ala.  315; 
Tompkins  v.  Lang,  74  111.  App.  500. 


JUDGMENTS 


273 


is  given  in  lieu  of  payment.'^  But  one  who  has  a  good  defense  against 
a  claim  upon  which  a  void  judgment  has  been  rendered  need  not  as 
a  condition  precedent  to  bringing  a  suit  to  set  it  aside  pay  or  offer 
to  pay  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  op  the  claim. '^ 

6.  Effect  of  Adequacy  or  Inadequacy  of  Remedy  at  Law. —  a. 
Statement  of  General  Rules.  —  The  maxim  of  equity  that  when  a  party 
aggrieved  has  a  plain,  speedy,  and  adequate  remedy  at  law,  equity 
will  not  lend  its  aid  applies  to  this  proceeding.''*     If,  therefore,  a 


72.  Chester  v.  Apperson,  4  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  639,  653. 

73.  Nibeck  v.  Eeidy,  171  Iowa  54, 
153  N.  W.  186. 

74.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Phil- 
lips V.  Negley,  117  TJ.  S.  665,  675,  6 
^up.  Ct.  901,  29  L.  ed.  1013;  Metcalf 
V.  Williams,  104  U.  8.  93,  26  L.  ed.  665; 
Hendrickson  v.  Hinckley,  17  How.  443, 
15  L.  ed.  123;  Sanford  v.  White,  132 
Fed.  531;  Brown  v.  Arnold,  127  Fed. 
387.  Ala.— Hogan  v.  Scott,  186  Ala. 
310,  65  So.  209;  Hardeman  v.  Donaghey, 
170  Ala.  362,  54  So.  172;  J.  A.  Eoeb- 
ling  Sons  Co.  ■».  Stevens  Eleo.  Co.,  93 
Ala.  39,  9  So.  369.  Ariz.— San  Pedro 
Cattle  Co.  V.  Williams,  4  Ariz.  166,  36 
Pae.  34.  Ark. — Eogers  v.  Haines,  114 
Ark.  50,  21  S.  W.  411;  Garvin  v. 
Squires,  9  Ark.  533,  50  Am.  Dec.  224; 
Cummins  V.  Bentley,  5  Ark.  9.  Cal. 
Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  477,  490,  89 
Pac.  317;  Curtis  v.  Schell,  129  Cal.  208, 
61  Pac.  951,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  107;  Ede 
!/.  Hazen,  61  Cal.  360;  Chipman  v.  Bow- 
man, 14  Cal.  157;  Eiddle  v.  Baker,  13 
Cal.  295;  Borland  v.  Thoriiton,  12  Cal. 
440.  Conn. — Lithuanian  Bro.  Society 
V.  Tunila,  80  Conn.  642,  70  Atl.  25; 
Carrington  v.  Holahird,  17  Conn.  530, 
19  Conn.  84.  111. — Simpson  v.  Simpson, 
273  ni.  90,  112  N.  E.  276;  Ballance  v. 
Loomiss,  22  111.  82;  Propst  v.  Meadows, 
13  m.  157;  Alabama  Ins.  Co.  v.  King- 
man &  .Co.,  21  HI.  App.  493.  Ind. 
Jamieson  v.  Caster,  16  Ind.  426.  la. 
Johnson,  Lane  &  Co.  ■;;.  Nash-Wright 
Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96  N.  W.  760;  Iowa 
Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Chase,  118  Iowa 
51,  91  N.  W.  807;  Bellows  v.  Tod,  52 
Iowa  359,  3  N.  W.  102;  Piggott  v.  Ad- 

'  dicks,  3  Greene  427,  56  Am.  Dee.  547. 
Kan. — ^Laithe  v.  McDonald,  12  Kan. 
340.  Ky.— Crutchers  v.  Wolf,  1  Mon. 
88.  Me.  —  Cunningham  v.  Gushee, 
73  Me.  417.  ,Md.— Chappell  Chemical  & 
Fert.  Co.  v.  Sulphur  Mines  Co.,  36  Atl. 
260.  Mass. — Currier  v.  Bsty,  110  Mass. 
536.  Mich. — Mack  &  Davis  v.  Doty, 
Har.  Ch.  366. '  Mian. — Johnston  «.  Paul, 


23  Minn.  46  (before  statute) ;  State  v. 
Bachelder,  5  Minn.  223,  80  Am.  Dec. 
410.  Mont. — Dunne  v.  Yund,  155  Pac. 
273;  State  ex  rel.  Happel  v.  District 
Court,  38  Mont.  166,  99  Pac.  291.  Mo. 
Perkins  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  E.  Co., 
143  Mo.  513,  45  S.  W.  260.  Neb.— Ne- 
braska L.  &  T.  Co.  ■;;.  Crook,  73  Neb. 
485,  103  N.  W.  57;  James  v.  O'Neill, 
70  Neb.  132,  97  N.  W.  22.  Nev. 
Dalton  V.  Libby,  9  Nev.  192.  N.  J. 
Clark  V.  Board  of  Education,  76  N.  J. 
Eq.  326,  74  Atl.  319;  Hayes  v.  United 
States  Phonograph  Co.,  65  N.  J.  Eq. 
5,  55  Atl.  84;  Wolcott  v.  Jackson,  52 
N.  J.  Eq.  387,  28  Atl.  1045;  Mechanics 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet  Mfg.  Co.,  33  N.  J. 
Eq.  486;  Moore  v.  Gamble,  9  N.  J.  Bq. 
246.  N.  y.— Sanders  v.  Soutter,  126  N. 
Y.  193,  27  N.  E.  263;  Vilas  v.  Jones,  1 
N.  Y.  274;  Ludwig  v.  Walker,  138  App. 
Div.  850,  123  N,  Y.  Supp.  468,-  Mat- 
thews V.  Carman,  122  App.  Div.  582, 
107  N.  Y.  Supp.  694.  N.  C— Hargrove 
V.  Wilson,  148  N.  C.  439,  62  S.  E. 
520;  Peace  v.  Nailing,  16  N.  C.  289. 
Okla. — Eumsey  v.  Howe,  150  Pac,  1060; 
jkissouri,  O.  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Eiley,  34 
Okla.  760,  127  Pae.  391;  Eacey  ». 
Eaeey,  12  Okla.  650,  73  Pae.  305.  Ore. 
Whelan  v.  McMahan,  47  Ore.  37,  82 
Pac.  19,  114  Am.  St.  Eep.  S06;  Hoover 
i:  Bartlett,  42  Ore.  145,  70  Pac.  378; 
George  v.  Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537,  64  Pae. 
1.  S.  C— New  York  Life' Ins.  Co.  v. 
Mobley,  90  S.  C.  552,  563,  73  S.  E. 
1032;  Crocker  V.  Allen,  34  S.  C.  452, 
13  S.  B.  650,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  831. 
Tenn.— Keith  v.  Alger,  114  Tenn.  1,  85 
S.  W.  71;  Meaanahan  v.  Stovall,  6  Lea 
505;  Smith  v.  Van  Bebber,  1  Swan  110. 
Tex. — Weaver  v.  Vandervanter,  84  Tex. 
691,  19  S.  W.  889;  Long  v.  Smith,  39 
Tex.  160;  De  Garcia  v.  San  Antonio  & 
A.  P.  E.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  77  S. 
W.  275;  Houston,  E.  &  W.  T.  E.  Co.  v. 
Ellisor,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  706,  37  S. 
W.  972.  Utah.— Baer  v.  Higson,  26 
Utah  78,  72  Pae.  180.  Va.— Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  93  Va.  226,  24 
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petitioner,  seeking  equitable  relief  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  a 
law  court  had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  of  which  he  negligently 
failed  to  avail  himself,  equity  will  not  aid  him,''^  unless  the  remedy  is 
merely  cumulative/"  But  if  a  party  has  no  remedy  at  law  or  the 
remedy  at  law  is  inadequate,  he  may  bring  a  suit  in  equity  and  have 
a  judgment  set  aside  upon  a  proper  showing  therefor."    And  in  some 


S.  E.  1013;  Goolsby  v.  St.  John,  25 
Gratt.  (66  Va.)  146.  Wash.— Denny- 
Eenton  Clay  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Sartrfri,  87 
Wash.  545,  151  Pac.  1088;  Chezum  v. 
Claypool,  22  Wash.  498,  61  Pac.  157, 
79  Am.  St.  Eep.  955.  W.  Va.— Clark 
V.  Bayers,  48  W.  Va.  33,  35  S.  E.  882; 
Railway  Co.  v.  Ryan,  31  W.  Va.  364, 
6  8.  E.  924,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  865.  Wyo. 
Edwards  v.  Cheyenne,  19  Wyo.  110,  114 
Pac.  677,  687.  En'g, — Loyd  v.  Mansel, 
2  P.  "iVms.  73,  24  Eng.  Eeprint  645. 

See  generally  the  title  "Legal 
Eemedy." 

Equity  has  no  jurisdiction  where  the 
party  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
See  4  Standard  Pboc.  478. 

[a]  Eemedy  Availahle  in  Sister 
State  Inadequate. — A  remedy  which  a 
party  is  compelled  to  go  into  a  foreign 
jurisdiction  to  avail  himself  of  is  not 
adequate.  The  remedy  must  be  that 
which  the  courts  of  the  state  in  which 
the  bill  is  filed  can  apply.  Stanton  v. 
Embry,  46  Conn.  595. 

[b]  A  person  not  a  party  to  the  ac- 
tion is  not  required  to  proceed  at  law 
in  the  case  for  relief  although  he 
learns  of  the  rendition  of  a  judgment 
against  him  in  time  to  do  so.  He  may 
seek  relief  in  equity  in  the  first  in- 
stance. Owens  v.  Cage  &  Crow,  101 
Tex.  286,  106  S.  W.  880,  distinguishing 
Hamblin  v.  Knight,  81  Tex.  351,  16  S. 
W.  1082,  26  Am.  St.  Eep.  818,  in  which 
the  petitioner  was  regularly  sued,  and 
judgment  was  rendered  against  him  on 
the  return  of  a  sheriff  showing  service 
of  a  citation.  It  was  held  he  had  an 
adequate  remedy  by  a  motion  for  new 
trial  and  could  not  resort  to  equity. 

75.  Ala.— Hendley  v.  Chabert,  189 
Ala.  258,  65  So.  993.  Cal.— Mastick  v. 
Thorp,  29  Cal.  444.  Ga.— Leathers  v. 
Leathers,  138  '  Ga.  740,  76  S.  E.  44, 
where  the  grounds  were  such  that  by 
reasonable  diligence  they  could  have 
been  discovered  in  time  to  incorporate 
them  in^  a  motion  for  new  trial  in  the 
original  case.  111. — Klinesmith  v.  Van 
Bramer,  104  111.  App.  384.  la.— Grif- 
fith V.  Milwaukee  Harvester  Co.,  92 
Iowa   634,   61   N.  W.  243,   54  Am.   St. 
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Eep.  573.  MiSs. — Fleming  v.  Nunn  & 
Anderson,  61  Miss.  603;  Herring  v. 
Winans,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  466.  Mo.^Per- 
kins  V.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  E.  Co.,  143 
Mo.  513,  45  S.  W.  260;  Smith  ®.  Taylor, 
78  Mo.  App.  630.  Mont. — Vantilburg 
V.  Black,  8  Mont.  459.  N.  Y.— Bar- 
ron V.  Feist,  122  App.  Div.  687,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.  494.  Okla,— Eacey  v. 
Eacey,  12  Okla.  650,  73  Pac.  305.  Ore. 
Froebrich  v.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  23,  76 
Pac.  351,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  634.  Tex. 
Long  V.  Smith,  39  Tex.  160;  Bergstrom 
V.  Kiel,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  532,  67  S. 
W.  781;  Moore  v.  Britton,  15  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  237,  38  S.  W.  528.  Utah.— Baer 
V.  Higson,  26  Utah  78,  72  Pac.  180. 
Wyo. — Edwards  v.  Cheyenne,  19  Wyo. 
110,  114  Pae.  677,  687. 

[a]  Where  a  party  fails  to  avail 
himself  of  his  proper  legal  remedies, 
equity  will  be  slow  to  grant  him  relief. 
Donaldson  v.  Eoberts,  109  Ga.  832,  35 
S.  E.  277. 

76.  Hauser  v.  Foley  &  Co.,  190  Ala. 
437,  67  So.  252.  See  Evans  v.  Wilhite, 
176  Ala.  287,  58  So.  262,  167  Ala.  587, 
52  So.  845  (distinguisMng'Boebling  Sons 
Co.  V.  Stevens  Eleo.  Co.,  93  Ala.  39,  9 
So.  369,  holding  the  remedy  provided" 
by  the  code,  allowing  a  rehearing  when 
a  party  has  been  prevented  from  mak- 
ing his  defense,  is  cumulative  with  'the 
remedy  by  bill);  Geisbe:^  v.  O'Laugh- 
lin,  88  Minn.  431,  93  N.  W.  310,  hold- 
ing the  statutory  remedy  for  setting 
aside  a  judgment  by  action  in  certain 
cases  (Gen.  Laws,  1905,  §4277)  is  con- 
current with  the  legal  remedy  and 
either  may  be  resorted  to  by  the  de- 
frauded party. 

77.  U.  S.— Sanford  13.  White,  132 
Fed.  531.  Cal. — Wickersham  v.  Comer- 
ford,  96  Cal.  433,  31  Pac.  358;  Baker 
V.  O'Eiordan,  65  Cal.  368,  4  Pac.  232. 
Conn. — Blakeslee  v.  Murphy,  44  Conn. 
188.  Ga.— Howell  v.  Ware,  133  Ga. 
674,  66  S.  E.  884;  Donaldson  ®.  Eob- 
erts, 109  Ga.  832,  35  S.  E.  277.  la. 
Worrall  «.  Chase  &  Co.,  144  Iowa  665, 
123  N.  W.  338.  N.  M.— Pickering  v. 
Palmer,  18  N.  M.  473,  138  Pae.  198, 
50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  1055.    N.  Y.— Keich 
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jurisdictions,  equity  may  grant  relief  against  a  judgment  procured 
by  fraud,  although  the  party  might  find  a  remedy  at  law,''^  and  even 
though  a  party  may  have  made  an  abortive  attempt  to  obtain  relief 
at  law/° 

These  rules  are  particularly  applicable  in  those  states  where  legal 
and  equitable  relief  is  administered  in  different  courts.^"  The  rule 
under  which  a  court  of  equity  declines  to  interfere  until  after  an 
application  for  the  relief  has  been  made  to  the  court  in  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered,  has  no  application  when  relief  has  been  sought 
and  denied  by  that  court.*^ 

Where  Remedy  at  Law  Is  Lost.  —  Although  a  party  had  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law,  equity  will  relieve  him  from  a  judgment  against  him, 
in  a  proper  case,  if  he  has  lost  the  benefit  of  that  remedy  through  no 
fault  or  neglect  of  his  own.*^    Thus  where  he  did  not  discover  the 


V.  Cochran,  41  Misc.  621,  85  N.  T. 
Supp.  247.  Tenn. — ^Isler  v.  Turner,  7 
Humph.  116.  W.  Va. — Railway  Co.  v. 
Eyan,  31  W.  Va.  364,  6  S.  B.  924,  13 
Am.  St.  Eep.  865. 

78.  Ga. — GrifiajQ  v.  Sketoe,  80  Ga. 
300.  m. — Anderson  v.  Anderson,  178 
m.  160,  52  N.  E.  1038;  Toote  v.  Des- 
pain,  87  111.  28;  Babcock  v.  McCamant, 
53  m.  214;  Nelson  v.  Rockwell,  14  111. 
375;  Prussian  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
ehocky,  94  HI.  App.  168.  la. — See 
Clark  V.  Ellsworth,  84  Iowa  525,  51  N. 
W.  31;  Lumpkin  v.  Snook,  63  Iowa  515, 
19  N.  W.  333.  Mo.— Baldwin  v.  David- 
son, 139  Mo.  118,  40  S.  W.  765,  61  Am. 
St.  Eep.  460. 

[a]  "It  is  the  fraud  which  gives 
jnrisdictiou  to  this  court,  and  the  ag- 
grieved party  is  not  obliged  to  resort 
to  another  tribunal  possessed  of  less 
power  and  appliances  to  ascertain  the 
truth  and  ffrant  the  requisite  remedy, 
although  the  other  tribunal  may  have 
jurisdiction."  Nelson  v.  Eoekwell,  14 
HI.  375,  quoted  in  Foote  v.  Despain,  87 
HI.  28. 

Fraud  in  procurement  of  judgment 
as  a  ground  of  relief  generally,  see 
infra,  XV,  E,  6. 

79.  "The  fact,  too,  that  the  party 
had  notice  of  the  judgment  in  time  to 
have  appealed  the  case  by  certiorari 
under  the  statute,  and  that  he  made 
an  abortive  attempt  to  do  so,  does  not 
deprive  him  of  the  right  to  apply  to 
a  court  of  equity  for  relief  against  the 
fraud  which  has  been  perpetrated." 
Nelson  v.  Eoekwell,  14  111.  375. 

80.  "It  is  a  familiar  rule  that  a 
separate  action  to  restrain  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  judgment  will  not  be  sus- 


tained when  the  same  relief  can  be  ob- 
tained through  a  motion  or  other  pro- 
ceeding in  the  action  in  which  the 
judgment  was  obtained;  and  in  a  jur- 
isdiction in  which  legal  and  equitable 
relief  is  dispensed  in  different  tribunals, 
a  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  relief 
against  a  judgment  when  the  same  re- 
lief can  be  obtained  by  the  aid  of  the 
court  that  rendered  the  judgment.  But 
under  the  system  of  procedure  which 
obtains  in  this  state,  where  the  various 
kinds  of  relief  are  administered  by  the 
same  tribunal,  and  where  there  is  but 
one  form  of  civil  action  for  the  en- 
forcement or  protection  of  civil  rights, 
...  a  party  who  presents  a  complaint 
showing  his  right  to  the  relief  asked 
is  not  to  be  denied  that  relief  be- 
cause he  might  have  sought  it  under  a 
different  form  of  action."  Merriman 
V.  Walton,  105  Cal.  403,  38  Pac.  1108, 
45  Am.   St.  Rep.   50,   30  L.  E.   A.  787. 

81.  Merriman  v.  Walton,  105  Cal. 
403,  38  Pac.  1108,  45  Am.  St.  Rep. 
50,  30  L.  R.  A.  786,  the  denial  of  re- 
lief by  the  court  rendering  judgment 
gives  a  court  of  equity  the  same  author- 
ity as  if  that  court  was  powerless  to 
act. 

82.  Ark. — Vallentine  v.  Holland,  40 
Ark.  338.  Conn. — Seymour  v.  Miller, 
32  Conn.  402,  inadvertence  of  clerk, 
la.— Tuefel  v.  Wilson,  152  Iowa  559, 
132  N.  W.  846;  Clark  v.  Ellsworth,  84 
Iowa  525,  51  N.  W.  31;  Lumpkin  v. 
Snook,  63  Iowa  515,  19  N.  W.  333.  Ky. 
Cummins  v.  Kennedy,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
642;  Saunders  v.  Jennings,  2  J.  J. 
Marsh.  513.  Mass. — Currier  v.  Esty, 
110  Mass.  536.  Miss. — Hamilton  v. 
Moore,  32  Miss.  625.    Neb, — ^Langan  «. 

Vol.  XV 


276 


JUDGMENTS 


defect  until  too  late  to  obtain  relief  at  law,^^  or  where  he  is  prevented 
from  availing  himself  of  it  by  the  fraud  or  procurement,^*  or  by  some 
unfair  act  of  his  adversary,=«  or  by  mistake,^^  or  through  accident  or 


Parkhurst,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  804,  96,  N. 
W.  63.  N.  Y.— New  York  &  N.  J.  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Rosenthal,  128  App.  Div.  220, 
112  N.  Y.  Supp.  612;~Jaoobs  v.  MTorange, 
1  Daly  523.  Okla. — Eumsey  v.  Howe, 
150  Pac.  1060;  Missouri,  O.  &  G.  R. 
Co.  V.  Eiley;  34  Okla.  760,  127  Pac. 
391;  Whitely  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co., 
29  Okla.  63,  116  Pae.  165.  Tex.— Bell 
r.  Walnitzeli,  39  Tex.  132;  Gill  v. 
Eodgers,  37  Tex.  628;  Le  Masted  v.  Dal- 
hart  Eeal  Est.  Agency,  56  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  302,  121  S.  W.  185.  Utah.— Whit- 
ney V.  Hazzard,  18  S.  D.  490,  101  N.  "W. 
346., 

[a]  Although  a  party  had  a  remedy 
at  law,  equity  will  grant  him  relief 
against  a  judgment  after  the  time  for 
invoking  it  has  expired,  if  no  laches 
or  want  of  diligence  is  imputable  to 
the  petitioner.  Parsons  v.  Weis,  144 
Cal.  410,  77  Pac.  1007;  Bibend  v. 
Kreutz,  20  Cal.  109.  Effect  of  lache's 
or  want  of  diligence  on  right  to  relief, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

[b]  Where  a  party  is  prevented 
from  appealing  the  judgment,  equity 
has  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  judgment. 
Patterson  v.  Naehr,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  513. 

[c]  Refusal  to  Seal  Bill  of  Excep- 
tions,— ^Where  a  court  refused  to  decide 
upon  points  properly  submitted  to  it, 
and  later  refused  to  seal  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, thus  shutting  out  the  parties 
from  having  the  errors  corrected,  equity 
will  relieve  against  the  judgment,  there 
being  a  proper  showing  that  the  ju(3g- 
ment  is  against  conscience,  etc. '  Picket 
V.  Morris,  2  Wash.   (2  Va.)   255.    , 

[d]  A  plaintiff  who  sought  a  rever- 
sal of  a  judgment  on  an  unfair  and  in- 
complete bill  of  exceptions, .  the  judge 
having  refused  to  sign  a  full  and  fair 
bill,  cannot  thereafter  obtai,n  equitable 
relief  in  equity  on  the  sole  ground 
that  the  judge  refused  to  give  hini  a 
fair  bill  and  that  if  such  bill  had  been 
allowed  the  judgment  would  have  been 
reversed.  Bellows  v.  Tod,  52  Iowa  359, 
3  N.  W.  102.  I 

[e]  Failure  of  Reporter  To  Fur- 
nish Transcript. — A  party  is  justified 
in  relying  upon  the  court  reporter  for 
a  transcript  of  the  oral  proceedings  at 
th^  trial,  and  if,  without  fault  on  his 
part,  such  transcript  cannot  be  fur- 
nished   nor    a   bill    of    exceptions    pre- 
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pared,  equity  will  grant  a  new  trial  in 
a  proper  case.  Tootle- Weakley  Millin- 
ery Co.  V.  Billingsley,  74  Neb.  531,  105 
N.  W.  85. 

[f]  Where  a  party  being  a  stranger 
is  unable  to  get  sureties  for  an  appeal 
or  certiorari  from  a  justice's  judgment, 
he  is'  without  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law  through  no  fault  of  his  own,  and 
equity  will  relieve  him,  there  being  a 
mistake.  Eoberts  v.  Cantrell,  3  Hayw. 
(Tenn.)    219. 

[g]  Loss  of  Papers. — ^Whether  a 
court  of  equity  will  grant  a  new  trial 
in-  an  action  at  law  on  account  of  the 
loss  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  duly  set- 
tled, allowed  and  filed  with  the  clerk, 
quaere.  Lincoln  v.  Bell,  65  Neb.  351,  ' 
91  N.  W.  287. 

[h]  An  injunction  to  suspend  an  ex- 
ecution is  not  the  proper  remedy  where 
the  petition  for  a  suspensive  appeal  and 
appeal  bond  are  lost.  State  v.  Judge, 
18  La.  542. 

83.  Cal. — Merriman  v.  Walton,  105 
Cal.  403,  38  Pac.  1108,  45  Am.  St.  Eep. 
50,  30  L.  E.  A.  786,  where  a  party  first 
learned  of  a  judgment  against  him  af- 
ter the  time  for.  an  appeal  had  ex- 
pired. 111. — Brail  V.  Agnew,  15  111. 
App.  122.  Ky. — Colyer  v.  Langford's 
Admrs.,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  237.  Mass. 
Currier  v.  Esty,  110  Mass.  536.  Mont. 
Dunne  v.  Yund,  155  Pac.  273.  S.  0. 
Cohen  v.  Dubose,  Harp.  Eq.  102,  14  Am. 
Dec.  709. 

84.  Ark. — Kansas  &  A.  V.  E.  Co.  v. 
Fitzhugh,  61  Ark.  339,  341,  33  S.  W- 
208;  Harkey  v.  Tillman,  40  Ark.  551. 
Ind. — Johnson's  Admrs.  v.  Unversaw, 
30  Ind.  435.  la. — Clark  v.  Elssworth, 
84  Iowa  525,  51  N.  W.  31;  Lumpkin  v. 
Snook,  63  Iowa  515,  19  N.  W.  333.  Okla. 
Missouri  O.  &  G.  I?.  Co.  v.  Riley,  34 
Okla.  760,  127  Pac.  391;  Ellis  v.  Akers, 
32  Okla.  96,  121  Pac.  258.  Tenn.— Gra- 
ham V.  Roberts,  1  Head  56.  Vt. — Pad- 
dock V.  Palmer,  19  Vt.  581. 

85.  Kan.— Muse  v.  Wafer,  29  Kan. 
279.  Okla.— Missouri  O.  &  G.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eilev,  34  Okla.  760,  127  Pac.  391; 
Ellis  V.  Akers,  32  Okla.  96,  121  Pac. 
258.  Tenn. — Graham  v.  Roberts,  1  Head 
56.  Vt.— Delaney  v.  Brown,  72  Vt.  344, 
47   Atl.   1067. 

86.  Ark.— Kansas  &  A.  Y.  R.  Co.  v. 
Fitzhugh,  61   Ark.   339,  341.  3.^  S.  W. 
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some  unavoidable  casualty,^^  equity  may  relieve  on  a  proper  showing. 
But  the  mere  loss  of  remedy  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  authorize 
relief.  There  must  be  some  failure  of  justice  from  the  loss  of  remedy 
to  warrant  the  interference  of  equity.*® 

b.  Bules  Applied. — (I.)  Generally.  — Applying  these  general  rules, 
if  the  party  aggrieved  by  a  judgment  has  a  plain,  speedy,  and  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law  by  motion  to  vacate  the  judgment,*"  by  motion 
to  quash  or  stay  the  execution,^"  by  motion  for  a  new  trial,®^  by  writ 


208;  Harkey  v.  Tillman,  40  Ark.  551. 
Okla.— Missouri  O.  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Eiley, 
34  Okla.  750,  127  Pac.  391;  Ellis  'v. 
Akers,  32  Okla.  96,  121  Pac.  258  (mis- 
take of  fact).  Ohio. — Oliver  v.  Pray,  4 
Ohio  175,  19  Am.  Dee.  595. 

[a]  Where  for  some  omissioa  of  the 
clerk  in  drawing  the  appeal  bond,  the 
appeal  is  dismissed,  equity  has  juris- 
diction to  enjoin  the  judgment.  Saun- 
ders V.  Jennings,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 
513;  Oliver  v.  Pray,  4  Ohio  175,  19  Am. 
Dec.  595. 

87.  Ark.— Kansas  &  A.  V.  E.  Co.  v. 
Rtzhugh,  61  Ark.  339,  33  S.  W.  208; 
Johnson  v.  Branch,  48  Ark.  535,  3  S. 
W.  819;  Harkey  v.  Tillman,  40  Ark. 
551;  Leigh  v.  Armor,  35  Ark.  123.  Ga. 
Tarver  v.  McKay,  15  Ga.  550.  Okla. 
Missouri  O.  •&  G.  E(.  Co.  v.  Eiley,  34 
Okla.  760,  127  Pac.  391;  Ellis  v.  Akers, 
32  Okla.  96,  121  Pac.  258.  Tenn.— Gra- 
ham V.  Eoberts,  1  Head  56.  Utah. 
See  Bailey  d. 'Stevens,  11  Utah  175,  39 
Pac.  828,  denying  relief  where  plaintiff 
delayed  appealing  because  he  ha'd  more 
time,  and  where  the  records  were  de- 
stroyed by  fire  in  the  meantime.  W.  Va. 
Grafton  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Davisson,  45  W. 
Va.  12,  29  S.  E.  1028,  72  Am.  St.  Eep. 
799. 

[a]  An  adjonmment  of  court  which 
prevents  a  party  from  availing  himself 
of  his  remedy  by  new  trial  or  appeal 
is  an  accident  authorizing  relief  in 
equity  in  a  proper  ease.  ^  Ark. — John- 
son p.  Branch,  48  Ark.  535,  3  S.  W. 
819;  Vallentine  v.  Holland,  40  Ark. 
338  (where  term  lapsed).  Ga. — Tarver 
V.  McKay,  15  Ga.  550.  Ore. — Galbraith 
V.  Barnard,  21  Ore.  67,  26  Pac.  1110. 
Va. — Knifong  v.  Hendricks,  2  Gratt. 
(43  Va.)  212,  44  Am.  Dee.  385. 

[b]  Absence  of  one  of  the  justices 
at  the  time  for  the  hearing  of  a  mo- 
tion for  new  trial,  is  ground  for  equit- 
able relief.  Vallentine  v.  Holland,  40 
Ark.  338;  Foushee  v.  Lea,  4  Call  (8 
Va.)  279. 

[c]  '  Illness  of  the  trial  judge,  dis- 


abling him  from  disposing  of  a  motion 
for  new  trial,  will  warrant  relief  in 
equity  on  a  proper  bill.  Leigh  v.  Ar- 
mor, 35  Ark.  123. 

[d]  Death  of  Trial  Judge.— Equity 
will  relieye  against  a  judgment  against 
good  conscience  where  the  party's  right 
to  a  new  trial  and  to  an  appeal  was 
cut  off  by  the  sudden  death  of  the  trial 
judge.  Little  Pock  &  Ft.  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Wells,  61  Ark.  354,  33  S.  W.  208,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  216,  30  L.  E.  A.  560;  Kan- 
sas &  A.  V.  E.  Co.  V.  Pitzhugh,  61  Ark. 
341,  33  S.  W.  960,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  211. 
To  same  effect  see,  Grafton  &  G."^.  Co.- 
V.  Davisson,  45  W.  Va.  12,  29  S.  E. 
1028,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  799. 

88.  Ark.— Church  v.  Gallic,  75  Ark. 
507,  88  S.  W.  307;  Little  Eock  &  H. 
S.  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Newman,  73  Ark.  555, 
84  S.  W.  727;  Whitehill,  u.  Butler,  51 
Ark.  341,  11  S.  W.  477;  Johnson  v. 
Branch,  48  Ark.  535,  3  S.  W.  819.  Ore. 
Galbraith  v.  Barnard,  21  Ore.  67,  26 
Pac.  1110.  Vt — Burton  v.  Wiley,  26 
Vt.  430. 

Necessity  that  judgment  work  in- 
justice to  entitle  one  to  equitable  re- 
lief therefrom,  see  supra,  XV,  C,  2. 

89.  See  infra,  XV,  C,  6,  b,  (II). 

90.  Ala. — Larkin  v.  Mason,  71  Ala. 
227.  Cal. — Estudillo  v.  Security  Loan, 
etc.,  Co.,  149  Cal.  556,  87  Pac.  19; 
Moulton  V.  Knapp,  85  Cal.  385,  24  Pac. 
803;  Sanchez  v.  Carriaga,  31  Cal.  170; 
Logan  V.  Hillegass,  16  Cal.  200;  Chip- 
man  V.  Bowman,  14  Cal.  157.  S.  C. 
New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mobley,  90 
S.  C.  552,  561,  73  8.  E.  1032;  Crocker 
V.  Allen,  34  S.  C.  452,  13  S.  E.  650,,  27 
Am.  St.  Eep.  831.  Va.— Coleman 's 
Admx.  V.  Anderson,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.) 
425;  Goolsby  v.  St.  John,  25  Gratt.  (66 
Va.)   146. 

91.  Ala.— Hendley  v.  Chabert,  189 
Ala.  258,  65  So.  993;  Ex  parte  Wallace, 
60  Ala.  267.  Cal. — Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150 
Cal.  477,  490,  89  Pac.  317;  Mastick  v. 

I  Thorp,    29    Cal.    444.     HI.- Owens    v. 
lEanstead,  22   111.   161.     la.— Graves.  •;;. 
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of  error,^^  certiorari,®^  or  appeal,®*  or  by  petition  in  the  cause,"'  equity 
will  ■  not  lend  its  aid.  So  also  where  the  plaintiff  has  an  adequate 
remedy  by  an  action  at  law,  equity  will  not  grant  relief.®^ 


Graves,  132  Iowa  199,  109  N.  W.  707; 
Dalhoff  V.  Keenan,  66  Iowa  679,  24  N. 
W.  273.  Ky.— Ward  v.  Chiles,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  486.  N.  C. — Peace  ».  Nailing, 
16  N.  C.  289.  Okla.— Estes  v.  Tim- 
mons,  12  Okla.  537,  73  Pae.  303.  Tex. 
Owens  V.  Cage  &  Crow  (Tex.),  106  S. 
W.  880,  reversing  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  103 
S.  W.  1191;  Bryorly  v.  Clark,  48  Tex. 
345. 

92.  Conn. — See  Blakeslee  v.  Mur- 
phy, 44  Conn.  188,  holding  writ  of  er- 
ror to  be  inadequate.  Mo. — Perkins  v. 
St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  B.  Co.,  143  Mo. 
513,  45  S.  W.  260.  Neb.— Nebraska 
Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Crook,  73  Neb.  485, 
103  N.  W.  57.  Pa.— Eyster's  Appeal, 
65  Pa.  473.  Tenn. — Isler  v.  Turner,  7 
Humph.  116,  holding  that  where  rem- 
edy by  writ  of  error  is  not  free,  un- 
embarrassed or  adequate,  a  bill  in  equity 
for  relief  will  lie.  But  see  Williams  v. 
Pile,  104  Tenn.  273,  56  S.  W.  833,Jiold- 
ing  that  notwithstanding  a  remedy  by 
writ  of  error  coram  nobis,  equity  has 
inherent  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  obtained  as  a  result  of  fraud, 
accident  or  mistake.  Tex. — Weaver  v. 
Vandervanter,  84  Tex.  691,  19  S.  W. 
889;  De  Garcia  v.  San  Antonio  &  A.  P. 
E.  Co.   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  77  S.  W.  275. 

33.  Miss.— Fleming  v.  Nunn,  61 
Miss.  603.  Tex.— Long  v.  Smith,  39 
Tex,  160.  W.  Va. — Eailway  Cok  », 
Eyan,  31  W.  Va.  364,  6  S.  E.  924,  13 
Am.  St.  Eep.  865. 

94.  Cal. — Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal. 
477,  89  Pac.  317;  Estudillo  v.  Security 
Loan  etc.,  Co.,  149  Cal.  556,  87  Pac.  19. 
Colo.— Miller  v.  Owens,  55  Colo.  88,  133 
Pac.  141.  111. — Simpson  v.  Simpson, 
273  m.  90;  112  N.  E.  276.  Ind.— Earl 
V.  Matheney,  60  Ind.  202.  la.— Shrick- 
er  1).  Field,  9  Iowa  366.  La. — Perry  v. 
Eue,  31  La.  Ann.  287;  Blanck  «.  Speck- 
man,  23  La.  Ann.  146;  Taliaferro  v. 
Steele,  14  La.  Ann.  656;  Chinn  v.  New 
Orleans,  1  Eob.  5,  23;  Chiasson  v.  Du- 
plantier,  10  La.  570.  Mo. — Perkins  v. 
St.  Louis  K.  C.  &  C.  E.  Co.,  143  Mo. 
513,  45  S.  W.  260.  Neb.— Nebraska  L. 
&  T.  Co.  V.  Crook,  73  Neb.  485,  103  N. 
W.  57.  N.  Y.— Barron  v.  Feist,  122 
App.  Div.  687,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  494;' 
Bush  V.  O'Brien,  47  App.  Div.  581,  62 
N.  Y.   Supp.   685;   Hoskins  v.  Nichols, 
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48  Misc.  465,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  926.  N.  C. 
Peace  v.  Nailing,  16  N.  C.  289.  Okla. 
Ellis  V.  Akers,  32  Okla.  96,  121  Pac. 
258,  260.  Ore. — Galbraith  v.  Barnard, 
21  Ore.  67,  26  Pac.  1110.  Tex.— Long 
V.  Smith,  39  Tex.  160;  Cage  &  Crow  v. 
Owen  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  103  S.  W.  1191; 
Avocato  V.  Dell'  Ara  (Tex.  (3iv.  App.), 
91  S.  W.  830.  Wash.— Strelau  v.  Seat- 
tle, 85  Wash.  255,  147  Pac.  1144.  W.  Va. 
Grafton  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Davisson,  45 
W.  Va.  12,  29  S.  E.  1028,  72  Am.  St.  ' 
Eep.  799.  Wyo. — Edwards  v.  Cheyenne, 
19  Wyo.  110,  114  Pac.  677,  687. 

[a]  Louisiana. — The  remedy  by  ac- 
tion for  nullity  of  a  judgment  is  not 
intended  as  a  substitute  for  the  remedy 
by  appeal,  and  will  not  interfere  with 
a  party's  right  to  appeal  from  the  same 
judgment.  The  case  taken  up  by  an 
appeal  is  the  case  heard  and  decided 
in  the  court  of  first  instance,  while  the 
action  of  nullity  is  one  which  has  not 
been  heard  and  decided,  and  which  is 
dehors  the  record  lodged  in  the  appel- 
late courts;  hence  an  action  of  nullity 
and  the  appeal  may  be  maintained  at 
the  same  time.  State  ex  rel.  Pelletier 
V.  Sommerville,  112  La.  1091,  36  So. 
864;  Cockfield  v.  Tourres,  24  La.  Ann. 
168. 

[b]  Whether  Case  Presented  Is 
Same  as  That  Pending  on  Appeal  Is^ 
Discretionary. — The  relief  by  an  annul- 
ment proceeding  is  to  provide  relief 
against  fraud  in  the  obtention  of  the 
judgment  which  does  not  appear  in  the 
record  and  for  which  an  appeal  would 
afford  no  remedy.  Whether  a  petition 
presents  a  case  of  this  kind,  or  whether 
it  presents  the  same  case  which  has 
already  been  heard  and  decided,  and 
which  is  pending  on  appeal,  is  a  ques- 
tion left  to  the  ^ound  discretion  of 
the  judge  of  the  first  instance.  State 
ex  rel.  Pelletier  i).  Sommerville,  112  La. 
1091,  36  So.  864. 

95.  See  infra,  XV,  0,  6,  b,  (III). 

96.  U.  S. — ^Barhorst  v.  Armstrong, 
42  Fed.  2.  Ga.— Ponder  v.  Cox,  26  Ga. 
485;  lU.— Ames  v.  Snider,  55  111.  498. 
Ky.— See  Crutchers  v.  Wolf,  1  Mon. 
88.  Md.  — Beall  v.  Brown,  7  Md. 
393.  Mo.— Straub  v.  Simpson,  74  Mo. 
App.  230.  N.  M.— Gutierres  v.  Pino,  1 
N.  M.  392.    N.  C— Henry  v.  Elliott,  59 
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THese  rules  prevent  a  party  who  has  a  defense  which  is  available 
at  law  from  coming  into  equity  after  the  rendition  of  judgment  for 
the  purpose  of  setting  it  up.®' 

(II.)  Motion  To  Set  Aside  and  Vacat^.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  if  the 
party  has  an  adequate  remedy  by  motion  to  vacate  the  judgment, 
equity  will  deny  him  relief."*^  But  in  other  jurisdictions  it  is  held 
that  the  remedy  by  motion  to  vacate  is  a  concurrent  and  cumulative 
remedy,^®  for  the  reason  that  the  original  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 


N.  C.  175.  Tex. — Steger  Lumber  Co. 
V.  McSwain  (Tex.  Civ,  App.),  184  S. 
W.  292. 

[a]  Where  a  party  has  been  un- 
lawfully arrested,  he  should  seek  re- 
dress by  action  at  law  and  not  on  a 
bill  in  equity  to  enjoin  the  judgment. 
Baldwin  v.  Murphy,  82  HI.  485. 

Where  party  has  an  action  at  law 
on  his  set-off,  see  infra,  XV,  F,  1. 

Action  of  false  return  against  the 
officer,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  3,  b,  (II), 
(B). 

Where  fraud  is  practiced  by  stranger 
to  the  action,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  c. 

Where  judgment  is  void,  see  infra, 
XV,  E,  3,  a. 

97.  Cummins  v.  Bentley,  5  Ark.  9. 
See  infra,  XV,  E,  5,  a. 

98.  U.  S.— Bower  v.  Stein,  177  Fed. 
673,  101  C.  C.  A.  299.  Ala.— Hendley 
V.  Ghabert,  189  Ala.  258,  65  So.  993; 
National  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Hinson,  103 
Ala.  532,  15  So.  844.  111. — Simpson  v. 
Simpson,  273  HI.  90,  112  N.  B.  276; 
King  V.  Hawley,  135  HI.  App.  596; 
Pyle  v:  Crebs,  112  111.  App.  480.  Mont. 
Dunne  v.  Yund,  155  Pae.  273.  N.  Y. 
Hoskins  v.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96 
N.  Y.  Supp.  926;  Reich  v.  Cochran,  41 
Misc.  621,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  247  (mo- 
tion held  inadequate) ;  Bush  v.  O  'Brien, 
47  App.  Div.  581,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  685 
(in  the  absence  of  fraud).  See  Lud- 
wig  V.  Walker,  138  App.  Div.  850,  123 
N.  Y.  Supp.  468  (decided  on  another 
ground).  N.  C. — ^Faison  v.  Mcllwaine, 
72  N.  C.  312;  McEae  v.  Davis,  58  N. 
C.  140.  Ore.— Miller  v.  Shute,  55  Ore. 
603,  107  Pac.  467.  But  compare  Froe- 
brich  V.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  76  Pac.  351, 
106  Am.  St.  Eep.  634.  S.  C— Crocker 
V.  Allen,  34  S.  C.  452,  13  8.  E.  650,  27 
Am.  St.  Eep.  831.  Tex.— Gulf  C.  &  S. 
F.  E.  Co.  V.  Henderson,  83  Tex.  70,  18 
S.  W.  432.  Utah.— Baer  v.  Higson,  26 
Utah  78,  72  Pac.  180. 

[a]  Arkansas. — §4431  sub.  4,  of 
Kirby's  Digest,  providing  that  the 
court  in  which  a  judgment  is  rendered 


shall  have  the  power,  •  after  the  term, 
to  vacate  or  modify  such  judgment  on 
the  ground  of  fraud  practiced  by  the 
successful  party  in  obtaining  it  has  no 
application  to  judgments  of  the  supreme 
court;  and  in  such  a  case  a  suit  in 
chancery  is  the  appropriate  remedy. 
Corney  v.  Corney,  108  .^rk.  415,  159  S. 
W.  20. 

[b]  In  Minnesota,  as  to  all  judg- 
ments except  judgments  procured-  by 
fraud,  obtained  in  suits  where  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  parties  has  been  acquired, 
suits  in  equity  for  relief  against  them 
will  not  lie  as  the  remedy  by  direct 
application  to  the  court  rendering  the 
judgment  under  §4160  E.  L.  1905  is  ex- 
clusive. But  where  no  jurisdiction  has 
been  acquired,  the  equitable  and  stat- 
utorv  remedies  are  cumulative.  Cremer 
V.  Michelet,  114  Minn.  454,  131  N.  W. 
627.  See  also  Cornish  v.  Coates,  91 
Minn.  108,  97  N.  W.  579;  Magin  v. 
Lamb,  43  Minn.  80,  44  N.  W.  675,  19 
Am.  St.  Eep.  »216. 

99.  Ga. — Lester  v.  Eeynolds,  144  6a. 
143,- 86  S.  B.  321;  Howell  v.  Ware  & 
Harper,  133  Ga.  674,  66  S.  E.  884. 
Idaho. — Bernhard  v.  Idaho  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.,  21  Idaho  598,  123  Pac.  481. 
la.— Blain  v.  Dean,  160  Iowa  708,  719, 
142  N.  W.  418.  See  Day  v.  Goodwin, 
104  Iowa  374,^3  N.  W.  864,  65  Am.  St. 
Eep.  465.  Neb. — Abbott  v.  Johnston, 
93  Neb.  726,  141  N.  W.  821.  N.  C. 
Moody  V.  Wike,  87  S.  E.  350.  But  com- 
pare Hargrove  r.  Wilson,  148  N.  C.  439, 
62  S.  E.  520;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136 
N.  C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581.  Ohio — Mich- 
ael v.  American  Nat.  Bank,  84  Ohio  St. 
370,  95  N.  E.  905;  Coates  v.  Chillicothe 
Branch  St.  Bank,  23  Ohio  St.  415. 
Wash.— Boylan  v.  Book,  60  Wash.  423, 
111  Pac.  454.  Compare  Chezum  v.  Clay- 
pool,  22  Wash.  498,  61  Pac.  157,  79  Am. 
St.  Eep.  955  (the  proceeding  under  Ball. 
Code  §5153-5162  is  exclusive).  Wyo. 
Harden  v.  Card,  17  Wyo.  210,  97  Pae. 
1075. 

[a]    In  case  of  a  gross  wrong  and 
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equity  is  not  affected  by  a  statute  conferring  like  or  similar  juris- 
diction upon'  courts  of  law,  unless  the  statute  so  provides.^  But  if 
the  party  elects  to  proceed  under  either  remedy,  he  is  bound  by  bis 
election  and  cannot  later  abandon  that  remedy  and  pursue  the  other.^ 
(III.)  Relief  Tjy  Petition  in  the  Cause.3  —  In  some  states,  there  are  stat- 
utes providing  for  the  setting  aside  of  judgments  by  petition  in  the 
cause  in  certain  enumerated  cases.*  Where  this  remedy  is  adequate, 
equity  will  not  generally  grant  relief.^  On  the  other  hand,  it  has 
been  held  that  these  statutes  furnish  a  concurrent  and  cumulative 
rem^dy,^  and  do  not  deprive  the  equity  courts' of  their  inherent  juris- 
diction.'' These  statutes  generally  limit  the  time  within  which  the 
court  at  law  may  'grant  relief,  and  when  the  court  has  no  power  to 
act  under  the  statute  equity  will  grant  relief  upon  a  proper  applica- 
tion.®   If,  however,  there  are  any  equitable  grounds  of  relief  which 


fraud,  equity  will  not  stop  to  inquire 
whether  or  not  the  injured  party  might 
possibly  get  relief  upon  an  application 
to  open  the  judgment.  Moore  v.  Gam- 
ble, 9  N.  J.  Eq.  246. 
i  [b]  Where  Party  Is  Without  No- 
tice. — Where  the  notice  apprised  a  de- 
fendant of  only  a  part  of  the  demands, 
he  may  seek  relief  in  equity  against  a 
default  judgment.  As  to  the  claims  to 
which  he  had  no  notice,  the  statute  reg- 
ulating proceedings  to  set  aside  de- 
faults vacate  judgments  and  for  a  new 
trial  does  not  afford  an  exclusive  rem- 
edy.   Blain  v.  Dean,  160  Iowa  708,  719, 

142  N.  W.  418. 

[o]  Though  the  party  has  a  remedy 
by  motion  in  the  supreme  court,  he  may 
proceed  by  bill  in  equity.  McTeer  v. 
Briscoe  (Tenn.),  61  S.  W.  564;  Dodds 
V.  Duncan,  12  Lea  (Tenn.)  731,  736. 

[d]  California.— §473  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  providing  for  relief  by  motion 
from  a  judgment  taken  against  a  party 
through  mistake,  accident,  inadver- 
tence, or  excusable  neglect  is  not  an  ex- 
clusive method  for  the  exercise  of  the 
equity  jurisdiction.  It  is  a  cumulative 
remedy  and  does  not  displace  the  equit- 
able remedy.  Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal. 
477,  89  Pac.  317;  Altpeter  v.  Postal 
Telegraph-Cable  Co.,  25  Cal.  App.  255, 

143  Pac.  93.  But  see  California  Beet 
Sugar  Co.  v.  Porter,  68  Cal.  369,  9  Pac. 
313;  Ede  «).  Hazen,  61  Cal.  360;  Ketch- 
um  17.  Crippen,  37  Cal.  223;  Bibend  v. 
Kreutz,.20  Cal.  109;  Hawley  v.  State 
Assur.  Co.,  28  Cal.  App.  41,  151  Pac. 
153. 

1.  Evans  v.  Wilhite,  167  Ala.  587, 
52  So.  845. 

2.  Bernhard  v.  Idaho  Bank  &  Trust 
Co.,  21  Idaho  598,  123  Pac.  481. 
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3.  See  supra,  XIV. 

4.  See  the  various  statutes,  and  see 
supra,  XIV. 

5.  U.  S. — Travelers'  Protective 
Assn.  V.  Gilbert,  111  Fed.  269,  49  C.  C. 
A.  309,  55  L'.  E.  A.  538.  la.— Johnson 
Lane  &  Co.  v.  Nash-Wright  Co.,  121 
Iowa  173,  96  N.  W.  760;  Hedriek  v. 
Smith,  137  Iowa  625,  115  N.  W.  226; 
Hintrager  v.  Sumbardo,  54  Iowa  604,  7 
N.  W.  92.  See  Day  v.  Goodwin,  104 
Iowa  374,  73  N.'W.  864,  65  Am.  St. 
Eep.  465.  N.  C.^Hargrove  v.  Wilson,  • 
148  N.  C.  439,  62  S.  E.  520.  Okla. 
Estes  V.  Timmons,  12  Okla.  537,  73  Pac. 
303;  Crist  v.  Cosby,  11  Okla.  635,  69 
Pac.  885.  Wasli.-i-Peyton  v.  Peyton,  28 
Wash.  278,  68  Pac.  757. 

[a]  Effect  Upon  Equitable  Remedy. 
The  statute  of  Washington  providing 
for  the  setting  aside  judgments  by 
petition  filed  within  one  year  is  exclus- 
ive. But  if  the  fraud  has  been  con-  . 
cealed  or  is  not  known  to  the  moving 
party  in  time  to  take  advantage  of  the 
statutory  remedy,  '■resort  can  be  had  to 
a  suit  in  equity  to  annul  the  "judgment. 
Peyton  v.  Peyton,  28  Wash.  278,  68 
Pac.  757. 

6.  Kan. — ^List  v.  Jockheck,  45  Kan. 
748,  27  Pac.  184.  Neb.— Meyers  v. 
Smith,  59  Neb.  30,  80  N.  W.  273;  Munro 
v.  Callahan,  55  Neb.  75,  75  N.  W.  151, 
70  Am.  St.  Eep.  366.  Ohio.— Wheeler 
V.  White,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  584. 

7.  Meyers  v.  Smith,  59  Neb.  30,  80 
N.  W.  273;  Munro  v.  Callahan,  55  Neb. 
75,  75  N.  W.  151,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  366. 
See  Hitchcock  «.  Cole,  87  Neb.  43,  126 
N.  W.  513. 

8.  la. — Johnson,  Lane  &  Co.  v,  Nash- 
Wright  Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96  N.  W. 
760;  Larson  v.  Williams,  100  Iowa  110, 
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are  not  covered  .by  the  statute,  the  party  may  seek  relief  upon  those 
grounds  as  formerly.* 

(IV.)  Wiere  the  Judgment  Is  Void.io  — While  in  some  jurisdictions  it 
is  held  that  equity  will  not  interfere  to  enjoin  or  set  aside  a  void 
judgment  where  there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,^^  by  certiorari,^^ 
appeal,^^  an  action  at  law,^*  or  otherwise,^°  in  other  jurisdictions,  it  is 
held  that  regardless  of  whether  a  party  has  an  adequate  remedy'-*  at 


63  N.  "W.  464;  Clark  v.  Ellsworth,  84 
Iowa  525,  51  N.  W.  31;  Lumpkin  v. 
Snook,  63  Iowa  515,  19  N.  "W.  333.  Ky. 
Colyer  v.  Langford's  Admrs.,  1  A.  K. 
Marsh.  237.  Wash. — ^Peyton  v.  Peyton, 
28  Wash.  278,  68  Pac.  757. 

9.  Johnson,  Lane  &  Co.  v.  Nash- 
Wright  Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96  N.  W. 
760. 

10.  Void  judgment  as  ground  for  re- 
lief, see  infra,  XV,  E,  3. 

11.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Johnson,  182 
Ala.  376,  62  So.  706.  Cal.— Sanchez  v. 
Carriaga,  31  Cal.  170;  Logan  v.  Hille- 
gass,  -16  Cal.  201.  Ga. — Hart  v.  Lazaron, 
46  Ga.  396,  where  there  was  no  juris- 
diction at  law  for  want  of  service. 
Neb. — Kaufmann  v.  Drexel,  56  Neb. 
229,  76  N.  W.  559.  Okla.— Hockaday 
V.  Jones,  8  Okla.  156,  56  Pae.  1054. 
Tex. — Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ware,  74  Tex.  47,  11  Si  W.  918.  Wis. 
Crandall  v.  Bacon,  20  Wis.  639,  91  Am. 
Dec.  451. 

12.  IMich. — See  Wilcke  v.  Duress, 
144  Mich.  243,  107  N.  W.  907,  115  Am. 
St.  Eep.  394,  holding  certiorari  would 
not  have  been  an  appropriate  remedy 
under  the  facts,  however.  Tex. — Gal- 
veston, H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Ware,  74 
Tex.  47,  11  S.  W.  918;  Texas  Mexican 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Wright,  88  Tex.  346,  31  S. 
W.  613,  31  L.  R.  A.  200.  W.  Va. 
Railway  Co.  v.  Ryan,  31  W.  Va.  364, 
6  S.  E.  924,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  865.  Wis. 
Crandall  v.  Bacon,  20  Wis!  639,  91  Am. 
Dec.  451. 

13.  Ark.— Wingfleld  v.  McLure,'  48 
Ark.  510,  3  S.  W.  439.  Mo.— Berwick 
V.  Koken  Barber  Supply  Co.,  61  Mo. 
App.  454.  N.  0. — Whitehurst  v.  Mer- 
chants' &  F.  Transp.  Co.,  109  N.  C. 
342,  13  S.  E.  937.  Tex.— Galveston,  H. 
&  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Ware,  74  Tex.  47,  11 
S.  W.  918.  W.  Va. — Railway  Co.  v. 
Ryan,  31  W.  Va.  364,  6  S.  E.  924,  13 
Am.  St.  Rep.  865. 

[a]  A  party  cannot  sue  in  equity 
to  set  aside  a  void  decree  offered  in 
evidence  upon  which  a  judgment 
against  him  is  rendered,  for  he  has  an 


adequate  remedy  by  appealing  from  the 
judgment.  Hoover  v.  Bartlett,  42  Ore. 
145,  70  Pac.  378. 

14.  U.  S.— Walker  v.  Robbins,  14 
How.  584,  14  L.  ed.  552.  Ky.— Taylor 
V.  Lewis,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  400^  19  Am. 
Dec.  135.  N.  H. — Everett  v.  Warner 
Bank,  58  N.  H.  340.  Nev. — Connery  v. 
Swift,  9  Nev.  39. 

,  [a]  Where  a  judgment  is  void,  the 
officers  executing  the  judgment  are  tres- 
passers, and  the  party  has  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  by  an  action  of  tres- 
pass.    Gutierres  v.  Pino,  1  N.  M.  392. 

15.  The  remedy  by  afadavit  of  Il- 
legality is  adequate,  and  equity  will 
not  enjoin  a  judgment  void  for  want 
of  service.  Hart  v.  Lazaron,  46  Ga. 
396. 

[a]  If  a  judgment  is  void  on  its 
face  it  is  a  nullity  and  resort  to  equity 
is  unnecessary  as  its  nullity  may  be 
shown  in  any  action  at  law  to  which 
it  might  be  necessary  to  assert  rights 
thereunder.  BuflSjigton  v.  Carty,  195 
Mo.  490,  9'?  S.  W.  779;  Dalton  v.  Libby, 
9  Nev.  192.  Contra,  Coltart  v?  Ham,  2 
Tenn.  Ch.  356. 

[b]  But  If  the  judgment  is  appar- 
ently valid,  equity  will  interfere. 
Goldie  Const.  Co.  v.  Rich.  Const.  Co., 
112  Mo.  App.  147,  86  8.  W.  587. 

16.  Connell  v.  Stelson,  33  Iowa  147; 
Caruthers  v.  Hartsfield,  3  Terg.  (Tenn.) 
366,  24  Am.  Dec.  580. 

[a]  If  a  judgment  is  utterly  void 
for  want  of  jurisdiction,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  party  to  move  to  set 
it  aside.  He  may  treat  it  as  .  void 
until  it  is  attempted  to  enforce  it  and 
then  bring  an  action  to  have  it  de- 
clared so.  Hauswirth  v.  Sullivan,  6 
Mont.  203,  9  Pac.  798;  Rice  v.  Allen,  69 
Neb.  349,  95  N.  W.  704. 

[b]  The  proceeding  by  a  statute 
providing  for  an  application  to  amend, 
need  not  be  resorted  to  by  the  peti- 
tioner where  the  judgment  is  void. 
Houston  E.  &  W.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Skeeter 
Bros.,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  105,  98  S.  W. 
1064.  ^ 
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law,  by  motion  to  vacate/'  certiorari/*  or  appeal/'  equity  will- enjoin 
the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  or  set  it  aside. 

7.  Effect  of  Rights  of  Third  Parties.  —  If  the  rights  of  innocent 
purchasers  for  value  would  be  affected  by  granting  equitable  relief 
against  a  judgment,  regular  on  its  face,  such  relief  will  not  be 
granted/"  not  even,  it  has  been  held,  when  the  ground  of  attack  is 


17.  Mont. — Hauswirth  v.  Sullivan,  6 

Mont.  203,  9  Pac.  798.     Nelj Rice  v. 

Allen,  69  Neb.  349,  95  N.  W.  704. 
Tenn. — Caruthers  v.  Hartsfield,  3  Yerg. 
366,  24  Am.  Dec.  580. 

[a]  Statutes  providing  for  the  vaca- 
tion of  judgments  by  motion  and  peti- 
tion do  not  generally  apply  to  void 
judgments,  and  equity  will  grant  relief. 
See  Iowa  Sav.  &  Loan  AssA.  v.  Ch&e, 
118  Iowa  51,  91  N.  W.  807,  under  Code 
1897,  §4091.  As  to  vacation  of  void 
judgment  by  motion,  see  generally 
supra,  XIV,  B,  1. 

18.  "Worrall  v.  Chase  &  Co.,  144  Iowa 
665,  123  N.  W.  338,  holding  that  al- 
though a  certiorari  may  be  available  as 
against  a  void  judgment,  it  is  neither 
adequate  nor  speedy;  Caruthers  v. 
Hartsfield,  3  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  366,  24  Am. 
Dec.  580. 

19.  Cal.  — Postal  Tel.-Cable  Co.  v. 
Superior  Court,  22  Cal.  App.  770,  779, 
136  Pae.  538.  111.— FoUansbee  v.  Scot- 
tish Am.  Mort.  Co.,  7  111.  App.  486. 
Compare,  Lasher  v.  Annunziata,  119  111. 
App.  653.  la. — Worrall  v.  Chase  &  Co., 
144  Iowa  665,  123  N.  "W.  338  (an  ap- 
peal although  available  is  neither  ade- 
quate nor  speedy  in  the  sense  required 
to  exclude  equitable  jurisdiction) ; 
Leonard  v.  Capital  Ins.  Co.,  101  Iowa 
482,  70  N.  W.  629   (appeal  is  not  the 

'  only  remedy).  Ky — Landrum  v.  Far- 
mer, 7  Bush  46.  N.  M. — Pickering  v. 
Palmer,  18  N.  M.  473,  138  Pac.  198, 
50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1055. 

[a]  "It  is  a  well  established  prin- 
ciple that  a  judgment  rendered  with- 
out jurisdiction  is  void,  and  may  be 
attacked  collaterally  in  any  proceeding 
in  which  its  validity  may  be  called  in 
question.  This  principle  is  in  no  way 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
has  a  right  to  have  such  void  judg- 
ment reversed  on  appeal  or  error.  It 
is  clearly  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
courts  of  equity  to  vacate  or  enjoin 
judgments  at  law,  which,  by  reason  or 
[sic]  fraud,  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
court  before  which  it  was  rendered,  or 
any  other  circumstance,  it    would    be 
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inequitable  and  against  conscience  to 
have  enforced."  FoUansbee  v.  Scot- 
tish-Am.  Mort.  Co.,  7  111.  App.  486, 
498. 

20.  Ala.— Dunklin  v.  Wilson,  64  Ala. 
162,  an  action  to  impeach  decree  on 
the  ground  of  false  return.  Cal. — Stern 
V.  Judson,  163  Cal.  726,  127  Pae.  38. 
111. — Cassidy  v.  Automatic  Time  Stamp 
Co.,  185  111.  431,  56  N.  E.  1116,  an 
action  to  impeach  a  decree  on  the 
ground  of  false  return  ,by  a  sheriff. 
N.  J.— Wilson  V.  Hoffman  (N.  J.  Eq.), 
50  Atl.  592.  Tex. — Johnston  v.  Loop, 
2  Tex.  331;  Fox  v.  Bobbins  (Tex.  Civ.  , 
App.),  62  S.  W.  815. 

[a]  When  the  court  entering  the 
decree  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties 
and  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  and 
persons  who  were  not  parties  to  the 
suit  and  who  have  dealt  with  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit  in  good  faith, 
relying  upon  the  decree,  have  acquired 
interests  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit,  the  court  will  not  set  aside  the 
decree  and  thereby  divest  and  destroy 
their  interests  in  the  subject-matter  of 
the  silit.  Teel  v.  Dunnihoo,  221  111. 
471,  7i  JSr.  E.  906,  112  Am.  St.  Rep. 
192. 

[b]  In  Reeve  v.  Kennedy,  43  Cal. 
643,  650,  which  was  an  action  to  set 
aside  a  judgment  because  there  was  in 
fact  no  service  of  the  summons,  and  no 
appearance  by  the  defendant,  and  be- 
cause the  judgment  was  fraudulently 
obtained,  the  court  said:  "The  defend- 
ant being  a  purchaser  for  value,  at  a 
judicial  sale,  without  notice  of  the  ex- 
trinsic facts,  which  are  relied  upon  to 
impeach  the  judgment,  cannot  be  af- 
fected thereby.  No  principle  is  better 
settled  than  that  a  purchaser  at  a 
judicial  sale,  without  notice,  under  pro- 
ceedings regular  on  their  face,  and  had 
in  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
is  not  affected  by  any  mere  error  of 
the  Court,  for  which  the  judgment 
might  be  reversed  on  appeal,  nor  for 
any  secret  vice  in  the  judgment,  not 
appearing  on  the  face  of  the  record, 
and  which  can  be  made  to  appear  only 
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the  fraud  of  the  plaintiff  in  procuring -a  colorable  jurisdiction  of  the 
defendant.^^ 

8.  Effect  of  Affirmance  on  Appeal.  —  The  af6.rmance  of  a  judg- 
ment on  appeal  does  not  affect  the  right  of  a  party  to  impeach  a 'judg- 
ment by  a  suit  in  equity.^^ 

9.  Effect  of  Death  of  Plaintiff  in  Judgment.  —  The  right  to  seek 
this  relief  in  equity  is  not  terminated  by  the  death  of  the  party  pro- 
curing the  judgment.^^ 

10.  Estoppel.  —  One  may  become  estopped  from  attacking  a  judg- 
ment in  equity,^*  as  by  accepting  the  fruits  of  the  judgment.^^  By 
delaying  to  proceed  in  equity  to  obtain  relief,  the  party  may  be 
estopped  in  favor  of  third  persons,  who  acquire  interests  in  the  judg- 
ment.^^ 


by  the  produetion  of  extrinsic  evidence. 
He  is  bound  at  his  peril  to  inquire 
whether  it  sufficiently  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  record  that  the  Court  had 
jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment, 
and  whether  there  is  a  valid  execution. 
But  nothing  more  is  required  of  him. 
Unless  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  be 
also  the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  the 
latter  will  not  be  affected  by  any  mere 
error  of  the  Court,  even  though  the 
judgment  be  afterwards  reversed  for 
such  error;  nor  can  his  rights  be  im-. 
paired  by  any  secret  vice  in  the  pro- 
ceedings, resulting  from  fraud  or  other 
similar  cause  of  which  he  has  no  notice. 
.  .  .  But  there  would  be  no  security 
in  titles  acquired  at  judicial  sales  if 
the  rights  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
without  notice,  could  be  overthrown  by 
subsequent  proof  that  the  judgment  was 
obtained  by  fraud,  or  that  the  record, 
which  showed  a  due  service  on  the  de- 
fendant, was  in  fact  false."  Affirmed 
in  Stokes  v.  Geddes,  46  Cal.  17. 

[c]  A  judgment  upon  the  unauthor- 
ized appearance  of  an  attorney,  where 
no  original  process  has  been  issued  and 
served  can  be  set  aside  in  an  action 
instituted  for  that  purpose,  whether  in- 
nocent third  persons  may  suffer  thereby 
or  not.  Turner  v.  Turner,  33  Wash. 
118,  74  Pac.  55;  McEachern  v.  Brack- 
ett,  8  Wash.  652,  36  Pac.  690,  40  Am. 
St.  Eep.  922. 

21.  Friebe  v.  Elder,  181  Ind.  597, 
105  N.  E.  151. 

22.  U.  S.— Nelson  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  70  Fed.  526.  la.— Partridge  & 
Co.  V.  Harrow,  27  Iowa  96,  99  Am. 
Dec.  643.  Miss. — Wilson  v.  Montgom- 
ery, 14  Smed.  &  M.  205,  void  judgment. 


Neb.— Meyers  v.  Smith.  59  Neb.  30,  80 
N.  W.  273.  N.  Y.— Wilmore  v.  Flack, 
96  N.  Y.  512,  void  judgment. 

[a]  The  judgment  of  an  appellate 
court  affirming  a  judgment  on  writ  of 
error  does  not  bar  a  bill  to  impeach 
the  judgment  for .  errors  not  apparent 
on  the  face  of  the  record  of  the  judg- 
ment.  Cassidy  v.  Automatic  Time 
Stamp  Co.,  185  HI.  431,  56  N.  E.  1116. 

23.  Bomsta  v.  Johnson,  38  MinnJ 
230,  36  N.  W.  341,  was  an  action  to 
set  aside  a  judgment  of  divorce  ob- 
tained by  fraud.  The  statute  of  Min- 
nesota does  not  make  the  right  to  sue 
to  set  aside  a  judgment  dependent  on 
any  contingency,  but  it  must  be 
brought  within  the  statutory  period. 

24.  lU.— Blackburn  v.  Bell,  91  HI. 
434;  Maher  v.  Title  Guar.  &  Trust  Co., 

95   HI.   App.   365,   378.     la Meliek  v. 

First  Nat.  Bank,  52  Iowa  94,  2  N.  W. 
1021;  Bryant  v.  Williams,  21  Iowa  329. 
La. — Maraist,  Fournet  &  Co.  v.  Caillier, 
30  La.  Ann.  1087.  Mo. — Sullivan  v. 
Holbrook,  211  Mo.  99,  109  S.  W.  668. 
Ohio.— Wright  v.  Snell,  22  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
86,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  308.  Wash.— See 
State  ex  rel.  Boyle  v.  Superior  Court, 
19  Wash.  128,  52  Pae.  1013,  67  Am. 
St.  Eep.   724. 

25.  m. — Maher  v.  Title  Guar.  & 
Trust  Co.,  95  HI.  App.  365.  La. 
Maraist  Fournet  &  Co.  v.  Caillier,  30 
La,  Ann.  1087.  Mo.— Sullivan  v.  Hol- 
l|>rooTc,  311  Mo.  99,  109  S.  W.  668. 

26.  Bryant  V.  Williams   21  Iowa  329. 
Effect  of  rights  of  third  parties  upon 

right  to  relief,  see  iw/ro,  XV,  C,  7. 

As  to  necessity  for  diligence  on  par- 
ty who  seeks  relief,  see  supra,  XV, 
C,  3. 
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D.  Judgments  Against  "Which  Relief  May  Be  Obtained.^''  —  1. 
In  General.  —  It  may  be  stated  generally  that  equity  has  jurisdiction, 
in  a  proper  ease,  to  relieve  against  judgments  and  decrees  of  any 
court,^*  whether  standing  above,^^  or  below^"  it,  whether  of  original" 
or  appellate^^  jurisdiction.  Thus  equity  can  set  aside  judgments  of 
courts  of  law,^^  decrees  of  courts  of  equity,^*  or  of  probate,^^  judg- 
ments of  justices  of  the  peace,''^  and  decrees  of  spiritual  courts.^' 
But  it  has  no  jurisdiction  to  vacate  or  set  aside  the  judgment  of  a 
criminal  court.^* 


27.  Nature  and  classification  of 
judgments  generally,  see  14  Standard 
Pkoc.  764,  et  seq. 

28.  Baker  v.  O'Riordan,  65  Cal.  368, 
4  Pao.  232;  Murphy  v.  Johnson,  107 
'Tenn.  5g2,  64  S.  W.  894;  Cox  v.  Bank 
of  Hartsville  (Teun.),  63  S.  W.  237; 
John  17.  Tate,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  38«. 
See  also  6  Standakd  Prog.  797. 

'  [a]  Compare,  Greenlee  v.  McDowell, 
39  N.  C^  481,  483,  holding  (1)  that 
an  application  to  a  court  of  equity  to 
restrain  its  own  proceedings  is  a/  nov- 
elty. (2)  But  a  chancery  court  of  one 
district  has  no  authority  to  usurp  jur- 
isdiction of  a  chancery  court  of  an- 
other district  with  any  interference 
with  its  decrges.  Whiteside  «.  Latham,. 
2  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  91;  In  re  Chadwell, 
7  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  630;  Deaderick  v. 
Smith,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  138.  (3) 
Compare,  Greenfield  v.  Hutton,  1  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)  216,  holding  that  although  this 
is  true,  yet  it  is  competent  for  any 
Chancellor  to  enjoin  an  execution  from 
another  chancery  court  upon  the  ground 
that  it  has  been  satisfied. 

As  to  vacation  of  judgments  of  fed- 
eral courts,  see  4  Standard  Proc.  479. 

29.  N.  J. — Dringer  v.  Eeeeiver  of 
Erie  Ev.,  42  N.  J.  Bq.  573,  8  Atl.  811. 
N.  C— Kincaid  v.  Conly,  62  N.  C.  270. 
Tenn. — Murphy  ».  Johnson,  107  Tenn. 
552,  64  S.  "W.  894;  McTeer  V.  Briscoe, 
61  S.  W.  564. 

30.  Dringer  v.  Receiver  of  Erie  Ey., 
42  N.  J.  Eq.  573,  8  Atl.  811. 

[a]  A  judgment  of  a  mayor's  court 
may  be  enjoined  by  the  district  court. 
Smith  V.  Deweese,  41  Tex.  594. 

31.  Murphy  v.  Johnson,  107  Tenn. 
552,  64  S.  W.  894. 

32.  Ga.— Wade  v.  Watson,  133  Ga. 
608,  66  S.  E.  922.  N.  C— Kincaid  v. 
Obnlv,  62  N.  C.  270.  Tenn.— Murphy 
V.  Johnson,  107  Tenn.  552,  64  S.  W. 
894;  Cox  v.  Bank  of  Hartsville,  63  S. 
W.  237. 
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Affirmance  of  judgment  as  affecting 
right  to  relief  in  equity,  see  supra, 
XV,  0,  8. 

33.  See  supra,  XV,  B,  3. 

34.  U.  S. — Graver  v.  Faurot,  76  Fed. 

257,  22  C.  C.  A.  156.     Ore ^Proebrich 

V.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  76  Pac.  351,  106 
Am.  St.  Eep.  634.  Pa. — Cochran  v. 
Eldridge,  49  Pa.  365.  Eng. — Bowen  v. 
Evans,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  257,  281,  9  Eng. 
Eeprint  1090. 

See  6  Standard  Peoc.  797. 

35.  See  infra,  XV,  D,  2. 

36.  Ala. — Hauser  v.  Foley  &  Co.,  190 
Ala.  437,  67  So.  252.  Ga.— McClatchey 
V.  Bryan,  144  Ga.  292,  86  S.  E.  1085. 
lU.— Nelson  v.  Eockwell,  14  111.  375; 
Dickinson  v.  Hoffman,  90  111.  App.  83. 
la. — Worrall  v.  Chase  &  Co.,  144  Iowa 
665,  123  N.  W.  338;  Tomlinson  v.  Litze, 
82  Iowa  32,  47  N.  W.  1015,  31  Am. 
St.  Eep.  458;  Connell  v.  Stelson,  33 
Iowa  147.  Mich. — Barr  v.  Packard 
Motor  Car  Co.,  172  Mich.  299,  137  N. 
W.  697.  Miss.— Hilliard  v.  Chew,  76 
Miss.  763,  25  So.  489.  Okla.— Eumsey 
V.  Howe,  150  Pac.  1060;  Missouri,  O. 
&  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Eiley,  34  Okla.  760, 
127  Pac.  391.  Tex.— Galveston,  H.  & 
S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Ware,  74  Tex.  47,  11 
S.  W.  918.  W.  Va.— Grafton  &  G.  E. 
Co.  V.  Davisson,  45  W.  Va.  12,  29  S. 
E.  1028,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  799;  Kanawha 
&  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Eyan,  31  W.  Va.  364, 
6  S.  E.  924,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  865. 

See  generally  the  title  "Justices  of 
the  Peace." 

37.  Cochran  v.  Eldridge,  49  Pa.  365; 
Vanbrough  v.  Cock,  1  Ch.  Cas.  200,  22 
Eng.  Eeprint  761. 

38.  Conn. — Tyler  v.  Hamerstey,  44 
Conn.  419,  26  Am.  Eep.  479.  Ga. 
Gault  V.  Wallis,  53  Ga.  675.  "Wash. 
Brown  v.  State,  59  Wash.  195,  109  Pac. 
802. 

[a]  An  apparent  exception  to  this 
general  rule  exists  where  property 
rights  will  be  destroyed    or    rendered 
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2.  Particular  Kinds  of  Judgments.  —  Among  the  various  judg- 
men|;s  which  may  be  set  aside  or  vacated  in  equity  are  default  judg- 
ments,^® judgments  by  confession,*"  judgments  by'  consent,*^  com- 
promise judgments,*^  judgments  upon  stipulation,*^  judgments  on 
awards  of  arbitrators,**  and  divorce  decrees.*" 

Foreign,*^  as  well  as  domestic  judgments,*^  and  void,*'  as  well  as 
voidable  judgments,*®  may  be  relieved  against. 

Equitable  relief  may  also  be  granted  from  final  judgments  or  de- 
crees in  partition,=°  decrees  against  incompetents,^^  orders  admitting 
aliens  to  citizenship,"^  as  well  as  from  various  judgments,  orders  and 


valueless  by  the  enforcement  of  a  void 
statute  or  ordinance.  Brown  v.  State, 
59  Wash.  195,  109  Pac.  802. 

39.  TJ.  S. — Kibbe  v.  Benson,  17  Wall. 
624,  21  L.  ed.  741.  HI.— See  Hofmann 
V.  Burris,  210  HI.  587,  71  N.  E.  584. 
Ia.^Blain  v.  Dean,  160  Iowa  708,  719, 
142  N.  W.  418.  Mo.— Jackson  v.  Chest- 
nut, 151  Mo.  App.  275,  131  S.  W.  747. 

See  also  6  Standabd  Proc.  844.   ' 
Judgments  by  default  generally,  see 
14  Standard  Raoc.  854,  et  seq. 

40.  U.  S. — The  Hiram,  1  Wheat.  440, 
4  L.  ed.  131,  judgment  confessed  under 
a  clear  mistake.  Md. — Kearney  v.  Sas- 
cer,  37  Md.  264.  Wis.— Eogan  v.  Walk- 
er, 1  Wis.  631. 

See  4  Standard  Proc.  475. 
Judgments  by    confession    generally, 
see  14  Standard  Proc.  791,  et  seq. 

41.  Ala. — Adler  v.  Van  Kirk  Land 
&  Con.  Co.,  114  Ala.  -551,  562,  21  So. 
490,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  133.  Ga.— Eo- 
land  V.  Eoland,  139  Ga.  825,  78  S.  E. 
249.  La. — Edison  Elec.  Co.  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 130  La.  693,  58  So.  512.  Minn. 
Spooner  v.  Spooner,  26  Minn.  137,  1  N. 
W.  838.  N.  J.— GifEord  v.  Thorn,  9  N. 
J.  Eq.  702,  722.  N.  Y.— Crouse  v.  Mc- 
Vickar,  207  N.  Y.  213,  100  N.  B.  697, 
45  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1159;  French  v. 
Shotwell,  5  Johns.  Ch.  555,  571.  N.  C. 
Moody  V.  Wike,  87  8.  E.  350.  Tenn. 
Jones  V.  Williamson,  5  Coldw.  371. 

Judgments  by  consent  generally,  see 
14  Standard  Peoc.  913,  et  seq. 

42.  Hahn  v.  Hart,  12  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
426. 

43.  N.  Y. — Crouse  v.  MeViekar,  207 
N.  T.  213,  100  N.  E.  697,  45  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1159.  N.  C— Moody  v.  Wike, 
87  8.  E.  350.  Tex. — Cetti  v.  Dunman, 
26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  433,  64  S.  W.  787. 

See  also  4  Standard  Proc.  474. 

44.  Milnor  &  Co.  v.  Georgia  E.  & 
B.  Co.,  4  Ga.  385;  Cochran  v.  Eldiidge, 
49  Pa.  365. 


45.  Scribner  v.  Scribner,  93  Minn. 
195,  101  N.  W.  163;  Bomsta  v.  Johnson, 
38  Minn.  230,  36  N.  W.  341;  State 
ex  rel.  Happel  v.  District  Court,  38 
Mont.  166,  99  Pac.  291.  See  also  4 
Standard  Pkoc.  475;  7  Standard  Proc. 
799. 

[a]  Federal  courts  can  annul  a  di- 
vorce decree  obtained  by  fraud.  Mc- 
Neil V.  McNeil,  78  Fed.  834. 

46.  m.— Elting  V.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
173  HI.  368,  50  N.  E.  1095.  Mo.— Lieber 
V.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458; 
Payne  v.  O'Shea,  84  Mo.  129.  Tenn. 
Winchester  v.  Jackson,  3  Hayw.  305; 
Glasgow  V.  Lowther,  Cooke  464. 

Foreign  judgments  generally,  see 
infra,  XVIlI. 

[a]    There  is  no  difference  in  grant- 
ing injunctions  against    domestic    and 
foreign  judgments.    Pearce  v.  Olney,  20 
Conn.  544. 
,  47.    Payne  v.  O'Shea,  84  Mo.  129. 

[a]  A  judgment  based  upon  a  judg- 
ment of  a  sister  state  may  be  enjoined 
in  equity  for  equitable  causes.  Black; 
V.  Smith,  13  W.  Va.  780,  793. 

48.  See  .infra,  XY,  E,  3. 

49.  HI.— Nelson  v.  Eockwell,  14  HI. 
375.  Ind. — ^Dobbins  v.  McNamara,  113 
Ind.  54,  14  N.  E.  887,  3  Am.  St.  Eep. 
626,  contra.  Earl  v.  Matheuey,  60  Ind. 
202.  Ohio.— Gifford  v.  Morrison,  37 
Ohio  St.  502,  41  Am.  St.  Eep.  537. 

50.  Sullivan  v.  Lumsden,  118  Cal. 
664,  50  Pac.  777.  See  generally  the 
title  "Partition." 

51.  As  to  vacating  decrees  against 
infants,  see  12  Standard  Proc.  784. 

As  to  relief  from  judgments  against 
insane  persons,  see  13  Standard  Proc. 
616. 

Relief  from  judgments  against  mar- 
ried women,  see  11  Standard  Proc.  810, 
812. 

52.  Tinn  v.  United  States  District 
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decrees  of  a  probate  court,^^  such  as  judgments  granting  letters  of 
adniinistration,^'*  judgments  on  settlements  of  executors,^^  or  guard- 
ians.^," A  decree  of  distribution  may  be  reviewed  in  equity  in  a  pro- 
ceeding of  this  character.^^  A  court  of  equity  is  without  jurisdiction, 
however,  to  set  aside  the  probate  of  a  will;^*  but  notwithstanding  this 


Attorney,    148    Cal.    773,   84   Pae.    152, 

113  Am.  St.  Rep.  354. 

53.  IT.  S. — Arrowsmith  v.  Gleaaon, 
129  IT.  8.  86,  98,  9  Sup.  Ct.  237,  32  L. 
ed.  630;  Smith  v.  Smith,  210  Fed.  947. 
Ala. — Eittenberry  v.  Wharton,  176  'Ala. 
390,  58  So.  293.  Ark.— "West  v.  Wad- 
dill,  33  Ark-  575.  Cal.— Sanford  v. 
Head  &  Merritt,  5  Cal.  297.  Mich. 
Babcock  v.  Babeock,    150    Mich.    558, 

114  N.  W.  352.  Ohio.— Woodward  v. 
Curtis,  19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  15;  Howen- 
stine  V.  Sweet,  13  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  239. 
Okla.— Steele  v.  Kelley,  32  Okla.  547, 
122  Pac.  934.  Ore Bowsman  v.  An- 
derson, 62  Ore.  431,  123  Pae.  1092; 
Froebrich  v.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  76  Pac. 
351,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  634.  Utah. 
Benson  v.  Anderson,  10  Utah  135,  37 
Pac.  256.  Vt.— See  Scoville  V.  Brock, 
79  Vt.  449,  65  Atl.  577. 

[a]  Courts  of  equity  of  Indian  Ter- 
ritory had  inherent  power  to  set  aside 
probate  decrees  in  a  proper  case. 
Steele  v.  Kelley,  32  Okla.  547,  122  Pac. 
934. 

\  [b]  A  judgment  discharging  an  ad- 
ministrator may  be  impeached  in  a. 
superior  court.  Lester  v.  Reynolds,  144 
Ga.  143,  86  S.  E.  321;  Pass  ».  Pass,  98 
Ga.  791,  25  S.  E.  752. 

[c]  An  order  authorizing  the  sale 
of  property  of  a  decedent,  which  had 
been  set  apart,  during  his  lifetime,  as 
a  homestead  for  the  benefit  of  his  fam- 
ily is  a  judgment  of  a  court  which 
equity  may  set  aside  on  good  cause 
shown.  Phillips  v.  James,  115  Ga.  4^5, 
41  S.  E.  663.  See  also  6  Standard 
Peoc.  564. 

[d]  A  probate  order  allowing  a 
claim  against  an  estate  may  be  set 
aside  in  equity  on  a  showing  of  fraud 
or  mistake  in  the  procurement  of  the 
order.  Hendron  v.  Kinner,  110  Iowa 
544,  80  N.  W.  419.  See  also  6  Stand- 
AED  Peoc.  534. 

Injunction  against  exercise  of  author- 
ity by  executor,  see  6  Standard  Proc. 
510. 

54.  Neal  v.  Boykin,  129  Ga.  676,  59 
S.  E.  912;  McArthur  v.  Matthewson,  67 
Ga.  134. 

55.  Settlement    of    Executors.  —  A 
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judgment  of  a  county  court  in  a  set- 
tlement between  an  executor  and  trus- 
tee and  cestui  que  trust, .may  be  im- 
peached for  fraud  in  a  court  of  equity 
in  a  proper  case.  Anderson  v.  Ander- 
son, 178  111.  160,  52  N.  B.  1038;  Froe- 
brieh  v.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  76  Pac.  351, 
106  Am.  St:  Rep.  634.  See  also  6 
Standard  Proc.  612. 

56.  Settlement  of  Guardians.  —  A 
judgment  settling  and  allowing  a  final 
account  of  a  guardian  may  be  im- 
peached in  equity  for  fraud.  Eitten- 
berry V.  Wharton,  176  Ala.  390,  58  So. 
293;  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  178  111. 
160,  52  N.  E.  1038.  See  also  10  Stand- 
ard Proc.  846. 

57.  Cal. — Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal. 
477,  89  Pac.  317;  Sohler  v.  Sphler,  135 
Cal.  323,  67  Pac.  282,  87  Am.  St.  Rep. 
98;  Baker  v.  O'Riordan,  65  Cal.  368,  4 
Pac.  232.  Mich. — Ewing  v.  Lamphere, 
147  Mich.  659,  111  N.  W.  187.  Minn. 
Leighton  v.  Bruce,  156  N.  W.  285. 

See  also  6  Standard  Proc.  634. 

[a]  But,  as  was  said  in  Sohler  v. 
Sohler,  135  Cal.  323,  67  Pac.  282,  87 
Am.  St.  Rep.  98,  the  utmost  that  a 
court  of  equity  can  do  if  it  finds  that 
the  decree  was  obtained  by  fraud  is  to 
decree  that  the  defendant  hold  as  an 
involuntary  trustee  of  the  plaintiff  the 
property  vested  in  him  by  the  decree, 
and  compel  him  to  convey  and  transfer 
to  the  plaintiff  accordingly  all  that  he 
may  have  obtained  from  the  estate  of 
the  deceased  to  which  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled, or,  if  a  conveyance  of  specific 
property  may  not  be  had,  then  to  hold 
him  accountable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
value  thereof.  See  also  Bacon  v.  Ba- 
con, 150  Cal.  477,  89  Pac.  317.  Compare, 
Cal.- Baker  v.  O'Eiordan,  65  Cal.  368, 
4  Pac.  232,  holding  the  plaintiff  has  the 
right  to  have  the  decree  cancelled  and 
set  aside.  Mich. — Ewing  v.  Lamphere, 
147  Mich.  659,  111  N.  W.  187.  Utah. 
Benson  v.  Anderson,  10  Utah  135,  37 
Pac.  256,  remanding  the  cause  to  the 
district  court  with  directions  to  set 
aside  the  decree  of  distribution.  As  to 
relief  generally,  see  4  Standard  Proc. 
490. 

58.  U.  S.— Broderick's  Will  Case,  21 
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fact,  equity  may,  it  has  been  held,  take  from  a  party  the  benefit  of  a 
will  established  by  his  fraud."" 

E.  Grounds  fok  Eelief.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Courts  of  equity  will 
not  interfere  with  a  judgment  at  law  unless  there  exists  some  well- 
defined  equitable  ground  justifying  it.^°  But  as  a  general  rule,  any 
facts  which  clearly  prove  it  to  be  against  conscience  to  execute  a  judg- 
ment will  justify  an  application  to  a  court  of  chancery    for   relief 


Wall.  503,  23  L.  ed.  599;  Stead  v.  Cur- 
tis, 191  Ted.  529,  112  C.  C.  A.  463; 
Pulver  V.  Leonard,  176  Fed.  586.  Cal. 
Del  Campo  v.  Camarillo,  154  Cal.  647, 
98  Pac.  1049;  Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal. 
477,  89  Pac.  317;  State  v.  McGlynn,  20 
Cal.  233,  81  Am.  Dec.  118;  Nicholson 
V.  Leatham,  28  Cal.  App.  597,  153  Pac. 
965.  ni. — See  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  273 
111.  90,  112  N.  E.  276.  Mass — Waters 
V.  gtickney,  12  Allen  1,  90  Am.  Deo. 
122.  Eng. — Allen  v.  M'Pherson,  1  H. 
L.  Cas.  191,  9  Eng.  Eeprint  727. 

See  •  generally  the  title  '  'Probate 
Courts." 

[a]  The  reason  for  the  rule  is  that 
the  proceeding  is  essentially  one  in 
rem,  and  not  .inter  partes,  and  that 
all  the  world  is  concluded  where  the 
provisions  of  the  law  are  suljstantially 
observedi  Stead  v.  Curtis,  191  Fed. 
529,  112  C.  C.  A.  463. 

[b]  An  exception  to  this  general 
rule,  says  the  court  in  Stead  v.  Curtis, 
191  Fed.  529,  112  C.  C.  A.  463,  exists 
in  those  states  where  by  statutory 
authority  or  by  custom  the  probate  of 
a  wiU  may  be  challenged  by  independ- 
ent suit  for  forgery  or  fraud  attend- 
ing its  execution  and  probate.  The 
federal  Courts,  in  such  jurisdictidns, 
will  adopt  the  remedy  obtaining  by 
local  statute  and  custom,  and  entertain 
a  suit  to  obviate  the  effect  of  pro- 
bate.   Pulver  V.  Leonard,  176  Fed.  586. 

[c]  Where  there  has  been  a  breach 
of  duty  arising  from  a  fiduciary  rela- 
tion on  the  part  of  those  securing  the 
probate  of  a  will,  and  the  facts  al- 
leged to  constitute  extrinsic  fraud  are 
such  as  to  prevent  the  heirs  from  ap- 
pearing in  the  probate  court  and  eon- 
testing  the  will  and  exhibiting  fully 
their  case  against  its  being  admitted 
to  probate,  equity  will  grant  relief. 
Nicholson  v.  Leatham,  28  Cal.  App. 
597,   153   Pac.   965. 

_[d]  In  Federal  Courts. — Where  a 
suit  to  vacate  a  probate  will  not  lie 
in  equity,  it  will  not  lie  in  the  federal 
courts  to   disturb  the  finality   of    pro- 


bate.   Stead  V.  Curtis,  191  Fed.  529,  112 
C.  C.  A.  463. 

59.  Sohler  v.  Sohler,  135  Cal.  323, 
67  Pac.  282,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  98,  rely- 
ing upon  Barnesly  v.  Powel,  1  Ves.  Sr. 
(Eng.)  284,  27  Eng.  Eeprint  1034, 
holds,  "It  thus  became  the  principle  of 
the  English  courts  of  chancery,  while 
permitting  the  probate  to  stand,  as  hav- 
ing no  power  to  set  it  aside,  to  decree 
that  the  false  legatee  or  wrongful 
executor  was  the  trustee  for  the  right- 
ful claimant.  So  ^ere  we  hold  that, 
under  our  system,  the  utmost  that  the 
court  in  equity  could  do,  .  .  .  would 
be  to  decree  that  the  defendant  P.  K. 
holds  title  as  trustee  of  the  minor  plain- 
tiffs, and  compel  him  to  make  convey- 
ance and  transfer  to  them  accordingly 
of  all  that  he  may  have  obtained  from 
the  estate  of  the  deceased  to  which 
they  were  entitled,  or,  if  a  conveyance 
of  specific  property  may  not  be  had, 
then  to  hold  him  accountable  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  value  thereof." 

[a]  But  see  Allen  v.  M'Pherson,  1 
H.  L.  Cas.  (Eng.)  191,  9  Eng.  Eeprint 
727,  refusing  to  follow  Barnesly  v. 
Powel,  1  Ves.  Sr.  (Eng.)  284,  27  Eng. 
Eeprint  1034,  and  holding  equity  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  declare  the  party  in 
whose  favor  the  probate  is  granted  to 
be  a  trustee,  for  by  this  process  one 
would  obtain  a  review  of  the  judgment 
upon  the  probate. 

60.  Ala. — ^Lockard  v.  Lockard,  16 
Ala.  423.  Md.— Contee  v.  Cooke,  2 
Har.  &  J.  179.  R.  I.— Furbush  v.  Col- 
lingwood,  13  E.  I.  720.  N.  Y.— Hyatt 
V.  Bates,  35  Barb.  308. 

[a]  Equity  is  without  jurisdiction 
unless  there  exists  some  equitable 
ground.  N.  J. — Clark  «.'  Board  of  Edu- 
cation, 76  N.  J.  Eq.  326,  74  Atl.  319. 
Ore.— Galbraith  v.  Barnard,  21  Ore.  67, 
26  Pac.  1110.  Tenn.— White  v.  Cahal's 
Admr.,  2  Swan   550. 

[b]  Impairing  Obligation  of  Con- 
tract.— A  judgment  will  not  be  vacated 
in  equity  on  the  ground  that  it  vio- 
lates the  federal  constitution    in    im- 
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against  it/^  Such  facts,  must  either  be  those  of  which'  the  party  could 
not  avail  himself  at  law,  or  those  of  which  he  was  prevented  from 
availing  himself  by  fraud,  accident,  or  the  act  of  the  opposite  party, 
unmixed  with  negligence  on  his  part.^^  In  general,  where  it  would 
have  been  proper  for  a  court  of  law  to  have  granted  a  new  trial  upon 
timely  application  therefor,  equity  will  afford  its  aid  and  grant  it, 
if  the  application  be  made  upon  grounds  arising  after  the  court  of 
law  ceased  to  have  power  to  act.®* 

While  the  specific  grounds  for  equitable  relief  against  judgments 
are  limited  by  statute  in  some  jurisdiction's,®*  it  may  be  stated  gen- 
erally that  where  a  judgment  has  been  obtained  by  or  is  the  result 


pairing  the  obligation  of  contracts. 
This  provision  of  the  constitution  does 
rot  apply  to  an  erroneous  decision  of 
a  court.  Allen  v.  Allen,  97  Fed.  525, 
38  C.  C.  A.  336. 

Coverture  as  a  ground  for  relief  in 
equity,  see  11  Standard  Peoc.  810. 

Infancy  as  a  ground,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  779,  et  seq.  - 

Insanity  as  a  ground  of  relief,  see  13 
Standard  Peoc.  616. 

61.  Xf.  S.— Pickford  v.  Talbott,  225 
IT.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed. 
1240;  North  Chicago  Eolling  Mill  Co. 
V.  St.  Louis  Ore  &  Steel  Co.,  152  U.  S. 
596,  615,  14  Sup.  Ct.  710,  715,  38  L. 
ed.  565;  Marshall  v.  Holmes,  141  XT.  S. 
589,  12  Sup.  Ct.  62,  35  L.  ed.  870; 
Kibbe  v.  Benson,  17  Wall.  624,  21  L. 
ed.  741;  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hodgson,  7 
Cranch  332,  3  L.  ed.  362;  Humphreys 
V.  Leggett,  9  How.  297,  313,  19  h.  ed. 
145;  Truly, V.  Wanzer,  5  How.  141,  12 
li.  ed.  88;  Graver  v.  Faurot,  76  Fed. 
257,  22  C.  C.  A.  156;  Brown  v.  Pegram, 
149  Fed.  515.  Ala. — Norman  v.  Burns, 
67  Ala.  248.  HI.— Walker  v.  Shreve,  87 
HI.  474.  Mass.— Brooks  v.  Twitehell, 
182  Mass.  443,  65  N.  E.  843,  94  Am. 
St.  Rep.  662.  Mo.— Bassett  v.  Henry, 
34  Mo.  App.  548.  N.  H.— Hibbard  r. 
Eastman,  47  N.  H.  507,  93  Am.  Dee. 
467.  N.  Y.— Dobson  v.  Pearoej  12  N. 
Y.  156,  1  Abb.  Pr.  97,  62  Am.  Dec. 
152;  Paterson  v.  Bangs,  9  Paige  Ch. 
627;  Jacobs  v.  Morange,  1  Daly  523; 
Ladew  v.  Hart,  8  App.  Div.  150,  40  N. 
Y.  Supp.  509;  Lane  v.  Moss,  64  Hun 
632,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  605.  Tenn.— Hick- 
erson  v.  Raiguel,  2  Heisk.  329.  Tex. 
Byars   v.    Justin,   2    Wills.     Civ.     Cas., 


Necessity  that  judgment  work  Injus- 
tice, see  supra,  XV,  0,  2. 

62.  U.  S.— Pickford  v.  Talbott,  225 
U.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed. 
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1240;  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hodgson,  7 
Cranch  332,  336,  3  L.  ed.  362.  Ala. 
Norman  v.  Burns,  67  Ala.  248;  Shan- 
non V.  Eeese,  38  Ala.  586.  HI. — Walk- 
er V.  Shreve,  87  HI.  474.  Ky. — Colyer 
V.  Langford's  Admrs.,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
237;  Mo. — Engler  v.  Knoblauch,  131 
Mo.  App.  481,  110  S.  W.  16;  Bassett 
V.  Henrv,  34  Mo.  App.  548.  N.  H. 
Hibbard  v.  Eastman,  47  N.  H.  507,  93 
Am.  Dec.  467.  N.  Y. — Dobson  v.  Pearce, 
12  N.  Y,  156,  1  Abb.  Pr.  97,  62  Am. 
Dee.  152;  Jacobs  v.  Morange,  1  Daly 
523;  Duncan  v.  Tujon,  3  Johns.  Ch.  351, 
8  Am.  Dec.  513.  E.  I. — Dowell  v.  Good- 
win, 22  E.  L  287,  47  Atl.  693,  84  Am. 
St.Eep.  842,  51  L.  K.  A.  873.  Tenn. 
Chester  ■;;.  Apperson,  4  Heisk.  639. 
Tex. — Burnley  v.  Eice,  Adams  &  Co., 
21  Tex.  171.  See  also  supra,  XV,  C, 
6,  a;  infra,  XV,  E,  5,  e;  XV,  E,  6, 
b,   (HI). 

63.  la. — ^Hoskins  v.  Hattenback,  14 
Iowa  814.  Ky.— ^Colyer  v.  Langford's 
Admrs.,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  237.  Neb. 
Bankers'  Union  v.  Landis,  75  Neb.  625, 
106  N.  W.  973;  Eadzuweit  v.  Watkins, 
53  Neb.  412,  73  N.  W.  679;  Horn  v. 
Queen,  4  Neb.  108.  Tex.— ^''ardeman  v. 
Edwards,  21  Tex.  737. 

Effect  of  adequacy  of  remedy  at  law 
upon  right  to  equitable  relief,  see 
supra,  XV,  C,  6. 

64.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Under  some  statutes,  it  is  pro- 
vided that  a  judgment  obtained  by  or- 
dinary proceedings  cannot  be  annulled 
or  modified  by  any  order  in  an  action 
hy  equitable  proceedings,  except  for  a 
defense  which  has  arisen  of  been  dis- 
covered since  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment. Leonard  v.  Capitol  Ins.  Co.,  101 
Iowa  482,  70  N.  W.  629;  Walker  v. 
Thomas,  88  Ky.  486,  11  S.  W.  434; 
Emmerson's  Admr.  v.  Herriford,  8  Bush 
(Ky.)  229;  McCown  v.  Macklin,  7  Bush 
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of  imposition,°^  circumvention,^*  fraud,"'  or  mistake,*'  it  will  be  set 
aside  or  enjoined,   as  well  as  where   it  is  obtained  by  accident,*® 


(Ky.)    308;    Trench   v.   French,   6    Ky. 
Op.  735;  King  v.  Boles,  4  Ky.  Op.  147, 

[b]  This  statute  does  not  apply  to 
void  judgments.  Leonard  v.  Capitol 
Ins.  Co.,  101  Iowa  482,  70  N.  W.  629. 

[c]  Where  the  alleged  matters  of 
defense  were  substantially  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant  at  the  time 
the  judgment  was  rendered  against 
him,  a  petition  for  a  modification  of 
an  injunction  against  the  judgment  on 
the  ground  such  defenses  were  discov- 
ered since  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment will  be  dismissed.  McCown  v. 
Maeklin's  Exr.,  7  Bush  (Ky.)  308. 

[d]  In  Louisiana  (1)  as  to  the 
vices  of  form  specified  in  Code  of  Prac- 
tice, art.  606,  the  grounds  are  limited 
to  those  specified;  but  as  to  the  causes 
of  nullity  which  appertain  to  the 
merits  of  the  question  tried,  referred 
to  in  art.  607,  the  statute  is  illustrative 
and  not  exclusive.  Lazarus  v.  Mc- 
Guirk,  42  La.  Ann.  194,  8  So.  253; 
Blanck  v.  Speckman,  23  La.  Ann.  146. 
(2)  A  judgment  may  be  annulled  for 
a  cause  not  expressly  included  in  those 
mentioned  in  the  statutes  regulating 
proceedings  for  the  annullment  of  judg- 
ments, when  the  party  attacking  it 
shows  he  will  sustain  real  injury  un- 
less relieved,  and  this  relief  cannot  be 
had  on  appeal,  and  the  case  presents 
facts  on  which  a  court  of  equity  of 
the  other  states  would  interfere.  Perry 
V.  Eue,  31  La.  Ann.  287;  Brand  v.  Staf- 
ford, 28  La.  Ann.  51;  Blanck  v.  Speck- 
man,  23  La.  Ann.  146;  Norris  v.  Pris- 
toe,  3  La.  Ann.  646;  Chinn  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 1  Bob.  5,  23,  ovfirruUng  Derbig- 
ny  V.  Peirce,  18  La.  551;  Smith  v. 
Barkemeyer,  1  MoGloin  139. 

[e]  In  Massachusetts  equitable  re- 
lief from  a  judgment  may  be  had  in 
an  action  at  law  only  under  Eev.  Laws, 
1902,  c.  173,  §§28-32.  Corbett  v.  Cra- 
ven, 196  Mass.  319,  82  N.  E.  37. 

65.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §4629;  Thom- 
asbn  V.  Thompson,  129  Ga.  440,  59  S. 
E.  236,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  536.  Tenn. 
Jones  V.  Williamson,  5  Coldw.  371. 
Wis.— Johnson  v.  Huber,  106  Wis.  282, 
82  N.  W.  137,  where  judgment  has 
been  obtained  inequitably. 

66.  Moore  v.  Gulley,  144  N.  0.  81, 
56  S.  E.  681,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  242. 

67.  See  infra,  XV,  B,  6. 


68.  See  infm,  XV,  E,  7. 

69.  U.  S.— Metcalf  v.  Williams,  104 
U.  S.  93,  26  L.  ed.  665;  Davis  v.  Tile- 
ston,  6  How.  114,  12  L.  ed.  366;  Christy 
V.  Atchison,  etc.  E.  Co.,  214  Ped.  1016; 
United  States  v.  Mani,  196  Ped.  160; 
Sanford  v.  White,  132  Ped.  531;  Nelson 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  70  Ped.  526.  Ark. 
Bentley  v.  Dillard,  6  Ark.  79.  Cal. 
Le  Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal.  463,  77 
Pac.  988,  103  Am.  St.  Eep.  91;  Sul- 
livan V.  Lumsden,  118  Cal.  664,  50  Pac. 
777;  Mastick  v.  Thorp,  29  Cal.  444. 
Conn. — Kelly  v.  Wiard,  49  Conn.  443; 
Carrington  v.  Holabird,  17  Conn.  530, 
19  Conn.  84.  Del.— Whitaker  v.  Wick- 
ersham,  5  Del.  Ch.  187.  Fla. — Day  v. 
Hurehman,  65  Fla.  186,  61  So.  445. 
Ga.— Code,  1910,  §§5965,  4584;  Clark  v. 
Eamsey,  143  Ga.  729,  85  S.  E.  869.  111. 
Simpson  v.  Simpson,  273  111.  90,  112 
N.  E.  276;  Hollister  v.  Sobra,  264  111. 
535,  106  N.  E.  507;  Foote  v.  Despain, 
87  HI.  28;  Holmes  v.  Stateler,  57  111. 
209;  How  v.  Mortell,  28  111.  478;  Propst 
V.  Meadows,  13  111.  157,  169  (inevitable 
accident) ;  West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co.  v. 
Stoltzenfeldt,  100  HI.  App.  142;  Prus- 
sian National  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chichocky,  94 
111.  App.  168.  Me. — Bailey  v.  Mer- 
chants' Ins.  Co.,  110  Me.  348,  86  Atl. 
328.  Md. — Ellicott  v.  Welch,  2  Bland 
242.  Miss. — Newman  v.  '  T^iylor,  69 
Miss.  670,  13  So.  831.  Mo.— Lieber  v. 
Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458  (un- 
avoidable accident) ;  Murphy  v.  De 
France,  101  Mo.  151,  13  S.  W.  756; 
Payne  v.  O'Shea,  84  Mo.  129.  Neb. 
McHale  v.  Metz,  70  Neb.  106,  96  N.  W. 
1004;  Cleland  v.  Hamilton  L.  &  T.  Co., 
55  Neb.  13,  75  N.  W.  239.  N.  J. 
Clark  V.  Board  of  Education,  76  N.  J. 
Eq.  326,  74  Atl.  319.  N.  Y.— Harris 
V.  Treu,  14  Misc.  172,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
379,  25  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  92,  2  Ann. 
Cas.,  §380.  S.  C— Southern  Por- 
celain Mfg.  Co.  V.  Thew,  5  s!  C.  5. 
Tenn.— Powell  v.  Cyfers,  1  Heisk.  526, 
unavoidable  accident.  Tex. — McMur- 
ray,  67  Tex.  665,  4  S.  W.  357;  Wil- 
liams v.  Nolan,  58  Tex.  708;  Kalmans 
V.  Baumbush  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  187  S. 
W.  697;  Bradford  v.  Malohe,  49  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  440,  130  S.  W.  1013;  McLane 
V.  San  Antonio  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  68  S.  W.  63.  Va.— Thomas  v. 
Jones,  98  Va.  323,  36  S.  B.  382;  Eosen- 
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or  surprise/"  collusion,"  or  improper  acts  of  the  adverse  party/^    So 


berger  v.  Bowen,  84  Va.  660,  5  S.  E. 
697;  Byrne  v.  Edmonds,  23  Gratt.  (64 
Va.)  200;  Holland  v.  Trotter,  22  Gratt. 
(63  Va.)  141.  W.  Va.— Clark  v.  Bay- 
ers, 48  W.  Va.  33,  35  S.  E.  882;  Gra- 
ham V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  45  W.  Va. 
701,  32  S.  E.  245. 

See  also  infra,  "SN,  E,  5,  e,  (III). 

70.  Me.— Bailey  v.  Merchants'  Ins. 
Co.,  110  Me.  348,  86  Atl.  328.  Neb. 
Bankers'  Union  v.  Landis,  75  Neb.  625, 

106  N.  W.  973.    N.  Y Harris  v.  Treu, 

14  Mise.  172,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  379,  25 
Civ.  Proc.  92,  2  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  380. 
N.  C— Wilder  v.  Lee,  64  N.  C.  50. 
Va,— Thomas  v.  Jones,  98  Va.  323,  36 
S.  E.  382;  Rosenberger  «.  Bowen,  84 
Va.  660,  5  S.  E.  697;  Holland  v.  Trot- 
ter, 22  Gratt.  (63  Va.)  136,  141;  Kni- 
fong  V.  Hendricks,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.) 
212,  44  Am.  Dec.  385;  Foushee  i}.  Lea, 
4  Call  (8  Va.)  279;  Smith  v.  "Wallace, 
1  Wash.  (1  Va.)  254.  W.  Va.— Gra- 
ham V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  45  W.  Va. 
701,  32  S.  E.  245.  Eng.— Richmond  v. 
Tayleur,  1  P.  Wms.  734,  24  Eng.  Re- 
print 591. 

[a]  "Surprise"  is  practically  syn- 
onymous with  "accident."  Ludwig 
V.  Walker,  59  Misc.  62,  111  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1102. 

[b]  Nature  of  Surprise. — The  sur- 
prise on  which  courts  of  equity  act 
"must  be  accompanied  with  fraud  and 
circumvention,  or  at  least  by  such  cir- 
cumstances as  demonstrate  that  the 
party  had  no  opportunity  to  use  suit- 
able deliberation,  or  that  there  was 
some  influence  or  management  to  mis- 
lead him."  Turley  v.  Tavlor,  65  Tenn. 
394.       ' 

[c]  Unexpected  Character  of  Op- 
ponent's Evidence. — The  loss  of  a  case 
by  reason  of  the  unexpected  character 
of  the  adversary 's  testimony  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  an  independent  action 
in  equity  for  relief  against  the  judg- 
ment unless  there  has  been  some  fraud- 
ulent conduct.  Moore  v.  Gulley,  144 
N.  C.  81,  56  S.  B.  681,  10  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  242.  To  same  effect,  see  Ala. 
Powell  -0.  Stewart,  17  Ala.  719.  111. 
Bell  V.  Gardner,  77  111.  31&.  Va.— Os- 
wald-Deniston  &  Co.  v.  Tyler,  4  Rand. 
(25  Va.)   19. 

[d]  The  rule  as  to  granting  new 
trials  at  law  either  before  the  inferior 
court  or  on  appeal  to  revising  courts 
on  the  ground  of  the  unexpected  intro- 
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duction  of  testimony  and  the  rule  as 
to  granting  new  trial  in  chancery  after 
a  trial  at  law  on  the  same  ground  are 
so  different  that  cases  supporting  one 
furnish  no  guide  whatever  for  action 
in  the  other.  Turley  v.  Taylor,  6 
Baxt.  (Tenn.)  394. 

[e]  Surprise  at  the  rejection  of  tes- 
timony is  not  ground  for  relief.  Post 
V.  Boardman,  1  Clark  Ch.   (N.  Y.)   333. 

[f]  Failure  of  Witness  To  Remem- 
ber.— That  t^e  witnesses  relied  on  to 
make  the  defense  appear  to  the  jury 
failed  to  remember  the  circumstances 
which  he  is  called  to  give  in  evidence, 
is  no  ground  for  equitable  interposition. 
Drew  V.  Hayne,  8  Ala.  438. 

[g]  The  fact  that  the  witness  failed 
to  state  a  material  fact  upon  his  ex- 
amination at  law,  and  that  the  com- 
plainant did  not  know  of  such  omission 
until  after  the  trial  because  he  could 
not  hear  well,  is  insufficient  to  give 
a  court  of  equity  jurisdiction.  Stone 
V.  Moody,  6  Yerg.   (Tenn.)   31. 

71.  Ala. — Patterson  ».  Carter,  147 
Ala.  522,  41  So.  133.  Cal.— American 
Sur.  Co.  V.  City  Street  Imp.  Co.,  169 
Cal.  172,  146  Pae.  428.  Conn.— Tyler 
v.  Hamersley,  44  Conn.  419,  26  Am. 
Rep.  479'.  111. — ^Elting  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  173  111.  368,  50  N.  E.  1095.  la. 
Hendron  v.  Kinner,  110  Iowa  544,  80 
N.  W..  419,  81  N.  W.  783;  Harshey  v. 
Blackmarr,  20  Iowa  161,  174,  89  Am. 
Dec.  520.  Me. — Cunningham  v.  Gushee, 
73  Me.  417.  Mo. — Baldwin  i).  David- 
son, 139  Mo.  118,  40  S.  W.  765,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  460.  N.  J.— First  Baptist 
Church  V.  Syms,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  545. 
Wyo. — Edwards  v.  Cheyenne,  19  Wyo. 
110,  114  Pac.  677,  687.  Can.— Charle- 
bois  V.  Delap,  26  Canada  Sup.  221,  249. 

[a]  Collusion  to  conceal  material 
evidence,  which,,  if  offered,  might  have 
produced  a  different  result,  will  suffice 
to  move  a  court  of  equity  to  give  re- 
lief against  a  judgment  in  that  action. 
First  Baptist  Church  v.  Synis,  52  N.  J. 
Eq.  545,  31  Atl.  717,  reversing  51  N.  J^ 
Eq.  363,  28  Atl.  461. 

72.  Georgia  Code,  1910,  §5965;  Clark 
V.  Ramsey,  143  Ga.  729,  85  S.  E.  869; 
Tumlin  v.  O 'Bryan,  68  Ga.  65. 

[a]  A  judgment  against  a  party 
kept  in  ignorance  of  a  suit  against  him 
by  the  willful  act  of  his  opponent  will 
be  set  aside  in  equity.  United  States 
V.  Main,  196  Fed.  160. 
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too,  where  it  is  inequitable  to  enforce  a  judgment,  although  regularly 
obtained,  by  reason  of  events  subsequent  to  its  rendition,  equity  will 
restrain  its  enforcement.'^ 

Effect  of  Statutes  Granting  Power  to  Courts  of  Law.  —  The  jurisdiction 
of  courts  of  equity  in  granting  relief  against  judgments  is  not  limited 
to  the  grounds  enumerated  in  the  statutes  providing  for  a  vacation  of 
a  judgment  by  the  court  rendering  it.'* 

Grounds  Affording  Relief  From  Decrees.  —  The  same  grounds  warrant- 
ing relief  against  judgments  warrant  relief  by  a  chancery  court 
against  its  own  decrees.'^ 

2.  Matters  Presented  Must  Not  Have  Been  Considered  by  Law 
Court.  —  Equity  will  not  set  aside  a  judgment  or  decree  for  any  mat- 
ter actually  presented  or  considered  in  the  judgment  or  decree  as- 
sailed.'"   Eelief  can  be  granted  only  upon  some  new  matter  of  equity 


73.  Jarman  v.  Saunders,  64  N.  C. 
367;  Johnson  v.  Huber,  106  Wis.  282, 
82  N.  W.  137.  See  also  infra,  XV,  E, 
5,  e,  (H);  XV,  E,  9;  XV,  E,  10. 

[a]  Equity  will  exercise  its  power 
to  preveilt  a  fraudulent,  corrupt,  and 
inequitable  use  of  a  judgment  at  law, 
even  though  regularly  obtained.  Mer- 
ritt  V.  Baldwin,  6  Wis.  439. 

74.  Woods  V.  Brown,  93  Ind.  164,  47 
Am.  Eep.  369;  Johnson,  Lane  &  Co. 
V.  Nash-Wright  Co.,  121  Iowa  173,  96 
N.  W.  760.  But  see  Richards  v.  Moran, 
137  Iowa  220,  114  N.  W.  1035;  Clark 
V.  Ellsworth,  84  Iowa  525,  51  N.  W. 
31. 

[a]  The  statute  concerning  review 
of  judgments  does  not  restrict  the  pow- 
er of  the  equity  courts  to  the  grounds 
therein  specified.  Nealis  v.  Dicks,  72 
Ind.  374,  376.  As  to  review  of  judg- 
ments, see  infra,  XVI. 

[b]  The  grounds  for  an  application 
for  a  new  trial  in  equity  are  such  only 
as  would  authorize  an  application  there- 
for to  the  court  rendering  the  decree. 
Graves  v.  Graves,  132  Iowa  199,  109 
N.  W.  707. 

75.  A  chancery  court  will  stay  its 
own  decrees  upon  precisely  the  same 
grounds  it  will  enjoin  proceedings  in 
other  courts.  Montgomery  v.  Whit- 
worth,  1  Coop.  Ch.   (Tenn.)  174. 

[a]  "It  is  well-settled  law  that  a 
decree  may  be  set  aside  when  procured 
by  fraud,  accident,  or  mistake  with- 
out fault  on  the  part  of  the  party  ag- 
grieved thereby,  ...  as  where  an  ap- 
pearance was  entered  by  an  unauthor- 
ized attorney,  and  a  decree  procured  on 
such  appearance;  so  where  a  decree 
was  procured  without    the    concurring 


steps  necessary  to  give  the  chancery 
court  jurisdiction,  and  such  omission 
was  kept  from  view  by  false  recitals;' 
so  where  the  name  of  a  party  was 
signed  to  an  appeal  bond  without  his 
authority,  and  judgment  taken  thereon 
in  the  supreme  court;  so  where  an  ex 
parte  judgment  on  motion  was  taken 
in,  the  supreme  court  against  an  officer 
f or  ■  non;return  of  an  execution  for  too 
large  an  amount,  the  motioner  con- 
cealing the  fact  of  certain  payment; 
so  where,  in  a  case  carried  to  the 
supreme  court  on  a  bond  for  appeal 
executed  after  the  time  for  procuring 
the  appeal  had  expired,  the  supreme 
court  erroneously  took  jurisdiction,  and 
rendered  judgment;  so  where  the  satis- 
faction of  a  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  was  erroneously  set  aside  by  that 
court  upon  an  ex  parte  application;  so 
where  the  supreme  court  rendered  a 
decree  upon  the  false  statement  of  an 
appellee  that  the/  appellant  had  aban- 
doned his  appeal."  McTeer  v.  Briscoe 
(Tenn.),  61  S.  W.  564. 

76.  XT.  S.— United  States  v.  Throck- 
morton, 98  U.  S.  61,  25  li.  ed.  93; 
Stead  V.  Curtis,  191  Fed.  529,  112  C.  0. 
A.  463;  Graver  v.  Faurot,  64  Fed.  241, 
reversed,  76  Fed.  257,  22  C.  C.  A.' 156. 
Ala.— Hogan  v.  Scott,  186  Ala.  310,  65 
So.  209;  Powell  v.  Stewart,  17  Ala. 
719.  Ark. — Corney  v.  Corpey,  108  Ark. 
415,  159  S.  W.'20;  Andrews  v.  Penter, 
1  Ark.  186,  197.  Dl.— Telford  1).  Brink- 
erhoff,  163  111.  439,  45  N.  E.  156.  la. 
FuUiam  v.  Drake,  105  Iowa  615,  75  N. 
W.  479.  Ky.— Moffett  v.  White,  1  Litt. 
324.  La. — Gusman  v.  De  Poret,  33  La. 
Ann.  333.  Micli. — Miller  v.  Morse,  23 
Mich.  365.     Miss. — Desearn  v.  Babers, 
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not  .arising  in  the  former  ease.''  Accordingly,  equity  will  not  disturb 
a  judgment  at  law  on  account  of  any  defense  that  has  been  tried, 
whether  legaP^  or  equitable.'^  If,  however,  a  party  is  prevented  from 
fully  exhibiting  his  ease  by  fraud  or  mistake,  he  will  not  be  denied 
relief  because  the  fact  on  which  his  defense  depended  was  technically 
at  issue  in  the  original  proceeding.^" 

Where  a  party  moves  for  a  new  trial  and  fails,  he  cannot  obtain 
relief  in  equity  on  the  same  facts.*^    The  same  is  true  where  a  motion 


62  Miss.  421.  Mo. — Hamilton  v.  Mo- 
Lean,  169  Mo.  51,  68  S.  W.  930,  139 
Mo.  678,  41  S.  W.  224.  Neb.— Slater 
V.  Skirving,  51  Neb.  108,  70  N.  W.  493, 
66  Am.  St.  Rep.  444.  N.  H.— Hibbard 
V.  Eastman,  47  N.  H.  507,  93  Am.  Dee. 
467.  N.  J.— Isham  v.  Cooper,  56  N.  J. 
Eq.  398,  37  Atl.  462.  '  N.  Y.— "Ward  v. 
Southfield,  102  N.  T.  287,  6  N.  E.  660. 
Ohio. — Eeynolds  v.  Reynolds'  Admr.,  3 
Ohio  268.  Okla. — Estes  v.  Timmons,  12 
Okla.  537,  73  Pae.  303.  Tenn.— Evans 
V.  International  Trust  Co.,  59  S.  W. 
373.  Utah.— Mosby  v.  Gisborn,  17  Utah 
257,  54  Pae.  121.  Vt.— Camp  v.  Ward, 
69  Vt.  286,  37  Atl.  747,  60  Am.  St. 
Eep.  929;  Continental  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Currier,  58  Vt.  229,  4  Atl.  866.  Va. 
Norris  v.  Hume,  2  Leigh  (29  Va.)  334, 
21  Am.  Dee.  631.  Wash. — "Wingard  v. 
Jamison,  2  Wash.  Ter.  402,  7  Pae.  863. 
W.  Va. — Farmers  &  Shippers,  etc.  Ware- 
house Co.  V.  Pridemore,  55  W.  Va.  451, 
47  S.  E.  258;  Grafton  &  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
Davisson,  45  W.  Va.  12,  29  S.  E.  1028, 
72  Am.  St.  Eep.  799;  Bias  v.  Viekers, 
27  W.  Va.  456.  Wyo. — Harden  v.  Card, 
17  Wyo.  210,  97  Pae.  1075.  Irish. 
Bateman  v.  Willoe,  1  Seh.  &  Lef.  201. 

[a]  "1  do  not  know,"  says  Lord 
Eedesdale  in  Bateman  v.  Willoe,  1  Seh. 
&  Lef.  (Irish)  201,  "that  equity  ever 
does  interfere  to  grant  a  trial  of  a  mat- 
ter which  has  already  been  discussed 
in  a  court  of  law,  a  matter  capable  of 
being  discussed  there,  and  over  which 
the  court  of  law  had  full  jurisdiction." 
To  same  effect,  Simpson  v.  Hart,  1 
Johns.  Ch.   (N.  Y.)  91 ._ 

[b]  An  adverse  ruling  of  the  court 
rendering  the  judgment  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  its  want  of  jurisdiction  is  res 
judicata  of  the  question  and  these 
grounds  cannbt  be  urged  in  equity  as 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  judgment. 
Miller  v.  Owens,  55  Colo.  88,  133  Pa'c. 
141. 

Insufficiency  of  the  complaint  or 
declaration  as  ground  for  relief,  see 
infra,  XV,  E,  4,  b,  (III). 
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77.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Throck- 
morton, 98  U.  S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93; 
Graver  v.  Faurot,  64  Fed.  241,  reversed, 
76  Fed.  257,  22  C.  C.  A.  156.  N.  Y. 
Ross  V.  Wood,  70  N.  Y.  8;  Simpson  v. 
Hart,  1  Johns.  .Ch.  91.  Irish.— Bate- 
man «.,  Willoe,  1  Seh.  &  Lef.  201. 

[a]  If  some  new  matter  not  con- 
sidered at  law  which  constitutes  a  suf- 
ficient ground  for  setting  aside  a  judg- 
ment when  taken  in  connection  with 
the  matter  urged  at  law,  has  since  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  petitioner, 
equity  will  grant  relief.  Hoffmann  v. 
Burris,  210  HI.  587,  71  N.  E.  584.  See 
infra,  XV,  E,  5,  e,  (IV) ;  XV,  E,  12. 

78.  U.  S. — Tompkins  v.  Drennen,  56 
Fed.  694,  6  C.  C.  A.  83,  13  U.  S.  App. 
308;  Pelzer  Mfg.,  Co.  v.  Hamburg- 
Bremen  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  71  Fed.  826. 
Cal.— Barnett  v.  Kilbourne,  3  Cal.  327. 
Ky.— Moffett  v.  White,  1  Litt.  324.  Mo. 
Bassett  v.  Henry,  34  Mo.  App.  548,  55§. 
N.  J.— Amey  v.  Calkins  (N.  J.  Eq.), 
19  Atl.  388.  N.  C— Peace  v.  Nailing, 
16  N.  C.  289.  Terni. — Reeves  v.  Hogan, 
Cooke  175,  5  Am.  Deo.  684. 

79.  Ala.— Powell  v.  Stewart,  17  Ala. 
719.  Ark. — Hempstead  v.  Watkins,  6. 
Ark;  317,  358,  42  Am.  Dec.  696.  III. 
Abrams  v.  Camp,  4  111.  290.  Ky. — Har- 
lan V.  Wingate,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  138; 
Moffett  V.  White,  1  Lit.  324;  Morrison's 
Exr.  V.  Hart,  2  Bibb  4,  4  Am.  Dee. 
663.  Tenn.— Click  v.  Gillespie,  4  Hayw. 
4;  Reeves  v.  Hogan,  Cooke  175,  5  Am. 
Dee.  684. 

[a]  An  unsuccessful  attempt  to  as- 
sert at  law  a  purely  equitable  defense 
does  not  prejudice  the  right  to  relief 
in  equity.    Howell  v.  Motes,  54  Ala.  1. 

80.  Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  477,  89 
Pae.  317. 

Fraud  preventing  presentation  of 
party's  case  or  defense  as  ground  for 
relief,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,   (III). 

81.  Telford  v.  Brinkerhoff,  163  HI. 
439,  45  N.  E.  156. 

[a]  An  adverse  decision  upon  an 
application  for  new  trial  is  final,  and 
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to  vacate  or  set  aside,^^  or  where  a  motion  to  strike  out  a  judgment,*' 
has  been  made  and  denied. 

As  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  the  pleadings  is  directly  involved 
and  determined  by  the  judgment  rendered,  it  is  not  a  ground  for 
relief  in  equity  that  the  allegations  in  the  pleadings  are  untrue.**  The 
same  is  true  of  the  evidence  in  the  case.  Equity  will  not  set  aside  a 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  was  false  in  fact  and  that 
this  was  known  to  the  party  obtaining  the  judgment.*'' 

3.  Where  Judgment  Is  Void.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Where  a  judg- 
ment is  void,  equity  will  vacate  or  enjoin  it  in  a  proper  case.*"     The 


equity  will  not  thereafter  order  a  new 
trial  at  law  upon  the  same  grounds. 
XJ.  S. — Hendrickson  v.  Bradley,  85  Fed. 
508,  29  C.  C.  A.  303;  Folsom  v.  Ballard, 
70  Fed.  12,  16  .0.  C.  A.  593.  Mich. 
Gray  v.  Barton,  62  Mich.  186,  28  N.  W. 
813.  Mo. — Cantwell  v.  Johnson,  236 
Mo.  575,  139  S.  "W.  365,  375.  Tex. 
Metzger  v.  Wendler,  35  Tex.  378.  Com- 
pare, Bryorly  v.  Clark,  48  Tex.  345. 

82.  Ark.— Ward  v.  Derrick,  57  Ark. 
500,  22  S.  W.  93.  Idaho. — Bernhard  v. 
Idaho  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  21  Idaho  598, 
123  Pac.  481,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  120. 
111.— Hofmann  v.  Burris,  210  111.  587, 
592,  ri  N.  B.  584.  Ind.  Ter.— Stewart 
V.  Snow,  5  Ind.  Ter.  126,  82  8.  W.  696. 
Wash.— Boylan  v.  Bock,  60  Washj.  423, 
111  Pac.  454;  Meisenheimer ,«;.  Meisen- 
heimer,  55  Wash.  32,  104  Pac.  159; 
Bunch  V.  Pierce  County,  53  Wash.  298, 
101  Pac.  874;  McCord  v.  MeCord,  24 
Wash.  529,  64  "Pac.  748. 

[a]  Whej:e  a  motion  to  set  aside  a 
default  had  heen  abandoned,  equity 
will  grant  relief  in  a  proper  ease.  State 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Waterhouse,  78  Iowa  674, 
43  N.  W.  611. 

[b]  In  Callfomia>  an  adverse  de- 
cision on  a  motion  to  vacate  a  judg- 
ment is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit 
to  vacate  the  judgment  for  the  same 
cause.  "It  would  seem  .  .  .  the  cor- 
rect practice  would  be  to  move  prompt- 
ly under  section  473  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  and  if  defeated  in 
that  proceeding  to  commence  a  sep- 
arate action  for  relief  upon  the  ground 
of  the  plaintiff's  fraud."  Estudillo  v. 
Security  Loan,  etc.  Co.,  149  Cal.  556, 
87  Pac.  19. 

Effect  of  relief  by  motion  to  set 
aside  or  vacate  on  right  to  equitable 
relief   generally,  see  supra,  XV,   C,   6, 

b,  (n). 

83.  Leaverton  v.  Albert,  116  Md. 
252,  81  Atl.  601. 


84.  Garrett  Biblical  Inst.  v.  Minard, 
82  Kan.  388,  108  Pac.  80;  Electric  Plas- 
ter Co.  V.  Blue  Eapids  Tp.,  81  Kan. 
730,  735,  106  Pac.  1079;  Dowell  v.  Good- 
win, 22  E.  I.  287,  47  Atl.  693,  84  Am. 
St.  Eep.  842,  51  L.  E.  A.  873;  Fur- 
bush  V.  CoUingwood,  13  E.  I.  720. 

[a]  A  judgment  rendered  on  a  com- 
plaint, containing  allegations  which 
are  false  and  were  made  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  their  falsity,  is  fraudulently 
obtained  and  will  be  set  aside  in  equity, 
where  plaintiff  had  no  actual  notice  of 
the  pendency  of  the  action.  Piarsons 
V.  Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77  Pac.  1007. 
Contra,  Cassady  v.  Norris,  118  Ark.  449, 
177  S.  W.  10.  Fraud  in  procuring  judg- 
ment as  ground  for  equitable  relief 
therefrom,  see  generally  infra,  XV,  E, 
6,  b,   (II). 

False  answer  as  concealment  of  facts 
furnishing  ground  for  equitable  relief, 
see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,  (V). 

85.  Turner  v.  Turner,  33  Wash.  118, 
74  Pac.  55. 

As  to  vacation  on  the  ground  of  per- 
jured evidence,  see  4  Standard  Pboc. 
1476. 

86.  Colo.— Crippen  v.  X.  T.  Irr.  D. 
Co.,  32  Colo.  447,  76  Pac.  794.  Ga. 
Jordan  e.  J.  A.  Callaway  &  Co.,  138 
Ga.  209,  75  S.  E.  101.  But  see  Hart  v. 
Lazaron,  46  Ga.  396.  111. — Nelson  v. 
Eockwell,  14  111.  375;  Follansbee  v. 
Seottish-Am.  Mort.  Co.,  7  111.  App.  486. 
See  Pfeiffer  v.  McCullough,  115  111. 
App.  251,  stating  that  the  holding  that 
an  injunction  will  not  lie  to  restrain 
the  collection  of  a  void  judgment  ap- 
plies only  where  the  judgment  cred- 
itor threatens  to  enforce  its  collection 
and  nobody  is  involved  except  the  judg- 
ment creditor  and  the  judgment  debt- 
or. Compare,  Alabama  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Kingman,  21  111.  App.  493.  Ind.— Hart 
V.  O'Eourke,  151  Ind.  205,  51  N.  E. 
'330;   Fitch  v.  Byall,   149  Ind.   554,  49 
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effect  of  the  existence  of  an  adequate  remedy  at  lawin  such  cases," 
and  the  necessity  of  the  judgment's  working  some  injustice  on  the 
complaining  party,^^  and  of  the  complaining  party  having  a  meritorious 
defense,^^  are  hereinhefore  discussed, 

b.  For  Want  of  Jurisdiction^ — (I.)  In  General. — The  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  a  court  to  render  a  particular  judgment  is  a  ground 
for  relief  by  bill  in  equity.^" 


N.  E.  455;  Sunier  ».  Miller,  105  Ind. 
393,  4  N.  E.  867;  Cain  v.  Goda,  84  Ind. 
209;  Earl  v.  Matheney,  60  Ind.  202. 
la. — ^Worrall  v.  Chase  &  Co.,  144  Iowa 
665,  123  N.  W.  338;  Iowa  Savings  & 
Loan  Assn.  v.  Chase,  118  Iowa  51,  91 
N.  W.  807;  Durand  v.  Northwestern  li. 
&  S.  Co.,  112  Iowa  296,  83  N.  W.  972; 
Leonard  v.  Capital  Insurance  Co.,  101 
Iowa  482,  70  N.  "W.  629;  State  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Waterhouse,  78  Iowa  674,  43  N. 
W.  611.  Kan.— Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eeid,  34  Kan.  410,  8  Pac.  846;  Cham- 
bers Bros.  &  Co.  1}.  King  Wrought-Iron 
Bridge  Man.,  16  Kan.  270.  Miss. 
Oliver  v.  Baird,  90  Miss.  718,  44  So. 
35;  Thomas  v.  Phillips,  4  Smed.  &  M. 
358,  427.  Mont. — Hauswirth  v.  Sulli- 
van, 6  Mont.  203,  9  Pae.  798.  ITeb. 
Eice  V.  Allen,  69  Neb.  349,  95  N.  W. 
704.  Ore. — ^Hanley  v.  Medford,  56  Ore. 
171,  108  Pae.  188;  George  «.  Nowlan, 
38  Ore.  537,  64  Pae.  1.  Tenn. — Mur- 
phy V.  Johnson,  107  Tenn.  552,  64  S. 
W.  894;  McTeer  v.  Briseoe,  61  S.  W. 
564;  Wooten  v.  Daniel,  16  Lea  156; 
Nicholson  v.  Patterson,  6  Humph.  394; 
Caruthers  v.  Hartsfield,  .3  Yerg.  366; 
Coltart  V.  Ham,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  356.  Tex. 
Cotton  V.  Ehea,  106  Tex.  220,  163  S.  W. 
2;  Witt  V.  Kaufman,  25  Tex.  Sup.  384; 
Houston  E.  &  W.  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Skeeter 
Bros.,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  105,  98  S.  W. 
1064;  Byars  p.  Justin,  2  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §689.  W.  Va.— Kanawha  &  O. 
Railway  Co.  v.  Eyan,  31  W.  Va.  364, 
6  S.  E.  924,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  865.  Wyo. 
Edwards  ».  Cheyenne,  19  Wyo.  110,  114 
Pae.  677. 

[a]  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
a  void  judgment  appears  to  be  valid 
and  regular  on  its  face  it  may  be  en- 
joined. Kan. — McNeill  v.  Edie,  24  Kan. 
108;  Chambers  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  King 
Wrought  Iron  Bridge  Man.,  16  Kan. 
270.  Mo. — Lillibridge  v.  Koss,  59  Mo. 
217.  Neb. — Kaufmann  v.  Drexel,  56 
Neb.  229,  76  N.  W.  559,  holding  an 
action  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a 
void  judgment  will  lie  where  the  in- 
validity is  not  disclosed  by  the  record. 
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[b]  Where  the  nullity  of  a  judg- 
ment is  affirmatively  disclosed  by  the 
record,  it  may  be  enjoined.  Dobbins 
V.  McNamara,  113  Ind.  54,  14  N.  B. 
887,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.'  626;  Cotton  «. 
Ehea,  106  Tex.  220,  163  S.  W.  2. 

[e]  Where  a  person  is  joined  as 
plaintiif  without  his  consent,  a  judg- 
ment rendered  is  yoid  as  to  him  and 
may  be  enjoined.  Lillibridge  v.  Ross, 
59  Mo.  217.  Enjoining  judgment  in 
an  action  brought  by  attorney  without 
authority,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  3,  b,  (III). 

As  to  the  general  limitations  on  the 
right  to  relief  in  equity,  see  supra, 
XV,  c. 

87.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  6. 

88.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  2. 

89.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  4. 

90.  Cal. — Lapham  v.  Campbell,  61 
Cal.  296;  Postal  Telegraph-Cable  Co.  ». 
Superior  Court, .  22  Cal.  App.  770,  136 
Pac.  538;  Welsh  v.  Koch,  4  Cal.  App. 
571,  88  Pac.  604.  Colo. — Wilson  v. 
Hawthorne,  14  Colo.  530,  24  Pae.  548, 
20  Am.  St.  Eep.  290.  lU. — Kochman 
V.  O'Neill,  202  HI.  110,  66  N.  E.  1047; 
Owens  V.  Eanstead,  22  HI.  161;  Nelson 
V.  Eockwell,  14  HI.  375;  Propst  v. 
Meadows,  13  HI.  157,  169;  Dickinson 
V.  HofPman,  90  HI.  App.  83;  Peoria,  D. 
&  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Dugga;n,  32  HI.  App. 
351;  FoUansbee  v.  Scottish- Am.  Mort. 
Co.,  7  111.  App.  486,  498.  la.— Plain  v. 
Dean,  160  Iowa  708,  142  N.  W.  418; 
Iowa  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Chase,  118 
Iowa  51,  91  N.  W.  807;  Heath  v.  Hslf- 
hill,  106  Iowa  131,  76  N.  W.  522;  Lar- 
son V.  Williams,  100  Iowa  110,  63  N. 
W.  464,  69  N.  W.  441,  6fi  Am.  St.  Eep. 
544;  Ashlock  v.  Ashloek,  52  Iowa  319, 
1  N.  W^  694,  3  N.  W.  131.    Kan.— Olson 

.V.  Nunnally,  47  Kan.  391,  28  Pae.  149, 
27  Am.  St.  Eep.  296.  Mich. — Wilcke 
V.  Duress,  144  Mich.  243,  107  N.  W. 
907,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  394.  Minn. 
Magin  v.  Lamb,  43  Minn.  80,  44  N.,W. 
675,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  216.  Miss.— Bil- 
liard V.  Chew,  76  Miss.  763,  25  So.  489. 
Mont. — ^Hauswirth  v.  Sullivan,  6  Mont. 
203,  9  Pae.  798.     Neb.— Kadzuweit  v. 
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(n.)  Absence  of  Legal  Service.  —  (A.)  In  General.si  —  When  without 
service  of  process,  either  actual  or  constructive,  no  opportunity  is  given 
a  party  to  be  heard  in  his  defense,  equity  will  set  aside  a  judgment 
against  him.^^  And  as  an  invalid  service  is  the  same  as  no  service 
whatever,"^  if  a  painty  has  not  been  legally  served  with  process,  and 
there  has  been  no  appearance  by  him,^*  he  may  have  a  judgment  against 


WatkiBS,  53  Neb.  412,  73  N.  W.  679. 
N.  Y. — Eeich  v.  Cochran,  102  App.  Div. 
615,  105  App.  Div.  542,  94  N.  Y.  Supp. 
404;  Barron  v.  Feist,  51  Mise.  589,  101 
N.  T.  Supp.  72.  Ore. — George  v.  Now- 
lan,  38  Ore.  537,  64  Pac.  1.  Tenn. 
Murphy  v.  Johnson,  107  Tenn.  552,  64 
S.  W.  894.  Tex.— Smith  v.  Deweeae, 
41  Tex.  594;  Houston  E.  &  W.  T.  E. 
Co.  V.  Skeeter  Bros-,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
165,  98  S.  W.  1064;  Graham  v.  Bast 
Texas  L.  &  I.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  50 
S.  W.  579;  Byars  v.  Justin,  2  Wills. 
Civ.   Gas.,   §§686,  689. 

Effect  of  adequacy  or  inadequacy  of 
remedy  at  law,  see  suyra,  XV,  C,  6.' 

[a]  Facts  Showing  Want  of  Juris- 
diction Must  Be  Dehors  the  Becord. 
When  the  attack  is  based  upon  the  al- 
leged want  of  jurisdiction  of  a  judg- 
ment defendant,  the  facts  upon  which 
the  attack  is  made  must  be  extrinsic 
to  the  record,  for  the  reason  that  it 
is  presumed  the  court  deciding  it  had 
jurisdiction  and  that  the  record  is 
true.  This  rule  has  no  application  to 
records  showing  on  their  face  that  the 
court  was  without  jurisdiction.  Welsh 
«;.  Koch,  4  Cal.  App.  571,  88  Pac.  604. 

91.  Defect  in  service  as  ground  for 
relief,  see  infra,  XV,  B,  4,  b,   (II). 

92.  Ala.— Stubbs  v.  Leavitt,  30  Ala. 
352.  Cal.— Parsons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal. 
410,  77  Pac.  1007.  Colo.— Nelson  v. 
Chittenden,  53  Colo.  30,  123  Pac.  656. 
Conn. — JefEery  v.  Fitch,  46  Conn.  601; 
Blakeslee  v.  Murphy,  44  Conn.  188. 
Fla. — Purviance  v.  Edwards,  17  Fla. 
140.  Ga.— Wade  v.  Watson,  133  Ga. 
608,  66  S.  B.  922,  forged  acknowledg- 
ment of  service  to  bill  of  exceptions. 
Idaho. — Bernhard  v.  Idaho  Bank  &  T. 
Co.,  21  Idaho  598,  123  Pac.  481,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913B,  120.  HI. — Weaver  v.  Poyer, 
70  111.  567;  Owens  v.  Eanstead,  22  111. 
161.  Ind. — Dobbins  v.  McNamara,  113 
Ind.  54,  14  N.  E.  887,  3  Am.  St.  Eep. 
626.  la.— Uehlein  v.  Burk,  119  Iowa 
742,  94  N.  W.  243  (denying  relief  as 
the  party  was  not  injured) ;  State  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Waterhouse,  78  Iowa  674,  43 
N.  W.  611;  Arnold  v.  Hawley,  67  Iowa 


313,  25  N.  W.  259.  La.— Bird  v.  Cain, 
20  La.  Ann.  248;  Keith  v.  Eenard  & 
Co.,  18  La.  Ann.  734.  Minn. — Magin 
V.  Lamb,  -43  Minn.  80,  44  N.  W.  675, 
19  Am.  St.  Eep.  216.  Miss. — Joslin  v. 
Cofan,  5  How.  539.  Mo. — Capitain  v. 
Mississippi  Valley  Trust  Co.,  240  Mo. 
484,  144  S.  W.  466.  Tex.— San  Ber- 
nardo Townsite  Co.  v.  Hooker  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  176  S.  W.  644.  Utah. 
Mosby  V.  Gisborn,  17  Utah  257,  280,  54 
Pac.  121.  Wis.— See  Merritt  «.  Bald- 
win, 6  Wis.  439. 

Effect  of  remedy  at  law  upon  right 
to  relief,  see  s'j,pra,  XV,  C,  6. 

Necessity  fcr  meritorious  defense,  see 
supra,  XV,  C,  4. 

[a]  In  South  Carolina  an  action  on 
the  equity  side  of  the  court  to  set  aside 
a  judgment  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
a  nullity  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the 
summons  was  not  served  on  the  defend- 
ant cannot  be  maintained,  unless  the 
complaint  alleges  some  other  fact  en- 
titling the  plaintiff  to  equitable  relief. 
New  York  Life  Ins. 'Co.  v.  Mobley,  90 
S.  C.  552,  73  8.  E.  1032.  See  also 
Crocker  v.  Allen,  34  S.  C.  452,  13  S.  E. 
650,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  831. 

93.  See  generally  the  title  "Service 
of  Process  and  Papers." 

94.  U.  S.— Kibbe  v.  Benson,  17  Wall. 
624,  21  L.  ed.  741.  Ala.— Hauser  v. 
Foley  &  Co.,  190  Ala.  437,  67  So.  252; 
Fields  V.  Henderson,  161  Ala.  534,  50 
So.  56;  McDonald  v.  Cawhorn,  152  Ala. 
357,  44  So.  395.  Cal.— Sohler  v.  Soh- 
ler,  135  Cal.  323,  67  Pac.  282,  87  Am. 
St.  Eep.  98;  Baker  v.  O'Eiordan,  65  Cal. 
368,  4  Pac.  232  (holding  the  remedy 
under  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §473,  inade- 
quate) ;  Martin  v.  Parsons,  49 .  Cal.  94. 
Colo. — Watkins  v.  Perry,  25  Colo.  App., 
425,  139  Pac.  551.  Idaho.— Bernhard 
V.  Idaho  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  21  Idaho 
598,  123  Pac.  481,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  120. 
Ind.— Graham  v.  Loh,  32  Ind.  App.  183, 
69  N.  B.  474.  la — Gaar,  Scott  &  Co. 
V.  Taylor,  128  Iowa  636,  105  N.  W. 
125;  Day  v.  Goodwin,  104  Iowa  374,  73 
N.  W.  864;  York  v.  Boardman,  40  Iowa 
57  (notice  held  sufScient);  Newcomb  v. 
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him  set  aside  by  a  proceeding  in  equity,  notwithstanding  the  judg- 
ment recites  the  fact  of  service.^^ 

(B.)    False  Eetukn.sb  —  While  the  federal  courts^'  and  many  of  the 
state  courts,^^  adhere  to  the  doctrine  that  the  return  of  the  sheriff  is 


Dewey,  27  Iowa  381.  Kg,n. — Chambers 
Bros.  &  Co.  V.  King  Wrought  Iron 
Bridge  Man.,  16  Kan.  270,  where  service 
was  on  bookkeeper  of  corporation.  La. 
Eidge  v.  Alter,  14  La.  Ann.  866.  Mich. 
Wileke  v.  Duress,  144  Mich.  243,  107 
N.  W.  907,  115  Am.  8t.  Eep.  394.  Minn. 
Cremer  v.  Michelet,  114  Minn.  454,  131 
N.  W.  627;  Vaule  v.  Miller,  69  Minn. 
440,,  72  N.  W.  452;  Magin  v.  Lamb, 
43  Minn.  80,  44  N.  W.  675,  19  Am. 
St.  Eep.  216.  ]VIiss.— Wellons  v.  New- 
ell, 7  Smed.  &  M.  399;  Walker  il.  Gil- 
bert, Freem.  Ch.  85.  Mo. — Mullins  v. 
Eieger,  169  Mo.  521,  70  S.  Wr  4,  92 
Am.  St.  Eep.  651;  United  States  Mut. 
Aco.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Eeisinger,  43  Mo.  App. 
571.  Mont. — State  ew  rel.  Happel  v. 
District  Court,  38  Mont.  166,  99  Pac. 
291;  Hauswirth  v.  Sullivan,  6  Mont. 
203,  9  Pac.  798.  Tenn.— Walker  v.  Day, 
Griswold  &  Co.,  8  Baxt.  77;  Berdanatti 
V.  Sexton,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  699.  Tex.— Gal- 
veston, H'.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Ware,  74 
Tex.  47,  11  S.  W.  918;  Graham  v.  East 
Texas  L.  &  Imp.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
50  S.  W.  579.  Wash.— State  ex  rel. 
Boyle  V.  Superior  Court,  19  Wash.  128, 
52  Pac.  1013,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  724. 
W.  Va. — Kanawha  &  O.  Eailway  Co. 
V.  Eyan,  31  W.  Va.  364,  6  S.  E.  924, 
13  Am.  St.  Eep.  865. 
,  Bemedy  at  law  as  affecting  right  to 
relief,  see  supra,  XV,  C,  6. 

[a]  Where  the  service  of  summons 
Is  a  nullity,  a  judgment  thereupon  will 
be  set  aside  in  equity.  Colo. — Nelson 
V.  Chittenden,  53  Colo.  3'0,  123  Pac. 
656,  service  by  attorney  in  the  case. 
Mont. — Hauswirth  v.  Sullivan,  6  Mont. 
203,  9  Pac.  798,  Service  on  Sunday. 
Utah.— Mosby  v.  Gisborn,  17  Utah  257, 
54  Pac.  121,  order  of  publication  fatally 
defective. 

[b]  Where  the  sheriff  serving  the 
process  was  the  plaintiff  in  the  law 
action,  the  judgment  recovered  is  void, 
and  will  be  enjoined  in  equity.  Knott 
V.  Jarboe,  1  Mete.   (Ky.)   504. 

[c]  Notice  to  One  Joint  Plaintiff. 
A  joint  bill  by  two  parties  to  set 
aside  a  decree  for  fraud,  the  fraud  con- 
sisting in  want  of  notice,  cannot  be 
sustained  if  either  did  in  fact  have  no- 
tice, or  waived  the  notice  by  appear- 
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anee.  Berdanatti  v.  Sexton,  2  Tenn. 
Ch.  699. 

[d]  Where  Party  Not  Bound  by 
Notice. — If  a  party  has  notice  under 
such  circumstances  that  it  is  unreason- 
able to  hold  him  bound  by  the  notice, 
and  the  judgment  is  unjust,  equity  will 
grant  relief.  Peoria  D.  &  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Duggan,  32  111.  App.  351. 

Service  by  publication  on  a  false  af- 
fidavit, see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,  (III). 

95.  la. — NewcOmb  v.  Dewey,  27  Iowa 
381.  Miss. — Wilson  v.  Montgomery,  14 
Smed.  &  M.  205.  Mo. — Capitain  v. 
Mississippi  Valley  Trust  Co.,  240  Mo. 
484,  144  S.  W.  466.  Mont.— Hauswirth 
V.  Sullivan,  6  Mont.  203,  9  Pac.  798. 
Tenn. — Walker  v.  Day,  Griswold  &  Co., 
8 'Baxt.  77. 

[a]  If  the  court  did  not  in'  fact 
have  jurisdiction  its  judgment  is  a 
nullity  regardless  of  what  it  decided 
with  respect  to  its  jurisdiction.  New- 
comb  V.  Dewey,  27  Iowa  381. 

96.  Fraud  in  procuring  judgment 
generally  as  ground  for  relief,  see 
infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,  (II). 

97.  Knox  Co.  v.  Harshmau,  133  U. 
S.  152,  10  Sup.  Ct.  257,  33  L.  ed.  586; 
Walker  v.  Bobbins,  14  How.  584,  14 
L.  ed.  552;  King  v.  Davis,  137  Fed. 
222. 

98.  Del.— Emerson  v.  Gray,  6'3  Atl. 
768.  Fla. — Lewter  v.  Hadley,  68  Fla. 
131,  66  So.  .  567.  Ind.— Miedreieh  v. 
Lauenstein,  172  Ind.  140,  86  N.  E.  963, 
87  N.  E.  1029;  Frankel  v.  Garrard,  160 
Ind.  209,  66  N.  E.  687;  Cully  v.  Shirk, 
131  Ind.  76,  30  N.  E.  882,  31  Am.  St. 
Eep.  414.  Ky.- — Taylor  v.  Lewis,  2  J. 
J.  Marsh.  400,  19  Am.  Dec.  135.  Mo. 
Ellis  V.  Nuckols,  237  Mo.  290,  140  S.  W. 
867;  Eeiger  v.  Mullins,  210  Mo.  563, 
109  S.  W.  26,  124  Am.  St.  Eep.  755; 
Smoot  V.  Judd,  184  Mo.  508,  83  S.  W. 
481,  overruling,  161  Mo.  673,  61  S.  W. 
854,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  738;  McClanahan 
V.  West,  100  Mo.  309,  13  S.  W.  674. 
S.  C— See  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Mobley,  90  S.  C.  552,  73  S.  E.  1032, 
plaintiff  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law.  Va. — Preston  v.  Kindriok,  94  Va. 
760,  ?7  S.  E.  588,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  777. 
W.  Va.— Stewart  v.  Stewart,  27  W.  Va. 
167. 
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conclusive  and  cannot  be  impeached  in  equity,  except  where  the 
plaintiff  in  the  judgment  advised  or  procured  the  false  return  to  be 
■  made,  or  knowing  of  the  false  return,  nevertheless  took  judgment 
upon  it,  or  in  other  words,  except  where  the  plaintiff  in  judgment  has 
been  guilty  of  fraud  in  the  concoction  of  the  judgment,®^  in  most  states 
the  return  of  the  officer  is  not  conclusive  in  a  proceeding  in  equity  to 
set  aside  or  enjoin  the  judgment,  and  equity  will  set  aside  or  enjoin 
the  judgment  where  it  appears  to  have  been  based  on  a  false  return 
of  the  officer  as  to  service  of  process.^  In  the  latter  jurisdictions,  the 
remedy  at  law  by  action  against  the  officer  who  served  the  writ  is  not 
deemed  a  plain,  speedy  and  adequate  remedy  which  prevents  relief.^ 
Where  a  return  is  fraudulently  altered  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  so  as  to  show 
service  on  parties  not  served,  equity  will  relieve  against  the  judg- 
ment.^ 


[a]  In  Kansas  the  sheriff's  return 
is  conclusive  as  to  matters  that  fall 
within  his  personal  knowledge,  unless 
the  falsity  of  the  return  is  disclosed 
by  other  parts  of  the  record.  As  to 
facts  upon  which  jurisdiction  depends 
not  within  the  personal  knowledge  of 
the  officer,  his  return  is  not  conclusive 
and  may  be  impeached  in  equity. 
Goddard  v.  Harbour,  56  Kan.  744,  44 
Pac.  1055,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  608,  dis- 
approving Jones  V.  Marshall,  3  Kan. 
App.  529,  43  Pac.  840;  McNeill  v.  Edie, 
24  Kan.  108;  Chambers  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
King  Wrought  Iron  Bridge  Co.,  16 
Kan.  270;  Eastwood  v.  Carter,  9  Kan. 
App.  471,  61  Pac.  510. 

99.  Fraud  need  be  alleged  only" 
where,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  the 
sheriff's  return  is  conclusive.  National 
Metal  Co.  v.  Greene  Consol.  Copper  Co., 
11  Ariz.  108,  89  Pac.  535,  9  L..  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1062. 

[a]  The  remedy  of  the  plaintiff 
where  a  judgment  was  obtained  upon 
the  false  return  of  a  sheriff  is  an  action 
at  law  on  the  sheriff's  official  bond. 
Lewter  v.  Hadley,  68  Fla.  131,  66  So. 
567;  'Eeiger  v.  MuUins,  210  Mo.  563, 
109  S.  W.  26,  124  Am.  St.  Eep.  755; 
Smoot  V.  Judd,  184  Mo.  508,  83  S.  W. 
481. 

1.  Ala.— Dunklin  v.  Wilson,  64  Ala. 
162.  Ariz. — National  Metal  Co.  v. 
Greene  Consol.  Copper  Co.,  11  Ariz. 
108,  89  Pac.  535,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1062.  Ark.— State  v.  Hill,  50  Ark.  458, 
8  S.  W.  401;  Eyan  &  Co.  v.  Boyd,  33 
Ark.  778.  Cal. — Lapham  v.  Campbell, 
61  Cal.  296.  Colo.— Great  West  Min. 
Co.  V.  Woodmas,  12  Colo.  46,  20  Pac. 


771,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  204;  Du  Bois  v. 
Clark,  12  Colo.  App.  220,  55  Pac.  750. 
lU.— Hilt  V.  Heimberger,  235  HI.  235, 
85  N.  E.  304;  Waterbury  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Eeed,  231  111.  246,  83  N.  E.  188;  Cassidy 
V.  Automatic  Time  Stamp  Co.,  185  111. 
431,  56  N.  E.  1116;  Owens  v.  Eanstead, 
22  111.  161.  Compare,  Hunter  v.  Stone- 
burner,  92  111.  75.  la.— See  Wyland  v. 
Frost,  75  Iowa  209,  39  N.  W.  241,  hold- 
ing the  evidence  insufficient  conceding 
the  rule  to  be  as  stated  in  the  text  for 
the  purpose  of  this  case.  La.— Sloan 
V.  Menard,  5  La.  Ann.  218.  Minn. 
Vaule  V.  Miller,  69  Minn.  440,  72  N. 
W.  452.  Miss. — Duncan  v.  Gerdine,  59 
Miss.  550.  Mont. — liauswirth  v.  Sulli- 
van, 6  Mont.  203,  9  Pac.  798.  Neb. 
liarr  v.  Stein,  97  Neb.  488,  150  N.  W. 
655;  Westman  v.  Carlson,  86  Neb.  847, 
126  N.  W.  515;  Campbell  Printing 
Press  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marder,  50  Neb. 
283,  69  N.  W.  774,  61  Am.  St.  Eep. 
573.  Ore. — ^Huntington  v.  Crouter,  33 
Ore.  408,  54  Pac.  208,  72  Am.  St.  Eep. 
726.  E.  I.— Dowell  v.  Goodwin,  22  E. 
I.  287,  47  Atl.  693,  84  Am.  St.  Eep. 
842,  51  L.  E.  A'.  87^.  Tenn.— Eidge- 
way  V.  Bank  of  Tennessee,  11  Humph. 
523.  Tex.— Hamblen  v.  Knight,  60  Tex. 
36;  Eandall  v.  Collins,  58  Tex.  231; 
State  V.  Dashiell,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
454,  74  S.  W.  779.  Wash.— Johnson  v. 
Gregory  &  Co.,  4  Wash.  109,  29  Pac. 
831,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  907. 

2.  Owens  v.  Eanstead,  22  HI.  161; 
Dowell  V.  Goodwin,  22  E.  I.  287,  47 
Atl.  693,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  842,  51  L. 
E.  A.  873.  See  generally  the  cases 
cited  in  the  preceding  note. 

3.  Wilson  V.  Montgomery,  14  Smed. 
&  M.  (Miss.)  205. 
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(Iir.)  Unauthorized  Appearance.  —  A  judgment  against  a  person  upon 
an  unauthorized  appearance  by  an  attorney  may  be  set  aside  by  a  bill 
in  equity.*  So  also,  a  judgment  in  a  suit  'brought  by  an  attorney  with- 
out authority  from  the  plaintiff  will  be  enjoined  in  equity  where  the 
attorney  is  unable  to  respond  in  damages.^ 

c.  Because  of  Incapacity  of  Judge.  —  A  judgment  may  be  annulled 
because  of  the  legal  incapacity  of  the  trial  judge  to  preside  and  try 
the  case.^ 

d.  Judgment  in  Violation  of  Injunction.  —  A  judgment  taken  in 
violation  of  an  existing  injunction  is,  it  has  been  held,  void,  and  may 
be  enjoined  in  equity.' 

4.  Defects,  Errors  and  Irregularities  in  Proceedings  or  Judgment, 
a.    In  General,  —  Equity  will  not  relieve  against  judgments^  on  ac- 


4.  XT.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Mani, 
196  Fed.  160;  United  States  v.  Aaker- 
vik,  180  Fed.  137.  Ga.— Bigham  v. 
Kistler,  114  Ga.  453,  460,  40  S.  E.  303; 
Longman  v.  Bradford,  108  Ga.  572,  33 
S.  E.  916.  m. — Cassidy  v.  Automatic 
Time  Stamp  Co.,  185  111.  431,  56  N.  E. 
1116;  Lancaster  v.  Snow,  184  111.  163, 
56  N.  E.  416;  Anderson  v.  Hawke,  115 
111.  33,  3  N.  E.  566;  Nelson  v.  Rock- 
well, 14  m.  375.  la.— Walsh  v.  Doran, 
145  Iowa  110,  123  N.  W.  999;  Uehlein 
V.  Burk,  119  Iowa  742,  94  N.  W.  243 
(denying  relief,  there  being  no  injury) ; 
Bryant  v.  Williams,  21  Iowa  329;  Har- 
shey  V.  Blaekmarr,  20  Iowa  161,  172, 
89  Am.  Dec.  520;  Piggott  v.  Addicks, 
3  Greene  427,  56  Am.  Dee.  547.  Kan. 
Electric  Plaster  Co.  v.  Blue  Rapids 
Tp.,  81  Kan.  730,  106  Pac.  1079.  Ky. 
Cummins  v.  Kennedy,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
642.  La. — Ridge  v.  Alter,  14  La.  Ann. 
866.  N.  J. — ^Dringer  v.  Receiver  of 
Erie  Ry.,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  573,  8  Atl.  811; 
GifEord  v.  Thorn,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  702,  722. 
N.  Y. — Ormshy  v.  Jacques,  12  Hun  443. 
Tenn. — Boro  v.  Harris,  13  Lea  36;  Mc- 
Tedr  v.  Briscoe,  61  S.  W.  564;  Berda- 
natti  V.  Sexton,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  699.  Wash. 
Turner  v.  Turner,  33  Wash.  118,  74  Pac. 
55. 

Effect  of  appearance  by  unauthorized 
attorney,  see  2  Standard  Pkoc.  559. 

[a]  In  New  Hampshire  equity  will 
not  i/estrain  the  enforcement  of  a  judg- 
ment recovered  without  notice  upon  an 
unauthorized  appearance"  in  his  behalf 
of  a  responsible  attorney.  The  party's 
remedy  is  by  action  at  law  against  the 
attorney.  Everett  v.  Warner  Bank,  58 
N./  H.  340;  Smyth  <o.  Balch,  40  N.  H. 
363;  Bunton  v.  Lyford,  37  N.  H.  512, 
75  Am.  Dec.  144. 

Vol  XV 


5.  Smyth  v.  Balch,  40  N.  H.  363; 
Latimer  v.  Latimer,  22  S.  C.  257. 

6.  La. — Lanfear  v.  Mestier,  18  La. 
Ann.  497,  89  Am.  Dec.  658.  Tenn. 
Smith  V.  Pearce,  6  Baxt.  72,  by  reason 
of  relationship  to  a  party.  Tex. — Cham- 
bers V.  Hodges,  23  Tex.  104. 

[a]  An  award  of  an  interested  ar- 
bitrator Will  be  set  aside  in  equity. 
Milnor  &  Co.  v.  Georgia  R.  &  B.  Co.,  4 
Ga.  885. 

[b]  Estoppel. — ^Where  the  parties 
conspire  together  and  have  their  action 
tried  before  one  whom  they  know  to 
be  a  mere  intruder  on  the  judicial 
bench,  and  where  they  appeal  the  judg- 
ment as  genuine,  equity  will  not  grant 
relief  from  the  judgment  on  the  peti^ 
tion  of  one  of  the  perpetrators  of  the 
fraud.     Blackburn  v.  Bell,  91  HI.  434. 

As  to  grounds  of  disqualification  of 
judge,  see  the  title  "Judicial  Oflcers." 

7.  Lee  v.  Gross,  126  Ind.  102,  25 
N.  E.  891 ;  Collins  v.  Fraiser,  27  Ind.  477. 

[a]  Where  a  party  prosecutes  his 
action  to  judgment  in  spite  of  an  in- 
junction against  further  proceedings  in 
the  suit,  equity  will  declare  the  judg- 
ment void  and  perpetually  enjoin  its 
enforcement.  Patterson  v.  Gordon,  3 
Tenn.   Ch.  18. 

8.  U.  S.— Johnson  v.  Waters,  111 
IT.  S.  640,  4  Sup.  Ct.  619,  28  L.  ed. 
547;  Massachusetts  Benefit  Life  Assn. 
V.  Lohmiller,  74  Fed.  23,  20  G.  C.  A. 
874.  Ala. — Saunders  v.  Albritton,  37 
Ala.  716;  McCoUum  v.  Prewitt,  37  Ala. 
573.  Ark. — Citizens'  Bank  v.  Commer- 
cial Nat.  Bank,  107  Ark.  142,  155  S.  W. 
102;  Little  Rock  &  Ft.,  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wells,  61  Ark.  354,  33  -8.  W.  208,  54 
Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  30  L.  R.  A.  560; 
Scanland  v.  Mixer,  34  Ark.   354;  An- 
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count  of  mere  errors  or  irregularities,    unless    there    is    also    some 
equitable  ground  for  relief." 

b.  Errors  in  Proceedings. — (I.)  -In  General.  — More  particularly, 
equity  will  not  vacate  or  enjoin  a  judgment  because  of  errors  or 
irregularities  in  the  proceedings  leading  up  to  it.^°     Thus,  the  im- 


drews  v.  Fenter,  1  Ark.  186,  195.  Cal. 
Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  477,  490,  89 
Pac.  317;  Paraons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal.  410, 
77  Pac.  1007;  Logan  v.  Hillegass,  16 
Cal.  200;  Gregory  v.  Ford,  14  Cal.  138, 
73  Am.  Dec.  639.  lU.— Crafts  v.  Hall, 
4  ni.  131;  Cantwell  v.  Kimmerle,  179 
ni.  App.  66;  Klinesmlth  v.  Van  Bramer, 
104  m.  App.  384;  Maher  v.  Title  Guar. 
&  T.  Co.,  95  111.  App.  365.  Ind.— Hart 
V.  O'Eourke,  151.  Ind.  205,  51  N.  E. 
330;  Fitch  v.  Byall,  149  Ind.  554,  49 
N.  E.'455;  Wilhite  v.  Wilhite,  124  Ind. 
226,  24  N.  E.  1039;  Kleyla  v.  Haaket, 
112  Ind.  515,  14  N.  E.  387;  Edgerton 
V.  Comstoek,  3  Ind.  383  (error  in  re- 
fusing new  trial).  la. — In  re  Culver's 
Est.,  159  Iowa  679,  140  N.  W.  878; 
Shricker  v.  Field,  9  Iowa  366.  La. 
Conery  v.  Creditors,  118  La.  864,  43 
So.  530;  Bird  v.  Cain,  6  La.  Ann.  248. 
Md. — Chappell  Chemical,  etc.  Co.  v.  Vir- 
ginia Sulphur  Mines  Co.,  36  Atl.  260; 
Fowler  v.  Lee,  10  Gill  &  J.  358,  363, 
32  Am.  Dec.  172.  Mo. — ^EUia  v.  Nuck- 
ols,  237  Mo.  290,  140  S.  W.  867;  Mur- 
phy V.  De  France,  M5  Mo.  53,  15  S.  W. 
949,  16  S.  W.  861;  Mott  v.  Bernard,  97 
Mo.  App.  265,  70  S.  W.  1093;  Missouri, 
K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Warden,  73  Mo.  App. 
117.  N.  J.— Brady  v.  Atlantic  City,  53 
N.  J.  Eq.  440,  32  Atl.  271;  Mechanics 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet  Mfg.  Co.,  33  N.  J. 
Eq.   486;    Stratton   v.    Allen,    16   N.   J. 

Eq.  229.     N.  Y Holmes  v.  Eemsen,  7 

Johns.  Ch.  286.  N.  C. — ^Insurance  Co. 
ti.  Scott,  136  N.  C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581; 
Stockton  V.  Briggs,  58  N.  C.  309.  Ore. 
Miller  v.  Shute,  55  Ore.  603,  107  Pac. 
467;  Froebrich  v.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  22, 
76  Pac.  351,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  634; 
George  v.  Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537,  64  Pac. 
1.  Pa.— Eyster's  Appeal,  65  Pac.  473. 
E.  I. — ^Furbush  v.  Collingwood,  13  E.  I. 
720.  S.  C. — McDowall  ■;;.  McDowall, 
Bailey  Eq.  324.  Tenn. — Whiteside  v. 
Latham,  2  Coldw.  91;  Glenn  v.  Maguire, 
3  Tenn.  Ch.  695;  Nicholson  v.  Patter- 
son, 6  Humph.  394;  Greenlaw  v.  Kerna- 
han,  4  Sneed  371.  Tex. — Cotton  v.  Eea, 
163  8.  W.  2;  Lester  v.  Gatewood  (Texl 
Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  389.  Va.— Pres- 
ton V.  Bandrick,  94  Va.  760,  27  S.  E. 
588,  64  Am,  St.  Bep.    777.     JV?.    Va. 


Grafton  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Davisson,  45  W. 
Va.  12,  29  S.  E.  1028,  73  Am.  St.  Eep. 
799;  Harner  v.  Price,  17  W.  Va.  523. 
Wis.— John  V.  Farwell  Co.  v.  Hilbert, 
91  Wis.  437,  65  N.  W.  172,  30  L.  E.  A. 
235;  Merritt  v.  Baldwin,  6  Wis.  439. 
Wyo. — Edwards  v.  CheyennOj  19  Wyo. 
110,  114  Pac.  677,  687.  Eng.— Patch  v. 
Ward,  L.  E.  3  Ch.  App.  203. 

See  also  infra,  XV,  B,  4,  b,  (I) ;  XV, 
B,  4,  c. 

[a]  Defects  in  judicial  prooeeiiings 
such  as  want  of  appearance,  judgment 
by  default,  or  misconduct  and  neglect 
of  .a  curator  ad  hoc  cannot  be  remedied 
Tpy  an  action  of  nullity.  Seymour  v. 
Cooley,  9  La.  72. 

[b]  An  irregular  affirmance  of  a 
judgment  nresents  no  ground  for  equit- 
able interference.  Eoebling  Sons  Co. 
V.  Stevens  Elec.  Co.,  93  Ala.  39,  9  So. 
369. 

9.  Ark. — Citizens  Bank  v.  Commer- 
cial Nat.  Bank,  107  Ark.  142,  155  S.  W. 
102.  Cal. — Parsons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal. 
410,  77  Pac.  1007.  Wyo.— Edwards  v. 
Cheyenne,  19  Wyo.  110,  114  Pac.  677, 
687. 

Necessity  that  judgment  work  in- 
justice, see  supra,  XV,  C,  2. 

10.  Ala. — McCollum  v.  Prewitt,  37 
Ala.  573.  Ark. — Jackson  v.  Woodruff, 
57  Ark.  599,  22  S.  W.  566;  Clopton 
V.  Carloss,  42  Ark.  560.  Cal. — Johnaon 
V.  Eeed,  125  Cal.  74,  57  Pac.  680.  Ga. 
Wimpy  V.  Gaskill,  79  Ga.  620,. 7  S.  E. 
156.  111. — Maher  v.  Title  Guar.  &  Trust 
Co.,  95  111.  App.  365.  Ind — Shrack  v. 
Covault,  144  Ind.  260,  43  N.  E.  229; 
Ehodea  Burford  Furn.  Co.  1).  Mattox, 
135  Ind.  372,  34  N.  E.  326,  35  N.  E. 
11.  la. — ^Mengel  v.  Mengel,  145  Iowa 
737,  120  N.  W.  72,  122  N.  W.  899. 
Kan. — Publishing  House  of  Evangelical 
Assoc.  V.  Heyl,  61  Kan.  634,  60  Pac. 
317.  Ky. — Covington  &  C.  Bridge  Co. 
V.  Covington,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1115,  100 
S.  W.  269;  M'Kean  v.  Eead,  Litt.  Sel. 
Cas.  395,  12  Am.  Dec.  318  (improper 
assessment  of  damages).  La. — Mc- 
Knight  V.  Connell,  14  La.  Ann.  396. 
Md. — Boyd  v.  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Canal 
Co.,  17  Md.  195,  79  Am.  Dec.  646.  Mo. 
Mesber  v.  Coruwell,  1|5  Mo.  App.  646. 
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proper  overruling  of  a  motion  for  a  continuance,^^  or  the  want  of  a 
trial  by  jury,^^  or  of  findings  of  fact  sufficient  to  support  the  judg- 
ment,^^  or  of  service  of  interrogatories/*  or  a  failure  of  the  court  to 
observe  its  own  rules,^^  are  not  grounds  for  equitable  relief  from  the 
judgment. 

(II.)  Defects  and  Irregularities  in  Process,  and  Service  Thereof.is 
Mere  defects  or  irregularities  in  the  process,^'  in  the  affidavit  for  order 
of  publication,^*  in  the  service  of  process,^^  or  in  the  proof  of  such 
service,^"  are  not  of  themselves  sufficient  to  warrant  equitable  relief 
against  the  judgment.  But  where  the  defect  in  the  service  of  process 
is  of  such  a  character  as  to  render  the  service  void,  the  court  is  without 
jurisdiction  and  equity  will  relieve  the  party  on  a  proper  showing." 

(III.)  Defects  and  Irregularities  in  Reference  to  Pleadings.  — Whether  a 
declaration  or  complaint  states-  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action  is  a  question  to  be  determined  in  the  original  action,  and 
equity  will  not  enjoin  a  judgment  for  insufficiency  of  the  initial  plead- 


123  S.  W.  488.  N.  J. — Jackson  v.  Davej, 
1  N.  J.  Bq.  194,  absence  of  affidavit  of 
demand  when  judgment  wa^  confessed. 
N.  Y. — Bush  V.  O'Brien,  47  App.  Biv. 
581,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  685.  Ore.— Miller 
V.  Shute,  55  Ore.  603,  107  Pac.  467. 
S.  C. — Henderson  v.  Mitchell,  Bailey 
Eq.  113,  21  Am.  Dee.  526.  Tex. — Eool- 
er  V.  Wooldridge,  46  Tex.  485. 

[a]  Interest  of  a  witness  is  not  good 
ground  for  an  action  of  nullity.  Cressap 
V.  Winchester,  6  Eob.  (La.)  458. 

[b]  Where  No  Evidence  Is  Heard. 
Rendition  of  judgment  against  a  de- 
faulting garnishee  without  hearing  evi- 
dence is  a  mere  irregularity  of  pro- 
cedure which  is  not  relievable  in 
equity.  Mesker  v.  Cornwell,  145  Mtj. 
App.  646,  123  S.  W.  488. 

[c]  Invalidity  of  a  bail  'bond  given 
in  a  criminal  case  because  of  failure 
to  follow  the  wording  of  the  statute, 
is  not  one  of  the  causes  for  which  an 
action  will  lie  to  annul  a  judgment  of 
forfeiture  rendered  on  it  on  defend- 
ant's failure  to  appear.  Taliaferro  v. 
Steele,  14  La.  Ann.  656. 

11.  Ark. — Andrews  v.  Penter,  1  Ark. 
186.  Tex. — Western  v.  Woods,  1  Tex.  1. 
Va. — Syme  v.  Montague,  4  Hen.  &  M. 
(14  Va.)  180. 

12.  Blanek  V.  Speckman,  23  La. 
Ann.  146;  Chappell  Chemical  &  Fert. 
Co.  V.  Sulphur  Mines  Co.  (Md.),  36 
Atl.  260. 

13.  Petalka  v.  Fitle,  33  Neb.  756, 
51  N.  W.  131. 

14.  McKnight  v.  Connell,  14  La. 
Ann.  396. 

15.  A   failure    of   the   court   to   ob- 

Vol.  XV 


serve  its  own  rules  is  but  error  and 
equity  will  not  set  aside  a  judgment 
on  this  ground.  Klinesmith  i).  Van 
Bramer,  104  111.  App.  384. 

16.  See  generally  the  titles  "Pro- 
cess;" "Service  of  Process  and 
Papers." 

17.  Cal. — ^Logan  v.  Hillegass,  16  Cal. 
200.  Conn. — See  also  Gallup  v.  Man- 
ning, 48  Conn.  25;  Woods  v.  Brzerzinski, 
57  Conn.  471,  18  Atl.  252.  Ind.— Mc- 
Cormick  v.  Webster,  89  Ind.  105.  la. 
Charles  C.  Taft  Co.  v.  B.  Bounani,  110 
Iowa  739,  81  N.  W.  469,  incorrect 
naming  of  defendant's  capacity.  Mo. 
Hunter  v.  Kansas  City  Safe  Dep.  &  S. 
Bank,  158  Mo.  262,'  58  S.  W.  1053. 

18.  George  v.  Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537, 
64  Pac.  1. 

Falsity  of  affidavit  as  ground  for  re- 
lief, see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,  (II). 

19.  Ala. — McDonald  v.  Cawhorn,  152 
Ala.  357,  44  So.  395.  Cal. — ^Parsons  v. 
Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77  Pac.  1007.  Ind. 
Meyer  v.  Wilson,  166  Ind.  651,  76  N. 
E.  748;  McCormiek  v.  Webster,  89  Ind. 
105.  Va. — Chisholra  v.  Anthony,  2  Hen. 
&  M.  (12  Va.)  13,  service  on  wrong 
person. 

20.  Cal. — ^Logau  v.  Hillegass,  16  Cal. 
200;  Pice  v.  Sunol,  6  Cal.  294.  111. 
Peoria  D.  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Duggan,  32 
ni.  App.  351;  Alabama  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Kingman  &  Co.,  21  HI.  App.  493.  Wash. 
Northwestern  &  P.  H.  Bank  v.  Eidpath, 
29  Wash.  687,  70  Pac.  139,  where  the 
affidavit  stated  a  conclusion  instead  of 
the  facts.  ' 

21.  See  supra,  XV,  B,  3,  b,  (U). 
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ing.''*  Likewise,  the  fact  that  no  declaration  was  ever  filed,^'  or  that 
it  was  filed  on  a  legal  holiday,^*  furnishes '  no  ground  for  equitable 
relief  from  the  judgment  subsequently  rendered  in  the  proceedings. 
Nor  do  mere  defects  and  irregularities  in  the  pleadings  generally  form 
a  basis  for  a  suit  to  annul  the  judgment.^' 

(IV.)  Errors  as  to  the  Evidence.  —  A  bill  will  not  lie  in  equity  to 
enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  on  the  ground  of  errors  in  the 
admission  or  rejection  of  evidence.^*  Nor  will  equity  grant  a  new  trial 
at  law  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  does  not  support  the  judg- 
ment at  law  or  is  insufficient.^'  And  the  mere  fact  that  the  evidence 
offered  is  not  such  as  the  appellate  court  would  have  found  sufScient 
on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  or  decree  is  not  determinative  of  an 
equity  suit  to  set  it  aside.^* 

(V.)    Errors  and  Irregularities  as  to  the  Jury.zs  — Misconduct     of     the 


22.  OaJ. — ^Le  Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144 
Cal.  463,  77  Pac.  988,  103  Am.  St.  Rep. 
91.  Ind. — Meyer  v.  Wilson,  166  Ind. 
651,  76  N.  E.  748.  la.— Charles  C. 
Taft  Co.  V.  B.  Bounani,  110  Iowa  739, 
81  N.  "W.  469.  But  see  Hall  v.  Melvin, 
62  Ark.  439,  35  S.  W.  1109,  54  Am. 
St.  Rep.  301. 

Failure  to  present  cause  of  action  or 
defense  at  law  as  ground  for  equitable 
relief,  see  mfra,  XV,  E,  5. 

23.  Terry  v.  Dickinson,  75  Va.  475. 

24.  Peterson  v.  Weissbein,  65  Cal. 
42,  2  Pac.  730. 

25.  Ala. — ^Mayer  v.  Calera  Land  Co, 
133  Ala.  554,  31  So.  938.  Ark.— Church 
V.  Gallic,  75  Ark.  507,  88  S.  W.  307, 
nonjoinder  of  the  husband  of  defend- 
ant. Ind. — McCormick  v.  Webster,  89 
Ind.  105,  pleading  improperly  signed. 
la. — Charles  C.  Taft  Co.  v.  Bounani, 
110  Iowa  739,  81  N.  W.  469,  improper 
description  of  defendant  as  a  co-part- 
nership. Mo. — Hunter  v.  Kansas  City 
Safe  Deposit,  etc.  Bank,  158  Mo.  262, 
58  S.  W.  1053,  where  insane  defendant 
was  not  named  in  the  caption.  Neb, 
Johnson  v.  Jones,  2  Neb.  126.  Tenn. 
Robertson  v.  Winchester,  85  Tenn.  171, 

I  S.  W.  781.  Tex.— Moore  v.  Britton, 
15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  237,  38  S.  W.  528, 
absence  of  a  prayer  for  relief.  Wis. 
John  V.  Parwell  v.  Hilbert,  91  Wis. 
437,  65  N.  W.  172,  30  L.  E.  A.  235, 
where  the  answer  of  confession  on 
which  judgment  is  rendered  is  signed 
by  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff.  Wyo. 
Edwards  v.  Cheyenne,  19  Wyo.  110,  114 
Pac.  677,  687. 

26.  Ala. — Thomas  v.  Hearn,  2  Port. 
262.    Ga.— Gibson  v.  Cohen,  85  Ga.  850; 

II  S.  E.  141.     Ind.— Edgerton  v.  Corn- 


stock,  3  Ind.  383.  N.  J.— Vaughn  v. 
Johnson,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  173.  N.  C— Stock- 
ton V.  Briggs,  58  N.  C.  309.  S.  O. 
Hunt  V.  Coachman,  6  Rich.  Eq.  286. 
Tenn.— Hembree  v.  White;  2  Overt.  202. 
Tex.— Long  V.  Smith,  39  Tex.  160; 
Eotzein  v.  Cox,  22  Tex.  62.  Va. — Am- 
bler V.  Wyld,  2  Wash.  (2  Va.)  36.  Wis. 
Merritt  v.  Baldwin,  6  Wis.  439. 

27.  Ala. — Powell  v.  Stewart,  17  Ala. 
719.  Cal.— Pico  v.  Sunol,  6  Cal.  294. 
Colo. — Williams  v.  Carr,  4  Colo.  App. 
368,  36  Pac.  646.  HI.- West  Chicago 
Park  Comrs.  v.  Riddle,  151  111.  App. 
487.  Ind.— Martin  v.  Pifer,  96  Ind. 
245.  la. — Geyer  v.  Douglass,  85  Iowa 
93,  52  N.  W.  111.  Kan.— Burke  v. 
Wheat,  22  Kan.  722.  Ky. — Nashville 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Go.  V.  Mattingly,  101  Ky. 
219,  40  S.  W.  673.  La.— Miller  v. 
Bearb,  134  La.  893,  64  So.  822;  Landry 
V.  Bertrand,  48  La.  Ann.  48,  19  So.  126; 
Howell  V.  New  Orleans,  28  La.  Ann. 
681.  Mo. — Mesker  v.  Cornwell,  145 
Mo.  App.  646,  123  S.  W.  488.  Neb. 
Tootle-Weakley  M.  Co.  v.  Billingsley, 
74  Neb.  531,  105  N.  W.  85.  Tenn. 
Martin  v.  Porter,  4  Heisk.  407;  Hem- 
bree V.  White,  2  Overt.  202.  Tex. 
Robinson  v.  Sanders,  33  Tex.  774. 
Wash. — Turner  v.  Turner,  33  Wash. 
118,  74  Pac.  55. 

28.  Ala. — Norman  v.  Burns,  67  Ala. 
248.  la. — Harris  v.  Bigley,  136  Iowa 
307,  111  N.  W.  432.  La.— Miller  v.' 
Bearb,  134  La.  893,  64  So.  822;  Brigot's 
Heirs  v.  Brigot,  49  La.  Ann.  1428,  22 
So.  641;  Taliaferro  v.  Steele,  14  La. 
Ann.  656;  Maskell  v.  Horner,  10  La. 
Ann.  641. 

29.  See  generally  the  title  "Juries 
and  Jurors." 
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jurors,  discovered  too  late  to  move  for  a  new  trial,  sometimes  furnishes 
ground  for  the  granting, of  a  new  trial  on  bill  in  equity.^"  But  an 
interference  with  the  deliberation  of  the  jury,  though  an  irregularity 
in  the  prdceeding,  does  not  justify  equitable  interference  with  the 
judgment.^^  Nor  will  equity  enjoin  a  judgment  because  the  jury  dis- 
regarded certain  evidence  in  the  case,^^  or  for  errors  in  impaneling,^* 
and  instructing  a  jury.'* 

The  incapacity  of  a  juror  is  not  good  ground  for  an  action  of  nullity.*^ 

c.    Defects  or  Errors  in  the  Judgment,  or  Its  Rendition  and  Entry. ^' 

Mere  defects  or  errors  in  the  judgment,'^  or  irregularities  or  errors 


30.  A  new  trial  at  law  was  granted 
in  Lawless  v.  Eeese,  3  Bibb  (Ky.)  486, 
because  the  sheriff  had  without  the  ap- 
probation of  the  court  counselled  with 
the  jury  as  to  the  right  of  the  parties, 
after  they  had  retired,  and  read  to  them 
a  paper  not  used  on  trial,  which  facts 
were  not  known  to  the  complainant 
until  after  the  term  at  which  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered. 

31.  Crafts  V.  Hall,  4  ni.  131. 

32.  Bdgerton  v.  Comstock,'  3  Ind. 
383. 

33.  Little  Rock  &  Ft.  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Wells,  61  Ark.  354,  33  S.  W.  208,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  216,  30  L.  E.  A.  560. 

34.  Little  Eock  &  Ft.  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Wells,  61  Ark.  354,  33  S.  W.  208,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  216,  30  L.  E.  A.  560.         , 

Methods  of  objecting  to  errors  in  in- 
structing jury,  see  13  Standabd  Proc. 
986,  et  seq. 

35.  Cressap  v.  Wiiiehester,  6  Eob. 
(La.)  458. 

36.  Form  and  sufficiency  of  judg- 
ments generally,  see  supra,  XI. 

Bendition  and  entry  of  judgments 
generally,  see  14  Standard  Proc,  971, 
et  seq. 

37.  U.  S.— Nprth  Star  Lumb.  Co.  v. 

Johnson,   196  Fed.   56.     Ala Hendley 

v.  Chabert,  189  Ala.  258,  65  So.  993 
(a  judgment  by  default  instead  of  nil 
dicit  is  a  mere  matter  of  form);  Nor- 
man V.  Burns,  67  Ala.  248.  Ark. — West 
V.  Waddill,  33  Ark.  575.  Cal.— Hunter 
V.  Hoole,  17  Cal.  418;  Gregory  v.  Ford, 
14  Cal.  138,  73  Am.  Dec.  6'39.  Colo. 
Venner  v.  Denver  Union  Water  Co.,  40 
Colo.  212,  90  Pac.  623.  Fla.— Order  of 
United  Commercial  Travelers  v.  Bell, 
62  Fla.  565,  56  So.  910;  Peacock  v. 
Feaster,  52  Fla.  565,  42  So.  889.  Ga. 
Irvin  V.  Sanders,  52  Ga.  350.  111. 
Chicago  Waifs  Mission  v.  Excelsior 
Electric  Co.,  44  111.  App.  425.  Ind. 
Meyer  v.  Wilson,   166  Ind.   651,  76  N. 
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E.  748  (Christian  names  of  defendants 
omitted) ;  Boos  v.  Morgan,  140  Ind.  206, 
39  N.  E.  919;  De  Haven  v.  Covalt,  83 
Ind.  344.  la. — ^Durand  v.  Northwestern 
L.  &  S.  Co.,  112  Iowa  296,  83  N.  W. 
972;  FuUiam  v.  Drake,  105  Iowa  615, 
75  N.  W.  479;  York  v.  Boardman,  40 
Iowa  57.  Ky. — Eeynolds  v.  Horine,  13 
B.  Hon.  234.  La. — Boudreaux  v.  Low- 
er Terrebonne  Eef.  &  Mfg.  Co.,  127  La. 
98,  53  So.  456;  Couery  v.  His  Creditors, 
118  La.  864,  43  So.  530;  Gilmore  v.  Gil- 
more,  9  La.  Ann.  197.  Minn. — Johnson 
V.  Vaule,  61  Minn.  401,  63  N.  W.  1039. 
Miss. — A.  B.  Smith  Co.  v.  Bank  of 
Holmes  County,  18  So.  847;  Eobb  v. 
Halsey,  11  Smed.  &  M.  140;  Thomas  v. 
Tappan,  Freem.  Ch.  472.  Mo. — ^Bald- 
win V.  Dalton,  168  Mo.  20,  30,  67  S. 
W.  599.  Ohio.— Gill  v.  Pelkey,  54  Ohio 
St.  348,  43  N.  E.  991.  Ore.— Miller  v. 
Shute,  55  Ore.  603,  107  Pac.  467;  Froe- 
brich  V.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,,  22,  76  Pae. 
351,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  634.  Tenn. 
Berdanatti  v.  Sexton,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  699; 
Eandall  v.  Payne,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  137. 
Tex. — Roller  v.  Wooldridge,  46  Tex. 
485;  Kalmans  v.  Baumbush  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  187  S.  W.  697;  Lester  v.  Gate- 
wood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  389; 
McLane  v.  San  Antonio  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68  S.  W.  63.  Va. 
Eosenberger  v.  Bowen,  84  Va.  660,  5 
S.  B.  697;  Turpiu  v.  Thomas,  2  Hen. 
&  M.  (12  Va.)  139,  3  Am.  Dec.  615. 
Wash.— Davis  v.  Fields,  9  Wash.  78,  37 
Pac.  281,  erroneous  setting  aside  of 
verdict.  W.  Va. — Graham  v.  Citizens' 
Nat.  Bank,  45  W.  Va.  701,  32  S.  B. 
245.  Wyo. — Edwards  ■».  Cheyeniie,  19 
Wyo.  110,  114  Pac.  677,  687. 

[a]  Want  of  finality  as  to  the  issues 
between  the  parties  is  not  ground  for 
annulling  a  judgment.  Smith  v.  Barke- 
meyer,  1  McGloin  (La.)  139. 

[b]  Absence  of  Direction  as  to  Man- 
ner of  Partition. — That  a  judgment  or- 
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in  Its  rendition  and  entry,*^  are  not  grounds  for  setting  aside,  or  en- 
joining it.  So  too,  neither  errors  in  decisions  upon  questions  of  faet,^® 
nor  points  of  law,^"  no  matter  how  plain  or  obvious  they  may  be,  fur- 
nish ground  for  review  of  a  judgment  in  equity.  Nor  will  equity 
vacate  or  enjoin  a  judgment  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  warranted 
by  the  pleadings.*^  That  the  court  rendering  the  judgment  referred  to 
no  law  and  adduced  no  reasons  for  his  decision  is  not  ground  for  an- 
nulling the  judgment.*^ 

The  mere  fact  that  a  judgment  is  rendered  for  an  excessive  amount 
will  not  warrant -equitable  relief;*^  but  where  a  judgment  is  rendered 


dering  a  partition  did  not  direct  the 
manner  in  which  the  partition  was  to 
be  made,  or  appoint  a  notary  to  make 
it  are  irregularities  which  are  the  sub- 
ject of  appeal  rather  than  of  the  action 
of  nullity.  Gilmore  v.  Gilmore,  9  La. 
Ann.  197. 

[c]  When  Appeal  Will  Not  Lie. 
The  fact^that  an  erroneous  judgment 
is  for  an  amount  so  small  that  an  ap- 
peal does  not  lie  does  not  alter  the 
rule.  Kalmans  v.  Baumbush  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  187  S.  W.  697. 

38.  U.  S. — Ski'rving  v.  National.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  59  Fed.  742,  8  C.  C.  A.  241, 
where  record  fails  to  show  citizenship 
of  parties.  Cal. — Hunter  v.  Hoole,  17 
Cal.  418;  Logan  v.  Hillegass,  16  Cal. 
200.  Ind.— Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  Elwood,  79  Ind.  306,  where 
amount  of  costs  omitted.  Miss. — Mc- 
Eaney  v.  Coulter,  39  Miss.  390,  where 
clerk  omitted  to  enter  judgment  on  the 
minutes.  Mo. — Davis  v.  Staples,  45  Mo. 
567;  Engler  v.  Knoblaugh,  131  Mo. 
App.  481,  110  S.  W.  16.  N.  J.— Cutter 
V.  Kline,  35  N.  J.  Bq.  534.  Okla. 
Missouri,  0.  &  G.  R.  ,Co.  v.  Eiley,  34 
Okla.  760,  127  Pac.  391;  Ellis  «.  Akers, 
32  Okla.  96,  121  Pac.  258. 

[a]  Where  the  clerk  does  not  cor- 
rectly record  the  judgment,  relief  can- 
not be  had  in  equity.  Equity  cannot 
examine  and  determine  if  the  judicial 
determination  is  other  than  that  shown 
by  the  record.  Cutter  v.  Kline,  35  N. 
J.  Eq.  534. 

[b]  Rendition  of  judgment  before 
the  expiration  of  time  in  which  to  ap» 
pear  is  an  irregularity;  but  the  judg- 
ment will  not  be  s^t  aside  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  party  who  did  not  take 
advantage  of  the  defect  in  the  manner 
provided  for  by  statute,  and  who  did 
not  show  any  defense  to  the  action. 
Griffith  «. '  Milwaukee  Harvester  Co., 
92   Iowa   634,   61   N.   W.   243,   5^  Am. 


St.  Rep.  573;  McNeill  v.  Hallmark,  28 
Tex.  157. 

[c]  A  judgment  rendered  at  a  time 
not  designated  by  law  is  void 'and  may 
be  enjoined  in  equity.  Cain  v.  Goda, 
84  Ind.  209. 

[d]  The  entry  of  a  personal  judg- 
ment in  a  foreclosure  suit,  although  not 
prayed  for,  is  erroneous  but  not  a 
fraud,  and  the  judgment  will  not  be 
set  aside  in  equity.  York  v.  Board- 
man,  40  Iowa  57. 

[e]  That  a  judgment  was  rendered 
against  a  wife  on  a  contract  entered 
into  jointly  by  the  husband,  and  wife 
is  not  ground  for  annulling  a  judgment. 
Chiasson  v.  Duplantier,  10  La.  570. 

39.  West  Chicago  Park  Comrs.  v. 
Riddle,  151  HI.  App.  487;  Ludwig  v. 
Walker,  138  App.  Div.  850,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  468. 

40..  U.  S.— Allen  v.  Allen,  97  Fed. 
525,  38  C.  C.  A.  336.  Ark.— Clopton  v. 
Carloss,  42  Ark.  560.  111.— West  Chi- 
cago Park  Comrs.  v.  Riddle,  151  111. 
App.  487.  Minn. — Leighton  v.  Bruce, 
156  N.  W.  285.  N.  Y.-rStilwell  v.  Car- 
penter, 59  N.  Y.  414;  Ludwig  v.  Walk- 
er, 138  App.  Div.  850,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
468.  Tex. — Hoekwald  v.  American  Sur. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.i),  102  8.  W.  181. 
Wash.— Long  v.  Eisenbeis,  18  Wash. 
423,  51  Pac.  1061. 

41.  U.  S.— Allen  v.  Allen,  97  Fed. 
525,  38  C.  C.  A.  336.  Cal.— Holmes  v. 
Rogers,  13  Cal.  191.  Ga. — Lenoard  v. 
Collier,  53  Ga.  387.  Tex. — Reast  v. 
Hughes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  33  8.  W. 
1003.  Va.— Preston  v.  Kindrick,  94  Va. 
760,  27  S.  E.  588,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  777. 

Necessity  for  judgment  conforming 
to  pleadings,  see  supra,  XI,  D,  2,  b. 

42.  Chiasson  v.  Duplantier,  10  La. 
570. 

Necessity  for  judgment  to  state  rea- 
son therefor,  see  supra,  XI,  B,  1. 

43.  Ga.— Booth   &   Co.    v.    Mohr    & 
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for  an  amount  which  is  not  intended  by  or  which  is  inconsistent  with 
the  pleadings  through  fraud,  accident,  mistake,  or  miscalculation, 
equity  will  afford  relief,  if  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law.** 

5.  Failure  To  Present  Cause  of  Action  or  Defense  at  Law.  —  a. 
In  General.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  parties  to  an  action  at  law  to  set 
up  in  that  action  their  claims  and  defenses.*^  A  defendant  who  fails 
to  set  up  his  legal  defenses  in  the  action  at  law  cannot  ordinarily 
set  up  the  matters  constituting  such  defenses  afterwards  in  equity  as 
grounds  for  annulling,  setting  aside  or  enjoining  the  judgment  re- 
covered at  law.*^    If,  however,  without  fault  or  negligence  on  his  own 


Sons,  125  Ga.  472,  54  S.  E.  147.  lU. 
Walker  v.  Shreve,  87  111.  474.  Ind. 
Gum-Elastic  Eoofiug  Co.  v.  Mexico  Pub. 
Co.,  140  Ind.  158,  39  N.  E.  443,  30 
L.  R.  A.  700.  la. — Ebersole  v.  Latimer, 
65  Iowa  164,  21  N.  W.  500.  Ky. 
Eeed  v.  Clarke,  4  Mon.  18;  Morrison's 
Exr.  V.  Hart,  2  Bibb  4,  4  Am.  Dec. 
663.     Mo.— Sumner  v.  Whitley,   1   Mo. 

708.  Ore.— George  v.  Nowlan,  38  Ore. 
537,  64  Pac.  1.  Tex. — Lester  v.  Gate- 
wood  (TeX.  Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  389. 
Wyo. — Edwards  v.  Cheyenne,  19  Wyo, 
110,  114  Pac.  677,  687,,  122  Pac.  900. 

[a]  Rendering  a,  judgment  for  a 
greater  amount  than  that  authorized  by 
the  pleadings  is  an  error  or  irregularity 
which  equity  will  not  relieve  against 
unless,  perhaps  its  enforcement  as  to 
the  excess  may  be  enjoined  when  the 
judgment  debtor  does  equity  by  paying 
or  tendering  the  amount  actually  due. 
George  v.  Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537,  64 
Pac.  1. 

[b]  Excessive  Interest. — ^An  error 
of  law  whereby  the  court  rendered 
judgment  for  an  excessive  amount  of 
interest  will  not  be  relieved  in  equity. 
Eogers  v.  Stokes,  87  Tenn.  294,  11  8. 
W.  215. 

44.  Ala.— Norris  v.  Cottrell,  20  Ala. 
304.  Cal.— Cohen-i;.  Cohen,  150  Cal. 
99,  88  Pac.  267.  Colo.— Van  Buren  v. 
Posteraro,  45  Colo.  588,  102  Pae.  1067, 
132  Am.  St.  Bep.  199,  fraudulent 
alteration  of  judgment.  Conn. — Wells 
V.  Bridgeport  Hydraulic  Co.,  30  Conn. 
316,  79  Am.  Dec.  250.  Me. — Cunning- 
ham V.  Gushee,  78  Me.  417.    Md. — Katz 

V.   Moore,   13    Md.   566.     Mo Case   v. 

Cunningham,  61  Mo.  434.  S.  C. — Cohen 
V.  Dubose,  Harp.  Eq.  102,  14  Am.  Dec. 

709.  Wyo. — Edwards  v.  Cheyenne,  19 
Wyo.  110,  114  Pac.  677,  687,  122  Pae. 
900. 

Fraud  in  procuring  judgment  as 
ground   generally   for   equitable   relief, 
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see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,   (II). 

Mistake  generally  as  ground  for  re- 
lief, see  infra,  XV,  E,  7. 

Effect  of  adequacy  or  inadequacy  of 
remedy  at  law,  see  supra,  XV,  0,  6. 

45.  Ga. — Graham  v.  Graham,  137  Ga. 
668,  74  S.  E.  426;  Brown  v.  Boynton, 
69  Ga.  754.  111.— Hollister  v.  Sobra, 
264  HI.  535,  106  N.  E.  507;  Shinkle 
V.  Letcher,  47  HI.  216;  Vennum  v.  Davis, 
35  HI.  568;  Fillmore  v.  Hodgman,  71 
111.  App.  554.  Miss. — Miller  v.  Palmer, 
55  Miss.  323;  Smith  v.  >Walker,  8  Smed. 
&  M.  131.  N.  Y.— Stilwell  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 59  N.  Y.  414;  Patersou  v.  Banks, 
9  Paige  Ch.  627.  Tenn. — Evans  v.  In- 
ternational Trust  Co.',  59  S.  W.  373. 
W.  Va.— Newlon  «.~Wade,  43  W,  Va. 
283,  27  S.  E.  244. 

Insufficiency  of  declaration  or  com- 
plaint as  ground  for  equitable  relief, 
see  supra,  XV,  E,  4,  b,  (III). 

46.  U.  S.^Kibbe  v.  Benson,  17  Wall. 
624,  21  L.  ed.  741;  Creath's  Admr.  v. 
Sims,  5  How.  192,  204,  12  L.  ed.  110. 
Ala. — Hightower  v.  Coalson,  151  Ala. 
147,  44  So.  53;  Eoebling  Sons  Co.  v. 
Stevens  Elec.  Co.,  "93  Ala.  39,  9  So. 
369;  Norman  v.  Burns,  67  Ala.  248 
(payment);  Dunklin  v.  Wilson,  64  Ala. 
162  (an  action  to  impeach  a  judgment 
on  the  ground  of  false  return);  Powell 
V.  Stewart,  17  Ala.  719.  Ark. — ^Bently 
V.  Dillard,  6  Ark.  79.  Fla. — Hoey  v. 
Jackson,  31  Fla.  541,  13  So.  459.  Ga. 
Graham  v.  Graham,  137  Ga.  668,  74 
S.  E.  426;  Griffin  v.  Smyly,  105  Ga. 
475,  30  S.  E.  416;  Owens  v.  Van  Winkle 
Gin  &  Mach.  Co.,  96  Ga.  408,  23  S.  E, 
416,  31  L.  E.  A.  767;  York  v.,  Clopton, 
32  Ga.  362;  Ponder  v.  Cox,  26  Ga.  485. 
HI. — Mushbaugh  v.  East  Peoria,  260  111. 
27,  102  N.  E.  1027;  Haugan  v.  Chicago, 
259  111.  249,  102  N.  E.  185;  Martin 
ii.  McCall,  247  111.  484,  93  N.  B.  418; 
Boddie  v.  Brewer,  etc.  Brew.  Co.,  204 
111.  352,  68  N.  E.  394;  Cairo  &  St.  L. 
B.  Co.  V.  Holbrook,  92  111.  297;   Gold 
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part,  a  defendant  had  no  reasonable  opportunity  for  or  was  prevented 
from  interposing  a  meritorious  defense  by  reason  of  some  fact  recog- 


i;.  Bailey,  44  HI.  491,  92  Am.  Dec.  190; 
Owens  V.  Eanstead,  22  111.  161.  Ind. 
Center  Tp.  v.  Board  of  Commissioners, 
110  Ind.  579,  10  N.  B.  291;  Murphy,  v. 
Blair,  12  Ind.  184;  Brown  1).  Wyn- 
coop,  2  Blaekf.  230.  la.— TTlber  v. 
Dunn,  143  Iowa  260,  119  N.  W.  269; 
Murphy  v.  Cuddihy,  111  Iowa  645,  82 
N.  W.  999;  Steiner  v.  Lenz,  110  Iowa 

49,  81  N.  W.  190;  Wilsey  v.  Maynard, 
21  Iowa  107.  Ky. — Hughes  v.  McCoun's 
Admr.,  3  Bibb  254;  Clay  v.  Fry,  3  Bibb 
248,  6  Am.  Dec.  654;  Morrison's  Exr. 
V.  Hart,  ,2  Bibb  4,  4  Am.  Deo.  663; 
Carpenter  v.  Hackley,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
155.  La. — Boudreaux  v.  Lower  Terre- 
bonne Eef.  &  Mfg.  Co.,  127  La.  98,  53 

50.  456;  Brigot's  Heirs  v.  Brigot,  49 
La.  Ann.  1428,  22  So.  641;  Eobiehaud 
V.  Nelson,  28  La.  Ann.  578;  Lafon's 
ExTS.  V.  Desessart,  1  Mart.  (N.  S.)  71; 
Kouns  V.  Waggaman,  Man.  ITnrep.  Cas. 
318.  Mass. — Amherst  College  v.  Al- 
len, 165  Mass.  178,  42  N.  E.  570.  Me. 
Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tremblay,  101 
Me.  585,  65  Atl.  22;  Milliken  v.  Dock- 
ray,  80  Me.  82,  13  Atl.  127.  Md. 
Twigg  V.  Hopkins,  85  Md.  301,  37 
Atl.  24.  Mich. — "Weisman  v.  Newton 
Beef  Co.,  154  Mich.  511,  118  N.  W.  2; 
McGraw  v.  Pettibone,  10  Mich.  530; 
Wright  T7.  King,  Har.  Ch.  12;  Barrows 
v.  Doty,  Har.  Ch.  1.  Minn. — Miller  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  157  N.  "W.  1069; 
Clark  V.  Lee,  58  Minn.  410,  59  N.  W. 
970;  Sargeant  v.  Bigelow,  24  Minn. 
370.  Miss. — Love  v.  Pass,  14  Smed.  & 
M.  158;  Eobb  v.  Halsey,  11  Smed.  &  M. 
140;  Smith  v.  "Walker,  8  Smed.  &  M. 
131;  Benton  v.  Crowder,  7  Smed.  & 
M.  185;  Sinking  Fund  Comrs.  v.  Pat- 
rick, Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  110  (payment). 
Mo.— Smoot  V.  Judd,  184  Mo.  508,  83 
S.  W.  481,  161  (Mo.  673,  684,  61  S.  W. 
854,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  738;  Hamilton  v. 
McLean,  169  Mo.  51,  68  S.  W.  930,  139 
Mo.  678,  41  S.  W.  224.  Mont.— Schill- 
ing V.  Eeagan,  19  Mont.  508,  48  Pac. 
1109.  Neb. — Dorwart  v.  Troyer,  2  Neb. 
(Unof.)  22,  96  N.  W.  116;  McHale  v. 
Metz,  70  Neb.  106,  96  N.  W.  1004; 
Miller  v.  Miller's  Est.,  69  Neb.  441,  95 
N.  W.  1010.  Nev.— Dalton  v.  Libby,  9 
Nev.  192.  N.  J. — Mechanics  Nat.  Bank 
v._  Burnet  Mfg.  Co.,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  486 
(invalidity  of  instrument  sued  on) ; 
Stratton  v.  Allen,   16  N,   J.    Eq.    229. 


N.  Y.— Stilwell  V.  Carpenter,  59  N.  Y. 
414;  Schroeppell  v.  Shaw,  3  N.  Y.  446; 
Hoskins  v.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96 
N.  Y.  Supp.  926;  Ingalls  v.  Merchants' 
Nat.  Bank,  51  App.  Div.  305,  64  N.  Y. 
Supp.  911;  Gardiner  v.  Van  Alstyne,  22 
App.  Div.  579,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  114; 
Hewlett  V.  Hewlett,  4  Edw.  Ch.  7,  16; 
Le  Guen  v.  Gouverneur,  1  John.  Cas. 
502.  N.  C— Peace  v.  Nailing,  16  N.  C. 
289.  Ohio.— Allen  v.  Medill,  14  Ohio 
445;  Abbot  v.  Hughes,  3  Ohio  278. 
Okla. — Guthrie  v.  McKennon,  91  Pac. 
851;  Crist  v.  Cosby,  11  Okla.  635,  69 
Pac.  885.  Ore. — Galbraith  v.  Barnard, 
21  Ore.  67,  26  Pac.  1110.  S.  C— Me- 
Dowall  V.  McDowall,  Bailey  Eq.  324. 
Tenn. — Evans  v.  International  Trust 
Co.,  59  S.  W.  373;  McClanahan  v. 
Stovall,  6  Lea  505;  Chester  v.  Apper- 
son,  4  Heisk.  639;  Newman  v.  Thomas, 
5  Hayw.  77;  Peyton  v.  Eawlens,  4 
Hayw.  77;  Winchester  v.  Jackson,  3 
Hayw.  305,  309;  Eeeves  v.  Hogan,  Cooke 
175  (payment).  Tex. — 0'Con^or  v. 
Lucio,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  682,  39  S.  W. 
139;  Byars  v.  Justin,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas., 
§686.  Va. — Eichmond  Enquirer  Co.  v. 
Eobinson,  24  Gratt.  (65  Va.)  548;  Hol- 
land V.  Trotter,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.)  136. 
Vt. — Day  V.  Cummings,  19  Vt.  496. 
Wash. — Spokane  Co-operative  Min.  Co. 
V.  Pearson,  28  Wash.  118,  68  Pac.  165. 
W.  Va.— Newlon  v.  Wade,  43  W.  Va. 
283,  27  S.  B.  244;  Jarrett  v.  Goodnow, 
39  W.  Va.  602,  20  S.  E.  575,  32  L.  E. 

A.  321.  Wis.— Nye  v.  Sochor,  92  Wis. 
40,  65  N.  W.  854,  53  Am.  St.  Eep. 
896. 

[a]  Application  of  Rule. — The  gen- 
eral rule  applies  only  in  cases  where 
such  a  defense  would  authorize  a  court 
of  law  to  render  the  party  full  relief, 
in  the  case  presented  by  the  evidence. 
Murphy  v.  Blair,  12  Ind.  184. 

[b]  Set-Off. — The  rule  applies  only 
to  i;hose  defenses  which  the  defendant 
is  required  to  make  and  hence  is  not 
applicable  to  set-off.     Chicago  D.  &  V. 

B.  Co.  V.  Field,  86  111.  270. 

[e]  Where  service  is  made  on  the 
wrong  person,  and  such  person  makes 
no  defense  at  law,  but  suffers  judgment 
to  go  against  him  by  default,  and  then, 
execution  having  issued,  gives  a  forth- 
coming bond  and  appeals,  upon  which 
appeal  the  judgment  is  afSjmed,  he  can- 
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nized  in  equity  as  a  ground  for  assuming  jurisdiction,  equity  will  re- 
lieve him  from  the  judgment  and  grant  him  an  opportunity  to  take 
advantage  of  his  defense.*^ 

b.  Defense  of  Illegality. '^^  —  Equity  will  not  usually  grant  relief 
from  a  judgment  on  the  sole  ground  that  the  claim  represented  by  the 
judgment  is  illegal.*® 

Usury.  —  The  fact  that  the  claim  upon  which  the  judgment  is  based 
is  tainted  ■«\fith  usury,  is  not  ordinarily  a  groundi  for  equitable  relief j"*" 


not  obtain  relief  in  equity  from  the 
judgment.  Chi^holm  v.  Anthony,  2 
Hen.  &  M.  (12  Va.)  13. 

[d]  Where  There  Is  No  Diversity 
of  Citizenship. — Though  jurisdiction  of 
a  federal  court  be  dependent  on  di- 
versity of  citizenship  its  judgment  can- 
■  not  be  annulled  because  both  parties 
are  shown  to  be  residents  of  the  same 
state.  Pearce  v.  Winter  Iron-Works, 
32  Ala.  68. 

47.  TJ.  S.— North  Chicago  Eolling 
Mill  Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Ore  and  gteel  Co., 
152  U.  S.  596,  615,  14-Sup.  Ct.  710,  715, 
38  L.  ed.  565.  Ala. — Stubbs  v.  Leavitt, 
30  Ala.  352.  Conn. — Tyler  v.  Ham- 
mersley,  44  Conn.  419,  26  Am.  Eep.  479; 
Carrington  v.  Holabird,  17  Conn.  530, 
19  Conn.  84.  Ga. — Clark  «.  Ramsay, 
143  Ga.  729,  85  S.  E.  869.  m.— Hof- 
man  v.  Burris,  210  111.  587,  71  N.,  E. 
584;  Walker  v.  Kretsinger,  48  111.  502; 
Ballanoe  v.  Loomis,  22  111.  82;  Bever- 
idge  V.  Hewitt,  8  HI.  App.  467.  la. 
Hoskins  v.  Hattenbaek,  14  Iowa  314. 
Ky. — Cummings  v.  Kennedy,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  642;  Saunders  v.  Jennings^  2 
J.  J.  Marsh.  513.  Miss. — ^Hamilton  v. 
Moore,  32  Miss.  625.  Neta. — Bankers 
Union  v.  Landis,  75  Neb.  625,  106  N. 
W.  973;  Munro  v.  Callahan,  55  Neb. 
75,  75  N.  W.  151,  70  -Am.  St.  Eep.  366. 
N.  J. — Tomkins  v.  Tomkins,  11  N.  J. 
Eq.  512;  Moore  v.  Gamble,  9  N.  J.  Eq. 
246.  N.  Y.— Foster  v.  ")Wood,  6  Johns. 
Ch.  87.  Ore. — George  v.  Nowlan,  38 
Ore.  537,  64  Pac.  1.  Tenn.— Eeeves  v. 
Hogan,  Cooke  175,  5  Ata.  Dec.  684. 
Tex. — -Alexander  v.  San  Antonio  Lumb. 
Co.  (Tex.),  13  8.  W.  1025;  Slayden- 
;  Kirksey  Woolen  Mill  v.  Eobinson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  143  S.  W.  294;  Byars  v. 
Justin,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.,  §686.  Va. 
Hudson  V.  Kline,  9  Gratt.  (50  Va.)  379. 

Party  seeking  relief  must  not  have 
been  at  fault,  see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

Party  must  have  meritorious  defense, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  4. 

Excuses  for  failure  to  present  de- 
fense, see  infra,  XV,  E,  5,  e. 
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Fraud  preventing  presentation  of 
party's  case  or  defense  as  ground  for 
relief,  see  generally  infra,  XV,  E,  6, 
b,   (III). 

48.  How  pleaded,  see  generally  the 
title  "UlegalitiSr,  How  Pleaded." 

49.  Donovan  v.  Miller,  12  Idaho  600, 
88  Pac.  82,  10  Ann.  Cas.  444;  Young 
V.  Beardsley,  11  Paige  (N.  Y.)  93. 
But  see.  Given 's  Appeal,  121  Pa.  260, 
15  Atl.  468;  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  795. 

[a]  A  judgment  on  a  bond  to  com- 
promise a  prosecution  for  seduction  will 
not  be  vacated  in  equity,  although  it 
appears  that  the  defendant  is  innocent 
of  the  charge.  Meredith  v.  Knox  (Del. 
Ch.),  83  Atl.  703. 

[b]  Where  Consideration  Was  Sale 
of  a  Slave. — That  the  consideration  for 
the  note  upon  which  judgment  was  ren- 
dered was  a  slave  was  a  matter  of  de- 
fense which  should  have  been  inter- 
posed at  law;  and  equity  will  not 
grant  relief  therefrom.  Thomas  «. 
Phillips,  4  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  358,  423; 
Miller  v.  Gaskins, .  Smed.  &  M.  Ch. 
(Miss.)  524.  See  also  Sample  v.  Barnes, 
14  How.  70,  14  L.  ed.  330,  denying  re- 
lief as  the  complainant  was  in  pari 
delicto  with  the  other  party.  Harde- 
man V.  Harris,  7  How.  (U.  S.)  726,.  12 
L.  ed.  889;  Eenfroe  v.  McDaniel,  ,4Q 
Ga.  131.  Contra,  Li,udstrum  v.  Ewing, 
25  La.  Ann.  520. 

50.  Ala.— McCoUum  v.  Prewitt,  37 
Ala.  573;  Eoyster  v.  Watkins,  3  Port. 
436;  Teague  v.  Rmssell,  2  Stew.  420. 
Ga. — Owens  v.  Van  Winkle  Gin  &  Maeh. 
Co.,  96  Ga.  408,  23  S.  E.  416,  31  L.  B. 
A.  767;  Owenjj.  Gibson,  74  Ga.  465; 
Gatewood  v.  City  Bank,  49  Ga.  45.  HI. 
Lucas  V.  Spencer,  27  111.  15.  Ky. — Chinn 
V.  Mitchell,  2  Mete.  92.  Gontra,  Pearce 
V.  Hedrick,  3  Litt.  109;  Isaacke  v.  Fiek- 
lin,  5  B.  Mon.  18.  Miss.— Eobb  v.  Hal- 
sey,  11  Smed.  &  M.  140;  Smith  V. 
Walker,  8  Smed.  &  M.  131;  Yeizer  v. 
Burke,  Watt  &  Co.,  3  Smed.  &  M.  439. 
N.  Y. — ^Berry  v.  Thompson,  17  Johns. 
436;  Thompson  v.  Berry,  3  Johns.  Ch. 


JUDGMENTS 


307 


for  this  is  a  matter  of  defense,  which  must  be  interposed  in  the  original 
action,  unless  there  exists  sufficient  excuse  for  not  doing  so.^^  Some 
courts  have  granted  relief  on  the  ground  of  usury,  however.^^ 

Judgment  Upon  Gambling  Contract.  —  While  it  has  been  held  that 
equity  will  not  relieve  against  a  judgment  because  based  upon  a 
gambling  contract,^'  where  statutes  declare  that  judgments  on  gaming 
contracts  are  void,  equity  will  relieye  against  their  enforcement,^* 
although  no  reason  is  given  why  the  defense  was  not  interposed  at 
law,^°  and  although  the  judgment  was  recovered  by  a  bona  fide  as- 


395;  Lansing  v.  Eddy,  1  Johns.  Ch.  49; 
N.  C— Walker  v.  Gurley,  83  N.  0.  429; 
Brauton  v.  Dixon,  5  N.  C.  225.  Ohio. 
Eains  v.  Scott,  13  Ohio  107;  Morgan 
V.  England,  Wright  112.  S.  C. — Jones 
V.  Ejlgore,  2  Eieh.  Eq.  63.  Tenn. 
Parham  v.  Pulliam,  5  Coldw.  497; 
Lindsley  v.  James,  3  Coldw.  477;  Frier- 
son  V.  Moody,  3  Humph.  561;  McKoin 
&  Wilkinson  v.  Cooley,  3  Humph.  559; 
Buchanan  v.  Nolin,  3  .Humph.  63; 
Nance  v.  Gregory,  1  Tenn.  Oh.  636. 
Vt.— Day  V.  Cummings,  19  Vt.  496. 
W.  Va.— Logan  v.  Ballard,  61  W.  Va. 
526,  57  S.  E.  143. 

[a]  But  equity  ■will  relieve  against 
judgments  by  confession  rendered  on  a 
usurious  contract.  Thompson  v.  Berry, 
3  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  T.)  395.  See  also 
Gatewood  v.  City  Bank,  49  Ga.  45. 

As  to  recovery  back  of  money  paid 
as  usury  generally, "  see  the  title 
"Usury." 

51.  Where  Defense  Embarrassed. 
Where  (1)  a  debtor  in  the  hadds  oH  a 
usurer  has  been  induced  to  change  the 
securities  from  time  to  time,  and  add 
in  the  usurious  interest,  and  the  trans- 
action has  become  so  complicated  and 
intricate  as  to  make  it  difficult  for  a 
jury  to  detect  the  contrivance  and 
separate  the  usury  from  the  sum  due, 
equity  will  relieve  against  a  judgment 
against  the  debtor.  HuflE  v.  Miller 
(Tenn.),  58  S.  W.  876;  Chester  v.  Ap- 
person,  4  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  639;  Parham 
V.  Pulliam,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  497;  Lind- 
sley V.  James,  3  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  477; 
Frierson  v.  Moody,  3  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
561;  McKoin  &  Wilkinson  v.  Cooley,  3 
Humph.  (Tenn.)  559;  Buchanan  v. 
Nolin,  3  Humph.  (Tenn.)  63;  Nance  v. 
Gregory,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  636.  (2)  This  rule 
applies,  perhaps,  whether  or  not  any 
defense  at  all  was  made.  Nance  v. 
Gregory,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  636. 

Excuses  for  failure  to  present  de- 
fense, see  infra,  XV,  E,  5,  e. 

52.  Del.— Ennis  V.  Ginn,  5  Del.  Ch. 


180.  Md.— Hill  V.  Eeifsnider,  46  Md. 
555.  Va.— Greer  v.  Hale,  95  Va.  533, 
28  S.  E.  873,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  814; 
Brown  v.  Toell,  5  Eand.  (26  Va.)  543, 
16  Am.  Dee.  759;  Young  v.  Scott,  4 
Eand.  (25  Va.)  415.  See  also  Neurath 
V.  Hecht,  62  Md.  221;  Exchange  &  D. 
Bank  v.  Fugate,  93  Va.  821,  23  S.  E. 
884;  Terry  v.  Dickinson,  75  Va.  475 
(holding  the  bill  insufficient) ;  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Usury." 

[a]  The  change  in  the  statute  de- 
claring that  usurious  contracts  shall  be 
deemed  for  an 'illegal  consideration  in- 
stead of  void,  as  formerly,  furnishes  no 
warrant  for  departing  from  the  long 
established  doctrine  that  a  court  of 
equity  will  go  behind  a  judgment  to 
relieve  against  usury.  Greer  %.  Hale, 
95  Va.  533,  28  S.  E.  873,  64  Am.  St. 
Eep.  814. 

53.  Owens  v.  Van  Winkle  Gin  & 
Mach.  Co.,  96  Ga.  408,  23  S.  E.  416,  31 
L.  E.  A.  767;  Dunn  v.  Holloway,  16,  N. 
C.  322: 

54.  Del.— Ennis  v.  Ginn,  5  Del.  Ch. 
180.  Ky.— Gill  v.  Webb's  Admr.,  4 
Mon.  299;  Moffett  v.  White,  1  Litt. 
324;  Clay  v.  Fry,  3  Bibb  248.  Md. 
Gough  V.  Pratt,  9  Md.  526.  Miss.— Lu- 
cas V.  Waul,  12  Smed.  &  M.  157; 
Thomas  v.  Phillips,  4  Smed.  &  M.  358, 
427.  Va.— Greer  v.  Hale,  95  Va.  533, 
28  S.  E.  873,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  814;  Skip- 
with  V.  Strother,  3  Eand.  (24  Va.)  214; 
Woodson  V.  Barrett  &  Co.,  2  Hen.  &  M. 
(12  Va.)  80,  3,  Am.  Dec.  612.  Compare 
Elliott  V.  Smock,  1  Wash.  (1  Va.)  389. 
See  also  Goolsby  v.  St.  John,  25  Gratt. 
(66  Va.)  146;  White  v.  Washington,  5 
Gratt.  (46  Va.)  645.  holding  a  gaming 
consideration  forms  an  exception  to  the 
general  rulp  requiring  a  defendant  at 
law  to  avail  himself  there  of  a  good 
legal  defense  to  an  action.  He  may  in 
such  case  suffer  judgment  to  go  against 
him  apd  obtain  relief  by  bill  in  equity. 

55.  Md.— Gough  v.  Pratt,  9  Md.  526. 
Miss. — ^Lucas  v.  Waul,  12  Smed.  &  M. 
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signee."'  Some  statutes  prohibiting  gaming  specifically  provide  for 
vacation  by  courts  of  equity  of  judgments  obtained  contrary  to  their 
provisions.^^ 

Where  tlie  party  seeking  relief  is  in  pari  delicto  with  the  adversary, 
equity  will  not  grant  relief.^^ 

c.  Defense  of  Want  or  Failure  of  Consideration.  —  An  absence  or 
failure  of  consideration  is  a  matter  of  defense  which  must  be  inter- 
posed in  the  action  at  law;  equity  will  not  grant  relief  on  this  ground 
in  the  absence  of  equitable  grounds  exeusirig  its  presentation.^"'  But 
it  has  been  held  that  where,  in  a  sale  of  real  estate,  there  is  a  total 
or  partial  failure  of  consideration,  as  where  the  vendor  failed  to_  give 
possession  of  all  or  a  part^of  the  property  sold,""  or  where  he  fails  to 


157.  Va.— Goolsby  v.  St.  John,  25  Gratt. 
(66  Va.)  146;  White  v.  Washington,  5 
Gratt.  (le  Va.)  645;  Skipwith  v.  Stro- 
ther,  3  Eand.   (24  Va.)    214. 

[a]  Where  an  abortive  attempt  to 
-defend  is  made 'at  law,  equity  will  deny 
relief.  MofCett  v.  White,  1  Litt.  (Ky.) 
324.     See  supra,  XV,  E,  a. 

56.  Gough  V.  Pratt,  9  Md.  526;  Lu- 
cas V.  Waul,  12  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  157. 

[a]  Where  Note  Is  Assigned  and 
New  Note  Given. — Where  a  note 
founded  upon  a  gaming  consideration 
has  passed,  into  the  hands  of  a  bona 
fide  assignee  and  has  been  taken  up  by 
a  new  note,  equity  will  not  enjoin  a 
judgment  recovered  on  the  -new  note. 
Wooldridge  v.  Gates,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  222. 

57.  Harris  v.  McDonald,.  194  111.  75, 
62  N.  E.  310;  West  v.  Carter,  129  111. 
249,  21  N.  E.  782;  Boddie  v.  Brewer 
&  H.  Brew.  Co.,  187  111.  App.  357;  Col- 
lins V.  Lee,  2  Mo.  16. 

[a]  Necessity  For  Defense  at  Law. 
This  statute  takes  cases  of  this  charac- 
ter out  of  the  general  rule  that  a  de- 
fense must  be  made  at  law.  jA.  failure 
to  interpose  the  defense  of  gaming  at 
law,  even  where  the  party  appeared  and 
defended,  is  no  bar  to  relief  in  equity. 
Harris  v.  McDonald,  194  111.  75,  62  N. 
E.  310;  West  v.  Carter,  129  111.  249,  21 
N,  E.  782;  Boddie  v.  Brewer  &  H. 
Brew.  Co.,  107  111.  App.  357. 

58.  XX.  S. — Sample  i;.  Barnes,  14 
How.  70,  14  L.  ed.  330;  Creath's  Admr. 
V.  Sims,  5  How.  192,  12  L.  ed.  110. 
Cal. — Pacific  Debenture  Co.  v.  Caldwell, 
147  Cal.  106,  81  Pac.  314.  Tenn.— As 
to  usury  this  rule  -^ould  not  apply.  See 
Lindsley  v.  James,  3  Coldw.  477,  citing 
1  Story's  Eq.  Jut.  §302.  Va.— Harnett 
V.  Barnett,  83  Va.  504,  2  S.  E.  733. 

59.  Ala.— Howell  v.  Motes,  54  Ala. 

Vol.  XV 


1;  White  v.  Ross,  5  Stew.  &  P.  123; 
Isbell  V.  Morris,  1  Stew.  &  P.  41.  Ark. 
Dugan  V.  Cureton,-  1  Ark.  31,  31  Am. 
Dec.   727.     See  Dickson  v.  Eichardson, 

16  Ark.  114.     Del Whitaker  v.  Wici- 

ersham,  5  Del.  Ch.  187.  Ga. — Eeynolds 
&  Hamby  Est.  Mort.  Co.  v.  Martin,  116 
Ga.  495,  42  S.  E.  796;  Allen  v.  Thorn- 
ton, 51  Ga.  594;  Wright  v.  McDonald, 
44  Ga.  452.  Idalio. — Donovan  v.  Mil- 
ler, 12  Idaho  600,  88  Pac.  82,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  444.  Ind. — Pichon  v.  McHenry,  6 
Blaekf.  517;  Eaburn  v.  Shortridge,  2 
Blackf.  480.  Ky.— Allen  v.  Philips,  2 
Litt.  1.  Compare  McKee  v.  Hoover,  1 
Mon.  32;  Harper  v.  Coleman,  4  Litt. 
156.  La. — Butmau  v.  Forshay,  21  La. 
Ann.  165.  Miss. — Williams  v.  Jones,  10 
Smed.  &  M.  108.  N.  J.— Stratton  v.  Al- 
len, 16  ISr.  J.  Eq.  229.  N.  C— Waldrop 
V.  Green,  63  N.  C.  344,  denying  relief 
where  the  title  to  personal  property 
sold  had  failed,  and  where  there  was  a 
showing  of  the  insolvency  of  the  de- 
fendant. Wis. — Marsh  v.  Edgerton,  2 
Pin.  230. 

Contra. — ^U.  S. — Skillern's  Bxrs.  1). 
May's  Exrs.,  4  Cranch  137,  2  L.  ed.  574. 
Tenn. — Irwin  v.  Burnett,  6  Humph.  342. 
W.  Va.— Jarrett  v.  Goodnow,  39  W.  Va. 
602,  20  S.  E.  575,  32  L.  E.  A.  321  (by 
statute) . 

[a]  A  bill  in  equity  will  not  lie  to 
restrain  a  judgment  on  a  note  given 
for  work,  on  the  ground  that  the  work 
was  unskillfully  done,  where  there  is  no 
showing  of  special  circumstances,  such 
as  insolvency,  to  give  equity  jurisdic- 
tioii,  as  the  party  has  a  remedy  at  law. 
Thompson  v.  Sansberry,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  362. 

Excuses  for  failure  to  present  de- 
fense, see  infra,  XV,  E,  5,  e. 

60.  Ind. — Shelby  v.  Marshall,  1 
Blackf.  384,     Md.— Hilleary  v.  Cm'w,  1 
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convey  a  good  title,^^  and  the  vendor,  who  is  insolvent,  has  recovered 
and  is  seeking  to  enforce  a  judgment  for  the  purchase  money  of  the 
property,  equity  will  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  pro 
tanto."^  If,  however,  this  defense  was  available  in  the  action  for  the 
purchase  money  and  was  not  interposed  therein,  equity  will  not  grant 
relief."^ 

d.  Defense  of  Want  of  Capacity  To  Sue.  —  The  want  of  capacity 
of  a  party  to  sue  is  a  defense  which  must  be  pleaded  in  limine  and 
is  not  a  ground  for  annulment  of  the  judgment  in  equity.^* 

e.  Excuses  for  Failure    To   Present   Defense. — (I.)    General  Rule. 
If  a  defendant  has  a  good  and  meritorious  legal  defense  to  an  action, 
but  has  no  opportunity  to  present  it,"^  or  is  prevented  from  inter- 
posing it  by  fraud,^"  mistake,^'  collusion,"^  surprise,"^  accident,'"  or 
wrongful  act  of  the  adverse  party,"  or  some  adventitious  circumstance 


Har.  &  J.  542.  N.  C. — Cox  v.  Jerman, 
41  N.  C.  526.  Term. — Hamlin's  Exrx. 
V.  Berry,  1  Overt.  39. 

61.  Ky. — See  Gorman  v.  Young,  13 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  785,  18  S.  W.  369,  denying 
relief  where  there  was  no  evidence  as 
to  insolvency.     Va. — Jaynes  v.  Brock, 

10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  211.  W.  Va.— See 
Vanscoy  v.  Stinchcomb,  29  W.  Ya.  263, 

11  S.  E.  927. 

[a]  But  -where  the  vendor  informed 
the  vendee  there  were  doubts  as  to  the 
title,  but  that  he  being  a  man  of  un- 
doubted ability,  would  give  a  warranty 
deed,  the  purchaser  has  no  right  to  an 
injunction  against  a  judgment  for  the 
purchase  money,  on  the  ground  that  the 
title  proved  defective.  He  must  pur- 
sue his  legal  remedy  upon  the  war- 
ranty. Merritt  v.  Hunt,  39  F.  C.  406. 
To  same  effect,  see  Henry  v.  Elliott,  59 
N.  C.  175. 

62.  Party  must  offer  to  return  the 
land.  Jackson  v.  Norton,  6  Cal.  187. 
See  supra,  XV,  C,  5. 

63.  Ala.— Howell  v.  Motes,  54  Ala. 
1.  Ga.— Allen  v.  Thornton,  51  Ga.  594. 
Ind.— Bicker  v.  Pratt,  48  Ind.  73. 

64.  Maraist  v.  Caillier,  30  La.  Ann. 
1087   (administrator). 

65.  Ariz. — San  Pedro  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Williams,  4  Ariz.  166,  36  Pac.  34.  Mich. 
Miller  v.  Morse,  23  Mich.  365.  N.  Y. 
Schroeppell  v.  Shaw,  3  N.  T.  446. 

fa]  Where  a  party  to  a  foreign 
judgment  did  not  have  a  reasonable 
epportunity  to  be  present  at  the  trial, 
equity  will  impeach  the  judgment. 
Glasgow  V.  Lowther's  Admx.,  Cooke 
(Tenn.)  464. 

[b]  When  the  regular  term  failed, 
and   the    defendant   being   out   of   the 


county  had  no  notice  of  the  special  term 
at  which  his  cause  was  tried  and,  in 
consequence  thereof,  failed  to  make  hia 
defense,  equity  on  a  showing  of  merits 
and. that  the  judgment  was  unjust  will 
relieve  him  from  the  judgment.  Joslin 
V.  CofSn,  5  How.  (Miss.)   539. 

Party  must  have  meritorious  defense, 
see  supra,  XV,  0,  4. 

66.  See  infra  XV,  E,  6,  h,  (III). 

67.  See  infra,  XV,  E,  7. 

68.  Fussell  i>.  Short,  96  Ga.  524,  23 
S.  E.  506. 

69.  Ark. — Hempstead  v.  Watkins,  6 
Ark.  317,  42  Am.  Dec.  696.  Cal.— Le 
Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal.  463,  77 
Pac.  988.  Conn. — Lithuanian  Bro.  Soc. 
V.  Tunila,  80  Conn.  642,  70  Atl.  25.  Md. 
Hill  V.  Eeifsnider,  46  Md.  555.  Miss. 
Miller  v.  Palmer,  55  Miss.  323.  S.  C, 
McDowall  V.  McDowall,  Bailey  Eq.  324. 
Va.— Thomas  v.  Boyd,  108  Va.  584,  62 
S.  E.  346;  Holland  v.  Trotter,  22  Gratt. 
(63  Va.)  136.  W.  Va.— Newlon  v.  Wade, 
43  W.  Va.  283,  27  &.  E.  244;  Sayre's 
Admr.  v.  Harpold,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11 
S.  E.  16;  Braden  v.  Reitzenberger,  18 
W.  Va.  286;  Black  v.  Smith,  13  W.  Va. 
780.  Wis — Nye  v.  Sochor,  92  Wis.  40, 
65  N.  W.  854,  53  Am.  St.  Eep.  896; 
Rogan  V.  Walker,  1  Wis.  631,  635. 

But  see  Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136 
N.  C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581,  decided  under 
statute  and  Grantham  v.  Kennedy,  91 
N.-  C.  148,  153. 

70.  See  infra,  XV,  E,  5,  e,  (III). 

71.  Ala.  —  Eittenberry  v.  Wharton, 
176  Ala.  390,  58  So.  293;  Noble  v. 
Moses,  74  Ala.  604,  616;  French  v.  Gar- 
ner, 7  Port.  549.  Ark. — Garvin  v. 
Squires,  9  Ark.  533,  50  Am.  Dec.  224. 
Conn. — Carrington  v.  Holabird,  17  Conn. 
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beyond  tlie  control  of  the  party/^  equity  will  award  a  new  trial  in 
an  action  at  law  after  a  judgment  rendered  therein,  provided  that 
the  party  or  his  agents   have   not   beeii   guilty   of   fault,"   fraud,^* 


530,  19  Conn.  84.  Ha. — Peacock  v. 
Teaster,  52  Ma.  565,  42  So.  889.  Ga. 
Code  1911,  §4585;  Graham  v.  Gra'ham, 
137  Ga.  668,  74  S.  E.  426;  Capital  Bank 
V.  Rutherford,  70  Ga.  57;  Dew  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 23  Ga.  414;  Booth  v.  Stamper,  6 
Ga.  172.  111. — Telford  v.  Brinkerhoff, 
163  111.  439,  45  N.  E.  156;  Ward  v.  Dur- 
ham, 134  111.  195,  25  N.  E.  745;  Galena 
&  S.  "W.  R.  Co.  V.  Ennor,  116  111.  55,  4 
N.  E.  762;  Clark  v.  Ewing,  93  111.  572; 
Fillmore  v.  Hodgman,  71  111.  App.  554. 
Md.— Prather  v.  Prather,  10  Gill  &  J. 
110.  Mich. — Valley  City  Desk  Co.  v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  143  Mich.  468,  106 
N.  W.  1125;  Gray  v.  Barton,  62  Mich. 
186,  196,  28  N.  W.  813;  Miller  v. 
Morse,  23  Mich.  365;  Mack  &  Davis  v. 
Doty,  Har.  Ch.  366.  Miss.— Miller  .v. 
Palmer,  55  Miss.  323.  N.  H.— Hibbard 
«.  Eastman,  47  N.  1^.  507,  93  Am.  Dec. 
467.  N.  J.— Herbert  v.  Herbert,  47  N. 
J.  Eq.  11,  20  Atl.  290.  N.  Y.— Vilas  v. 
Jones,  1  N.  T.  274;  Barron  v.  'Eeist, 
122  App.  Div.  687,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  494; 
Hoskins  v.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96  N." 
T.  Supp.  926.'  Tenn.^Maddox  v.  Ap- 
person,  14  Lea  596;  Gwinn  v.  Newton, 
8  Humph.  710.  Tex.— Merrill  v.  Rob- 
erts, 78  Tex.  28,  14  S.  W.  254;  Haru  v. 
Phelps,  65  Tex.  592;  Johnson  v.  Tem- 
pleton,  60  Tex.  238;  Anderson  v.  Zorn 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  131  S.  W.  835;  "White 
V.  Powell,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  38,  84  S. 
W.  836;  Ayres  v.  Parrish,  15  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  541,  40  S.  W.  435.  W.  Va.— Bloss 
V.  Hull,  27  W.  Va.  503,  508. 

[a]  Where  a  defendant  was  pre- 
vented from,  making  an  available  de- 
fense by  the  assurance  of  the  plaintiff 
that  the  case  had  been  settled  by  the 
principal  debtor,  a  new  trial  will  be 
ordered  by  a  court  of  equity.  Dew  v. 
Hamilton,  23  Ga,  414. 

72.  Winchester  v.  Jackson,  3  Hayw. 
(Tenn.)  305,  309;  Newlon  v.  Wade,  43 
W.  Va.  283,  27  8.  E.  244;  Jarrett  v. 
Goodnow,  39  W.  Va.  602,  20  S.  E.  575, 
32  L.  R.  A.  321;  Block  v.  Smith,  13 
W.  Va.  780. 

73.  U.  S.— Piekford  v.  Talbott,  225 
U.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687„  56  L.  ed. 
1240;  Marine  Insurance  Co.  v.  Hodg' 
son,  7  Cranch  332,  336,  3  L.  ed.  362.  Ala. 
Rittenberry  v.  Wharton,  176  Ala.  390, 
58  So.  293;  Noble  v.  Moses,  74  Ala.  604, 
616;  French    v.    Garner,    7    Port.  349. 
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Ariz. — MacRitchie  v.  Stevens,  8  Ariz. 
410,  76  Pac.  478.  Cal. — Le  Mesnager 
V.  Variel,  144  Cal.  463,  77  Pac.  988. 
Conn. — Carrington  v.  Holabird,  17  Conn. 
530,  19  Conn.  84.  Fla. — ^Peacock  v. 
Feaster,.52  Fla.  565,  42  So.  889;  Hoey 
V.  Jackson,  31  Fla.  541,  13  So.  459;  HI. 
Miller  v.  Barto,  247  111.  104,  93  N.  E. 
140;  Telford  v.  .Brinkerhoff,  163  111. 
439,  45  N.  E.  156;  Ward  v.  Durham,  134 
111.  195,  25  N.  E.  745;  Galena  &  S.  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Ennor,  116  111.  55,  4  N.  E.  762; 
Clark  «.  Ewing,  93  111.  572  (laches); 
Fillmore  v.  Hodgman,  71  111.  App.  554. 
la. — Bellows  v.  Tod,  52  Iowa  359,  3  N. 
W.  102;  Johnson  v.  Lyon,  14  Iowa  431; 
Shricker  v.  Field,  9  Iowa  366.  Md. 
Hill  V.  Reif snider,  46  Md.  555;  Kear- 
ney ».  Sascer,  37  Md.  264,  276.  Mich. 
Valley  City  Desk  Co.  v.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.,  143  Mich.  468,  106  N.  W.  1125; 
Gray  v.  Barton,  62  Mich.  186,  196,  28  N. 
W.  813;  Miller  v.  Morse,  23  Mich.  365; 
Mack  &  Davis  v.  Doty,  Har.  Ch.  366. 
Miss. — Miller  v.  Palmer,  55  Miss.  323; 
Love  V.  Pass,  14  Smed.  &  M.  158;  Her- 
ring V.  Winans,  Smed.  &  M.  »Ch.  466. 
Mo. — Jackson  v.  Chestnut,  151  Mo.  App. 
275,  131  S.  W.  747.  Mont.— Boley  v. 
Griswold,  2  Mont.  447.  Neb. — Radzu- 
weit  r.  Watkins,  53  Neb.  412,  73  N. 
W.  679.  N.  H.— Hibbard  v.  Eastman, 
47  N.  H.  507,  93  Am.  Dec.  467.  N.  Y. 
Stilwell  V.  Carpenter,  59  N.  T.  414; 
Vilas  V.  Jones,  1  N.  Y.  274;  Barron  v. 
Feist,  122  App.  Div.  687,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  494;  Foster  v.  Wood,  6  Johns. 
Ch.  87.  N.  D.— Bruegger  v.  Cartier,  20 
N.  D.  72,  126  N.  W.  491.  Tenn.— Mad- 
dox  V.  Apperson,  14  Lea  596.  Tex. 
Johnson  v.  Templeton,  60  Tex.  238;  Gil- 
bert V.  Cooper,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  328, 
95  S.  W.  753;  Ayres  v.  Parrish,  15  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  541,  40  S.  W.  435.  Va. 
Green  &  Suttle  v.  Massie,  21  Grati  (62 
Va.)  356.  Wash. — Spokane  Coop.  Min. 
Co.  V.  Pearson,  28  Wash.  118,  68  Pac. 
165.  W.  Va. — Sayre  's'  Admr.  v.  Harpold, 
33  W.  Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16. 

Party  must  not  have  been  at  fault, 
see  generally  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

74.  U.  S.— Marshall  v.  Holmes,  141 
U.  S.  589,  12  Sup.  Ct.  62,  35  L.  ed. 
870.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §4985;  Capital 
Bank  v.  Rutherford,  70  Ga.  57.  N.  J. 
Herbert  v.  Herbert,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  70,  22 
Atl.  789;  47  N.  J.  Eq.  11,  20  Atl.  290; 
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laches/^    or    negligence/^    and    that    the    rights    of    third    persons 


Mechanics  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet  Mfg. 
Co.,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  486.  N.  Y.— Pater- 
son  V.  Bangs,  9  Paige  Ch.  627;  Foster  v. 
Wood,  6  Johns.  Ch.  87.  Tex. — ^Mer- 
rill V.  Roberts,  78  Tex.  28,  14  S.  W. 
254. 

See  also  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

75.  Christy  v.  Atchison  T.  &  S.  F. 
E  Co.,  214  Fed.  1016;  Nye  v.  Sochor, 
P  Wis.  40,  65  N.  W.  854,  53  Am.  St. 
Rep.  896.    See  also  supra  XV,  C,  3. 

[a]  Iiaches  of  counsel  is  imputed  to 
the  party.    Clark  v.  Ewing,  93  111.  572. 

76.  U.  S.— Pickford  v.  Talbott,  225 
V.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed. 
1240;  Marshall  v.  Holmes,  141  U.  S.  589, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  62,  35  L.  ed.  870;  Knox  Co. 
V.  Harshman,  133  V.  S.  152,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
257,  83  li.  ed.  586;  Interurban  Gen.  Con. 
Co.  V.  United  States,  229  Fed.  588; 
Whitcomb  v.  Shultz,  223  Fed.  268,  138 
C.  C.  A.  510;  L.  Bucki  &  Son  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Atlantic  Lumber  Co.,  116  Fed. 
1,  53  C.  C.  A.  513;  Christy  v.  Atchison 
T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  214  Fed.  1016.  Ala. 
Eittenberry  v.  Wharton,  176  Ala.  390, 
58  So.  293;  Noble  v.  Moses,  74  Ala. 
604,  616;  French  v.  Garner,  7  Port.  549. 
Ariz. — ^MacEitchie  v.  Stevens,  8  Ariz. 
410,  76  Pao.  478.  Ark.— Garvin  v. 
Squires,  9  Ark.  533,  50  Am.  Dec.  224; 
Hempstead  v.  Watkins,  6  Ark.  317,  42 
Am.  Dee.  696.  Conn. — Lithuanian  Bro. 
Society  v.  Tunila,  80  Conn.  642,  70  Atl. 
25.  Fla. — Peacock  -d.  Feaster,  52  Fla. 
565,  42  So.  S89.  Oa.— Code,  1910,  §4585; 
Graham  v.  Graham,  137  Ga.  668,  74  S. 
B.  426;  Howell  v.  Ware,  133  Ga.  674, 
66  S.  E.  884.  m.— Miller  v.  Barto,  247 
HI.  104,  93  N.  E.  140.  la.— Johnson  v. 
Lyon,  14  Iowa  431;  Shricker  v.  Field, 
9  Iowa  366.  Md. — Twigg  «.' Hopkins, 
85  Md.  301,  37  Atl.  24;  Hill  v.  Eeif- 
snider,  46  Md.  555.  Mich. — Valley  City 
Desk  Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  143 
Mich.  468,  106  N.  W.  1125;  Gray  v. 
Barton,  62  Mich.  186,  196,  28  N.  W. 
813;  Miller  v.  Morse,  23  Mich.  365; 
Mack  &  Davis  v.  Doty,  Har.  Ch.  366. 
Miss.— Miller  v.  Palmer,  55  Miss.  323; 
Love  V.  Pass,  14  Smed.  &  M.  158.  Mo. 
Wright  V.  Salisbury,  46  Mo.  26;  Jack- 
son V.  Chestnut,  151  Mo.  App.  275,  131 
S.  W.  747;  Mesker  v.  Cornwell,  145' 
Mo.  App.  646,  123  S.  W.  4S8.  Mont. 
Boley  V.  Griswold,  2  Mont.  447.  Neb. 
Radzuweit  v.  Watkins,  53  Neb.  412,  73 
N.  W.  679.  N.  H.^Hibbard  v.  East- 
man, 47  N.  H.  507,  93  Am.  Dec.  467. 


N,  J. — Hayea  v.  United  States  Phono- 
graph Co.,  65  N.  J.  Eq.  5,  55  Atl.  84; 
Herbert  v.  Herbert,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  70,  22 
Atl.  789;  47  N.  J.  Eq,  11,  20  Atl.  290; 
Mechanics  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet  Mfg. 
Co.,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  486.  N.  Y.— Stilwell 
V.  Carpenter,  59  N.  Y.  414;  Vilas  v. 
Jones,  1  N.  Y.  274;  Barron  v.  Feist,  122 
App.  Div.  687,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  494; 
Paterson  v.  Bangs,  9  Paige  Ch.  627. 
Okla. — Ashton  v.  Board  of  Comrs.,  158 
Pac.  901.  Tenn. — Maddox  v.  Apperson, 
14  Lea  596;  Chester  v.  Apperson,  4 
Heisk.  639.  Tex. — Merrill  v.  Roberts, 
78  Tex.  28,  14  S.  W.  254;  Johnson  v. 
Templet'on,  60  Tex.  238;  Anderson  v. 
Zorn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  131  S.  W.  835; 
Gilbert  v.  Cooper,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
328,  95  S.  W.  753;  Ayres  v.  Parrish,  15 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  541,  40  S.  W.  435.  Va. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  93  Va. 
226,  24  S.  E.  1013;  Ayres  v.  Morehead's  I 
Admr.,  77  Va.  586;  Green  &  Suttle  v. 
Massie,  21  Gratt.  (62  Va.)  356.  Wash. 
Spokane  Co-op.  Min.  Co.  v.  Pearson,  28 
Wash.  118,  68  Pae.  165.  W.  Va.— Farm- 
ers, etc..  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Pridemore, 
55  W.  Va.  451,  47  S.  E.  258;  Sayre's 
Admr.  v.  Harpold,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11 
S.  E.  16;  Bless  v.  Hull,  27  W.  Va.  503, 
508.  Wis.— Nye  v.  Sochor,  92  Wis.  40, 
65  N.  W.  854,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  896.  See 
also   supra,  XV,   C,   3. 

[a]  Character  of  Diligence  Eeijuired. 
"A  court  of  equity  cannot  grant  relief 
against  a  verdict  obtained  against  a 
party  by  his  own  negligence,  where 
his  defense  was  not  prevented  by  fraud 
or  fault  of  the  other  party.  It  is  not 
enough  that  the  circumstances  constitu- 
ting the  obstacle,  were  beyond  the  con- 
trol of  the  party  at  the  time;  it  must 
be  shown  that  no  reasonable  degree  of 
care  and  diligence  could  have  pre- 
vented their  occurrence.  The  party 
would  not,  therefore,  be  entitled  to  re- 
lief, unless  he  has  used  every  reason- 
able effort  to  ascertain  the  nature  and 
bearing  of  his  defense  before  the  trial, 
and  has  taken  the  proper  steps  to  make 
his  defense  effectual  at  the  time  the 
case  is  tried.  .  .  .  The  principle  that 
runs  through  all  the  modern  cases,  and 
is  now  the  settled'  doctrine  of  a  court 
of  equity  is,  that  when  a  party  is  sued 
at  law,  he  has  notice  of  the  plaintiff's 
purpose  to  obtain  a  judgment  against 
him  on  the  claim,  or  demand,  the  sub- 
ject of  the  litigation,  and  if  he  fails, 
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have  not  intervened  under  such  circumstances  as  to  har  the  right  to 
relief.'^ 

(11.)  Where  Defense  Is  UnavailaUe. —  If  the  character  of  the  defend- 
ant 's  defense  is  such  that  it  could  not  have  been  set  up  at  law,  equity 
will  set  aside  -the  judgment.'*  Thus  where  by  the  rules  of  law  one 
cannot  avail  himself  of  a  defense,  relief  from  the  judgment  may  be 
had  in  equity."    So  also  where  a  party  has  a  defense  which  has  oe- 


with  the  active  diligence  of  a  prudent 
man,  thus  notified  of  the  purpose  of  his 
opponent,  to  take  all  the  necessary 
steps  demanded,  to  make  good  what- 
ever defense  he  may  have  against  such 
claim,  he  cannot  ask  the  aid  of  another 
court  to  relieve  him  from  the  conse- 
quences of  his  neglect."  Chester  v. 
Apperson,  4  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  639. 

[b]  "The  circumstances  which  are 
relied  upon  to  excuse  the  failure  to  de- 
fend at  law,  must  have  been  such  that 
no  exercise  of  diligence  on  his  part 
could  have ,  guarded  against. ' '  The 
highest  degree  of  diligence  is  exacted 
from  the  party  and  if  it  is  not  exhib- 
ited, the  court  will  not  intervene.  Nor- 
man V.  Burns,  67  Ala.  248. 

[c]  If  after  it  has  become  apparent 
that  a  party  must  fail  in  his  suit,  he 
must  avail  himself  of  all  means  at  his 
disposal  to  arrest  the  judgment  and  ex- 
haust every  legal  remedy  to  vacate  it 
after  it  is  rendered,''  or  he  will  be  de- 
nied relief  in  equity.  Dick  v.  (XDollins, 
30  Tex.  Civ.  App.   12,  68  S.  W.   1015. 

[d]  Not  Negligent  To  Rely  On 
Court's  Announcements. — The  oral  an- 
nouneeinent  of  the  judge  that  the  case 
would  be  dismissed  may  be  relied  upon 
by  the  attorney.  He  is  not  negligent 
in  failing  to  see  that  the  clerk  enters 
the  order  directed',  and  if  later  a  judg- 
ment is  rendered  against  the  client,  he 
may  have  relief  in  equity.  Henry  v. 
Seager,  80  HI.  App.  172.  See  also  Bev- 
eridge  v.  Hewitt,  8  111.  App.  467. 

77.  Miller  v.  Barto,  247  HI.  104,  93 
N.E.  340. 

Effect  of  Tights  of  third  parties  gen- 
erally on  right  to  equitable  relief,  see 
supra,  XV,  C,  7. 

78.  U.  S.— Marshall  ».  Holmes,  141 
U.  S.  589,  12  Sup.  Ct.  62,  35  L.  ed.  870; 
Knox  County  v.  Harshman,  133  U.  S. 
152,  10  Sup.  Ct.  257,  33  L.  ed.  586; 
Phillips  V.  Negley,  117  V.  S.  665,  675, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  901,  29  L.  ed.  1013;  Kibbe 
V.  Benson,  17  Wall.  624,  21  L.  ed.  741; 
Hendrickson  v.  Hinckley,  17  How.  443, 
15  L.  ed.  123;  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hodg- 
son, 7  Cranch  332,  3  L.  ed.  362;  Whit- 
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comb  V.  Shultz,  223  Fed.  268,  138  C.  C. 

A.  510.  Ala. — French  v.  Garner,  7  Port. 
549;  Eoyster  v.  Watkins,  3  Port.  436. 
Ariz. — MacEitehie  v.  Stevens,  8  Ariz. 
410,  76  Pac.  478.  Fla. — Peacock  v. 
Feaster,  52  Fla.  565,  42  So.  889.  HI. 
Hofmann  v.  Burris,  210  HI.  587,  71  N. 

B.  584;  Winchester  v.  Grosvendr,  48  HI. 
517.  Ind.— Walker  v.  Heller,  90  Ind. 
198.  la. — Shrioker  v.  Field,  9  Iowa  366. 
La. — ^Perry  v.  Eue,  31  La.  Ann.  287; 
Swain  «.  Sampson,  6  La.  Ann.  799; 
Norris  v.  Fristoe,  3  La.  Ann.  646;  Smith 
V.  Barkemeyer,  1  McGloin  139.  Md. 
Hill  V.  Eeif snider,  46  Md.  555;  Kear- 
ney V.  Sascer,  37  Md.  264.  IVIich. — ^Val- 
ley City  Desk  Co.  v.  Travelers '  Ins.  Co.', 
143  Mich.  468,  106  N.  W.  1125;  Gray 
5;.  Barton,  62  Mich.  186,  28  N.  W.  813; 
Mack  &  Davis  v.  Doty,  How.  Ch.  366. 
Miss. — Miller  v.  Palmer,  55  Miss.  323. 
N.  H.— Hibbard  »."  Eastman,  47  N.  H. 
507,  93  Am.  Dec.  467.  N.  J. — Isham  v. 
Cooper,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  398,  37  Atl.  462; 
Herbert  v.  Herbert,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  11,  20 
Atl.  290;  Mechanics  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bur- 
net Mfg.  Co.,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  486;  Moore 
V.  Gamble,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  246.  N.  Y. 
Vilas  D.  Jones,  1  N.  Y.  274;  Barron  v. 
Feist,  122  App.  Div.  687,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  494;  Paterson  v.  Bangs,  |9  Paige 
Ch.  627;  Foster  v.  Wood,  6  Johns.  Ch.. 
87;  Lansing  v.  Eddy,  1  Johns.  Ch.  49. 
N.  C— Peace  v.  Nailing,  16  N.  C.  289. 
Tenn. — Chester  v.  Apperson,  4  Heisk. 
639;  Chester  ?;.  ^Scott's  Exrs.,  4  Hayw. 
14;  Beeves  v.  Hogan,  Cooke  175,  5  Am. 
Dec.  684.  Va.— Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Taylor,  93  Va.  226,  24  S.  E.  1013. 

79.     Vennum  v.  Davis,  35  HI.  568. 

[a]  "There  may  be  cases  cognizable 
at  law,  and  also  in  equity,  and  of 
which  cognizance  cannot  be  effectually 
taken  at  law;  and  therefore,  equity 
does  sometimes  interfere,  as  in  cases  of 
complicated  accounts,  where  the  party 
has  not  made  defense,  because  it  was 
impossible  tor  him  to  do  it  effectually 
at  law."  White  v.  Cahal,  2  Swan 
(Tenn.)  550,  quoting  Bateman  v.  Willoe, 
1  Sch.  &  Lef.  (Irish)  201,  205. 

[b]  If  tlie  defense  at    lav    would 
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curred  since  the  trial  in  the  court  at  law,  whej-eby  it  would  be  a 
virtual  fraud  on  the  party  recovering  at  law  to  insist  upon  enforcing 
the  judgment,  equity  will  grant  relief.^" 

Equitable  Defense.  —  A  defense  may  be  unavailable  at  law  because  it 
is  purely  equitable  in  its  nature,  in  which  event  relief  from  the  judg- 
ment may  be  had  in  equity.*^  But  in  jurisdictions  where  statutes  per- 
mit the  interposition  of  equitable  defenses  in  actions  at  law,  it  is  some- 
times held  that  a  defendant  cannot  withhold  defenses  equitable  in 
nature  and  afterwards  obtain  relief  in  equity,*^    though    there    are 


have  been  so  embarrassed  or  compli- 
cated that  equity  would  take  jurisdic- 
tion because  of  the  embarrassment  of 
the  remedy  at  law,  or  the  complication 
of  the  account  required  in  making  out 
the  defense  and  the  difficulty  of  pre- 
senting it  before  a  jury,  equity  will 
grant  relief.  HufE  -v.  Miller  (Tenn.), 
58  S.  W.  87G;  Breeden  i'.  Grigg,  8  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)  163;  Chester  v.  Apperson,  4 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  639;  Parham  v.  PuUiam, 
5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  497;  Frierson  v. 
Moody,  3  Humph.   (Tenn.)   561. 

80.  Ga.— Wright  v.  McDonald,  44 
Ga.  452.  m. — Chicago  Waifs  Mission 
V.  Excelsior  Electric  Co.,  44  III.  App. 
425.  la. — Commercial  State  Bank  v. 
Pierce,  158  N.  W.  481;  Burlington  &  M. 
E.  Co.  V.  Hall,  37  Iowa  620.  Mo.— Bas- 
sett   V.   Henry,   34   Mo.   App.   548,   553. 

[a]  A  surety,  who  paid  the  amount 
of  the  bond,  after  issue  joined  under 
judicial  compulsion,  may  maintain  an 
action  to  annul  a  money  judgment  on 
the  bond  as  he  could  not  plead  this 
defense  in  his  answer  or  subsequently. 
Plorat  V.  Handy,  35  La.  Ann.  816. 

[b]  Payment  of  the  note  since  the 
rendition  of  judgment  on  it  is  a  de- 
fense not  cognizable  at  law,  and  equity 
will  enjoin  the  judgment.  Hawkins  v. 
Harding,  37  HI.  App.  564,  576. 

[c]  But  payments  made  after  ver- 
dict_  and  before  judgment  cannot  be 
credited  on  a  judgment  by  bill  in  equity, 
as  they  should  have  been  credited  be- 
fore rendition  of  judgment.  The  party 
would  no  doubt  have  obtained  relief 
by  summary  application  to  the  court. 
The  defense  should  have  been  set  up  in 
the  original  action.  McGraw  v.  Petti- 
bone,   10   Mich.    530. 

\d]  Payment  and  satisfaction  of 
judgment  generally  as  ground  for  equit- 
able relief,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  11. 

[e]  Discharge  In  Bankruptcy.— (1) 
A  judgment  debtor  having  obtained  his 
discharge  as  a  bankrupt  subsequent  to 
the  judgment  may  enjoin  its  enforce- 


ment. Peatross  v.  M'Laughlin,  6 
Gratt.  (47  Va.)  64.  (2)  But  it  is  other- 
wise as  to  a  defense  of  discharge  which 
is  pleadable  at  law.  Marsh  v.  Maude- 
ville,  28  Miss.  122. 

81.  U.  S.— Pickford  v.  Talbott,  225 
U.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed. 
1240;  North  Chicago  Rolliiig  Mill'  Co. 
V.  St.  Louis  Ore  and  Steel  Co.,  152  U. 
S.  596,  615,  14  Sup.  Ct.  710,  715,  38  L.  ed. 
565;  Knox  County  v.  Harshman,  133  U. 
S.  152,  10  Sup.  Ct.  257,  33  L.  ed.  586; 
Hendrickson  v.  Hinckley,  17  How.  443, 
15  L.  ed.  123;  Massachusetts  Benefit 
Life  Assn.  v.  Lohmiller,  74  Eed.  23,  20 
C.  C.  A.  274;  Interurban  Gen.  Con.  Co. 
V.  United  States,  229  Fed.  588.  Ala. 
Howell  v.  Motes,  54  Ala.  1.  HI.— Ven- 
num  V.  Davis,  85  III.  568.  Okla.— Ash- 
ton  V.  Board  of  Comrs.,  158  Pae.  901. 
Tenn. — Caldwell  v.  Palmer,  6  Lea  652. 

82.  Ala. — Howell  v.  Motes,  54  Ala. 
1.  Ga,. — See  Gentle  v.  Atlas  Sav.  & 
I/oan  Ask.,  105  Ga.  406,  31  S.  E.  544. 
Ky. — Thomassou  v.  Townsend,  10  Bush 
114.  But  see  Dorsey  v.  Eeese,  14  B. 
Mon.  157,  decided  before  the  statute 
and  characterized  in  Emmerson's 
Admr.  v.  Herriford,  8  Bush  229,  235,  as 
"apparently  inconsistent  dicta;"  Clay 
V.  Fry,  3  Bibb.  248,  6  Am.  Dec.  654; 
Morrison's  Exr.  v.  Hart,  2  Bibb.  4,  4 
Am.  Dec.  663;  Harlan  v.  Wingate,  2  J, 
.J.  Marsh.  138,;  Moffett  v.  White,  1  Litt 
324.  Me. — Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Tremblay,  101  Me.  585,  65  Atl.  22.  N.  Y. 
See  Savage  v.  Allen,  54  N.  Y.  458 ;  Win- 
field  V.  Bacon,  24  Barb.  154;  Foot  v. 
Sprague,  12  How.  Pr.  355.  Tenn. 
Merriman  v.  Cannovan,  7  Coldw.  571; 
Galbrath  v.  Martin,  5  Humph.  50;  Pey- 
ton V.  Eawlins,  4  Hayw.  77. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  objection  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  equity,  the  objection 
that  the  defense  is  available  at  law  is 
waived  and  equity  can  give  relief. 
Merriman  v.  Cannovan,  7  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  571;  Galbrath  v.  Martin,  5 
Humph.   (Tenn.)   50. 
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authorities  to  the  contrary. ^^  '  If,  however,  the  defendant  sets  up  his 
defense  at  law,  he  cannot  again  bring  in  the  same  defense  by  applica- 
tion to  chancery  for  relief.^* 

(III.)  Accident.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  A  party  who  is  prevented  from 
interposing  his  defense  by  accident  will  be  relieved  fromj  a  judgment 
against  him,  on  a  proper  showing  of  diligence  and  merits.*^    An  ac- 


83.  Ark. — Hempstead  v.  Watkins,  6 
Ark.  317,  42  Am.  Dec.  696;  Bently  v. 
Dillard,  6  Ark.  79.  Cal.— Golson  v. 
Dunlap,  73  Cal.  157,  165,  14  Pac.  576; 
Lorraine  v.  Long,  6  Gal.  452.  Ga. 
Fannin  v.  Thomasson,  45  6a.  533.  Ore. 
Hill  V.  Cooper,  6  Ore.  181. 

84.  See  supra,  XV,  E,  2. 

85.  U.  S.— Marshall  v.  Holmes,  141 
U.  S.  589,  12  Sup.  Ct.  62,  35  L.  ed. 
8,70;  Knox  County  ii.  Harshman,  133  U. 
S.  152,  10  Sup.  Ct.  257,  33  L.  ed.  586; 
Phillips  V.  Negley,  117  U.  S.  665,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  901,  29  L.  ed.  1013;  Hendrick- 
son  V.  Hinckley,  17  How.  443,  15  L.  ed. 
123;  luterurban  Gen.  Con.  Co.  v.  Uni- 
ted States,.  229  Fed.  588;  Whitcomb  v. 
Shultz,  223  Fed.  268,  138  C.  C.  A.  510; 
L.  Bucki  &  Son  Lumber  Co.  v.  Atlantic 
Lumber"  Co.,  116  Fed.  1,  53  C.  C.  A. 
513;  Christy  v.  Atchison  T.  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  214  Fed.  1016.  Ala.— Eittenberry 
V.  Wharton,  176  Ala.  390,  58  Sp.  293; 
Eoebliug  Sons  Co.  v.  Stevens  Elee.  Co., 
93  Ala.  39',  9  So.  369;  Noble  v.  Moses, 
74  Ala.  604,  616;  French  v.  Garner,  7 
Port.  549.  Ariz. — MacEitchie  v.  Stev- 
ens, 8  Ariz.  410,  76  Pac.  478.  Ark. 
Garvin  «.  Squires,  9  Ark.  533,  50  Am. 
Dec.  224;  Hempstead  v.  Watkins,  6 
Ark,  317,  42  Am.  Dec.  696.  Cal — Le 
Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal.  463,  77 
Pac.  988.  Conn. — ^Lithuanian  Bro.  So- 
ciety V.  Tunila,  80  Conn.  642,  70  Atl. 
25;  Carrington  v.  Holabird,  17  Conn. 
530,  19  Conn.  84.  Fla. — Peacock  v. 
Feaster,  52  Fla.  565,  42  So.  889;  Hoey 
V.  Jackson,  31  Fla.  541,  13  So.  459.  Ga. 
Code  1910,  §4585;  Graham  v.  Graham, 
137  Ga.  668,  74' S.  E.  426;  Howell  v. 
Ware,  133  Ga.  674,  66  S.  E.  884;  Capi- 
tal Bank  v.  Eutherford,  70  Ga.  57.  111. 
Hollister  v.  Sobra,  264  HI.  535,  106  N, 
E.  507;  Miller  v.  Barto,  247  111.  104,  93 
N.  E.  140;  Clark  v.  Ewing,  93  111.  572; 
Chicago  D.  &  "V.  E.  Co.  v.  Field,  86 
111.  ,  270;  Winchester  v.  Grosvenor,  48 
111.  517;  Owens  v.  Eanstead,  22  111.  161. 
la.— Bellows  v.  Tod,  52  Iowa  359,  3  N. 
W.  102;  Shricker  v.  Field,  9  Iowa  366. 
La.— Perr;^  v.  Eue,  31  La.  Ann.  287; 
Swain   V.   Sampson,   6   La.   Ann.    799; 
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Norris  v.  Fristoe,  3  La.  Ann.  646; 
Smith  V.  Barkemeyer,  1  McGloin  139. 
Md. — Kearney  v.  Sascer,  37  Md.  264; 
Prather  v.  Prather,  11  Gill  &  J.,  110. 
Mich. — Valley  City  Desk  Co.  v.  Trav- 
elers'  Ins.  Co.,  143  Mich.  468,  106  N. 
W.  1125;  Gray  v.  Barton,  62  Mich.  186, 
196,  28  N.  W.  813;  Miller  1).  Morse,  23 
Mich.  365;  Mack  &  Davis  v.  Doty,  Har. 
Ch.  366.  Miss. — ^Miller  ,v.  Palmer,  55 
Miss.  323;  Hiller  &  Co.  v.  Cotton  & 
Co.,  48  Miss.  593;  Love  ■;;.  Pass,  14 
Smed.  &  M.  158  ("some  occurrence"); 
Herring  v.  Winans,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  466,i 
unavoidable  accident.  Mo.^Jackson  v. 
Chestnut,  151  Mo.  App.  275,  131  S.  W. 
747.  Mont. — Boley  v.  Griswold,  2  Mont. 
447.     Neb. — Eadzuweit  v.  Watkins,  53 

Neb.  412,  73  N.  W.  679.     N.  H Hib- 

bard  v.  Eastman,  47  N.  H.  507,  93  Am. 
Dec.  467.  N.  J. — Hayes  v.  Unitpd  States 
Phonograph  Co.,  65  N.  J.  Eq.  5,  55  Atl. 
84;,  Herbert  v.  Herbert,  49  N.  J.  Eq. 
70,  22  Atl.  789;  47  N.  J.  Eq.  11,  20  Atl. 
290;  Mechanics  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet 
Mfg.  Co.,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  486.  N.  Y. 
Stilwell  V.  Carpenter,  59  N.  Y.  414; 
Vilas  V.  Jones,  1  N.  Y.  274;  Ludwig  v. 
Walker,  138  App.  Div.  850,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  468;  Barron  v.  Feist,  12i2  App. 
Div.  687,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  494;  Hos- 
kins  V.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  926;  Foster  v.  Wood,  6  Johns. 
Ch.  87.  N.  D.— Bruegger  v.  Cartier,  20 
N.  D.  72,  126  N.  W.  491;  Freeman  v. 
Wood,  14  N.  D.  95,  103  N.  W.  392. 
Okla. — Ashton  v.  Board  of  Comrs.,  158 
Pae.  901.  Ore. — George  v.  Nowlan,  38 
Ore.  537,  64  Pae.  1,  (inevitable  acci- 
dent); Galbraith  V.  Barnard,  21  Ore. 
67,  26  Pac.  1110.  S.  C— McDowall  v. 
McDowall, ,  Bailey  Eq.  324.  Tenn. 
Maddox  v.  Apperson,  14  Lea  596;  Gwinn 
«.  Newton,  8  Humph.  710;  Nicholson  v. 
Patterson,  6  Humph.  394.  Tex. — Mer- 
rill V.  Roberts,  78  Tex.  28,  14  S.  W. 
254;  Hart  v.  Phelps,  65  Tex.  592;  John- 
son v.  Templeton,  60  Tex.  238;  Irvin  v. 
Johnson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  170  S.  W. 
1059;  Anderson  v.  Zorn  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  131  S.  W.  835;  Hockwald  v. 
American  Sui.   Co.    (Tex.   Civ.   App.), 
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cident  in  this  connection  has  been  defined  as  an  unforeseen  occurrence 
.which  affects  a  party  injuriously  and  which  is  not  due  to  his  negli- 
gence.*® 

(B.)  Absence  OF  Paety. — The  failure  to  present  a  defense  because 
of  the  mere  absence  of  a  party  on  account  of  sickness  or  other  cause 
is  not,  as  a  general  rule,  ground  for  relief  in  equity  from  the  judg- 


102  S.  W.  181.  Va.— Thomas  v.  Boyd, 
108  Va.  584,  62  S.  B.  346;  Louisville  & 
N.  It.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  93  Va.  226,  24  S. 
E.  1013;  Holland  v.  Trotter,  22  Gratt. 
(63  Va.)  136;  Green  &  Suttle  v.  Mas- 
sie,  21  Gratt.  (62  Va.)  356.  Wash. 
Spokane  Co-op.  Min.  Co.  v.  Pearson,  28 
■Wash.  118,  68  Pac.  165.  W.  Va.— Hall 
V.  McGregor,  65  W.  Va.  74,  64  S.  E. 
736;  Newlon  v.  "Wade,  43  W.  Va.  283, 
27  S.  E.  244;  Sayre's  Admr.  v.  Har- 
pold,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16;  Bloss 
V.  Hull,  27  W.  Va.  508;  Braden  v.  Eeitz- 
enberger,  18  W.  Va;  286;  Black  v. 
Smith,  13  W.  Va.  780.  Wis.— Nye  v. 
Soehor,  92  Wis.  40,  65  N.  W.  854,  53 
Am.  St.  Eep.  896;  Eogan  v.  Walker,  1 
Wis.  631. 

[a]  The  accident  must  be  that  of  the 
losing  party. — Maddox  v.  Apperson,  14 
Lea  (Tenn.)  596. 

[b]  A  defense  is  not  to  he  deemed 
lost  hy  accident  or  mistake  if  it  was 
or  ought  to  have  been  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  party  when  he  was 
called  upon  for  his  defense  in  the  ac- 
tion at  law.  Pickford  v.  Talbott,  225 
IT.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed. 
1240.. 

[c]  Where  an  executor  mislaid  and 
forgot  the  receipts  for  payments  made 
by  his  testator  on  ■  the  notes  in  liti- 
gation, the  unjust  judgment  was  ob- 
tained by  accident  or  mistake  and 
equity  will  grant  relief.  Wilday  v.  Mc- 
Connell,  63  HI.  278. 

[d]  Befusal  of  Ooui;t  to  Entertain 
Flea. — In  Humphreys  v.  Leggett  ,  9 
How.  (TJ.  S.)   297,  311,  19  L.  ed.  145, 

J   the  court  refused  to  entertain  a  plea  of 
/  payment  made  pending  suit  because  it 

considered  it  had  no  discretion  to  al- 
low it,  in  view  of  a  mandate  from  the 
supreme  court  to  enter  a  certain  judg- 
ment. The  mandate  was  made  without 
regard  to  the  consequences  that  might 
flow  from  it.  It  was  held  that  this 
was  an  accident  which  prevented  the 
defendant  from  presenting  his  defense, 
and  that  he  was  entitled  to  relief  in 
equity. 


Party  must  have  meritorious  defense, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  4. 

86.  Engler  v.  Knoblough,  131  Mo. 
App.  481,  110  S.  W.  16. 

[a]  Professor  Pomeroy'?  definition 
of  accident  (1)  is  "  'an  unfo^seen  and 
unexpected  event,  occurring  external  to 
the  party  affected  by  it,  and  of  which 
his  own  agency  is  not  the  proximate 
cause,  whereby,  contrary  to  his  own  in- 
tention and  wish,  he  loses  some  legal 
right,  or  becomes  subjected  to  some 
legal  liability,  and  another  person  ac- 
quires a  corresponding  legal  right, 
which  it  would  be  a  violation  of  good 
conscience  for  the  latter  person,  under 
the  circumstances,  to  retain.'  "  (Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  §823).  This  has  been  (2) 
quoted  with  approval  and  followed  in 
TT.  S. — L.  Bucki  &  Son  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Atlantic  Lumber  Co.,  116  Fed.  1,  53 
C.  'C.  A.  513.  Mo. — Jackson  v.  Chest- 
nut, 151  Mo.  App.  275,  131  S.  W.  747. 
N.  J. — Herbert  v. ,  Herbert,  49  N.  J. 
Eq.>  70,-81,  22  Atl.  789.  N.  Y.— Lud-. 
wig  V.  Walker,  59  Misc.  62,  111  N.  Y. 
Supp.   1102. 

[b]  "By  the  term  accident  is  in- 
cluded not  merely  inevitable  casualty 
or  the  act  of  Providence,  or  what  is 
iechnically  called  vis  major  or  irresist- 
able  force,  but  such  unforeseen  events, 
misfortunes,  losses,  acts  or  omissions 
as  are  not  the  result  of  any  negligence 
or  misconduct  in  the  party."  Byrne 
V.  Edmonds,  23  Gratt.  (64  Va.)  200, 
quoting  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §78. 

[c]  Whether  or  not  the  accident 
must  be  unavoidable,  it  "must  be  of 
such  a  kind  or  nature  as  would  have 
been  prevented  by  the  ordinary  care 
and  diligence  of  a  prudent  man  in  the 
conduct  of  ordinary  business."  Eogan 
V.  Walker,  1  Wis.  631,  645.  j 

[d]  Mistake  differs  from  accident 
in  that  it  presupposes  the  action  of  the 
will,  while  in  the  latter  case  no  such 
action  is  implied.  Nye  v.  Soehor,  92 
Wis,  40,  65  N.  W.  854,  53  Am.  St.  Eep. 
896.  Mistake  as  ground  for  equitable 
relief,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  7. 
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ment.'^  But  where  it  appears  that  the  personal  presence  of  the  party 
is  necessary  to  let  in  his  defense,^'  a  court  of  equity  may  grant  relief 
on  a  showing  that  his  absence  was  caused  by  sickness  or  other  ac- 
cident,^^  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  no  laches,®"  and  that  had  he  been 
present,  there  would  probably  have  been  a  different  result  more  favor- 
able to  him.*^ 

(C.)  Absence,  Illness  oe  Death  oi'  Cotjnsel.92  —  The  mere  absence  of 
counsel  or  his  failure  to  appear  at  the  trial  is  not  siifleient  to  war- 
rant equitable  interference  with  a  judgment.®^    Nor  is  the  mere  ab- 


87.  Ala.— Campbell  v.  White,  77  Ala. 
397;  Pharr  &  Beck  v.  Reynolds,  3  Ala. 
521.  Ark. — Jamison  v.  May,  13  Ark. 
600.  Mich. — Kelleher  v.  Boden,  55 
Mich.  295,  21  N.  W.  346.  "Miss.— Mc- 
Donald V.  Myles,  12  Smed.  &  M.  279;, 
Eobb  V.  Halsey,  11  Smed.  &  M.  140; 
Cole  V.  Hundley,  8  Smed.  &  M.  473. 

[a]  A  (1)  party  in  such  a  case 
should  place  his  attorney  in  possession 
of  the  means  for  trying  or  continuing 
the  case,  if  the  witnesses  do  not  at- 
tend, and  failing  to  do  so,  he  is  guilty 
of  such  negligence  as  precludes  relief 
in  equity.  Pharr  &  Beck  «.  Reynolds, 
3  Ala.  521;  Aultman,  Miller  &  Co.  v. 
Higbee,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  502,  74  S. 
W.   955.      (2)    But   even   if   the   court 

'  should  refuse  to  continue  the  case 
equity  -will  refuse  to  grant  relief.  The 
exercise  of  the  power  of  the  court  in 
refusing  an  application  for  continuance 
is  discretionary  with  the  court  and  is 
not  even  the  subject  of  review  on  di- 
rect appeal,  much  less  on  application 
for  relief  in  equity.  Furthermore, 
courts  of  equity  uniformly  refuse  to 
usurp  appellate  jurisdiction  by  grant- 
ing new  trials  on  grounds  already  con- 
sidered and  adjudged  at  law,  however 
erroneous  the  action  of  the  court  may 
have  been.  Campbell  v.  White,  77  Ala.  397. 

[b]  Absence  or  disability  of  party 
as  ground  for  continuance,  see  5  Stand- 
ABD  Pkoc.  448  et  seq. 

fc]  Voluntary  absence  from  the 
country  is  an  insufficient  excuse.  Burn- 
ley V.  Rice,  21  Tex.  171. 

88.  Jamison  v.  May,  13  Ark.  600; 
Watson  V.  Palmer,  5  Ark.  501;  McDon- 
ald V.  Myles,  12  Smed.  &  M.  (Mis.)  279. 

fa]  If  a  defendant  is  taken  sick  on 
his  way  to  the  trial  of  a  cause,  and  is 
thereby  prevented  from  making  an  affi-> 
davit  of  the  loss  of  certain  deeds,  and 
for  want  of  such  affidavit  the  court  re- 
fuses to  receive  copies  of  the  deeds  in 
evidence,  chancery  will  relieve  against 
a  judgment  obtained  by  the  plaintiff. 
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Herd  v.  Dishman,  5  Call  (9  Va.)  279. 

[b]  The  arrest  and  detention  of  a 
party  from  the  court  room  at  the  time 
when  his  presence  and  testimony  were 
needed  may  be  regarded^as  an  acci- 
dent excusing  the^failure  to  present  hia 
evidence  upon  the  trial  although  repre- 
sented by  counsel.  McGloin  v.  Mo- 
Gloin,  70  Tex.  634,  8  S.  W.  305. 

89.  McCall  V.  Miller,  120  Ga.  262, 
47  S.  E.  920. 

[a]  The  death  of  the  defendant's 
wife,  and  high  water  which  rendered 
the  roads  impassable,  and  that  an  at- 
torney, a  friend  of  the  defendant  at 
law  who  was  desirous  of  entering  a  plea 
in  the  case  was  prevented  from  doing 
so  by  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff  are 
sufficient  to  excuse  a  failure  to  present 
a  defense.  Brooks  v.  Whitson,  7  Smed. 
&  M.   (Miss.)   513. 

90.  Ark. — Jamison  v.  May,  13  Ark. 
600;  Watson  v.  Palmer,  5  Ark.  501.  Ga. 
Woodward  v.  Dromgoole,  71  Ga.  523. 
Miss. — Robb  V.  Halsey,  11  Smed.  &  M. 
140.  Tex. — Roller  v.  Eied  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  24  S.  W.  655. 

Party  must  not  have  been  at  fault, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

91.  McCall  V.  Miller,  120  Ga.  262, 
47  S.  B.  920. 

[a]  An  illness  of  the  party,  where 
it  is  not  shown  how  it  caused  him  to 
lose  his  case,  or  where  it  is  not  shown 
how  long  before  trial  he  was  confined 
by  sickness,  is  insufficient  to  warrant 
equitable  interference  with  the  judg- 
ment. Doubleday  v.  Makepeace,  4 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  9,  28  Am.  Dec.  33. 

92.  Neglect  of  counsel  as  ground  for 
equitable  relief,  see  infra,  XV,  B,  5, 
e,   (VIII). 

Act  of  counsel  as  ground  for  relief, 
see  infra,  XV,  E,  9. 

93.  Ga — Morris  v.  Morris,  76  Ga. 
733.  HI.— Kern  v.  Strauaberger,  71  111. 
413.  La. — See  Basterbrook  v.  Gauche, 
27  La.  Ann.  36.  Tex. — Woolley  v.  Sul- 
livan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  919. 
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sence  of  counsel  on  account  of  illness  generally  sufficient,  for  by  proper 
steps  in  the  law  court,  the  party  might  obtain  a  continuance  or  a  new 
trial.^*  Nor  will  the  death  of  the  original  counsel  and  want  of  familiar- 
ity with  the  case  of  the  succeeding  counsel  warrant  equitable  relief. °^ 
(IV.)  Ignorance.se  — Although  it  has  been  stated  broadly  that  chan- 
cery will  relieve  against  a  judgment  at  law  on  the  ground  of  its  being 
contrary  to  equity,  when  the  defendant  in  the  judgment  was  ignorant 
of  the  fact  creating  such  equity  pending  the  suit,^^  it  is  generally 
held  that  equity  will  not  interfere  and  set  aside  a  judgment  merely 
because  a  party  failed  to  present  a  defense  because  of  his  ignorance 
thereof,^^  unless  he  shows  that  he  could  not  have  acquired  the  informa- 


W.   Va. — Iron    Co.   v.   Quesenberry,    50 
W.  Va.  451,  40  S.  E.  487. 

[a]  Absence  of  counsel  to  attend  to 
business  in  another  court  does  not  of 
itself  furnish  any  ground  for  opening 
a  judgment.  Randall  v.  Payne,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  137;  Power  v.  Gillespie,  27  Tex. 
370. 

[b]  Abandonment  of  a  cause  by  the 
attorney  at  a  trial,  where  other  coun- 
sel has  been  eijiployed  and  a  trial  had, 
is  not  an  ao-cident  affording  ground  for 
equitable  relief.  Winchester  v.  Gros- 
venor,  48  111.  517. 

94.  Ala. — French  v.  Garner,  7  Port. 
549;  Mock  v.  CundifE,  6  Port.  24.  Com- 
pare McBroom  v.  Sommerville,  2  Stew. 
515.  Miss. — Yeizer  v.  Burke,  3  Smed. 
&  M.  439.  Tenn. — Kearney  v.  Smith,  3 
Yerg.  127,  24  Am.  Dec.  550.  W.  Va. 
Iron  Co.  V.  Quesenberry,  50  W.  Va.  451, 
40  S.  E.  487. 

[a]  Illness  of  one  of  defendant's 
counsel  is  not  sufficient  excuse  for  fail- 
ure to  make  defense  at  law.  Yeizer  v. 
Burke,  Watt  &  Co.,  3  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)   439. 

[b]  Counsel  of  Non-resident  Client. 
Illness  of  counsel  is  an  accident  which 
absolves  a  non-resident  client  from  all 
blame  if  he  is  not  advised  of  it,  and 
equity  will  relieve  against  the  judg- 
ment thus  taken  against  him  as  a  re- 
sult of  accident.  Hiller  &  Co.  v.  Cot- 
ton  &   Co.,  48   Miss.   593. 

[c]  Where  it-  is  sought  to  set  aside 
a  judgment  on  the  ground  of  the  ab- 
sence, at  the  rendition  of  judgment,  of 
the  defendant  and  his  counsel  on  ac- 
count of  the  illness  of  the  latter  who 
had  agreed  to  notify  the  defendant 
when  it  would  be  necessary  to  appear, 
but  who  was  prevented  from  so  doing 
because  of  his  illness,  it  must  appear, 
to  authorize  setting  aside  of  the  judg- 
ment, that  the  counsel  was  unable  to 


notify  the  court  of  his  condition.  Sims 
V.  Siins,  13^  Ga.  439,  69  S.  E.  545.  See 
also  Jones  v.  Patterson,  138  Ga.  862, 
76  S.  E.  378;  Howell  v.  Ware  &  Har- 
per, 133  Ga.  674,  66  S.  B.  884. 

Absence  or  disability  of  counsel  as 
ground  for  continuance,  see  5  Stand- 
ard Proc.  444  et  seq. 

95.  Powell  V.  Stewart,  17  Ala.  719, 
for  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  law 
court  would  have  granted  a  continu- 
ance had  it  been  desired. 

96.  Ignorance  of  counsel  as  grounds 
for  relief,  see  infra,  XV,  E,,  9. 

97.  Ala. — Eoyster  v.  Watkins,  3 
Port.  436.  111.— Smith  v.  Allen,  63  111. 
474.  Ky. — Pearee  v.  Hedrick,  3  Litt. 
109.  Md. — See  Kearney  v.  Saseer,  37 
Md.  264,  278.  Miss. — See  Crisman  v. 
Beasley,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  561.  N.  H. 
Hibbard  v.  Eastman,  47  N.  H.  507,  93 
Am.  Dec.  467.  N.  Y. — ^Foster  v.  Wood, 
6  Johns.  Ch.  87;  Simpson  v.  Hart,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  91;  Lansing  v.  Eddy,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  49;  Hamel  v.  Grimm,  10 
Abb.  Pr.  150.  N.  C— Peace  v.  Nailing, 
16  N.  C.  289.  Tenn.— Turley  v.  Taylor, 
6  Baxt.  376.     Wis.— Stowell  v.  Eldred, 

26  Wis.  504.  Eng.— See  Williams  v. 
Lee,  3  Atk.  223,  26  Eng.  Reprint  930. 

[a]  Equity  "will  not  relieve  against 
a  judgment  at  law  on  the  ground  of 
its  being  contrary  to  equity,  unless  the 
defendant  was  ignorant  of  the  fact 
creating  such  equity  pending  the  trial. ' ' 
Kibbe  v.  Benson,  17  Wall.  (U.  S.)  624, 

27  L.  ed.  741. 

Newly  discovered  evidence  as  a 
ground  for  relief,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  12. 

98.  Miss. — Rosenbaum  v.  Scott,  40 
So.  485;  Love  v.  Pass,  14  Smed.  &  M. 
158;  Miller  v.  Gaskins,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch. 
524.  N.  Y. — Gardiner  v.  Van  Alstyne, 
22  App.  Div.  579,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  114. 
N.  C— Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136  N. 
C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581;  Grantham  v.  Ken- 
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tion  by  diligent  and  careful  labor  in  preparing^  the  cause  for  trial,"^ 
or  that  he  was  prevented  from  employing  such  diligence  by  fraud,^ 
accident,^  or  the  act  of  the  adverse  party,^  unmixed  with  fault  or 
negligence  on  his  part,*  or  unless  he  shows  that  his  ignorance  is  causied 
by; the  wrongful  acts  of  his  adversaries,^  or  by  his  own  misfortune 
which  reasonable  prudence  would  not  have  guarded  against.^  Statutes 
sometimes  authorize  equitable  relief  against  judgments  where  a  party 
has  a  good  defense  of  which  he  was  entirely  ignorant.'' 

Ignorance  of  the  law  is  insufficient  as  an  excuse  for  a  party's  failure 
to  present  his  defense.*/ 


nedy,  91  N.  C.  148,  153.  S.  C— Jones 
V.  Kilgore,  2  Eieh.  Eq.  63.  Tenn.— Hub- 
bard V.  Ewing,  4  Baxt.  404.  Tex. 
Goss  V.  McClaren,  17  Tex.  107,  67  Am. 
Dec.  646. 

But  see  Ga.  —  Dozier  v.  Wilker- 
son  &  Hatcher,  76  Ga.  835.  HI. 
Vennum  v.  Davis,  35  111.  568  (a  party 
sued  at  law  having  a  defense  of  which 
he  does  not  know  may  obtain  relief 
against  the  judgment  in  equity).  Mich. 
"Valley  City  Desk  Co.  ■;;.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.,  143  Mich.  468,  106  N.  W.  1125; 
Gray  v.  Barton,  62  Mich.  186,  28  N. 
W.  813;  Mack  &  Davis  v.  Doty,  Har. 
Ch.  366. 

[a]  Ignorance  of  a  defense^goes  far 
sometimes  to  repel  negligence,  though 
standing  alone  it  may  not  be  a  suffi- 
cient ground  for  equitable  relief.  Davis 
i).  Tileston,  6  How.  (U.  8.)  114,  12  L. 
ed.  366. 

99.  U.  S.— Foster  v.  Mansfield,  146 
U.  S.  88,  13  Sup.  Ct.  28,  36  L.  ed.  899. 
Ala. — Garrett  v.  Lynch,  45  Ala.  204. 
Ark. — Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Smith,  91 
Ark.  362,  121  S.  W.  282;  Hempstead  v. 
Watkins,  6  Ark.  317,  42  Am,  Dec.  696. 
111. — Chapman  v.  Salfisberg,  111  111. 
App.  102.  Miss. — Miller  v.  Palmer,  55 
Miss.  323;  Leggett  v.  Morris,  6  Smed. 
&  M.  723;  Miller  v.  Gaskins,  Smed.  & 
M.  Ch.  524.  N.  J. — Herbert  v.  Herbert, 
,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  11,  20  Atl.  290;  Mechanics 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet  Mfg.  Co.,  33  N.  J. 
Eq.  486.  N.  Y.— Gardiner  v.  Van  Al- 
styne,  22  App.  Div.  579,  48  N.  Y.  Supp. 
114;  Hoskins  v.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465, 
96  N.  Y.  Supp.  926  (pardonable  ignor- 
ance). N.  0. — Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott, 
136  N.  C.  157,  48  S.  B.  581;  Grantham 
V.  Kennedy,  91  N.  C.  148,  153.  N.  D. 
Freeman  v.  Wood,  14  N.  D.  95,  103  N. 
W.  392.  S.  O.— Jones  v.  Kilgore,  2 
Eieh.  Eq.  63.  Tenn. — Winchester  v. 
Jackson,  3  Hayw.  305,  309.  Wash. 
Spokane  Co-op.  Min.  Co.  v.  Pearson,  28 
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Wash.  118,  68  Pac.  165.  W.  Va.— Farm- 
ers, etc..  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Pridemore 
55  W.  Va.  451,  47  S.  E.  258;  Graham  v. 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  45  W.  Va.  701, 
32  S.  E.  245.  See  Harner  v  Price,  17. 
W.  Va.  523,  548. 

[a]  Where  by  the  exercise  of  rea- 
sonable diligence,  a  party  could  not 
have  discovered,  in  time  to  set  it  up 
at  law,  a  meritorious  defense  of  which 
he  was  ignorant,  equity  w^ll  relieve 
against  a  judgment  at  law.  Chapman 
V.  Salfisberg,  111  HI.  App.  102;  Perry 
V.  Eue,  31  La.  Ann.  287;  Norris  V.  Fris- 
toe,  3  La.  Ann.  646. 

[b]  Where  it  is  affirmatively  sho\ra 
that  without  fault  or  neglect  on  his 
part,  a  defendant  was  ignorant  of  his 
defense  at  the  time  of  judgment  and 
during  all  the  time  allowed  him  for 
applying  for  a  new  trial,  equity  will 
relieve  him  from  a  judgment  against 
him.  Eoebling  Sons  Co.  v.  Stevens 
Elec.  Co.,  93  Ala.  39,  9  So.  369. 

1.  Garrett  v..  Lynch,  45  Ala.  204. 
Fraud     preventing    presentation    ol 

party's  defense,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b, 
(Til). 

2.  Garrett  v.  Lynch,  45  Ala.  204. 

3.  Garrett  v.  Lynch,  45  Ala.  204. 

4.  Garrett  v.  Lynch,  45  Ala.  204. 
Party  must  not  have  been  at  fault, 

see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

5.  Zellerbach  v.  Allenberg,  67  Cal. 
296,  7  Pac.  908. 

6.  Zellerbach  v.  Allenberg,  67  Cal. 
296,  7  Pac.  908. 

7.  Georgia  Code,  1910,  §4585;  Gen- 
tle V.  Atlas  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.,  105  Ga. 
406,  31  8.  E.  544;  Capital  Bank  v.  Euth- 
erford,  70  Ga.  57. 

8.  Slayden-Kirksey  Woolen  Mill  v. 
Eobinson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  143  S.  W. 
294. 

[a]  It  is  no  ground  for  relief  in 
equity  that  the  defendant  did  not 
know,  at  the  time  of  the  trial  at  law. 


JUDGMENTS 


31S 


(V.)  Poverty. — Poverty  of  a  party  is  insufficient  as  an  excuse  foi 
failure  to  present  his  defense.^ 

(VI.)  Porgetfulness.  —  Sheer  forgetfulness  iS  not  within  the  rule  al- 
lowing relief  in  equity  where  a  party  is  prevented  from  interposing 
his  defense  by  fraud,  accident,  and  mistake.^" 

(VII.)  Act  of  Judge.  —  A  party  who,  relying  on  a  statement  of  the 
judge  as  to  the  time  the  case  will  be  heard,  does  not  present  his  de- 
'fense,  will  be  relieved  in  equity  from  a  judgment  rendered  contrary 
to  the  judge's  assurance  in  this  respect.^^ 

(VIII.)  Neglect  of  Counsel.i2  —  The  fact  that  the  defendant's  attor- 
ney neglected  to  interpose  a  defense  is  no  ground  for  equitable  relief 
against  a  judgment,^^  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  plaintiff  in  some 
manner  caused  the  neglect  of  duty."    Equity  will  not,  as  a  general 


the  legal  criterion  of  damages.  Me- 
Kean  v.  Bead,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  (Ky.)  395, 
12  Am.  Dec.  318. 

9.  Eosenbaum  v.  Scott  (Miss.),  40 
So.  485;  Ham  v.  Phelps,  65  Tex.  592. 

10.  The  fact  that  a  defendant,  who 
has  a  good  defense  to  an  action,  missed 
the  train  so  that  he  could  not  be  pres- 
ent at  the  trial  and  forgot  all  about 
the  action  and  necessity  of  appealing 
until  too  late,  furnishes  no  ground  for 
equitable  relief  against  the  judgment, 
although  such  forgetfulness  was  caused 
by  extensive  and  dangerous  forest  fires 
and  the  constant  and  unusual  exertions 
required  of  the  defendant  in  fighting 
such  fires  and  protecting  his  property. 
Nye  V.  Sochor,  92  Wis.  40,  65  N.  W. 
854,  53  Am.  St.  Eep.  896. 

Party  must  not  have  been  at  fault, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

11.  Davis  V.  Terry,  33  Tex.  426. 
See  also  Miles  v.  Jones,  28  Mo.  87. 
Contra,  Johnson  v.  Driver,  108  Ga.  595, 
34  S.  E.  158. 

12.  Act  of  counsel  as  ground  for  re- 
lief; see  infra,  XV,  E,  9. 

Absence,  illness  or  death  of  counsel 
as  ground  for  relief,  see  supra,  XV,  E, 
5,  e,   (HI),   (C). 

13.  U.  S. — Rogers  v.  Parker,  1 
Hughes  148,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,018. 
Ariz. — MacEitchie  v.  Stevens,  8  Ariz. 
410,  76  Pac.  478.  Ga.— Odell  v.  Mundy, 
59  6a.  641.  Idaho. — Donovan  v.  Miller, 
12  Idaho  600,  88  Pac.  82,  10 
Ann.  Cas.  444.  HI.  — Fuller  v. 
Little,  69  HI.  229;  Caiman  v.  Stuck- 
art,  70  Hi.  App.  310.  Ky. — Payton  v. 
McQuown,  97  Ky.  757,  31  8.  W.  874, 
53  Am.  St,  Eep.  437,  31  L.  E.  A.  33. 
Mass.— Amherst  College  v.  Allen,  165 
Mass.  178,  42  N.  E.  570.    Mich.— Weis- 


man  v.  Newton  Beef  Co.,  154  Mich.  511, 
118  N.  W.  2.  Neb.— Tootle- Weakley  M. 
Co.  V.  Billingsley,  74  Neb.  531,  105  N. 
W.  85;  Klabunde  v.  Byron-Eeed  Co.,  69 
Neb.  120,  95  N.  W.  4,  98  N.  W.  182; 
Funk  t;., Kansas  Mfg.  Co.,  53  Neb.  450, 
73  N.  W.  931.  N.  Y.— Eeich  v.  Coch- 
ran, 102  App.  Div.  615,  105  App.  Div. 
542,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  404.  S.  C— Euff  v. 
Doty,  26  S.  C.  173,  1  S.  E.  707,  4  Am. 
St.  Eep.  709.  Tenn. — Shepard  v.  Ak- 
ers,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  215.  Tex. — Browning 
V.  Pumphrey,  81  Tex.  163,  16  S,  W. 
870;  Yardeman  v.  Edwards,  21  Tex. 
737;  Stringer  v.  Eobertson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  140  S.  W.  502.  Va.— Ayres  v. 
Morehead's  Admr.,  77  Va.  586.  Wis. 
Hiles  v.  Mosher,  44  Wis.  601.  Compare 
Eogan  V.  Walker,  1  Wis.  631,  644. 

[a]  In  order  to  justify  relief  on  ac- 
count of  the  failure  of  an  attorney  to 
make  a  defense,  a  plain  breach  of  duty 
or  something  in  the  nature  of  an  un- 
avoidable calamity  must  be  made  to 
appear.  The  mere  failure  of  the  at- 
torney to  do  what  he  was  under  no  ob- 
ligation to  do,  or  his  lack  of  good  judg- 
ment as  to  the  steps  which  should  be 
taken  in  his  client's  behalf  is  not  suffi- 
cient. Hedrich  v.  Smith,  137  Iowa  625, 
115  N.  W.  226. 

[b]  But  a  misunderstanding  of  the 
home  attorneys  of  a  defendant  sued  in 
a  distant  county  and  the  attorneys  at 
the  place  of  suit  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  latter 's  employment  whereby  a 
valid  defense  is  not  Hnterposed  and 
judgment  is  rendered  ex  parte,  is  suf^- 
cient  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
judgment.  McCall  v.  Looney,  4  Neb. 
(Unpf.)   715,  96  N,  W.  238. 

14.  Stringer  v.  Eobertson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  140  S.  W.  502. 
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rule,  relieve  against  mispleading  due  to  counsel's  ignorance  or  neglect.^® 
(IX.)  Reliance  on  Strangers.  —  Where,  a  party  fails  to  present  his  de- 
fenses because  of.  his  reliance  for  information  upon  persons  not  con- 
nected with  the  case,  equity  will  not  relieve  him  from  a  judgment 
against  him.^^ 

6.  Fraud.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Applying  the  maxim  of  the  common 
law  that  fraud  vitiates  whatever  it  touches,  equity  will  grant  relief 
against  a  judgment  04  the  ground  of  fraud.^^    But  equity  will  not 


15.  Owens  v.  Eanstead,  22  HI.  161. 
[a]    But  if  through  some  mistake  of 

counsel,  the  pleadings  have  not  been 
calculated  to  bring  forth  the  defense 
equity  will  grant  relief.  Click  V.  Gil- 
lespie, 4  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  4. 

16.  Ark. — Jackson  v.  Woodruff,  57 
Ark.  599,  22  S.  W.  566  (an  attorney); 
Hauna  v.  Morrow,  43  Ark.  107  (clerk). 
G-a. — ^Dozier  v.  Wilkerson  &  Hatcher, 
76  Ga.  835,  husband.  IlL — Walker  v. 
Shreve,  87  111.  474;  Higgins  v.  Bullock, 
73  111.  205;  Fillmore  v.  Hodgman,  71 
111.  App.  554.  Ind.— English  v.  Aid- 
rich,  132  Ind.  500,  31  N.  E.  456,  32  Am. 
St.  Eep.  270;  Birch  v.  Frantz,  77  Ind. 
199  (plaintiff's  assignor)'.  la. — Seddon 
V.  State,  108  Iowa  378,  69  N.  W.  671 
(sheriff).  Ky. — Hayden  v.  Moore,  4 
Bush.  107;  Harrison  v.  Lee,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.  171.  Mo. — Dunn  v.  Hansard, 
37  Mo.  199.  Nel). — ^Young  v.  Morgan, 
13  Neb.  48,  13  N.  W.  1.  N.  J.— Amey 
V.  Calkins  (N.  J.  Eq.),  19  Atl.  388. 
Tenn. — Collins  v.  Knight,  8  Tenn.  Ch. 
183  (clerk  and  sheriff).  Compare  Row- 
land V.  Jones,  2  Heisk.  321.  Tex. — Can- 
non V.  Hemphill,  7  Tex.  184.  Va. — ^Lee 
V.  Baird,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (14  Va.)   453. 

[a]  Reliance  Upon  Clerk. — An  omis- 
sion to  defend  in  consequence  of  be- 
ing mislead  by  the  clerk  of  the  court 
that  there  is  no  suit  pending  such  as 
is  described  in  the  process  is  inexcus- 
able negligence.  Hanna  v.  Morrow,  43 
Ark.  107. 

[b]  Where  the  sheriff  and  defendant 
are  in  doubt  if  the  defendant  is  the 
person  intended,  and  the  sheriff  prom- 
ises to  notify  the  defendant  before 
making  return  of  summons  as  to  result 
of  his  inquiry,  and  he  fails  to  do  so 
and  the  defendant  relies  on  the  state- 
ments of  the  sheriff  and  fails  to  de- 
fend, the  defendant  is  guilty  of  negli- 
gence and  is  not  entitled  to  equitable 
relief.     Higgins  v.  Bullock,  73  HI.  205. 

[e]  The  failure  of  the  defendant's 
husband  to  call  her  attention  to  the  ac- 
tion and  the  service  of  summons  upon 
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him  for  her,  is  not  attributable  to  the 
plaintiff  at  law  and  equity  will  not  set 
aside  the  judgment.  Miller  V.  First 
Nat.  Bank  (Minn.),  157  N.  W.  1069. 

Party  must  not  have  been  at  fanlt, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

17.  U.  S. — Brown  v.  Buena  Vista 
Co.,  95  U.  S.  157,  24  L.  ed.  422;  Den- 
ton V.  Baker,  93  Fed.  46,  35  0.  C.  A. 
187.  Ala. — McDonald  v.  Pearson,  114 
Ala.  630,  21  So.  534;  Cromelin  v.  Mc- 
Cauley,  67  Ala.  542.  Ark. — Citizen's 
Bank  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  107 
Ark.  142,  155  S.  W.  102.  Cal.— Ameri- 
can Surety  Co.  v.  City  Street  Imp.  Co.j 
169  Cal.  172,  146  Pac.  428;  Hanley  v, 
Hanley,  114  Cal.  690,  46  Pac.  736;  Pico 
V.  Cohn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pac.  970,  27 
Pac.  537,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  159,  13  Tj. 
R.  A.  336;  Welsh  v.  Koch,  4  Cal.  App. 
571,     88     Pac.     604.     Conn. — Kelly    v. 

Wiard,  49  Conn.  443.  Del ^Whitaker  v. 

Wiekersham,  5  Del.  Ch.  187.  Ga.— Code 
1910,  §§5965,  4584.  Idaho.— Jones  ».  ' 
Vane,  11  Idaho  353,  82  Pac.  110.  HI. 
Nelson  v.  Eockwell,  14  HI.  375;  Fol- 
lansbee  v.  Scottish  Am.  Mort.  Co.,  7  HI. 
App.  486.  Ind. — Doubleday  v.  Make- 
peace, 4  Blackf.  9,  28  Am.  Dec.  33; 
Gorman  v.  Johnson,  46  Ind.  App.  672, 
91  N.  E.  971.  la.— Stewart  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Downs,  142  Iowa  420,  120  N.  W. 
1067,  29  L.  E.  A.  (N^  S.)  1190  note, 
19  Ann.  Cas.  1100;  Ebersole  v.  Latti- 
mer,  65  Iowa  164,  21  N.  W.  500;  Bel- 
lows V.  Tod,  52  Iowa  359,  3  N.  W.  102. 
Ky.— Sublett  v.  Gardner,  144  Ky.  190, 
137  S.  W.  864.  Me. — Cunningham  v. 
Gushee,  73  Me.  417.  Md.— Bllicott  v. 
Welch,  2  Bland  242.  Mich. — Scriven  v. 
Hursh,  39  Mich.  98.  Mo. — Einstein  v. 
Strothei^  (Mo.  App.),  182  S.  W.  122; 
Curtiss  V.  Bell,  131  Mo.  App.  245,  111 
S.  W.  131.  Neb. — Bankers  Union  v. 
Landis,  75  Neb.  625,  106  N.  W.  973. 
N.  H.— Hibbard  v  Eastman,  47  N.  H. 
507,  93  Am.  Dee.  467.  N.  J.— Second 
WorkiBgmen 's'  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Wick- 
ers, 83  N.  J.  Eq.  397,  91  Atl.  897;  Tom- 
kins  V.  Tomkins,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  .512.  N.  Y, 
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interfere  because  of  fraud  alone."  The  party  aggrieved  must  show 
that  the  judgment  is  unjust,^®  that  he  has  a  meritorious  cause  of  action 
or  defense,'"'  that  he  has  no  adequate  remedy  at  law,^^  and  that  he  is 
not  guilty  of  negligence  or  other  fault.^^ 

h.  Character  of  Fraud. — (I.)  In  General.  —'The  fraud  may  con- 
sist of  a  fraudulent  representation,^'  a  fraudulent  affirmative  act,^* 
or  a  fraudulent  concealment  of  a  fact.^^ 

It  has  been  held  that  the  term  fraud  as  used  here  is  to  be  taken  in 
its  common  and  direct  sense,^®  and  that  it  means  the  perpetration  of 
an  intentional  wrong,  or  the  breach  of  a  duty  arising  out  of  a  fiduciary 
capacity.^^  The  fraud  for  which  equity  will  set  aside  a  judgment  must 
be  extrinsic  or  collateraP*  to  the  matter  which  was  tried  and  determined 


Grouse  v.  McViekar,  207  N.  Y.  213,  100 
N.  E.  697,  45  L.  K'.  A.  N.  S.  1159;  Matt- 
hews V.  CaTman,  122  App.  Div.  582,  107 
N.  T.  Supp.  694;  Harris  v.  Treu,  14 
Misc.  172,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  379,  25  Civ. 
Proe.  92,  2  N.  T.  Ann.  Gas.  380;  Da- 
voue  V.  i'anning,  4  Johns.  Oh.  199.  N.  O. 
North  Garolina  JL  &  P.  Assn.  v.  Ed- 
wards, 168  N.  G.  378,  84  S.  B.  359; 
Hargrove  v.  Wilson,  148  N.  G.  439,  62 
S:  E.  520.  Pa. — Gochran  v.  Eldrldge, 
49  Pa.  365.  S.  C— Southern  Porcelain 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Thew,  5  S.  C.  5.  Tenn. 
Cox  V.  Bank  of  Hartsville,  63  S.  W. 
237;  Frazer  v.  Sypert,  5  Sneed  100; 
Walker  v.  Day,  8  Baxt.  77,  82;  Powell 
V.  Gyfers,  1  Heisk.  526;  Eandall  v. 
Payne,  1  ^enn.  Gh.  137.  Tex. — Ka,l- 
mans  v.  Baumbust  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
187  S.  W.  697-  De  Garcia  v.  San  An- 
tonio &  A.  P.  E.  Co.  (Tex.  Ci^.  App.), 
77  S.  W.  275;  McLane  v.  San  Antonio 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68  8.  W. 
63.  Va. — Thomas  v.  Jones,  98  Va.  323, 
36  S.  E.  382;  Holland  v.  Trotter,  22 
Gratt.  (63  Va.)  136,  141.  W.  Va. 
Farmers'  etc..  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Pride- 
more,  55  W.  Va.  451,  47  S.  E.  258; 
Graham  v.  Citizen's  Nat.  Bank,  45  W. 
Va.  701,  32  8.  B.  245.  Eng.— Patch  v. 
Ward,  L.  E.  3  Ch.  App.  203. 

18.  Norwegian  Plow  Co.  v.  BoUman, 
47  Neb.  186,  66  N.  W.  292,  31  L.  E. 
A.  747. 

19.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  2. 

20.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  4. 

21.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  6. 

22.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

23.  Ward  v.  Southiieia,  102  N.  Y. 
287,  6  N.  E.  660. 

Fraud   in   procuring   judgment,    see 
infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,   (II). 
Fraud    preventing    presentatios    Of 


party's  case  or  defense,  see  infra,  XV, 
E,  6,  b,  (III). 

24.  Ward  v.  Southfleld,  102  N.  Y. 
287,  6.N.  E.  660. 

25.  Mass. — Currier  v.  Esty,  110 
Mass.  536.  N.  J. — Tomkins  v.  Tomkins, 
11  N.  J.  Bq.  512;  Glover'  c.  Hedges,  1 
N.  J.  Bq.  113.  N.  Y.— Ward  v.  South- 
field,  102  N.  Y.  287,  6  N.  B.  660.  Tenn. 
Hickerson  v.  Eaiguel  &  Co.,  2  Heisk. 
329. 

Character  of  concealment  warranting 
relief,  see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,  (V). 

26.  Lumpkin  v.  Snook,  63  Iowa  515, 
19  N.  W.  333;  Bowsmau  v.  Anderson,  62 
Ore.  4-31,  123  Pac.  1092,  125  Pae.  270. 

27.  Bowsman  v.  Anderson,  62'  Ore. 
431,  123  Pac.  1092,  125  Pac.  270. 

[a]  ^  "What  Is  meant  by  fraud,  as  a 
ground  for  enjoining  and  setting  aside 
a  judgment,  is  not  mere  falsity  of  claim 
or  proof,  but  fraud  outside  of  them, 
perpetrated  by  some  artifice  or  contriv- 
ance of  the  party  or  person  benefited, 
or  by  some  collusion  of  both  parties, 
whereby  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  or 
in  entering  judgment,  the  injured  party 
or  the  court  has  been  imposed  upon  or 
betrayed  into  inattention  and  de- 
ceived." Furbush  v.  Collingwood,  13 
E.  I.  720,  quoted  in  Dowell  v.  Goodwin, 
22  E.  I.  287,  47  Atl.  693,  84  Am.  St. 
Eep.  842,  51  L.  E.  A.  873. 

[b]  The  fraud  must  consist  in  some- 
thing of  which  the  complaining  party 
could  not  have  availed  himself  in  the 
court  giving  the  judgment,  or  of  which 
he  was  prevented  from  availing  himself 
there  by  fraud.  Stilwell  v.  Carpenter, 
2  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.^  238,  263. 

28.  Xr.  S.— Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  TT. 
S.  113,  207,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed. 
95;  United  States  v.  Throckmorton,  98 
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in  the  action  at  law,  and  not  a  fraud  that  is  intrinsic,^*  or  that  inheres 


TJ.  S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93;  Graver  1!.  Paurot, 
76  Fed.  257,  22  C.  C.  A.  156;  Buchler 
V.  Black,  213  Fed.  880;  Stead  v.  Curtis, 
191  Fed.  529,  112  0.  C.  A.  463;.  Jack- 
son V.  Wilkerson,  160  Fed.  623,  87  C. 
C.  A.  525;  Ritchie  v.  McMullen,  79  Fed, 
522,  25  C.  C.  A.  50.  Ala.— De  Sota  Coal 
M.  &  D.  Go.  V.  Hill,  69  So.  948;  Hogan  v. 
Scott,  186  Ala.  310,  65  So.  209;  Eitten- 
berry  v.  Wharton,  176  Ala.  390,  58  So. 
293.  Ark.— Hall  v.  Cox,  104  Ark.  303, 149 
S.  W.  80;  Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi, 
90  Ark.  166,  118  S.  W.  250.  Ala.— De 
Sota  Coal  Min.  &  Dev.  Co.  v.  Hill,  69 
So.  948.  Cal. — Campbell-Kawannana- 
koa  V.  Campbell,  152  Cal.  201,  92  Pac. 
184;  Flood  v.  Templeton,  152  Cal.  148, 
92  Pac.  78,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  579; 
Steen  v.  March,  132  Cal.  616,  64  Pac. 
994;  Pico  v.  Cohn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pac. 
970,  27  Pac.  537,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  159, 
13  L.  E.  A.  336;  Davis  v.  Hibernia  Sav. 
&  L.  Soc,  21  Cal.  App.  444,  132  Pac. 
462;  Amestoy  Estate  Co.  v.  Los  An- 
geles, 5  Cal.  App.  273,  90  Pac.  42; 
Welsh  V.  Koch,  4  Cal.  App.  571,  88 
Pac.  604.  Colo. — La  Fitte  v.  Salisbury, 
43  Colo.  248,  95  Pac.  1065;  Boldenweck 
V.  BuUis,  40  Colo.  253,  90  Pac-  634. 
Ga. — Thomason  v.  Thompson,  129  6a. 
440,  59  S.  E.  236,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
536.  Ind.— Friebe  v.  Elder,  181  Ind. 
597,  105  N.  E.  151.  la.— Meugel  v. 
Mengel,  145  Iowa  737,  120  N.  W.  72, 
122  N.  W.  899;  Eichards  v.  Moran,  137 
Iowa  220,  114  N.  W.  1035;  Hedrick  v. 
Smith,  115  N.  W.  226;  Larson  v.  Wil- 
liams, 100  Iowa  110,  63  N.  W.  464,  69 
N.  W.  441,  62  Am.  St.  Eep.  544.  Kan. 
Wagner  v.  Beadle,  82  Kan.  468,  108 
Pac.  859;  Garrett  Biblical  Inst.  v. 
Minard,  82  Kan.  338,  108  Pac.  80;  Elec- 
tric Plaster  Co.  v.  Blue  Eapids  jp.,  81 
Kan.  730,  106  Pae.  1079.  Mass.— Nes- 
son  V.  Gilson,  112  N.  E.  870.  Mo. 
Lieber  v.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W. 
458;  Springfield  Traction  Co.  v.  Dent, 
159  Mo.  App.  220,  140  S.  W. 
606;  Walther  v.  Null,  134  S.  W. 
903;  Wabash  Eailroad  Co.  v.  Mir- 
rielees,  182  Mo.  126,  81  S.  W.  437. 
N.  Y. — Gitler  v.  Eussian  Co.,  124  App. 
Div.  273,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  793;  Hos- 
kins  V.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  926.  Ohio. — ^Michael  v.  American 
Nat.  Bank,  84  Ohio  St.  370,  95  N.  E. 
905.  Okla.— Elrod  v.  Adair,  153  Pac. 
660;  Brown  v.  Trent,  36  Okla.  239,  128 
Pac.  895;  Estes  v.  Timmons,  12  Okla. 
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537,  73  Pac.  303.  Tenn.— Keith  v.  Al- 
ger, 114  Tenn.  1,  85  S.  W.  71;  Cox  v. 
Bank  of  Hartsville,  63  S.  W.  237.  Tex. 
McLane  v.  San  Antonio  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68  S.  W.  63.  Vt. 
French  v.  Raymond,  82  Vt.  156,  72  Atl. 
324;  Camp  v.  Ward,  69  Vt.  286,  37  Atl. 
747,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  929.  Wash. 
Eobertson  v.  Freebury,  87  Wash.  558, 
152  Pac.  5. 

[a]  Campare,  Johnston  v.  Barkley, 
10  Ont.  L.  Eep.  724,  in  which  the  court 
coming  to  its  conclusion  drew  no  dis- 
tinction between  the  fraud  consisting 
in  presenting  perjured  testimony  and 
fraud  collateral  to  the  merits  of  the 
case. 

[b]  The  extrinsic  fraud  for  which 
a  Judgment  may  be  set  aside  is  defined 
by  Lord  Cairns  in  Patch  v.  Ward,  Law 
Eep.  3  Ch.  App.  203,  207,  to  be  "actual 
fraud,  such  that  there  is  on  the  part 
of  the  person  chargeable  with  it  the 
malus  animus,  the  mala  mens  putting 
itself  in  motion  and  acting  in  order  to 
take  an  undue  advantage  of  some  other 
person  for  the  purpose  of  actually  and 
knowingly  defrauding  him,"  quoted  in 
Ala. — ^McDonald  v.  Pearson,  114  Ala. 
630,  21  So.  534;  Noble  v.  Moses,  74 
Ala.  604,  616.  Cal.— Flood  v.  Temple- 
ton,  152  Cal.  148,  92  Pae.  78,  13  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  579;  Parsons  V.  Weis,  144 
Cal.  410,  77  Pac.  i007.  Tenn.— Cox  v. 
Bank  of  Hartsville,  63  S.  W.  237; 
Smith  V.  Miller,  42  S.  W.  182;  Mc- 
Dowell V.  Morrell,  5  Lea  278;  Eandall 
V.  Payne,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  137. 

[c]  "By  the  expression  'extrinsic 
or  collateral  fraud'  is  meant  some  act 
or  conduct  of  the  prevailing  party 
which  has  prevented  a  fair  submission 
of  the  controversy."  Electric  Planter 
Co.  V.  Blue  Eapids  Tp.,  81  Kan.  730, 
735,  106  Pac.  1079. 

[d]  Fraud  practiced  upon  a  party 
by  reason  of  something  done  outside 
of  the  main  case,  by  which  he  was  pre- 
vented from  presenting  his  case  to  the 
court  is  extrinsic  fraud.  Maddox  v. 
Apperson,  14  Lea   (Tenn.)   596. 

[e]  Extrinsic  fraud  consists  in  the 
failure  to  give  legal  notice  to  the  ad- 
versary, the  prevention  of  him  or  his 
witnesses  from  attending  the  trial  and 
the  like.  Sohler  v.  Sohler,  135  Cal. 
323,  67  Pae.  282,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  98. 

29.  Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  477,  89 
Pac.   317;   Sohler  v.  Sohler,   135    Cal. 
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in  or  is  involved  in  the  issues  of  the  prior  suit.^"  It  must  be  an 
aetuaP^  and  positive,^^  not  merely  a  constructive'^  fraud.  It  must 
have  been  at  the  foundation  of  the  decision  attacked  or,  as  it  has 
frequently  been  expressed,  it  must  have  been  practiced  in  the  very 
act  of  obtaining  the  judgment.^*    The  fraud  must  go  to  the  whole^^ 


323,  67  Pac.  282,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  98; 
Cox  V.  Bank  of  Hartsville  (Tenn.),  63 
S.  W.  237. 

[a]  Fraud  perpetrated  in  the  effort 
to  sustain  or  refute  an  issue  already  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  its  perpetra- 
tion is  intrinsic.  Cox  v.  Bank  of 
Hartsville  (Tenn.),  63  S.  "W.  237. 

30.  U.  S. — Jackson  v.  Wilkerson,  160 
Fed.  623,  87  C.  C.  A.  525;  Buohler  v. 
Black,  213  Fed.  880.  Ala. — Hogan  v. 
Scott,  186  Ala.  310,  65  So.  209.  N.  Y. 
Gitler  v.  Russian  Co.,  124  App.  Div.  273, 
108  N.  Y.  Supp.  793.  Okla.— Estes  v.  Tim- 
mons,  12  Okla.  537,  73  Pac.  303.  Vt. 
Camp  V.  Ward,  69  Vt.  286,  37  Atl.  747, 
60  Am.  St.  Eep.  929. 

31.  Ala. — Hardeman  v.  Donaghey, 
170  Ala.  362,  367,  54  So.  172;  Noble 
v.  Moses,  74  Ala.  604,  616;  Cromelin 
V.  McCauley,  67  Ala.  542.  Kan. — ^Wag- 
ner V.  Beadle,  82  Kan.  468,  108  Pac. 
859.  Mc— Fears  v.  Eiley,  148  Mo.  49, 
49  S.  W.  836;  Nichols  v.  Stevens,  123 
Mo.  96,  116,  25  S.  W.  578,  45  Am.  St. 
Eep.  514.  N.  Y.— Ward  v.  Southfield, 
102  N.  Y.  287,  6  N.  E.  660;  Eoss  v. 
Wood,  70  N.  Y.  8;  Parham  v.  Burns, 
135  App.  Div.  884,  120  N.  Y.  Supp. 
142.  Tex. — Cayce  v.  Powell,  20  Tex. 
767,  73  Am.  Dec.  211;  McLane  v.  San 
Antonio  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
68  S.  W.  63.  Eng.— Patch  v.  Ward,  L. 
E.  3  Ch.  App.  203. 

[a]  The  fraud  must  he  an  actual 
positive  fraud,  a  meditated  and  inten- 
tional contrivance  to  keep  the  parties 
and  the  court  in  ignorance  of  the  real 
facts  of  the  case  and  obtaining  that 
decree  by  that  contrivance.  Mere  con- 
structive fraud  not  originating  in  actual 
contrivance,  but  consisting  of  acts  tend- 
ing possibly  to  deceive  or  mislead,  with- 
out any  such  intention  or  contrivance 
would  not  be  sufScient,  at  least  after 
a  considerable  delay.  Patch  v.  Ward, 
L.  E.  3  Ch.  App.  (Eng.)  203.  To  same 
effect,  Smith  v.  Miller  (Tenn.),  42  S. 
W.  182. 

[b]  Mere  surmise  or  snspiciou  of 
fraud  is  insufSoient  to  obtain  equitable 
relief.  McLane  v.  San  Antonio  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68  S.  W.  63. 

32.  Hardeman  v.  Donaghey,  170  Ala. 


362,  367,  54  So.  172;  Noble  v.  MoseS 
Bros.,  74  Ala.  604,  616;  Cromelin  v. 
McCauley,  67  Ala.  542;  McLane  v.  San 
Antonio  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
68  S.  W.  63. 

33.  Wagner  v.  Beadle,  82  Kan.  468, 
108  Pac.  859;  Patch  v.  Ward,  L.  E.  3 
Ch.  App.   (Eng.)   203,  212. 

[a]  Must  Not  Be  Merely  a  Legal 
and  Technical  Fraud. — Cayce  v.  Powell, 
20  Tex.  767,  73  Am.  Dee.  211. 

[b]  The  fraud  for  which  a  judg- 
ment may  be  set  aside  must  be  actual 
fraud,  involving  intentional  wrong,  as 
distinguished  from  legal  or  constructive 
fraud.  Wagner  v.  Beadle,  82  Kan.  468, 
108  Pac.  859. 

34.  Ala. — De  Sota  Coal  Min.  &  Dev. 
Co.  V.  Hill,  69  So.  948.  Oal.— Zeller- 
bach  V.  Allenberg,  67  Cal.  296,  7  Pac. 
908.  Mo.— Fears  v.  Eiley,  148  Mo.  49, 
49  S.  W.  836;  Blass  v.  Elass  (Mo.  App.), 
186  S.  W.  1094;  Einstein  v.  Strother 
(Mo.  App.),  182  S.  W.  122.  N.  Y. 
Stilwell  V.  Carpenter,  2  Abb.  N.  C.  238. 
Can. — Johnston  v.  Barkley,  10  Ont.  L. 
Eep.  724. 

[a]  The  fraud  must  have  directly 
induced  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 
attacked,  not  merely  have  induced  or 
brought  about  a  condition  upon  the 
real  existence  of  which  the  court  acted 
as  a  basis  of  its  decree.  TJecker  v. 
Thiedt,  133  Wis.  148,  113  N.  W.  447. 

35.  Laithe  v.  M 'Donald,  12  Kan. 
340;  Foster  v.  Wood,  6  Johns.  Ch.  (N. 
Y.)  87;  Smith  v.  Lowry,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)  320.  Compare,  Stewart  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Downs,  142  Iowa  420,  120  N.  W. 
1067,  29  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1190,  note, 
19  Ann.  Cas.  1100. 

[a]  Fraud  as  to  Excess  of  Damages. 
The  cases  of  relief  in  equity  against 
judgments  at  law  founded  in  fraud,  are 
when  the  fraud  goes  to  the  whole  judg- 
ment, and  not  to  the  mere  excess  of 
damages  in  a  cause  properly  sounding 
in  damages.  Smith  v.  Lowry,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  (N.  lY.)  320.  See  Eiddle  v.  Baker, 
13  Cal.  295;  Provins  v.  Lovi,  6  Okla. 
94,  50  Pac.  81  (which  was  a  proceed- 
ing by  petition  to  vacate  a  judgment 
obtained  by  fraud,  holding  the  correct 
rule  to  be:  Where  it  is  shown  that  an 
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judgment,  and -must,  of  course,  have  been  successful.'^  To  be  de- 
frauded the  party  must  have  been  ignorant  of  the  fraud  at  the  time 
it  was  practiced,  for  not  knowing  of  the  fraud,  he  is  not  chargeable 
with  neglect  or  inattention.^'  , 

(II.)  Fraud  in  Procuring  Judgment.ss — Where  fraud  is  practiced  in 
the  procuring  of  a  judgment,  equity  will  usually  set  aside  or  enjoin 
the  judgment.'*    A  party  who  misleads  his  adversary  into  the  belief 


award  of  damages  is  grossly  excessive, 
and  that  a  new  trial  will  probably  re- 
lieve against  such  excess,  and  it  is  also 
shown  that  the  excessive  judgment  was 
obtained  by  the  fraud  of  the  party 
procuring  the'  same,  then  the  courts 
should  set  aside  the  judgment  so  ob- 
tained; but  unless  these  facts  are  clear- 
ly made  to  appear  a  new  trial  should 
be  refused). 
^  '  [b]  If  a  judgment  is,  fraudulently  I 
excessive,  resort  to  equity  is  not  neces- 
sary as  the  party  can  make  use  of  this 
fact  to  defeat  the  suits  at  law  upon 
the  judgment.  Cunningham  v.  Gushee, 
73  Me.  417. 

36.  Holton  V.  Davis,  108  Fed.  138, 
47  C.  C.  A.  246;  Allen  v.  Allen,  97  Fed. 
525,  38  C.  C.  A.  836;  Dringer  v.  Receiver 
of  Erie  Ey.,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  573,  8  Atl. 

,  811. 

[a]  Where  the  fraud  of  the  attor- 
ney does  not  affect  the  result  of  th6 
trial  at  law  equity  will  not  grant  relief 
against  the  judgment.  Amory  v.  Amory, 
6  Biss.  174,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  335. 

Party  must  suffer  injury,  see  sii'pra, 
XV,  C,  2. 

37.  N.  Y. — ^Verplanok  v.  Van  Bureu, 
76  N.  T.  247,  258;  Stilwell  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 2  Abb.  N.  C.  238,  263.  Tenn. 
Cox  V.  Bank  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.),  63  S.  Wj 
237;  Taylor  v.  Nashville  &  C  R.  Co., 
86  Tenn.  228,  6  S.  W.  393.  Eng.— Patch 
V.  "Ward,  L.  E.  3  Ch.  App.  203. 

38.  Fraud  preventing  presentation 
of  party's  case  or  defense  as  ground 
for  equitable  relief,  see  infra,  XV,  E, 
6,  b,  (III). 

Fraud  in  the  cause  of  action  as 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  see  infra, 
XV,  B,  6,  b,   (IV). 

39.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Beebe, 
180  IT.  S.  343,  21  Sup.  Ct.  371,  45  X. 
ed.  563;  Metcalf  v.  Williams,  104  U.  S. 
93,  26  L.  ed.  665;  "Whitcomb  v.  Shultz, 
223  Fed.  268,  138  C.  C.  A.  510; 
Christy  v.  Atchison,  etc.  E.  Co., 
214  Fed.  1016;  Sanford  v.  White, 
132  Fed.  531;  Trefz  v.  Knickerbocker 
Life  Ins.   Co.,  8  Fed.  177.     Ala.— De 
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Sota  Coal  Min.  &  Dev.  Co.  v.  Hill,  69 
So.  948;  Hendley  v.  Chabert,  189  Ala. 
258,  65  So.  993 ;  Hardeman  v.  Donaghey, 
170  Ala.  362,  54  .So.  172;  McDonald  v. 
Pearson,  114  Ala.  630,  21  So.  534;  Alder 
V.  Van  Kirk  Land  &  Con.  Co.,  114 
Ala.  551,  562,  21  So.  490;  Noble  v. 
Moses,  74  Ala.  604,  616.  Ark.— Hall 
V.  Cox,  104  Ark.  303;  149  S.  W.  80; 
Sogers  V.  Ayers,  95  Ark.  178,  128  S. 
W.  1045;  Pattison  v.  Smith,  94  Ark. 
588,  127  S.  W.  983;  Bank  of  Pine  Bluff 
V.  Levi,  90  Ark.  166,  118  S.  W.  250; 
James  v.  Gibson,  73  Ark.  440,  84  S.  W. 
485;  Bently  v.  Dillard,  6  Ark.  79.  Cal. 
Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  477,  89  Pac. 
317;  Parsons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77 
Pae.  1007;  Sullivan  v.  Lumsden,  118 
Cal.  664,  50  Pac.  777;  Baker  v.  O'Eior- 
dan,  65  Cal.  368,  4  Pae.  232.  Colo. 
Pierpe  v.  Hamilton,  55  Colo.  448,  135 
Pac.  796;  Boldenweck  v.  BuUis,  40  Colo. 
-253,  90  Pac.  634.  Conn. — Tyler  v.  Ham- 
ersley,  44  Conn.  419,  36  Am.  St.  Eep. 
479.  Fla. — Order  of  United  Commer- 
cial Travelers  v.  Bell,  62  Fla.  565,  56 
So.  910.  Ga. — Lester  v.  Eeynolds,  144 
Ga.  143,  86  S.  E.  321;  Wade  v.  Watson, 
133  Ga.  608,  66  S.  E.  922;  Lanier  v. 
Nunnally  &  Co.,  128  Ga.  358,  57  S.  B. 
689;  Tumlin  v.  O 'Bryan,  68  Ga.  65;  Me- 
Arthur  v.  Mathewson,  67  Ga.  134,  144. 
111.— Simpson  v.  Simpson,  273  HI.  90, 
112  N.  B.  276;  Hollister  !,.  Sobra,  264 
HI.  535,  106  N:  E.  507;  French  v.  Thom- 
as, 252  HI.  65,  96  N.  B.  564;  Holmes 
V.  Stateler,  57  111.  209;  How  v.  Mortell, 
28  HI.  478;  Hollister  v.  Sobra,  171  HI. 
App.  616;  West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co.  v. 
Stoltzenfeldt,  100  111.  App.  142;  Prus- 
sian National  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chichocky,  94 
111.  App.  168.  Ind. — ^Vivian  Collieries 
Co.  V.  Cahall,  110  N.  E.  672;  Woods 
V.  Brown,  93  Ind.  164,  47  Am.  Eep. 
369;  Miedreich  r.  Lauenstein,  172  Ind. 
140,  ,86  N.  E.  963,  87  N.  E.  1029; 
Nealis  v.  Dicks,  72  Ind.  374;  Graham 
V.  Loh,  3^  Ind.  App.  183,  ,69  N.  B. 
474,  Tereba  v.  Standard  Cabinet  Mfg. 
CO.,  32  Ind.  App.  9,  68  N.  E.  1033. 
la.— Frisbie  v.  Chase,    161    Iowa    133, 
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that  he  will  not  prosecute  or  resist  the  claim,  as  the  case  may  be,  and 
then  recovers  a  judgment,  when  the  adversary  acting  on  that  belief 
fails  to  appear  and  prosecute  or  defend,  is  guilty  of  a  fraud  from 


140  N.  W.  842;  Eiehards  v.  Moran,  137 
Iowa  220,  114  N.  W.  1035;  Clark  v." 
Ellsworth,  84  Iowa  525,  51  N.  W.  31; 
Brownell  v.  Storm  Sake  Bank,  63  Iowa 
754,  19  N.  W.  788;  Harshey  v.  Black- 
marr,  20  Iowa  161;  Johnson  v.  Lyon, 
'14  Iowa  431;  Powell  v.  Spaulding,  3 
Greene  443,  468.  Kan. — Garrett  Bib- 
lical Inst.  V.  Minard,  82  Kan.  338,  108 
Pae.  80;  Publishing  House  v.  Heyl,  61 
Kan.  634,  60  Pae.  317;  Laithe«.  M 'Don- 
ald, 12  Kan.  340;  Adams  v.  Secor,  6 
Kan.  542.  La. — Boudreaux  v.  Lower 
Terrebonne  Ref.  &  Mfg.  Co.,  127  La. 
98,  53  So.  456;  State  ex  rel.  Pellf^tier 
V.  Sommerville,  112  La.  1091,  36  So. 
864;  Noyes  v.  Loeb,  24  La.  Ann.  48; 
Garliek  v.  Eeece,  8  La.  101.  Md.— Hill 
V.  Eeifsnider,  46  Md.  555.  Mass. — Nes- 
son  V.  Gilson,  112  N.  E.  870.  Micll. 
Steele  v.  BUss,  170  Mich.  175,  134  N. 
W.  1013,  135  N.  W.  931;  Ewing  v.  Lam- 
phere,  147  Mich.  659,  111  N.  W.  187. 
Miun. — Leighton  v.  Bruce,  156  N.  W. 
285;  Dart  v.  Eichardson,  96  Minn.  249, 

104  N.  W.  1094;  Geisberg  v.  O'Laugh- 
lin,  88  Minn.  431,  93  N.  W.  310;  State 
V.  Baehelder,  5  Minn.  ,223,  80  Am.  Dee. 
410.  Miss. — Germain  v.  Harwell,  66  So. 
396;  Newman  v.  Taylor,  69  Miss.  670, 
13  So.  831.  Mo.— Wolf  V.  Brooks,  177 
S,  W.  337;  Covington  v.  Chapiberlin, 
156  Mo.  574,  588,  57  S.  W.  728;  "Won- 
derly  v.  Lafayette  Co.,  150  Mo.  635,  51 
S.  W.  745,  45  L.  E.  A.  386,  73  Am. 
St.  Eep.  474;  Pears  v.  Eiley,  148  Mo. 
49,  49  S.  "W.  836;  Moody  v.  Peyton,  135 
Mo.  482,  489,  36  8.  W.  621,  58  Am. 
St.  Eep.  604;  Nichols  v.  Stevens,  123 
Mo.  96,  116,  25  S.  W.  578,  583,  45 
Am.  St.  Eep.  514;  Murphy  v.  De  France, 

105  Mo.  53,  101  Mo.  151,  13  S.  W. 
756;  McClanahan  v.  West,  100  Mo.  309, 
13  S.  W.  674;  Tapana  v.  ShafEray,  97 
Mo.  App.  337,  71  S.  W.  119;  Missouri, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Warden,  73  Mo.  App. 
117.  Neb. — Schneider  v.  Lobingier,  82 
Neb.  174,  117  N.  W.  473;  In  re  James' 
Est.,  97  N.  W.  22;  McHale  v.  Metz, 
70  Neb.  106,  96  N.  W.  1004;  Cleland 
v.  Hamilton  L.  &  T.  Co.,  55  Neb.  13,  75 
N.  W.  239.  N.  H.— Hibbard  v.  East- 
man, 47  N.  H.  507,  93  Am.  Dec.  467; 
Bellows  V.  Stone,  14  N.  H.  175,  203. 
N.  J. — Clark  v.  Board  of  Education,  76 
N.  J.  Eq.  326,  74  Atl.  319;  Dringer  v. 


Eeceiver  of  Erie  Ey.,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  573, 
8  Atl.  811;  Stratton  v.  Allen,  16  N.  J. 
Eq.  229;  Gifford  v.  Thoita,  9  N.  J.  Eq. 
702,  722;  Moore  v.  Gamble,  9  N.  J.  Eq. 
246.  ,N.  Y.— Eoss  v.  Wood,  70  N.  Y. 
8;  Stillwell  v.  Carpenter,  59  N.  Y.  414; 
Stilwell  V.  Carpenter,  2  Abb.  N.  C. 
238;  Ludwig  v.  Walker,  138  App.  Div. 
850,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.M68;  Hoskins  v. 
Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96  N.  Y.  Supp. 
926;  New  York  &  Mt.  V.  Transp.  Co. 
V.  Tyroler,  25  App.  Div.  161,  48  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1095;  Gardiner  !'.  Van  Alstyne, 
22  App.  Div.  579,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  114. 
N.  C— Moody  v.  Wike,  87  S.  E,  350; 
North  Carolina  Mut.  &  P.  Assn.  v.  Ed- 
wards, 168  N.  C.  378,  84  S.  E.  359; 
Simmons  v.  Defiance  Box  Co.,  148  N.  C. 
344,  62  S.  E.  435;  Moore  v.  GuUey,  144 
N.  C.  81,  56  S.  E.  681,  10  L.  E.,  A. 
(N.  S.)  242.  Ohio. — Johnson  v.  Pom- 
eroy,  31  Ohio  St.  247;  Cooch  v.  Cooch, 
18  Ohio  146;  Woodward  v.  Curtis,  19 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  15;  Howenstine  v.  Sweet, 
13  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  239.  Okla.— Elrod  v. 
Adair,  153  Pae.  660;  Johnson  v.  Piltsch, 
37  Okla.  510,  138  Pae.  165;  Brown  v. 
Trent,  36  Okla.  239,  128  Pae.  895.  Ore. 
Froebrich  v.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13,  76  Pao. 
351,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  634;  George  v. 
Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537,  64  Pae.  1.  Tettn. 
Cox  V.  Bank  of  Hartsville,  63  S.  W. 
-237;  Smith  v.  Miller,  42  S,  W.  182; 
Maddox  v.  Apperson,  14  Lea  596,  604; 
McDowell  V.  Morrell,  5  Lea  278;  Jones 
V.  Williamson,  5  Coldw.  371';  Drake  v. 
Drake,  12  Heisk.  704;  Evans  v.  Inter- 
national Trust  Co.  (Tenn.  Ch.),  59  S. 
W.  373.  Tex. — McMurray  v.  McMur- 
ray,  67  Tex.  665,  4  S.  W.  357;  Medlin 
V.  Com.  Bond  &  Cas.  Ins.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W.  899;  Crosby  v. 
Di  Palma  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  Vf. 
321;  Bradford  v.  Malone,  4^  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  440,  130  8.  W.  1013;  Cowan  r. 
Brett,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  569,  97  S.  W. 
330;  Cetti  v.  Dunman,  26  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  433,  64  S.  W.  787.  Utah.— Mosby 
V.  Gisborn,  17  Utah  257,  281,  54  Pae. 
121;  Benson  v.  Anderson,  10  IJtah  135, 
37  Pae.  256.  Vt.— Sooville  ■;;.  Brock,  79 
Vt.  449,  65  Atl.  577.  Va.— Eosenberger 
V.  Bowen,  84  Va.  660,  5  S.  E.  697. 
Wash.  —  Eobertson  v.  Freebury,  87 
Wash.  558,  152  Pae.  5.  Wis.— Baloh  f. 
Beach,    119   Wis.    77,   95   N.    W.     132. 
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which  equity  will  relieve.*"  And  the  presentation  of  a  false  affidavit 
to  the  court  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  order  for  service  of  sum- 
mons by  publication  is  a  fraud  on  the  court  as  well  as  upon  the 


Wyo. — Edwards  v.  Cheyenne,  19  Wyol 
110,  114  Pac.  677,  687.  Eiig.— Loyd  v. 
Mansel,  2  P.  Wms.  73,  24  Eng.  Eeprint 
645;  Eichmond  v.  Tayleur,  1  P.  Wms. 
734,  24  Eng.  Eeprint  591.  Can. — Charle- 
bois  V.  Delap,  26  Can.  Sup.  221,  249; 
Johnston  ».  Barkley,  10  Ont.  L.  Eep. 
724. 

[a]  Time  Praud  Must  Exist. — It 
matters  not  when  the  fraud  in  pro- 
curing an  attorney's  signature  to  a  con- 
sent judgment  was  committed,  if  it 
caused  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  sign 
the  judgment  in  ignorance  of  its  exist- 
ence. The  fraud  need  not  be  repeated 
when  the  judgment  was  actually  signed 
for  it  is  to  be  taken  as  having  con- 
tinued from  the  date  of  its  origin 
down  to  the  time  of  the  signing.  Moody 
V.  Wike  (N.  C),  87  8.  E.  350. 

[b]  Illustrations. — To  come  within 
the  rule,  the  fraud  must  relate  to  the 
proceedings,  such  as  falsifying  the  en- 
tries, improperly  influencing  the  court, 
jury,  witnesses,  etc.  It  must  be  such 
misconduct  as  has  some  direct  bearing 
on  the  rendition  of  the  judgment. 
Hardeman  v.  Donaghey,  170  Ala.  362, 
54  So.  172. 

[c]  Where  the  unsuccessful  party 
has    been   prevented     from     exhibiting 

-fully  his  case,  by  fraud  or  deception 
practiced  on  him  by  his  opponent,  as 
by  keeping  him  away  from  court  by 
a  false  promise  of  a  compromise;  or 
where  the  defendant  never  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  suit,  being  kept  in  ig- 
norance by  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff; 
or  where  an  attorney  fraudulently  con- 
nives at  his  defeat;  or  where  the  at- 
torney regularly  employed  corruptly 
sells  out  his  client's  interest  to  the 
other  side — these,  and  similar  cases 
which  shew  that  there  never  has  been 
a  real  contest  in  the  trial  or  hearing 
of  the  case,  are  reasons  for  which  a 
new  suit  may  be  sustained  to  set  aside 
and  annul  the  former  judgment  or  de- 
creej  and  open  the  case  for  a  new  and 
a  fair  hearing.  U.  S. — ^United  States 
V.  Throckmorton,  98  IT.  S.  61,  65,  25 
L.  ed.  93;  United  States  v.  Aakervik, 
180  Fed.  137.  Ala.— Hogan  v.  Scott, 
186  Ala.  310,  6)5  So.  209.  Cal.— Bacon 
V.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  477,  89  Pac.  317; 
Pico  V.  Cohn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pac.  970, 
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27  Pac.  537,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  159,  13 
L.  E.  A.  336;  Nicholson  v.  Leatham,  28 
Cal.  App.  597,  153  Pac.  965.  Fla. 
Purviance  v.  Edwards,  17  Fla.  140. 
Minn.— Street  v.  Alden,  62  Minn.  160, 
64  N.  W.  157,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  632. 
S.  D.— Whitney  v.  Hazzard,  18  S.  D. 
490,  101  N.  W.  346.  Tenn.— Keith  v. 
Alger,  114  Tenn.  1,  85  S.  W.  71.  Wash. 
Eobertson  v.  Freebury,  87  Wash.  558, 
152  Pac.  5. 

[a]  A  party  who  obtains  a  judg-. 
ment  by  changing  and  mutilating  the 
evidence  filed  of  record,  thereby  de- 
priving his  opponent  of  a  part  of  his 
evidence,  will  not  be  allowed  in  equity 
to  enjoy  the  fruits  of  his  fraud.  Cox 
V.  Bank  of  Hartsville  (Tenn.),  63  S.  W. 
237. 

As  to  fraudulent  alteration  of  judg- 
ments, see  infra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,  (VI). 

[b]  A  false  statement  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  complaint,  made  out  of 
court  and  not  affecting  the  conduct  of 
the  case  cannot  be  shown  for  the  pur- 
pose of  impeaching  a  judgment.  Andes 
V.  Millard,  70  Fed.  515. 

[c]  Though  no  representation  be 
made  to  a  defendant  inducing  him  not 
to  make  his  defense,  yet  if  a  plaintiff 
bring  on  his  action  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  defendant,  and  at  a  time 
when  he  knows  the  defendant  has  rea- 
son to  expect  the  trial  of  it  will  not 
be  had,  equity  will  relieve  against  it. 
Thomas  v.  Jones,  98  Va.  323,  36  S.  E. 
382. 

40.  U.  S.— Cage's  Exrs.  v.  Cassidy, 
23  How.  109,  16  L.  ed.  430.  Ark. 
Womack  v.  Womack,  73  Ark.  281,  83 
S.  W,  937.  Ga.— Beverly  v.  Flesenthall 
Bros.,  142  Ga.  834,  83  S.  E.  942;  Big- 
ham  V.  Kistler,  114  Ga.  453,  40  S.  E. 
303  (defendant  guilty  of  fraud).  la. 
Baker  v.  Eedd,  44  Iowa  179;  Humphrey 
V.  Darlington,  15  Iowa  207.  Kan. 
Electric  Plaster  Co.  v.  Blue  Eapids  Tp., 
81  Kan.  730,  106  Pac.  1079,  defendant 
guilty  of  fraud.  Ky — Lawrence  v. 
Lawrence,  145  Ky.  61,  140  S.  W.  36; 
Broaddus  v.  Broaddus,  3  Dana  536;  Gill 
V.  Carter,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  484;  Williams 
V.  Fowler,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  405.  La. 
Lazarus  v.  McGuirk,  42  La.  Ann.  194,  8 
So.  253.  N.  Y.— Hinckley  v.  Miles,  15 
Hun  170.    Va.— Moore  v.  Lipscombe,  82 
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defendant,  and  equity  will  set  aside  a  judgment  thus  obtained,*^  where 
no  rights  of  innocent  third  persons  claiming  thereunder  are  involved.^f 
But  equity  will  not  usually  vacate  a  judgment  merely  because  it  was 
obtained  by  forged  documents/^  or  perjured  or  false  testimony  alone.** 
(III.)  Fraud  Preventing  Presentation  of  Party's  Case  or  Defense.^s — (A.) 
In  Geneeal.  — Equity  will  give  relief  against  a' judgment  where  the 
fraud  practised  by  the  prevailing  party  prevented  the  losing  party 
from  presenting  his  cause  of  action,*^  or  interposing  his  defense,*'  if 


Va.  546;  Day  v.  Martin,  78  Va.  1; 
Holland  v.  Trotter,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.) 
136,  144. 

■  41.  Stern  v.  Judson,  163  Cal.  726, 
127  Pac.  38;  Dunlap  v.  Steere,  92  Cal. 
344,  28  Pac.  563,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  143, 
16  L.  E.  A.  361;  Smith  v.  Gollis.  42 
Mont.  350,  112  Pae.  1070.  See  also 
Loyd  V.  Mansel,  2  P.  Wms.  73, 
24  Eng.  Eeprint  645,  where  the 
plaintiff  got  a  common  bailiff  to 
make  a  false  affidavit  that  the 
defendant  had  gone  beyond  the  seas, 
upon  which  affidavit  the  cause  was 
heard  ex  parte. 

42.  Stern  v.  Judson,  163  Cal.  726, 
127  Pac.  38. 

Effect  of  rights  of  third  parties  on 
right  to  relief,  see  supra,  XV,  C,  7. 

43.  U.  S.— Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  TJ. 
S.  113,  207,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L. 
ed.  95;  Vance  v.  Burbank,  101  IT.  S. 
514,  25  L.  ed.  929;  United  States  v. 
Throckmorton,  98  V.  S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93; 
Stead  V.  Curtis,  191  Fed.  529,  112  C.  G. 
A.  463.  Compare,  Marshall  v.  Holmes, 
141  U.  S.  589,  12  Sup.  Ct.  62,  35  L.  ed. 
870.  Ala.— De  Soto  Coal  M.  &  D.  Co.  v. 
Hill,  69  So.  948;  Hogan  «.  Scott,  186  Ala. 
310, 65  So.  209.  Cal. — Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150 
Cal.  477,  89  Pac.  317;  Pico  v.  Cohn,  91 
Cal.  129,  25  Pac.  970,  27  Pac.  537,  25 
Am.  St.  Eep.  159,  13  L.  E.  A.  336; 
Nicholson  v.  Leatham,  28  Cal.  App. 
597,  153  Pac.  965.  la. — Mengel  v.  Men- 
gel,  145  Iowa  737,  120  N.  W.  72,  122 
N.  W.  899.  Mo. — Hamilton  v.  McLean, 
169  Mo.  51,  68  S.  W.  930;  Nich- 
ols V.  Stevens,  123  Mo.  96,  25  S. 
W.  583,  27  S.  W.  613,  45  Am.  St.  Eep. 
514.  N.  Y.— Ward  v.  Southfield,  102 
N.  T.  287,  6  N.  E.  660.  Tenn. — Cox 
V.  Bank  of  Hartsville,  63  S.-W.  237, 
243.  Vt.— Camp  v.  Ward,  69  Vt.  286, 
37  Atl.  747,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  929.  W.  Va. 
Farmers  &  Shippers  L.  T.  Warehouse 
Co.  V.  Pridemore,  55  W.  Va.  451,  47  S. 
E.   258. 

[a]  In  Georgia  Thomason  v.  Thomp- 
son, 129  Ga.  440,  59  S.  E.  236,  26  L, 


E.  A.  (N.  S.)  536,  construed  Griffin  V. 
Sketoe,  30  Ga.  300,  to  hold  at  the  fur- 
therest  only  that  a  judgment  will  be 
set  aside  when  the  prevailing  party 
practises  a  fraud  on  the  court  in  prov- 
ing his  case  by  means  of  a  forged  or 
fraudulent  instrument. 

[b]  In  Louisiana  the  code  author- 
izes an  action  of  nullity  of  a  judgment 
procured  by  means  of  forged  docu- 
ments. Code  of  Practice,  art.  607. 
This  was  construed  in  Beauchamp  v. 
McMicken,  7  Mart.  N.  S.  (La.)  605,  to 
apply  to  judgments  obtained  by  pro- 
ducing false  documents.  To  same  ef- 
fect, Perry  v.  Eue,  31  La.  Ann.  287; 
Noyes  v.  Loeb,  24  La.  Ann.  48. 

[c]  Where  the  indorsements  of  pay- 
ment of  a  part  of  a  note  were  erased, 
and  judgment  recovered  for  the  whole 
amount,  the  document  was  falsified  and 
the  judgment  will  be  annulled.  Noyes 
V.  Loeb,  24  La.  Ann.  48. 

44.  See  4  Standard  Proc.  476. 

45.  Fraud  In  procuring  judgment  as 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  see  supra, 
XV,  E,  6,  b,  (II). 

Fraud  in  the  cause  of  action  as 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  see  infra, 
XV,  E,  6,  b,  (IV). 

46.  m.— Owens  «.  Eanstead,  22  111. 
161.  la. — ^Lumpkin  v.  Snook,  63  Iowa 
515,  19  N.  W.  333.  Tex.— Hester  v. 
Baskin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S.  W.  726; 
McLane  v.  San  Antonio  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  ApJ).),  68  S.  W.  63;  Pox 
V.  Eobbins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S;  W. 
815.  Can. — Charlebois  v.  Delap,  26 
Can.  Sup.  221,  249. 

47.  TJ.  S. — Marshall  v.  Holmes,  141 
U.  S.  589,  12  Sup.  Ct.  62,  35  L.  ed. 
870;  'Phillips  v.  Negley,  117  U.  S.  665, 
675,  6  Sup.  Ct.  901,  29  L.  ed.  1013; 
Hendrickson  v.  Hinckley,  17  How.  443, 
15  L.  ed.  123;  Truly  v.  Wanzer,  5  How. 
141,  12  L.  ed.  88;  Graver  v.  Eaurot, 
76  Fed.  257,  22  C.  C.  A.  156;  Whit- 
comb  ».  Shultz,  223  Fed.  268,  138 
C.  C.  A.  510;  Christy  v.  Atchison, 
etc.    E.    Co.,    214    Fed.    1016;   United 
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States  1>,  Maui,  196  Fed.  160; 
United  States  v.  Aakerviek,  180  Fed. 
137.  Ala.— Eittenberry  v.  Wharton,  176 
Ala.  390,  58  So.  293;  Noble  v.  Moses, 
74  Ala.  604,  616;  French  v.  Garner,  7 
Port.  549.  Ariz. — MacEitohie  v.  Stev- 
ens, 8  Ariz.  410,  76  Pae.  478;  San 
Pedro  Cattle  Co.  v.  Williams,  4  Ariz. 
166,  36  Pae.  -34.  Ark.— Garvin  v. 
Squires,  9  Ark.  533,  50  Am.  Dec.  224; 
Hempstead  &  Conway  v.  Watkins,  6 
Ark.  317,  42  Am.  Dec.  696.  Oal.— Soh- 
ler  V.  Sohler,  135  Cal.  323,  67  Pae.  282, 
87  Am.  St.  Eep.  98;  Eiddle  v.  Baker,  13 
Cal.  295.  Colo.— La  Fitte  v.  Salisbury, 
43  Colo.  248,  95  Pae.  1065;  Venner  v. 
Denver  Union  Water  Co.,  40  Colo.  21L, 
90  Pae.  623,  632.  Conn. — ^Lithuanian 
Brotherhelp  Soc.  v.  Tunila,  80  Conn. 
642,  70  Atl.  25;  Carringtbn  v.  Holabird, 
17  Conn.  530,  19  Conn.  84.  Fla — ^Day 
V.  Hurehman,  65  Fla.  186,  61  So.  445; 
Peacock  V.  Feastfer,  52  Fla.  565,  42  So. 
889 1  Hoey  v.  Jackson,  31  Fla.  541,  13 
So.  459.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §4585;  Clark 
V.  Eamsey,  143  Ga.  729,  85  S.  E.  869; 
Phillips  V.  James,  115  Ga.  425,  41  S.  E. 
663;  Bigham  v.  Kistler,  114  Ga.  453,  40 
8.  E.  303;  Dodge  v.  Williams,  107  Ga. 
410,  33  S.  E.  468;  Capital  Bank  v. 
Eutherford,  70  Ga.  57.  HI.- Hollister 
V.  Sobra,'  264  111.  535,  106  N.  E.  507; 
Miller  v.  Barto,  247  lU.  104,  93  N.  E. 
140;  Telford  v.  Brinkerhoff,  163  111. 
439,  45  N.  E.  156;  Clark  v.  Ewing,  93 
ni.  572;  Owens  v.  Eanstead,  22  111.  161; 
Hilt  V.  Heimberger,  140  HI.  App.  129. 
Ind. — Adams  School  Tp.  v.  Irwin,  150 
Ind.  12,  49  N.  E.  806.  la.— Lumpkin  v. 
Snook,  63  Iowa  515,  19  N.  W.  333; 
Shricker  v.  Field,  9  Iowa  366.  La. 
Perry  v.  Eue,  31  La.  Ann.  287;  Swain 
V.  Sampson,  6  La'.  Ann.  799;  Norris  v. 
Fristoe,  3  La.  Ann.  646;  Smith  v.  Bar'ke- 
meyer,  1  McGloin  139;  Kouns  v.  Wag- 
gaman,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas.  3l8.  Md. 
Twigg  V.  Hopkins,  85  Md.  301,  37  Atl. 
24;  Hill  V.  Eeif snider,  46  Md.  555; 
Kearney  v.  Sascer,  37  Md.  264;  Prather 
V.  Prather,  11  Gill  &  J.  110.  Mich. 
Weisman  v.  Newton  Beef  Co.,  154  Mich. 
511,  118  N.  W.  2;  Valley  City  Desk 
Co.  V.  Travelers 'i  Ins.  Co.,  143  Mich. 
468,  106  N.  W.  1125;  Gray  v.  Barton, 
62  Mich.  186,  196,  28  N.  W.  813;  Mil- 
ler V.  Morse,  23  Mich.  365;  Burpee  v. 
Smith,  Walk.  Ch.  327;  Mack  &  Davis 
V.  Doty,  Har.  'Ch.  366.  Minn.— Street 
V.  Alden,  62  Minn.  160,  64  N.  W.  157, 
54  Am.  St.  Eep.  632.  IVHss.— Miller  v. 
Palmer,  55  Miss.  323;  Hiller  &  Co.  v. 
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Cotton  &  Co.,  48  Miss.  593;  Love  «. 
Bass,  14  Smed.  &  M.  158;  Benton  v. 
Crowder,  7  Smed.  &  M.  185;  Herring 
V.  Winans,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  466.  Mo. 
Wonderly  v.  Lafayette  Co.,  150  Mo. 
635,  51  S.'  W.  745,  73  Am.  St.  Eep. 
474,  45  L.  E.  A.  386;  Murphy  v.  De 
France,  101  Mo.  151,  13  S.  W.  756; 
Payne  v.  O'Shea,  84  Mo.  130;  Tapana 
V.  Shaffray,  97  Mo.  App.  337,  71  S.  W. 
119.  Mont. — Boley  v.  Griswold,  2  Mont. 
447.  Neb. — ^Munro  r.  Callahan,  55  Neb. 
75,  75  N.  W.  151,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  366. 
N.  H. — Hibbard  v.  Eastman,  47  N.  H. 
507,  93  Am.  Dec.  467.  N.  J.— Hayes^ 
V.  United  States  Phonograph  Co.,  65 
N.  J.  Eq.  5,  55  Atl.  84;  Herbert  v. 
Herbert,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  70,  22  Atl.  789, 
47  N.  J.  Eq.  11,  20  Atl.  290;  Mechanics 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Burnet  Mfg.  Co.,  33  N.  J. 
Eq.  486.  N.  Y. — Stilwell  v.  Carpenter, 
59  N.  Y.  414;  Vilas  v.  Jones,  1  N.  Y. 
274;  Foster  v.  Wood,  6  Johns.  Ch.  87; 
Barron  v.  Feist',  122  App.  Div.  687,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.  494;  Everett  v.  Everett, 
89  App.  Div.  619,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  922; 
Hoskins  v.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96  N. 
Y.  Supp.  926.  N.  C. — Grantham  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 91  N.  C.  148,  153.  N.  D.— Brueg- 
ger  V.  Cartier,  20  N.  D.  72,  126  N.  W. 
491;  Freeman  v.  Wood,  14  N.  D.  95, 
103  N.  W.  392.  Okla.— Ashton  v.  Board 
of  Comrs.,  158  Pae.  901;  Guthrie  v.  Mc- 
Kennon,  91  Pae.  851.  Ore. — George  v. 
Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537,  64  Pae.  1.  Pa. 
Gazzam  v.  Eeading,  202  Pa.  231,,  51 
Atl.  JOOO.  Tenn. — Maddox  v.  Apper- 
son,  14  Lea  596;  Chester  v.  Apperson, 
4  Heisk.  639;  Gwinn  v.  Newton,  8 
Humph.  710;  Nicholson  v.  Patterson,  6 
Humph.  394;  Eeeves  v.  Hogan,  Cooke 
175,  5  Am.  Dec.  684.  Tex. — Merrill  v. ' 
Eoberts,  78  Tex.  28,  14  S.  W.  254;'' 
Johnson  v.  Templeton,  60  Tex.  238; 
Hester  v.  Baskin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184 
S.  W.  726;  Anderson  v.  Zorn  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  131  S.  W.  835;  Hockwald 
V.  American  Sur.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
102  g.  W.  181;  Jordan  v.  Brown  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  94  S.  W.  398.  Utah. 
Mosby  V.  Gisborn,  17  Utah  257,  54  Pae. 
121.  Va.— Thomas  v.  Boyd,  108  Va. 
584,  62  S.  E.  346;  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Taylor,  93  Va.  226,  24  S.  E.  1013; 
Eosenberger  v.  Boweu,  84  Va.  660,  5 
S.  E.  697;  Holland  v.  Trotter,  22  Gratt. 
(63  Va.)  136;  Green  &  Suttle  v.  Massie, 
21  Gratt.  (62  Va.)  356.  Wash.— Spo- 
kane Co-operative  Min.  Co.  v.  Pearson, 
28  Wash.  118,  68  Pae.  165.  W.  Va. 
Hall   V.  McGregor,   65   W.   Va.   74,   64 
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the  party  shows  that  the  judgment  is  unjust,*'  that  he  has  not  been 
guilty  of  negligence  or  other  fault,*^  and  that  he  has  no  adequate 
remedy  at  law.^"  The  defense  which  he  was  prevented  from  inter- 
posing must,  of  course,  be  a  good  defense.^^ 

(B.)  By  Violating  Agkbement.  —  If  a  party  relying  upon  an  agreement 
between  the  parties  to  the  action,^^  such  as  an  agreement  as  to  notice 
of  trial,^'  or  for  a  continuanee,^*  an  agreement  of  compromise,^^  or 
dismissal  or  discontinuance,"^  or  an  agreement  as  to  the  judgment  to 


S.  E.  736;  Newlon  v.  "Wade,  43  "W.  Va. 
283,  27  S.  E.  244;  Sayre's  Admr.  v.  Har- 
pold,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16;  Braden 
V.  Eeitzenberger,  18  W.  Va.  286;  Black 
V.  Smith,  13  W.  Va.  780.  Wis.— Nye 
V.  Sochor,  92  Wis.  40,  65  N.  W.  854, 
53  Am.  St.  Rep.  896. 

Fraud  in  procuring  judgment,  see 
supra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,  (II). 

48.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  2. 

49.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

50.  See  supra,  XV,  C,  6. 

51.  U.  S.— Phillips  V.  Negley,  117 
U.  S.  665,  675,  6  Sup.  Ct.  901,  29  L. 
ed.  1013;  Hendriokson  v.  Hinckley,  17 
How.  443,  15  L.  ed.  123.  Ga.— Eoberts 
V.  Moore,  113  Ga.  170,  38  S.  E.  402. 
Ky.— See  Crutchers  v.  Wolf,  1  Mon.  88. 
Tex. — Johnson  v.  Templeton,  60  Tex. 
238. 

Party  must  have  meritorious  cause 
of  action  or  defense,  see  generally 
supra,  XV,  C,  4. 

52.  U.  S.— Whitcomb  v.  Gandy,  37 
Fed.  735.  See  Brown  v.  Arnold,  127 
Fed.  387,  denying  relief  as  the  party 
has  an  adequate  remedy  by  action  on 
the  stipulation  that  judgment  should 
abide  the  result  of  a  proceeding  on 
error.  Ind. — Nealis  v.  DickSj  72  Ind. 
374,  380.  la. — Bennett  v.  Carey,  72 
Iowa  476,  34  N.  W.  291.  Md.— Kent  v. 
Eieards,  3  Md.  Ch.  392.  Mass. — Brooks 
V.  Twitchell,  182  Mass.  443,  65  N.  B. 
843,  9^  Am.  St.  Eep.  662.  Miss. — ^An- 
derson V.  Cameron,  63  Miss.  114.  N.  H. 
Hibbard  v.  Eastman,  47  N.  H.  507,  93 
Am.  Dec.  467.  Tenn. — ^Fidelity  &  De- 
posit Co.  V.  Crenshaw,  120  Tenn.  606, 
110  S.  W.  1017;  Newnan  v.  Stuart,  5 
Hayw.  78. 

[a]  Understanding  as  To  Crediting 
Payments. — (1)  Where  it  is  understood 
that  a  payment  made  pending  suit  will 
be  credited,  a  judgment,  in  violation  of 
the  understanding  and  in  the  absence 
of  the  defendant,  will  be  enjoined  in 
equity.  Hentig  v.  Sweet,  27  Kan.  172; 
Dickenson    v.    McDermott's    Exrs.,    13 


Tex.  248.  See  Newman  v.  Meek,  Smed. 
&  M.  Ch.  (Miss.)  331.  (2)  But  a  peti- 
tion which  shows  that  the  party  did 
not  set  up  his  credits  because  he  sup- 
posed that  the  adversary  would  allow 
his  claim  after  judgment,  is  without 
equity.    Coleman  v.  Goyne,  37  Tex.  552. 

53.  Where,  In  disregard  of  a  stip- 
ulation to  give  ten  days'  notice  of  trial, 
the  party  brings  the  case  on  for  trial, 
equity  will  grant  relief  from  the  judg- 
ment and  award  a  new  trial.  Foote  v. 
Despain,  87  HI.  28;  How  v.  Mortell,  28 
111.  478. 

54.  HI. — Beams  v.  Denham,  3  HI.  58. 
See  Saltsman  v.  Bissell,  75  HI.  67,  de- 
nying relief  as  the  party  was  in  court 
when  judgment  was  rendered.  Mo. 
Sanderson  v.  Voelcker,  51  Mo.  App. 
328.  Tex. — Medlin  v.  Commonwealth 
B.  &  C.  Ins.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180 
S.  W.  899. 

55.  XJ.  S.— United  States  v.  Throck- 
morton, 98  U.  S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93; 
United  States  v.  Aakervik,'  180  Fed. 
137.  Ala.— Hogan  v.  Scott,  186  Ala. 
310,  65  So.  209.  Cal. — Thompson  v. 
Laughlin,  91  Cal.  313,  27  Pac.  752; 
Pico  V.  Cohn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pac.  970, 
27  Pac.  537,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  13 
L.  R.  A.  336.  Ind.— Brake  v.  Payne,  137 
Ind.  479,  37  N.  E.  140;  Nealis 
V.  Dicks,  72  Ind.  374.  Minn.— Street 
V.  Alden,  62  Minn.  160,  64  N.  W.  157, 
54  Am.  St.  Rep.  632.  Mo. — Murphy  v. 
Smith,  86  Mo.  333.  S.  D. — Whitney  v. 
Hazzard,  18  8.  D.  490,  101  N.  W.  346. 
Tenn.-^Keith  v.  Alger,  114  Tenn.  1,  85 
8.  W.  71. 

56.  Cal.^California  Beet  Sugar  Co. 
V.  Porter,  68  Cal.  369,  9  Pac.  313;  Mc- 
Gregor V.  Shaw,  11  Cal.  47.  Conn. 
Chambers  v.  Robbing,  28  Conn.  552, 
agreement  for  discontinuance.  la. 
Searl  v.  Fairbanks,  Morse  &  Co.,  80 
Iowa  307,  45  N.  W.  571.  Neb.— Uad- 
wallader  v.  McClay,  37  Neb.  359,  55  N. 
W.  1054,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  496.  Tenn. 
Butler  V,  Peyton,  4  Hayw.  88. 
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be  rendered,"  does  not  present  his  defense,  equity  may  relieve  him 
from  a  judgment  taken  in  violation  of  the  agreement,  where  the  party 
is  without  fault  or  negligence,^*  and  has  no  adequate  remedy  at  law.^" 
And  where  a  party  has  confessed  judgment,  or  the  action  was  com- 
promised, upon  an  agreement  as  to  the  manner  of  the  enforcement  of 
the  judgment,  equity  will  enjoin  an  attempted  enforcement  in  viola- 
tion of  the  agreement.""  But  if  the  promise  of  the  party  is  a  nudum 
pactum,  equity  will  not  grant  relief.**^ 

Where  it  is  required  that  the  agreement  be  in  ■writing,  equity  will  not  aid 
the  party  for  violation  of  an  oral  agreement."^ 

(IV.)  Fraud  in  the  Cause  of  Action.ss  —  Equity  will  not  set  aside  or 
enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  on  the  ground  of  fraud  in  the 
cause  of  action  itself,^*  for  this  is  a  defense  which  should  have  been 


57.  Gillett  V.  Booth,  6  lit.  App.  423. 
Judgment    not    in    accordance    with 

agreement  as  ground  for  equitable  re- 
lief, see  infra,  XV,  E,  13. 

58.  Saltsman  v.  Bissell,  75  111.  67. 
Party  must  not  have  been  at  fault, 

see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

59.  Brown  v.  Arnold,  127  Fed.  387; 
Saltsman  v.  Bissell,  75  111.  67. 

Eifect  of  adequacy  or  inadequacy  of 
remedy  at  law,  see  siipra,  XV,  C,  6. 

60.  Moore  v.  Barclay,  16  Ala.  158. 

[a]  If  the  party  is  without  ade- 
quate legal  remedy.  Mays  v.  Taylor, 
7  Ga.  238.  EfEect  of  adequacy  or  in- 
adequacy of  remedy  at  law,  see  supra, 
XV,  C,  6. 

[b]  An  enforcement  of  a  judgment 
so  as  to  have  an  effect  different  from 
that  stipulated  will  be  enjoined  in 
equity.  Newnan  v.  Stuart,  5  Hayw. 
(Tenn.)   78. 

61.  See  Crutchers  v.  Wolf,  1  Mon. 
(Ky.)  88. 

[a]  A  deficiency  judgment  taken 
contrary  to  a  promise  not  to  take  such 
a  judgment  will  not  be  enjoined  if 
there  is  no  consideration  for  the  prom- 
ise. The  fact  that  the  party  suffered 
a  default  is  not  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion where  he  has  no  defense  to  the 
action.  Heim  v.  Butin,  109  Cal.  500, 
42  Pac.  138,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  54.. 

62.  Norman  v.  Burns,  67  Ala.  248; 
Collier  v.  Falk,  66  Ala.  223. 

63.  Fraud  in  procuring  judgment  as 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  see  supra, 
XV,' E,  6,  b,   (II). 

Fraud  preventing  presentation  of 
party's  case  or  defense  as  ground  for 
equitable   relief,   see   supra,  XV,   E,   6, 

b,  (III). 

64.  tJ.  S.— United  States  v.  Throck- 
morton, 98  V.  S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93;  Whit- 
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comb  V.  Shultz,  223  Fed.  268, 
138  C.  C.  A.  510,  Contra,  Trefz 
V.  Knickerbocker  Life  Ins.  Co.,  8 
Fed.  177.  Ala. — Eittenberry  v.  Whar- 
ton, 176  Ala.  390,  58  So.  293;  Adlerc, 
Van  Kirk  Land  &  Con.  Co.,  114  Ala. 
551,  562,  21  So.  490,  62  Am.  St.  Eep. 
133.  Ark. — Segers  v.  Ayers^  95  Ark. 
178,  128  S.  W.  1045;  Davis  v.  Rhea,  90 
Ark.  261,  119  S.  W.'271;  James  v.  Gib- 
son, 73  Ark.  440,  84  S.  W.  485.  Cal. 
Flood  V.  Templeton,  152  Cal.  148,  92 
Pac.  78,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  579; 
Davis  V.  Hibernia  S.  &  L.  Soc,  21  Cal. 
App.  444,  132  Pac.  462.  Colo.— Bolden- 
weck  V.  Bullis,  40  Colo.  253,  90  Pac. 
634.  Ga. — Thomason  v.  Thompson,  129 
Ga.  440,  59  S.  E.  236,  26  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  536.  111.— Hollister  v.  Sobra, 
264  m.  535,  106  N.  E.  507.  Ind.— Adams 
School  Tp.  V.  Irwin,  150  Ind.  12,  49  N. 
E.  806;  Nealis  v.  Dicks,  72  Ind.  374; 
Graham  v.  Loh,  32  Ind.  App.  183,  69 
N.  E.  474;  Tereba  v.  Standard  Cabinet 
Mfg.  Co.,  32  Ind.  App.  9,  68  N.  E. 
1033.  la. — Ulber  v.  Dunn,  143  Iowa 
260,  119  N.  W.  269.  Kan.— Electric 
Plaster  Co.  v.  Blue  Rapids  Tp.,  81  Kan. 
730,  735,  106  Pac.  1079.  La.— Mer- 
chants' Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pointer,  22 
La.  Ann.  620.  Mo.— Wolf  v.  Brooks, 
177  S.  W.  337;  Covington  v.  Chamblin, 
156  Mo.  574,  588,  57  S.  W.  728;  Won- 
derly  v.  Lafayette  Co.,  150  Mo.  635, 
51  S.  W.  745,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  474,  45 
L.  E.  A.  386;  Fears  v.  Eiley,  148  Mo. 
49,  49  S.  W.  836;  Murphy  v.  De  Francre, 
101  Mo.  151,  13  S.  W.  756;  Payne  v. 
O'Shea,  84  Mo.  130;  Einstein  v.  Strother 
(Mo.  App.),  182  8.  W.  122.  N.  J. 
Gifford  V.  Thorn,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  702,  722. 
N.  Y.— Grouse  v.  McVickar,  207  N.  Y. 
213,  100  N.  E.  697,  45  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1159;  Sanders  v.  Soutter,  126  IST.  Y.  193, 
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raised  In  the  original  action.^^  If,  however,  the  party  was  prevented 
by  fraud  or  some  adventitious  circumstance  from  setting  up  the  fraud, 
equity  will  grant  relief  f^  but  this  is  on  the  ground  of  fraud  prevent- 
ing the  interposition  of  a  defense,  not  on  the  ground  of  fraud  in  the 
cause  of  action.'^' 

(V.)  Fraud  by  Concealment.  —  A  judgment  will  not  usually  be  set 
aside  in  equity  because  of  the  suppression  of  facts  by  a  party.*^®  But 
if  the  suppression  of  facts  is  made  under  such  circumstances  that  it 
amounts  to  a  fraud  upon  the  party,  equity  will  grant  relief  against 
a  judgment  so  obtained."^    In  an  adversary  proceeding  where  there  is 


27  N.  E.  263.  N.  C— North  Carolina 
Mut.  &  P.  Assn.  V.  Edwards,  168  N.  C. 
378,  84  S.  E.  359.  Tex.— Hatch  v. 
Garza's  Bxr.,  22  Tex.  176;  Fox  v.  Kob- 
bins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W.  815. 
Utah.— Mosby  v.  Gisborn,  17  Utah  257, 
282,  54  Pae.  121.  Can.— Charlebois  v. 
Delap,  26  Can.  Sup.  221,  249. 

[a]  Fraud  in  an  antecedent  trans- 
action not  connected  with  a  judgment 
is  not  sufficient  as  a  basis  for  equitable 
relief;  it  must  have  intervened  in  the 
action  or  proceeding  in  which  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained.  Klabunde  v.  By- 
ron Eeed  Co.,  69  Neb.  120,  95  N.  W. 
4,  98  N.  W.  182;  Shufeldt  v.  Gandy, 
34  Neb.  32,  51  N.  W.  302. 

[b]  Fraud  as  an  Equitable  Defense. 
In  Boyce's  Exrs.  v.  Grundy,  3  Peters  (U. 
S.)  210,  7  L.  ed.  655,  it  was  held  proper 
to  rescind  a  contract  on  the  ground  of 
fraud  although  a  judgment  had  been 
obtained  on  the  contract.  Although  the 
fraud  might  have  been  resorted  to,  it 
is  not  an  adequate  remedy  because  it 
is  in  the  instant  ease  only  a  partial 
remedy.  The  complainant  would  still 
have  been  left  to  renew  the  contest 
upon  a  series  of  suits:  But  see  Pey- 
ton V.  Eawlens,  4  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  77, 
holding  that  as  fraud  is  available  at 
law,  it  must  be  interposed  there  and 
relief  cannot  afterwards  be  had  in 
equity  on  the  ground  that  the  defend- 
ant' has  an  equitable  defense.  To 
same  effect,  see  Brown  v.  Wyncoop,  2 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  230.  As  to  relief  where 
the  defense  not  interposed  is  equitable, 
see  supra,  XV,  E,  5,  b,  (II). 

[c]  Where  a  defendant  has  had  no 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  an  action 
against  him  founded  on  a  false  and 
fraudulent  claim,  he  may  successfully 
maintain  an  equity  suit  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  against  him  in  that  action. 
Dunlap  ».  Steere,  92  Cal.  344,  28  Pac. 
563,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  143,  1^  L.  E.  A. 


361;  Herbert  v.  Herbert,  49  N.  J.  Eq. 
70,  22  Atl.  789.  See  also  Wagner  v. 
Beadle,  82  Kan.  468,  108  Pac.  859; 
Tompkins  v.  Tompkins,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
512. 

65.  HoUister  v.  Sobra,  264  HI.  535, 
106  N.  E.  507. 

66.  U.  S.— Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fields, 
2  Story  59,  75,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,406. 
Ala. — Eittenberry  v.  Wharton,  176  Ala. 
390,  58  So.  293.  ni.- HoUister  v.  Sobra, 
264  111.  535,  106  N.  E.  507.  Mo. 
Lieber  v.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W. 
458;  Murphy  v.  De  France,  105  Mo. 
53,  15  S.  W.  949,  16  S.  W.  861;  Fears 
V.  Eiley,  148  Mo.  49,  49  S.  W.  839. 
N.  C— North  Carolina  Mut.  &  P.  Assn. 
V.  Edwards,  168  N.  C.  378,  84  S.  E. 
359. 

67.  Fraud  preventing  presentation 
of  party's  case  or  defense,  see  supra, 
XV,  E,  6,  b,   (III). 

68.  Ala.— De  Sota  Coal  Min.  &  Dev. 
Co.  V.  Hill,  69  So.  948.  N.  C— Moore 
ij.  GuUey,  144  N.  C.  81,  56  S.  E.  681, 
10  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  242.  Tenn.— Long 
v.  Gilbert,  59  S.  W.  414.  Wis.— Nye 
V.  Soehor,  92  Wis.  40,  65  N.  W.  854, 
53  Am.  St.  Eep.  896. 

[a]  A  judgment  of  a  probate  court 
allowing  a  claim  against  an  estate  will 
not  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  the 
executrix  suppressed  the  fact  that  the 
claim  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations and  released  by  a  discharge  of 
the  decedent  in  bankruptcy.  Durham 
V.  Field,  30  HI.  App.  121. 

[b]  Concealment  of  a  fact  material 
for  the  defense  which  is  known  to  the 
defendant  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant 
equitable  interference.  Eeeves  v.  Ho- 
gan,  Cooke  (Tenn.)  175,  5  Am.  Dec.  684. 

69.  U.  S.— Guild  v.  Phillips,  44  Fed. 
461,  wherein  there  was  not  a  mere  con- 
cealment of  a  fact,  but  a  misstatement 
wilfully,  knowingly  and  falsely  made, 
under  oath.    Cal.— Curtis  v.  Schell,  129 
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no  relation  of  trust  and  confidence,  neither  party  is  bound  to  make 


Cal.  208,  61  Pac.  951,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  ] 
107;  Wickershani  «y.  Comerford,  96  Cal. 
433,  31  Pac.  358;  Spencer  v.  Vigneaux, 
20  Cal.  442.  III.— Shinkle  v.  Letcher, 
47  111.  216.  Ky. — Taylor  v.  Bradshaw, 
6  Mon.  145.  La. — Noyes  ^.  Loeb,  23 
La.  Ann.  13.  Can. — Johnston  v.  Bark- 
ley,  10  Ont.  L.  Eep.  724,  setting  aside 
a  judgment  obtained  by  suppression  of 
evidence  and  perjured  testimony. 

[a]  The  rule  is  that  where  a  judg- 
ment has  been  procured  by  artifice  or 
concealment  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, a  court  of  equity  will  grant  ap- 
propriate relief.  Phillips  v.  Kuhn,  35 
Neb.  187,  52  N.  W.  881;  Stilwell  v. 
Carpenter,  2  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  238- 
264.  Fraud  in  procuring  judgment  as 
ground  of  relief,  see  supra,  XV,  E,  6, 
b,  (II). 

[b]  What  Suppression  Constitutes 
Fraud. — "Suppression  of  a  fact  mate- 
rial to  be  known,  and  which  the  party 
is  under  an  obligation  to  communicate, 
constitutes  fraud.  The  obligation  to 
communicate  may  ariose  from  the  con- 
fidential relations  of  the  parties,  or 
from  the  particular  circumstances  of 
the  case."  Capital  Bank  v.  Ruther- 
ford, 70  Ga.  57. 

[c]  Character  of  Facts  Suppressed. 
Before  equity  will  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment on  the  ground  of  fraud  by  sup- 
pression of  evidence,  it  must  appear, 
especially  after  a  lapse  of  a  long  period 
of  time,  that  the  evidence  was  mate- 
rial, and  would  unquestionably  have 
changed  the  result.  Where  the  evi- 
dence is  in  the  possession  of  the  ad- 
verse party,  the  facts  withheld  must 
be  such,  as  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  that  party  was  under  a  legal 
obligation  to  have  revealed  or  fur- 
nished, or  he  must  have  used  some 
artifice  by  which  they  were  concealed 
from  the  other  party  and  he  ther^y 
prevented  from  obtaining  that  which, 
without  such  artifice,  he  would  have 
had,  and  thus  have  been  able  to  have 
changed  the  result.  The  facts  sup- 
pressed must  be  specifically  stated  in 
the  bill,  verified  by  affidavit.  Maddox 
V.  Apperaon,  14  ,Lea  (Tenn.)  596. 

[d]  Intentional  Concealment. — Where 
fraudulent  concealment  of  a  fact  is  re- 
lied on  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching 
and  setting  aside  a  judgihent  regularly 


obtained,  it  must  be  an  intentional  con- 
cealment of  a  material  and  controlling 
fact  for  the  purpose  of  misleading  and 
taking  an  undue  advantage  of  the  op- 
posite,, party.  Ward  v.  Southfield,  102 
N.  Y.  287,  6  N.  B.  660. 

[e]  When  a  defense  rests  in  the 
peculiar  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  and 
he  conceals  it  from  the  defendant,  fraud 
attaches  to  and  vitiates  the  judgment, 
and  it  may  be  set  asi^e  in  equity. 
Wonderly  v.  Lafayette  Co.,  150  Mo. 
635,  650,  51  S.  W.,  745,  73  Am.  St. 
Eep.  474,  45  L.  E.  A.  386. 

[f]  If  one  party  who  alone  has 
knowledge  of  the  fact  conceals  such 
fact  from  his  adversary,  by  which 
means  an  unjust  verdict  is  obtained, 
equity  will  grant  relief.  Eeeves  v. 
Hogan,  Cooke  (Tenn.)  172,  5  Am.  Dee.  . 
684.  > 

[g]  In  Equity  Suits. — ^It  is  not  true 
of  \a  complainant  in  equity  that  he 
must  come  prepared  to  sustain  his  bill 
and  meet  any  defense  that  may  be  in- 
terposed. He  may  search  the  con- 
science of  his  adversary  by  requiring 
him  to  answer  under  oath,  and  if  pos- 
sessed of  no  other  competent  evidence 
or  means  of  obtaining  it  he  must  accept 
or  at  least  yield  to  the  answer  as  true. 
In  such  a  case,  it  is  imperative  upon 
the  defendants  to  make  a  full  dis- 
closure and  not,  by  concealing  anything 
which  good  faith  and  common  honesty 
required  confession,  to  mislead  the 
complainant  into  abandonment  of  his 
suit.  A  false  answer  under  such  cir- 
cumstances is  a  positive  and  actual 
fraud  justifying  the  annulment  of  the 
decree.  The  complainant  having  failed 
to  reply  and  the  case  being  submitted  - 
under  a  statute  which  made  the  an- 
swer conclusive  proof,  there  was  no 
conflict  or  weighing  of  testimony  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  rule  that 
equity  would  not  annul  a  decree 
founded  on  forged  documents,  per- 
jured evidence  or  any  matter  actually 
presented  and  considered  in  the  judg- 
ment assailed.  Technically  the  '  an- 
swers were  evidence  at  the  hearing,  but 
before  the  hearing  they  served  the 
distinct  purpose  of  denying  the  plain- 
tiff information  which  they  were  bound 
to  furnish  which  is  an  extrinsic  and 
collateral  fraud.  Graver  v.  Faurot,  76 
Fed.  257,  22  C.  C.  A.  156. 
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any  revelation  of  his  ease  to  his  adversary,'"  and  therefore,  the  bare 
omission,'^  perversion,'^  or  misrepresentation,'^  of  facts  in  a  pleading 
will  not  constitute  fraud  or  subject  the  judgment  to  impeachment  on 
that  ground.  But  if  a  defendant,  without  fault  or  laches  is  ignorant 
of  a  material  matter  of  defense  which  is  known  to  the  complainant 
and  artfully  concealed  by  him  from  the  defendant  when  it  is  his 
m'oral  duty  to  communicate  it  to  him  by  reason  of  the  confidential 
relationship  between  thein,  such  concealment  is  a  fraud  upon  the 
defendant  which  will  be  relieved  in  equity.'*     In  an  ex  parte  pro- 


70.  Ward  v.  Solitlifield,  102  N.  T. 
287,  6  N.  E.  660. 

[a]  "Where  there  is  no  relation  of 
confidence  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 

,  defendant  the  parties  stand  at  arm 's 
length.  They  come  into  court  as  ad- 
versaries, and  neither  party  is  bound 
to  make  any  revelation  of  his  case  to 
the  other.  The  plaintiff  must  be  pre- 
pared to  prove  all  the  facts  constitut- 
ing his  cause  of  action  and  to  meet 
any  defense  which  the  defendant  may 
interpose;  and  thej  defendant  must  be 
prepared  to  establish  any  defense  which 
he  may  have.  Neither  party  can  mis- 
lead the  other  by  any  positive  or 
actual  fraud.  Nor  can  he,  for  the 
purpose  of  perpetrating  a  fraud  upon 
the  other  party,  conceal  such  facts  as 
good  faith  and  common  honesty  re- 
quire him  to  reveal."  Ward  v.  South- 
field,  102  N.  T.  287,  6  N.  E.  660.  This 
rule  is  not  strictly  true  in  equity. 
Graver  v.  Faurot,  76  Fed.  257,  22  0.  C. 
A.  156,  cited  in  preceding  note. 

[b]  The  presentation  of  a  claim 
without  disclosing  a  defense  which  ex- 
ists to  it  is  not  grojlnd  for  setting 
aside  a  judgment.  Kretschmar  v.  Eu- 
precht,  230  111.  492,  82  N.  E.  836; 
Evans  v.  International  Trust  Co. 
(Tenn.),  59  S.  W.  373. 

[c]  If  the  means  of  a  defense  are 
only  available  in  equity  by  bill  of  dis- 
covery or  bill  of  relief  and  the  party 
knows  of  the  existence  of  those  means 
before  a  trial  at  law  and  nfeglects  to 
use  them  and  goes  to  ,trial  upon  other 
proofs  and  other  questions,  equity  will 
not  grant  him  relief.  Paterson  v.  Bangs, 
9  Paige  Ch.   (N.  Y.)   627. 

Effect  of  adequacy  or  inadequacy  of 
remedy  at  law,  see  generally  supra, 
XV,  G,  6. 

71.  Talbott  V.  Todd,  5  Dana  (Ky.) 
190. 

72.  Talbott  v.  Todd,  5  Dana  (Ky.) 
190. 

[a]    Insisting    upon    rlglits    which 


upon  a  due  investigation  thereof,  might 
be  found  to  be  overstated  or  over- 
estimated is  not  the  kind  of  fraud 
authorizing  a  court  to  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment or  decree.  Patch  v.  Ward,  L.  E. 
3  Ch.  App.  (Eng.)  203.  To  same  ef- 
fect see  III. — Kretschmar  v.  Euprecht, 
230  111.  492,  ^82  N.  E.  836.  la.— Hed- 
rick  V.  Smith  &  Eeed,  137  Iowa  625, 
115  N.  W.  226.  N.  Y.— Stilwell  v.  Car- 
penter, 59  N.  Y.  414. 

73.  Talbott  V.  Todd,  5  Dana  (Ky.) 
190. 

[a]  A  false  answer  is  a  positive 
fraud  justifying  equitable  relief  against 
a  decree  thereon  where  the  plaintiff 
in  an  equity  suit,  without  knowledge 
as  to  certain  facts,  required  an  an- 
swer under  oath,  and  finding  "himself 
without  evidence  to  maintain  his  suit 
failed  to  reply.  Graver  v.  Faurot,  76 
Fed.  257,  22  C.  C.  A.  156. 

74.  Ala.— De  Sota  Coal  Min.  &  Dev.' 
Co.  V.  Hill, '69  So.  948;  Humphreys  v. 
Burleson,  72  Ala.  1.  Cal. — Sohler  v. 
Sohler,  135  Cal.  323,  67  Pae.  282,  '87 
Am.  St.  Eep.  98.  Ky.— Talbott  v.  Todd, 
5  Dana  190.  N.  Y.— Ward  v.  South- 
field,  102  N.  Y.  287,  6  N.  >E.  660.  Utah. 
Mosby  V.  Gisborn,  17  Utah  257,  287, 
54'Pac.  121. 

[a]  Collusion  of  CoplaintifC  and  De- 
fendant.— Where  a  plaintiff  and  a  de- 
fendant sued  in  a  representative  ca- 
pacity collude  to  suppress  material  evi- 
dence, equity  will  vacate  the  judgment 
at  the  instance  of  an  injured  com- 
plainant. First  Baptist  Church  v. 
Syms,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  545,  31  Atl.  717. 
Enjoining  judgments  obtained  by  col- 
lusion see  supra,  XV,  E,  1. 

[b]  Where  Defendant  Is  Widow  of 
Cotenant. — In  an  action  for  partition 
against  the  widow  and  heirs  of  his  de- 
ceased cotenant,  the  suppression  by  the 
plaintiff  of  the  fact,  unknown  to  the 
defendants,  that  he  had  procured  from 
such  cotenant  a  conveyance  of  a  part 
of  the  common  property  under  an  agree- 
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eeeding,,  too,  a  concealment  of  facts  tending  to  show  the  invalidity  of 
the  claim  will  sometimes  afford  ground  for  equitable  relief  to  the 
absent  party.''^  Of  course,  if  a  party  fraudulently  keeps  his  adver- 
sary in  ignorance  of  the  action,  equity  will  not  permit  him  to  take 
advantage  of  his  own  wrong/^ 

(VI.)  Fraudulent  Alteration  of  Judgnient.77  —  Equity  has  jurisdiction 
to  vacate  a  judgment  fraudulently  altered  after  its  entry/* 

c.  By  Whom  and  on  Whom  Practiced.  —  The  fraud  must  have  been 
practiced  upon  the  unsuccessful  party,''"  by  the  prevailing    party, ^^ 


ment  to  convey  to  him  other  parts  of 
equal  value,  is  a  fraud  which  will 
avoid  the  judgment.  Tucker  v.  Whittle- 
sey, 74  Wis.  74,  41  N.  W.  535,  42 
N.  W.  101. 

75.  Curtis  V.  Schell,  129  Cal.  208,  61 
Pac.  951,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  107. 

[a]  Where  on  ex  parte  motion  for 
judgment  against  the  sheriff  for  the 
amount  due  on  execution  because  of 
his  failure  to  make  return  of  the  execu- 
tion, the  plaintiff  conceals  the  fact  of 
payment  and  takes  a  judgment  for 
more  than  is  due,  it  is  a  fraud  in  the 
plaintiff  against  which  equity  will  re- 
lieve. Smith  V.  Van  Bebber,  1  Swan 
(Tenn.)  110.  ^  See  also  McTeer  v.  Bris- 
coe (Tenn.),  61  S.  W.  564;  Kinzer  v. 
Helm,  7  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  672. 

[b]  In  case  of  foreign  attachments 
auditors  are  appointed  before  whom 
the  claims  are  proved  and  from  whose 
decisio;i  there  is  no  appeal.  If  a 
plaintiff  imposes  a  fictitious  claim  upon 
the  auditors  or  a  claim  which  has  been 
satisfied  and  for  which  the  defendant 
has  a  receipt,  the  proceeding  being  ex 
parte — in  fine,  if  he  conceals  from  the 
auditors  any  fact  which  tends  to  show 
that  his  claim  is  not  a  valid  one,  he 
commits  a  fraud  upon  the  absent  party, 
from  the  consequences  of  whijoK  equity 
will  grant  relief.  Tomkins  v.  Tomkins, 
11  N.  J.  Eq.  512. 

76.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Throck- 
morton, 98  V.  S.  61,  65,  25  L.  ed.  93; 
Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fields,  2  Story  59,  75, 
18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,406;  United  States 
V.  Aakervik,  180  Fed.  137.  Ala. — Hogan 
V.  Scott,  186  Ala.  310,  65  So.  209. 
Cal.— Pico  V.  Cohn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pac. 
970,  27  Pac.  537,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  159, 
13  L.  E.  A.  336.  Kan. — Electric  Plas- 
ter Co.  V.  Blue  Eapids  Tp.,  81  Kan. 
730,  106  Pac.  1079.  Minn.— Street  v. 
Alden,  62  Minn.  160,  64  N.  W.  157,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  632.  S.  D.— Whitney  v. 
Hazzard,  18  S.  D.  490,  101  K.  W.  346. 
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Tenn. — Keith  v.  Alger,  114  Tenn.  1,  85 
S.  W.  71. 

Fraud  in  obtaining  judgment  as 
ground  for  relief,  see  supra,  XV,  B,  6, 
b,   (II). 

77.  Fraud  In  procuring  judgment  as 
ground  of  equitable  relief,  see  supra, 
XV,  E,  6,  b,  (11). 

78.  Ala. — Cromelin  v.  McCauley,  67 
Ala.  542.  Cal.— Chester  v.  Miller,  13 
Cal.  558.  Colo. — ^Van  Buren  v.  Pos- 
teraro,  45  Colo.  588,  102  Pac.  1067,  132 
Am.  St.  Rep.  199.  111.— Babcock  v.  Mc- 
Camant,  58  111.  214.  Ind.— Smith  v. 
Chandler,  13  Ind.  513,  where  the  jus- 
tice erased  a  judgment  obtained  on 
new  trial  and  issued  execution  on  the 
first  judgment.  Tex. — Hardy  v.  Broad- 
dus,  35  Tex.  668. 

[a]  If  a  judgment  has  been  fraud- 
ulently altered  so  as  to  increase  the 
amount  thereof,  or  to  include  some  per- 
son other  than  the  identical  person 
sued,  or  changed  in  any  other  manner 
so  as  to  affect  the  substantial  rights  of 
a  party,  an  injunction  will  lie,  if  there 
be  no  remedy  at  law.  Van  Buren  v. 
Posteraro,  45  Colo.  588,  102  Pac.  1067, 
132  Am.  St.  Eep.  199.  Effect  of  ade- 
quacy or  inadequacy  of  remedy  at  law, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  6. 

[b]  A  judgment  properly  entered  in 
effect  for  a  person  which  is  subsequent- 
ly without  authority  altered  so  as  to 
appear  as  a  judgment  against  him 
will  be  set  aside  in  equity.  Chester  v. 
Miller,  13  Cal.  558. 

79.  Vance  v.  Burbank,  101  V.  S. 
514,  25  L.  ed.  929;  Stilwell  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 2  Abb.  K.  C.   (N.  Y.)   238,  263. 

Fraud  of  a  plaintiff  practiced  upon 
a  co-plaintiff  is  not  ground  for  setting 
aside  a  judgment  where  the  defendant 
had  no  knowledge  thereof.  Taylor  v. 
San  Antonio  Gas  &  Blec.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  93  S.  W.  674. 

80.  Cal.— Welsh  v.  Koch,  4  Cal.  App. 
571,    88    Pae.    604.      Colo Venner    v. 
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his  counsel,*^  or  agents.'^  Equity  will  not  relieve  against  fraud 
practiced  by  a  stranger  to  the  action;*'  but  it  will  relieve  against 
fraud  and  collusion  practiced  by  the  judge  of  the  trial  court  and  by 
the  prevailing  party.**  A  fraud  upon  the  court,*"  as  in  acquiring  juris- 
diction,*^ is  sufficient  to  warrant  equitable  interference  with  a  judg- 
ment at  law. 

7.    Mistake.  —  Equity  will,   in  a  proper  case,   relieve  against  a 
judgment  obtained  as  a  result  of  mistake.*'     But  a  mistake  of  law 


Denver  Union  Water  Co.,  40  Colo.  212, 
90  Pac.  623.  Ga. — Lanier  v.  Monroe 
Guano  Co.,  128  Ga.  360,  57  S.  E.  691; 
Lanier  v.  Nunnally  &  Co.,  128  Ga,  858, 
57  S.  B.  689;  Morris  v.  Morris,  76  Ga. 
733.  ni.— Telford  v.  Brinkerhoff,  163  111. 
439,  45  N.  E.  156;  Ward  v.  Durham,  134 
ni.  195, 25  N.  E.  745.  Ind.— Adams  School 
Tp.  V.  Irwin,  150  Ind.  12,  49  N.  B. 
806;  Gorman  v.  Johnson,  46  Ind.  App. 
672,  91  N.  E.  971;  Graham  v.  Loh,  32 
Ind.  App.  183,  69  N.  B.  474.  Minn. 
Geisberg  v.  O'Laughlin,  88  Minn.  431, 
93  N.  W.  310;  Spooner  v.  Spooner,  26 
Minn.  137,  1  N.  W.  838.  Ohio.— Wood- 
ward V.  Curtis,  19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  15,  10 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  400.  Ore. — Bowsman  v. 
Anderson,  62  Ore.  431,  123  Pac.  1092, 
125  Pac.  270.  Tenn. — Powell  v.  Cyfers, 
1  Heisk.  526.  Tex.— Fox  v.  Bobbins 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W.  815.  Can. 
Johnston  v.  Barkley,  10  Ont.  L.  Eep. 
724. 

81.  Cal. — Merriman  v.  Walton,  105 
Cal.  403,  38  Pao.  1108,  45  Am.  St.  Eep. 
50,  30  L.  E.  A.  786;  Thompson  v. 
Laughlin,  91  Cal.  313,  27  Pac.  752. 
Ga.i— Lanier  v.  Nunally  &  Co.,  128  Ga. 
358,  57  S.  E.  689;  Morris  v.  Morris,  76 
Ga.  733.  la. — Powell  v.  Spaulding,  3 
Gr.  443,  467. 

82.  Lanier  v.  Nunnally  &  Co.,  128 
Ga.  358,  57  S.  E.  689;  Morris  v.  Morris, 
76  Ga.  733. 

83.  Lanier  v.  Kunnally  &  Co.,  128 
Ga.  358,  57  S.  B.  689.  See  Mesker  v. 
Cornwell,  145  Mo.  App.  646,  123  S.  W. 
488. 

[a]  The  remedy  of  the  party  who  is 
the  victim  of  fraud  at  the  hand  of  a 
stranger  to  the  plaintiff  is  not  by  re- 
sort to  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the 
judgment  set  aside,  but  by  seeking 
proper  redress  against  him  who  perpe- 
trated the  fraud.  Lanier  v.  Nunnally 
&  Co.,  128  Ga.  358,  57  S.  E.  689. 

84.  See  Newton  v.  Joslin,  30  Fed. 
891  (no  corruption  of  the  judge 
shown);  Sanford  v.  Head  &  Merritt,  5 
Cal.  297. 


85.  Ind. — Miedreich  v.  Lauenstein, 
172  Ind.  140,  86  N.  E.  963;  Burnett  v. 
Milnes,  148  Ind.  230,  46  N.  B.  464; 
English  V.  Aldrieh,  132  Ind.  500,  31  N. 
E.  456,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  270.  Mo. 
Baldwin  v.  Dalton,  168  Mo.  20,  67  S. 
W.  599;  State  ex  rel.  Bates  v.  Shaw, 
163  Mo.  191,  63  S.  W.  371.  N.  J.— First 
Baptist  Church  v.  Syms,  51  N.  J.  Eq. 
363,  28  Atl.  461.  N.  Y.— Ward  v.  South- 
field,  102  N.  T.  287,  6  N.  E.  660.  Pa. 
Gazzam  v.  Reading,  202  Pa.  231,  51 
Atl.  1000. 

[a]  Taking  judgment  while  a  mo- 
tion for  security  for  costs  is  pending 
is  not  a  fraud  upon  the  court,  for  a 
court  talies  judicial  notice  of  the  state 
of  the  case  as  shown  by  its  own  records. 
Fears  v.  Eiley,  148  Mo.  49,  49  S.  W. 
836. 

86.  111. — Evans    v.   Woodworth,    213 

ni.  404,  72  N.  E.  1082.     Ind Vivian 

Collieries  Co.  v.  Cahal,  110  N.  B.  672; 
Friebe  v.  Elder,  181  Ind.  597,  105  N. 
E.  151;  Adams  School  Tp.  v.  Irwin,  150 
Ind.  12,  49  N.  E.  806.  Mo. — Lieber  v. 
Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458;  Ham- 
ilton V.  McLean,  169  Mo.  51,  68  S.  W. 
930. 

[a]  A  judgment  of  a  court  of  ordi- 
nary appointing  an  administrator  'on 
the  estate  of  a  non-resident  decedent 
may  be  vacated  in  equity  on  the  ground 
that  the  party  obtaining  the  same 
falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  to 
the  court  that  the  decedent  had  assets 
within  the  county  where  the  application 
was  made.  Neal  v.  Boykin,  129  Ga. 
676,  59  S.  E.  912. 

As  to  setting  aside  a  judgment  on 
the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction  see 
supra,  XV,  E,  3,  b. 

As  to  setting  aside  judgment  on  the 
ground  of  false  return,  see  supra,  XV, 
B,  3,  b,  (11),  (B). 

87.  U.  S.— Metcalf  v.  Williams,  104 
U.  S.  93,  26  L.  ed.  665;  The  Hiram,  1 
Wheat.  440,  4  L.  ed.  131;  Christy'  v. 
Atchison,  etc.,  E.  Co.,  214  Fed.  1016; 
United  States  v.  Mani,  196  Fed.   160; 
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which  is  not  inSuced  by  the  successful  party  is  not  ground  for  setting 
aside  a  judgment  in  equity  ;^'  the  mistake  must  be  one  of  f act^*  which 
does  not  arise  from  want  of  diligence.®" 


Sanford  v.  White,  132  Fed.  531;  Pelzer 
Mfg.  Co,  V.  Hamburg-Bremen  F.  Ins. 
Co.,  71  Fed.  826.  Ala.— Norris  v.  Cot- 
trell,  20  Ala.  304.  Ark.— Bently  v.  Dil- 
lard,  6  Ark.  79.  Cal. — American  Sur. 
Co.  V.  City  Street  Imp.  Co.,  169  Cal. 
172,  146  Pac.  428;  Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150 
Cal.  477,  89  Pac.  317;  Le  Mesnager  v. 
Varlel,  144  Cal.  463,  77  PSc.  988,  103 
Am.  St.  Bep.  91;  Sullivan  v.  Lumsden, 
118  Cal.  664.  50  Pac.  777;  Mastick  v. 
Thorp,  29  Cal.  444.  Conn.— Kelly  v. 
Wiard,  49  Conn.  443;  Carrington  v. 
Holabird,  17  Conn.  530,  19  Conn.  84. 
Del. — Whitaker  v.  Wickersham,  5  Del. 
Ch.  187.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §15965; 
4584;  Tumlin  v.  O 'Bryan  Bros.,  68  Ga. 
65.  ni. — Simpson  v.  Simpson,  273  111. 
90,  112  N.  E.  276;  Hollister  v.  Sobra, 
264  111.  535,  106  N.  E.  507;  Foote  v. 
Desp'ain,  87  111.  28;  Holmes  v.  Stateler, 
57  111.  209;  How  v.  Mortell,  28  111.  478; 
West  Chicago  St;  E.  Co.  v.  Stoltzen- 
feldt,  100  111.  App.  142;  Prussian  Na- 
tional Ins.  Co.  V.  Chichocky,  94  111.  App. 
168.  la.— Harris  v.  Bigley,  111  N.  W. 
432;  Hendrpn  v.  Kinner,  110  Iowa  544, 
80  N.  W.  419,  81  N.  ,W.'  783;  Bellows 
V.  Tod,  52  Iowa  359,  3  N.  W.  102.  Me. 
Bailey  v.  Merchant's  Ins.  Co.,  110  Me. 
348,  86  Atl.  328 ;  Cunningham  «.  Gushee, 
73  Me.  417.  Md.— Ellicott  v.  Welch, 
2  Bland  242.  Minn. — Leighton  v.  Bruce, 
156  N.  W.  285,  mistake  of  fact.  Miss. 
Germain  v.  Harwell,  66  So.  396;  New- 
man V.  Taylor,  69  Miss.  670,  13  Sd.  831. 
Mo.— Lieber  v.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143 
S.  W.  458;  Murphy  v.  De  France,  101 
Mo.  151,  13  S.  W.  756;  Payne  v.  O'Shea, 
84  Mo.  130;  Einstein  v.  Strother  (Mo. 
App.),  182  S.  W.  122;  Curtiss  v.  Bell, 
131  Mo.  App.  245,  111  S.  W.  131;  Smith 
V.  Taylor,  78  Mo.  App.  630.  Neb.— Mc- 
Hale  V.  Metz,  70  Neb.  106,  96  N.  W. 
1004;  Cleland  v.  Hamilton  L.  &  T.,Co., 
55  Neb.  13,  75  N.  W.  ^39.  N.  J.— Clark 
V.  Board  of  Education,  76  N.  J.  Eq. 
326,  74  Atl.  319.  Ohio.— Gill  v.  Pelkey, 
54  Ohio  St.  348,  43  N.  B.  991,  mistakes 
of  fact.  Ore. — Smith  v.  Butler,  11  Ore. 
46,  4  Pac.  517,  when  the  mistake  is  not 
judicial.  S.  C. — Southern  Porcelain 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Thew,  5  S.  C.  5;  Cohen  v. 
Dubose,  Harp.  Bq.  102,  14  Am.  Dec. 
709.  Tex. — McMurray  v.  McMurray,  67 
Tex.  665,  4  S.  W.  357;  Kalmans  v. 
Baumbush  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  187  S.  W. 
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697;  Bevil  v.  Trotti  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
141  S.  W.  287;  Bradford  v.  Malone,  49 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  440,  130  S.  W.  1013; 
McLane  v.  San  Antonio  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68  S.  W.  63.  Utah. 
Benson  v.  Anderson,.  10  Utah  135,  37 
Pac.  256. 

[a]  The  term  mistake  is  more  appli- 
cable, in  its  technical  sense,  to  suits 
wherein  a  complainant  solicits  relief 
against  a  mischievous  act  of  his  own 
performed  from  a  misapprehension  of 
some  fact.  Engler  v.  Knoblaugh,  131 
Mo.  App,  481,  110  S.  W.  16. 

[b]  Mist!£ike  must  be  extrinsic  and 
collateral  to  the  cause  of  action.  Bacon 
V.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  477,  89  Pac.  317; 
Sullivan  v.  Lumsden,  118  Gal.  664,  50 
Pac.  777. 

[e]  That  a  witness  was  mistaken  as 
to  a  fact  on  which  the  defense  turned 
is  not  ground  for  equitable  relief 
against  the  judgment.  Vaughn  v. 
Johnson,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  173.  See  supra, 
XV,  E,  2. 

[d]  Mutual  I  Mistake. — The  state- 
ment is  made  in  some  cases  that  the 
mistake  must  be  mutual  (Mass. — Cor- 
bett  V.  Craven,  196  Mass.  319,  82  N. 
E.  37.  Mo. — Einstein  v.  Strother  (Mo. 
App.l,  182  S.  W.  122.  Ore. — French  v. 
Goin,  75  Ore.  255,  146  Pac.  91),  but 
this  seems  to  be  contrary  to  the  position' 
taken  in  most  of  the  cases  involving 
relief  for  anistake. 

88.  Idaho.^Donovan  v.  Miller,  12 
Idaho  600,  88  Pac.  82,  10  Ann.  Cas. 
444.  lU.— Paine  v.  Doughty,  251  111. 
396,   96   N.   E.   212.     Md.— Kearney  )?. 

Sascer,  37  Md.   264.     Mo Einstein  v. 

Strother  (Mo.  App.),  182  S.  W.  122; 
Curtiss  V.  Bell,  131  Mo.  App.  245,  111 
S.  W.  131. 

89.  111.— Hilt  V.  Heimberger,  235  111. 
235,  85  N.  E.  304.     Minn. — Leighton  v. 

Bruce,  156  N.  W.   285.     Ohio Gill  v. 

Pelkey,  54  Ohio  St.  348,  43  N.  E.  991. 
Ore.— Smith  v.,  Butler,  11  Ore.  46,  4 
Pac.  517.  Va. — Jefferson  v.  Gregory, 
113  Va.  61,  73  S.  B.  452. 

[a]  Mistakes  not  of  a  judicial  char- 
acter will  be  relieved  against.  Engler 
V.  Knoblaugh,  131  Mo.  App.  481,  110 
8.  W.  16;  Clark  ».  Sayers,  48  W.  Va. 
33,  3S  S.  E.  882. 

90.  Kearney  v.  Sascer,  37  Md.  264. 
See  McLane  v.  San  Antonio  Nat,  Bank, 
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The  mistake  may  be  that  of  the  party'^  or  his  attorney,®^  the 
eourt®^  or  the  elerk.°*  Mistake  and  miscalculation  on  the  part  of  the 
jury  sometimes  furnish  ground  for  equitable  relief.®^ 

Where  a  defendant  was  prevented  from  interposing  his  defense  through  mis- 
take, unmixed  with  fault  or  negligence,   equity  will  grant  relief.^^^ 


96  Tex.  48,  70  S.  W.  201  reversing  (Tex. 
Civ,  App.),  68  S.  W.  63,  and  holding 
that  under  the  facts  the  complainant 
was  not  negligent  in  relying  on  the  ad- 
verse party's  statements. 
.  Party  must  not  have  been  at  fault, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

91.  Cal. — Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Gal. 
477,  89  Pac.  317.  Ga.— Kohn  v.  Lovett, 
43  Ga.  179.  la. — Stewart  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Downs,  142  Iowa  420,  120  N.  W. 
1067,  29  L,  R.  A.  N.  S.  1190,  note,  19 
Ann.  Cas.  1100.  Mass.— Currier  v.  Esty, 
110  Mass.  036.  Tenn — ^Maddox  v.  Ap-^ 
person,  14  Lea  596. 

[a]  The  mistake  causing  the  loss  of 
a  defense  must  be  that  of  the  losing 
party.  Telford  v.  Brinkerhoff,  163  111. 
439,  45  N.  E.  156;  "Ward  v.  Darham,  134 
HI.  195. 

92.  Ga.— Kohn  v.  Lovett,  43  Ga.  179. 
la. — County  of  Buena  Vista  v.  The  1. 
F.  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.,  49  Iowa  657;  Bar- 
thell  V.  Roderick,  34  Iowa  517.  Mo. 
Case  V.  Cunningham,  61  Mo.  434. 

93.  U.  S. — L.  Bucki  &  Son  Luinber 
Co.  V.  Atlantic  Lumber  Co.,  128  Fed. 
343,- 63  C.  C.  A.  73;  116  Fed.  1,  53  C. 
C.  A.  513.  Cal. — Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150 
Cal.  477,  89  Pac.  317.  Ga.— Kohn  r. 
Lovett,  43  Ga.  179. 

[a]  A  court  might  make  a  mistake 
as  to  some  matter  in  rendering  its 
.iudgment  dehors  the  record,  which  a 
court  of  equity  w6uld  have  the  power 
to  correct,  but  there  could  be  no  mis- 
take as  to  the  judgment '  itself.  Cur- 
tiss  V.  Bell,  131  Mo.  App.  245,  111  S. 
W.  131. 

[b]  Record  Must  Show  Mistake. — A 
defendant  failing  to  defend  cannot  have 
a  judgment  at  law  vacated  on  account 
of  any  mistake  or  error  on  the  part  of 
the  court  or  jury  unless,  the  record 
affirmatively  sTiows  such  mistake  or  er- 
ror.   Laithe  v.  McDonald,  12  Kan.  340. 

94.  Ala. — ^Norris,  Stodder  &  Co.  v. 
Cottrell,  20  Ala.  304.  la.— Partridge  & 
Co.  V.  Harrow,  27  Iowa  96,  99  Am.  Dec. 
643.  Mo.— Engler  v.  Knoblaugh,  131 
Mo.  App.  481,  110  S.  W.  16. 

95.  '  Ky.— Pogu'e  v.  Shotwell,  2  Dana 
281,  S.  0.— Cohen  v.  Dubose,  Harp.  Eq. 
102.    Va.— Rust  V.  Ware,  6  Gratt.  (47 


Va.)    50,   52   Am.   Dec.   100;    Picket   v. 
Morris,  2  Wash.  (2  Va.)  255,  273. 

[a]  Where  some  of  the  jurors  con- 
sent to  a  verdict  through  mistake,  hav- 
ing been  persuaded  by  the  others  that 
a  majority  had  agreed  upon  a  verdict 
and  it  must  prevail,  equity  will  award 
a  new  trial.  Cochran  v.  Street,  1  Wash. 
(1   Va.)    79. 

[b]  Equity  has  jurisdiction  in  a 
proper  case  to  relieve  against  a  judg- 
ment where  through  unintentional  mis^ 
take  the  written  evidence  of  the  ver- 
dict did  not  correctly  state  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  jury,  (Hamburg-Bremen  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Pelzer  Mfg.  Co.,  76  Fed.  479, 
22  C.  C.  A.  283,  affirming  71  Fed.  826), 
as  where  through  mistake  the  jury 
gave  verdict  for  the  principal  of  the 
note  omitting  the  interest.  Cohen  v. 
Dubose,  Harp.  Eq.  (S.  C.)  102.  Com- 
pare Laithe  v.  McDonald,  12  Kan.  340. 

[c]  Mistake  of  the  foreman  of  the 
jury  in  entering  amount  of  verdict,  as 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  see  Ham- 
burg-Bremen P.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Pelzer  Mfg. 
Co.,  76  Fed.  479,  22  C.  C.  A.  283. 

96.  IT.  S. — Christy  v.  Atchison,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  214  Fed.  1016.  Ala.— Noble  v. 
Moses,  74  Ala.  604,  616.  Ariz. — Mae- 
Ritchie  V.  Stevens,  8  Ariz.  410,  76  Pac. 
478.  Ark. — Hempstead  &  Conway  v.  , 
Watkins,  6  Ark.  317,  42. Am.  Dec.  696. 
Cal. — Le  Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal. 
463,  77  Pac.  988,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  91. 
Conu. — ^Lithuanian  Bro.  Society  v.  Tun- 
ila,  80  Conn.  642,  70  Atl.  25.  Fla. 
Hoey  V.  Jackson,  31  Fla.  541,  13  So. 
459.  111.— HoUister  v.  Sobra,  264  111. 
535,  106  N.  E/  507;  Telford  v.  Brinker- 
hoff, 163  HI.  439,  45  N.  B.  156;  Ward 
V.  Durham,  134  HI.  195,  25  N. 
B.  745;  Clark  v.  Bwing,  93  HI. 
572;  Owens  v.  Ranstead,  22  HI. 
161 ;  Moore  v.  Cohen,  70  HI.  App. 
160.  Md.— Hill  V.  Reifsnider,  4'6  Md. 
555;  Kearney  v.  Sascer,  37  Md.  264. 
N.  J. — Hayes  v.  United  States  Phono- 
graph Co.,  65  N.  J.  Eq.  5,  55  Atl.  84. 
N.  Y.— Ludwig  V.  Walker,  138  App. 
Div.  850,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  468;  Hos- 
kins  V.  Nichols,  48  Misc.  465,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  926.  N.  D. — ^Freeman  v.  Wood, 
14   N.  D.   95,    103    N.   W.   392.     Ore. 
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Mistakes  In  Judgment.  —  Equity  will  correct  mistakes  in  judgments,®^ 
even  after  satisfaction  entered.^j^  If  a  judgment  is  wrongfully  given 
by  mistake  of  the  court,^^  or  clerk/  equity  will  set  it  aside  in  a  proper 
case. 

8.  Prejudice  of  Community.  —  Equity  will  not  grant  a  new  trial 
because  of  prejudice  in  the  community,  as  this  must  be  availed  of  by 
application  for  change  of  venue.^ 

9.  Act  of  Counsel.^  —  Where  an  attorney  fraudulently  pretends 
to. help  a  party  and  connives  at  his  defeat,*  or,  being  regularly  em- 
ployed, corruptly  sells  ^ut  his  client's  interest,^  equity  will  relieve 


George  v.  Nowlan,  38  Ore.  537,  64  Pae. 
1,  excusable  mistake.  Tenn. — Maddox 
V.  Apperson,  14  Lea  596;  Nicholson  v. 
Patterson,  6  Humph.  394;  Click  v.  Gil- 
lespie, 4  Hayw.  4.  Tex. — Hester  v. 
Baskin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S.  W. 
726;  Irvin  v..  Johnson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
170  S.  W.  1059;  Hockwald  v.  American 
Sur.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  102  S.  W. 
181.  W.  Va.— Hall  v.  McGregor,  65  W. 
Va.  74,  64  S.  E.  736;  Newlon  v.  Wade, 
43  W.  Va.  283,  27  S.  E.  244.  Wis. 
Nye  V.  Sochor,  92  Wis.  40,  65  N.  W. 
854,  53  Am.  St.  Eep.  896;  Eogan  v. 
Walker,  1  Wis.  631. 

But  see  Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  136 
N.  C.  157,  48  S.  E.  581,  decided  under 
statute  and  overruling  Grantham  v. 
Kennedy,  91  N,  C.  148,  153. 

[a]  Where  through  mistake  of  an 
attorney  respecting  the  time  of  the 
term  at  which  the  judgment  is  rend- 
ered, which  mistake  arises  from  misin- 
formation, judgment  is  rendered  he- 
cause  of  a  failure  to  make  defense, 
equity  will  award  a  new  trial  at  law. 
County  of  Buena  Vista  v.  The  I.  P.  & 
S.  C.  E.  Co.,  49  Iowa  657. 

Party  must  not  have  heen  at  fault, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 

Excuses  generally  for  failure  to  pre- 
sent defense,  see  supra,  XV,  E,  5,  e. 

97.  U.  S. — Hamburg-Bremen  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Pelzer  Mfg.  Co.,  76  Ped.  479, 
22  C.  C.  A.  283.  la.— Barthell  v.  Rod- 
erick, 34  Iowa  517.  Ohio.— Gill  v. 
Pelkey,  54  Ohio  St.  348,  43  N.  E.  991. 

[a]  A  mistake  in  the  calculation  of 
the  amount  due  will  be  relieved  in 
equity.  Wilson  v.  Boughton,  50  Mo. 
17;  Long  v.  Bisenbeis,  18  Wash.  423, 
51  Pac.  1061. 

[b]  Where  the  clerk  who  was  di- 
rected to  assess  the  amount  due  on  the 
note  in  litigation  by  mistake  assessed 
a  smaller  amount  than  was  actually 
due,  equity  relieved  against  the  judg- 
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ment.     Partridge  &  Co.  v.  Harrow,  27 
Iowa  96,  99  Am.  Dec.  643. 

98.  Barthell  v.  Eoderick,  34  Iowa 
517. 

99.  Bacon  v.  Bacon,  150  Cal.  477, 
486,  89  Pac.  317;  English  v.  Aldrich, 
132  Ind.  500,  31  N.  E.  456,  32  Am.  St. 
Eep.  270. 

[a]  A  default  judgment  entered 
when  there  is  a  plea  on  file  and  undis- 
posed of  may  be  set  aside  by  a  bill  in  , 
equity.  Tumlin  ■;;.  O 'Bryan  &  Bros.,  68 
Ga.  65.  But  see  Curtiss  v.  Bell,  131 
Mo.  App.  245,  111  S.  W.  131,  holding 
that  the  rendition  of  a  default  judg- 
ment when  the  defendant  has  an  an- 
swer on  file  is  not  a  mistake  made  in 
the  rendition  of  judgment. 

1.  A  default  judgment  entered  by 
mistake  of  the  clerk,  the  party  having 
a  meritorious  defense,  will  be  set  aside 
in  equity.  Sexton  v.  Burruss,  144  Ga. 
230,  86  S.  E.  1085.  Necessity  for  party 
having  a  meritorious  defense,  see  su- 
pra,-XV,  C,  4. 

2.  Graham  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank, 
45  W.   Va.   701,   32  S.  E.   245. 

3.  Belief  on  the  ground  of  failure 
to  present  defense  because  of  neglect 
of  counsel,  see  supra,  XV,  E,  5,  e, 
(VIII). 

4.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Throck- 
morton, 98  U.  S.  61,  65,  25  L.  ed.  93; 
United  States  v.  Aakervik,  180  Fed. 
137;  Sanford  v.  White,  132  Fed.  531. 
Ala.— Hogan  v.  Scott,  186  Ala.  310,  65 
So.  209.  -Cal.— Pico  v.  Cohn,  91  Cal. 
129,  25  Pac.  970,  27  Pac.  537,  25  Am. 
St.  Eep.  159,  13  L.  E.  A.  336.  Minn. 
Street  v.  Alden,  62  Minn.  160,  64  N. 
W.  157,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  632.  Tenn. 
Keith  V.  Alger,  114  Tenn.  1,  85  S.  W. 
71.  Tex. — Buchanan  v.  Bilger,  64  Tex. 
589. 

fa]  Collusion  with  the  adverse 
party  as  ground  for  relief,  see  Maddox 
V.  Apperson,  14  Lea  (Tenn.)  596. 

5.  V,  S, — United  States  v-  Aakervik, 
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the  party  from  a  judgment  against  him.  But  equity  will  not  relieve 
merely  because  an  attorney  regularly  employed  exceeded  his  author- 
ity,** oi"  departed  from  his  instructions,^  although  a  judgment  upon 
an  unauthorized  agreement  of  counsel  when  injurious  to  the  party  will 
be  set  aside  in  equity.^  Nor  will  equity  relieve  against  a  judgment  on 
account  of  any  ignorance  or  unskillfulness  of  counsel.^ 

10.    Newly   Discovered   Evidence.  —  Courts   of   equity   sometimes 
grant  new  trials  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence.^"     But . 
before  equity  will  award  a  new  trial  on  this  ground  it  must  appear 


ISO  Fed.  137.  Ala.— Hogan  v.  Seott,  186 
Ala.  310,  65  So.  209.  Cal.— Pico  v. 
Cohn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pae.  970,  27  Pae. 
537,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  159,  13  L.  E.  A. 
336.  Kan.— Electric  Plaster  Co.  v.  Blue 
Eapids  Tp.,  81  Kan.  730,  106  Pae.  1079. 
Tenn.— Keith  v.  Alger,  114  Tenn.  1,  85 
S.  W.  71. 

[a]  Where  the  attorney  unknown 
to  the  petitionfer  is  employed  by  both 
parties,  equity  will  grant  relief  against 
a  judgment  against  the'  petitioner. 
Smith  V.  Quarles  (Tenn.),  46  S.  W.  1035. 

6.  GifEord  v.  Thorn,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  702, 
723. 

7.  GifEord  v.  Thorn,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  702, 
723. 

8.  Williams  v.  Nolan,  58   Tex.   70S. 
Judgment  must  work   injustice,   see 

supra,  XV,  C,  2. 

9.  Ark. — Burton  v.  Hynson,  14  Ark. 
32.  Cal. — Amestoy  Estate  Co.  v.  Los 
Angeles,  5  Cal.  App.  273,  90  Pae.  4l 
Fla.— Peacock  v.  Feaster,  52  Fla.  565, 
42  So.  889.  Idaho. — Donovan  v.  Miller, 
12  Idaho  600,  88  Pae.  82,  10  Ann.  Cas. 
444.  Md. — ^Darling  v.  Baltimore,  51 
Md.  1.  Mo.— Fears  v.  Eiley,  148  Mo. 
49,  49  S.  W.-  836.  N.  Y.— Eeich  v. 
Cochran,  105  App.  Div.  542,  94  N.  Y. 

•  Supp.  404. 

[a]  Bad  advice  of  counsel  whereby 
a  party  fails  to  bring  forth  his  defense, 
is  insufficient  ground  for  equitable  re- 
lief. Cal. — Amestoy  Estate  Co.  v.  Los 
Angeles,  5  Cal.  App.  273,  90  Pae.  42. 
Ky.— Mouser  v.  Harmon,  96  Ky.  591,  29 
S.  W.  448.  N.  C. — Fentress  v.  Eobins, 
4  N.  C.  610,  7  Am.  Bee.  704. 

[b  J  Mistake  of  counsel  in  giving 
advice  which  is  not  sustained  by  the 
court  is  not  such  a  mistake  as  will  af- 
ford equitable  relief.  Winchester  v. 
Grosvenor,  48  111.  517. 

[c]  The  fact  that  the  attorney  did 
not  file  an  answer  because  of  his  er- 
roneous opinion  that  the  defendant  was 
not  obliged  to  answer  until  the  service 


of  an  alias  summons  upon  him,  and 
that  he  relied  on  this  advice,  does  not 
afford  ground  for  equitable  relief 
against  the  judgment.  Fears  v.  Eiley, 
148  Mo.  49,  59,  49  S.  W.  836. 

Ignorance  of  law  generally  as  ground 
for  equitable  relief,  see  supra,  XV,  E, 
5,  e,   (IV). 

10.  Ala.— De  Sota  Coal  Min.  &  Dev. 
Co.  V.  Hill,  188  Ala.  667,  65  So.  988; 
Cox  V.  Mobile  &  G.  E.  Co.,  44  Ala.  611. 
HI.— Fuller  V.  Little,  69  111.  229;  Cant- 
well  ■;;.  Kimmerle,  179  -HI.  App.  66.  But 
compare  Brown  v.  Hurd,  56  111.  317. 
Ind.i — Doubleday  v.  Makepeace,  4 
Blackf.  9,  28  Am.  Dec.  33.  La. — Boud- 
reaux  v.  Lower  Terrebonne  Eef.  &  Mfg. 
Co.,  127  La.  98,  53  So.  456.  Md.— Gardi- 
ner V.  Hardey,  12  Gill  &  J.  365,  381. 
Miss. — Tatum  v.  Tate,  77  Miss.  684,  27 
So.  647.  Neb. — Bankers  Union  v.  Lan- 
dis,  74  Neb.  625,  106  N.  W.  973;  Horn 
V.  Queen,  4  Neb.  108.  N.  J. — Eoche  v. 
Hoyt,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  323,  64  Atl.  174. 
S.  C— Cantey  v.  Blair,  1  Eich.  Eq.  41; 
Winthrop  v.  Lane,  3  Desaus.  Eq.  310. 
Tex. — Vardeman  v.  Edwards,  21  Tex. 
737;  Goss  v.  McClaren,  17  Tex.  107,  67 
Am.  Doc.  646.  Va. — Wynne  v.  New- 
man's Admr.,  75  Va.  811.  Wash. 
Denny-Eenton  C.  &  C.  Co.  ■;;.  Sartori,  87 
Wash.  545,  151  Pae,  1088.  W.  Va. 
Farmers'  &  Shippers  L.  T.  Warehouse 
Co.  V.  Prrdemore,  55  W.  Va.  451,  47  S. 
E.  258;  Ferrell  v.  Allen,  5  W.  Va.  43. 

Contra,  Powell  v.  Watson,  41  N.  C. 
94  (except  in  a  case  of  fraud).  See 
Peagram  v.  King,  9  N.  C.  295,  11  Am. 
Dec.  793. 

[a]  A  judgment  may  be  annulled 
where  it  is  obtained  by  plaintiff  by  his 
denying  having  received  payment  of  a 
sum,  the  receipt  for  which  the  defend- 
ant had  lost  or  could  not  find  at  the 
time,  but  has  found  since  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  judgment.  Florat  v.  Handy, 
35  La.  Ann.  816,  under  Code  Pr.  §§607, 
613. 

Vol.  XV 


340 


JUDGMENTS 


that  the  evidence  was  discovered  not  only  since  the  trial, ^^  but  also 
since  the  ruling  on  a  motion  for  new  trial,"  that  it  could  not  have  been 
discovered  before  the  trial  by  either  party  by  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able diligence,^^  or  that  the  party  was  prevented  from  discovering 
it  by  fraud,^*  that  the  evidence  is  material  and  such  that  it  ought  on 
another  trial  on  the  merits  to  j^roduce  a  different  result,^®  and  that 


[b]  Newly  discovered  evidence  need 
not'  \)e  in  writing.  Cantey  v.  Blair,  1 
Eich.  Eq.   (S.  C.)   41. 

[c]  If  the  evidence  is  manifestly  in- 
sufficient to  sustain  the  defense  set  up, 
the  bill  will  be  dismissed.  Ludington 
V.  Handley,  7  W.  Va.  269. 

[d]  A  defense  is  not  to  be  deemed 
"newly  discovered"  if  it  was  or  ought 
to  ha\e  been  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  party  when  he  was  called  upon  for 
his  defense  in  the  action  at  law.  Pick- 
ford  V.  Talbott,  225  U.  S.  651,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed.  1240.' 

Ignorance  of  defense  as  a  ground  for 
relief,  see  supra,  XV,  E,  5,  e,  IV. 
'     Newly  discovered  evidence  as  ground 
for  new  trial  generally,  see  the  title 
"New  Trial." 

11.  Fla. — Baltzell  and  Chapman  v. 
Eandolph,  9  Pla.  366.  HI. — Holmes  v. 
Stateler,  57  111.  209.  S.  C— Oantey  v. 
Blair,  1  Eich.  Eq.  41;  Va. — Wynne  v. 
Newman's  Admr.,  75  Va.  811.  W.  Va. 
Farmers'  &  Shippers  L.  T.  "Warehouse 
Co.  V.  Pridemore,  55  "W.  Va.  451,  47 
S.  E.  258;  Harvey  v.  Seashol,  4  W.  Va. 
115. 

[a]  In  Washington  as  to  any  evi- 
dence newly  discovered  within  one 
year  from  the  entry  of  judgment,  an 
independent  suit  in  equity  will  not  lie. 
Denny-Eenton  Clay  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Sar- 
tori,  87  Wash.  545,  151  Pac.  1088. 

12.  Snider  v.  Einehart,  20  Colo.  448, 
39  Pac.  408;  Fuller  v.  Little,'  69  111.  229, 
for  if  the  discovery  had  been  previous 
to  the  motion,  full  relief  could  have 
been  had  on  such  motion. 

13.  V.  S.— Pickford  v.  Talbott,  225 
IT.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed. 
1240.  Del.— Kersey  v.  Eash,  3  Del.  Ch. 
321.  Fla. — Baltzell  and  Chapman  v. 
Eandolph,  9  Fla.  366.  El.— Brown  v. 
Luehrs,  95  111.  195;  Fuller  v.  Little,  69 
111.  229;  McGehee  v.  Gold,  68  HI.  215. 
Ind. — Peyton  v.  Kruger,  77  Ind.  486. 
Ky. — Barrow  v.  Jones,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
470;  Taylor  v.  Bradshaw,  6  Mon.  145, 
17  Am.  Dee.  132.  Me. — Titcomb  i: 
Potter,  11  Me.  218.  Md.— Kirby  v.  Pas- 
cault,   53   Md.   531.     Mich. — Morris   v. 
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Hadlev,  9  Mich.  278.  Miss — ^Lee  v. 
Hooker,  7  Smed.  &  M.  601.  N.  J.— Han- 
non  V.  Maxwell,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  318;  Glo- 
ver V.  Hedges,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  113.  N.  D. 
Freeman  v.  Wood,  14  N.  D.  95,  103  N. 
'W.  392.  S.  C— Cantey  v.  Blair,  1  Eidh. 
Eq.  41.  Tex. — Power  v.  Gillespie,  27 
Tex.  370;  Gregg  v.  Bankhead,  22  Tex. 
245;  A'^ardeman  v.  Edwards,  21  Tex. 
737;  Burnley  v.  Eice,  Adams  &  Co.,  21 
Tex.  171.  Va.-r- Wynne  v.  Newman's 
Admr.,  75  Va.  811;  De  Lima  v.  Glas- 
sell's  Admr.,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (14  Va.) 
369.  W.  Va.— Bloss  v.  Hull,  27  W.  Va. 
503,  508  (ordinary  diligence);  Luding- 
ton V.  Handley,  7  W.  Va.  269. 

fa]  Unless  the  newly  discovered 
evidence  is  such  that  the  party  could 
not  possibly,  by  any  vigilance  or  indus- 
try, of  his,  have  had  the  benefit  of  it 
on  the  first  trial,  equity  will  not  grant 
a  new  trial.  Doubleday  v.  Makepeace, 
4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  9,  28  Am.  Dec.  33. 

[b]  The  discovery  subsequent  to  a 
judgmisnt  of  evidence  tending  to  estab- 
lish a  fact  the  existence  of  which  the 
party  was  cognizant  before  judgment 
is  not  ground  for  annulling  a  judgment 
in  equity.  French  v.  French,  6  Ky. 
Opin.  739.  Munn  v.  Worrall,  16  Barb. 
(N.  T.)  221.  See  also  Hevener  v.  Me- 
Clung,  22  W.  Va.  81. 

14.  Bloss  V.  riuU,  27  W.  Va.  503,  508, 
Fraud    preventing    presentation    of 

party's  case  or  defense,  see  supra,  XV, 
E,,6,  b,  (III). 

15.  TJ.  S.— Pickford  v.  Talbott,  225 
U.  S.  651,  32  Sup.  Ct.  687,  56  L.  ed. 
1240.  Fla.— Baltzell  &  Chapman  v. 
Eandolph,  9  Fla.  366.  HI.— Brown  v. 
Luehrs,  79  111.  575;  Fuller  v.  Little,  69 
111.  229.  Miss.— Boots  v.  Cohen,  12  So. 
593.  N.  J.— Hannon  v.  Maxwell,  31  N. 
J.  Eq.  318;  Cairo  and  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Titus, 
28  N.  J.  Eq.  269.  N.  D — ^Freeman  v. 
Wood,  14  N.  D.  .95,  103  N.  W.  392. 
Tex. — Vardemau  v.  Edwards,  21  Tex. 
737.  Va. — Wynne  v.  Newman's  Admr., 
75   Va.   811. 

[a]  "The  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence must  appear  to  be  incontrovert- 
ible   and    conclusive."    Buckglew    v- 
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it  is  not  merely  cumulative/"  corroborative,^^  or  collateral.^^  A  new 
trial  will  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence 
when  it  goes  merely  to  impeach  the  testimony  of  a  witness  at  a  former 
trial.^« 

11.  Payment  and  Satisfaction  of  the  Judgment.  —  Equity  will  re- 
lieve pro  tanto  against  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  where  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  judgment  attempts  to  or  is  about  to  enforce  it  notwith- 
standing a  payment  of  all  or  a  part  thereof,  or  a  tender  of  the  property 
described  in  it,  a  satisfaction  or  a  release  of  the  judgment.^"     Some 


Chipman,  5   Cal.   399.     To   same   effect 
Sargent  Co.  i>.  Ives,  156  HI.  App.  440. 

16.  U.  S.— jOcean  Ins.  Co.  «.  Fields, 
2  Story,  59,  78,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,406. 
Ga.— Scudder  v.  Puckett,  12  6a.  337. 
111. — Sargent  Co.  v.  Ives,  156  HI.  App. 
446.  Ky. — Bishop  «.  Duncan,  3  Dana 
15;  Daniel  v.  Daniel,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  52. 
Md.— Briesch  v.  McCauley,  7  Gill.  189. 
Neb.— Meyers  c.  Smith,  59  Neb.  30,  80 
N.  W.  273.  N.  J — Hannon  v.  Max- 
well, 31  N.  J.  Eq.  318.  N.  0.— Pember- 
ton  i;.  Kirk,  39  N.  G.  178.  Ore.— Hilts 
V.  Ladd,  35  Ore.  237,  58  Pac.  32.  S.  C. 
Forsythe  v.  McCreight,  10  Eieh.  Eq. 
308.  Tex. — ^Burnley  v.  Rice,  Adams  & 
Co.,  21  Tex.  171.  Va.— Akers  v.  Akers, 
83  Va.  633,  8  S.  E.  260;  Wynne  «.  New- 
man's Admr.,  75  Va.  811;  Harnsbar- 
ger's  Admr.  v.  Kinney,  13  Gratt.  (54 
Va.)  511.  W.  Va.— Farmers  &  Ship- 
pfers  L.  T.  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Pridemore, 
55  W.  Va.  451,  47  S.  E.  258;  Bloss  v. 
Hull,  27  W.  Va.  508. 

[a]  Although  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  ordinarily  grant  relief  against  a 
judgment  where  mere  cumulative  evi- 
dence of  fraud  or  any  other  fact  is  dis- 
covered, yet  it  will,  wherever  the  de- 
fense, was  originally  imperfectly  made 
out  from  the  want  of  distinct  proof, 
which  is  afterward  discovered.  Ocean 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Fields,  2  Story,  (U.  S.)  59, 
18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,406. 

17.  Wynne  v.  Newman's  Admr.,  75 
Va.  811. 

18.  Vynne  v.  Newman's  Adnir.,  75 
Va.  811. 

19.  m.— Woodside  v.  Morgan,  92  HI. 
273;  Sargent  Co.  v.  Ives,  156  111.  App. 
446.  la. — Dixon  v.  Graham,  16  Iowa 
310.  Neb.— Meyers  v.  Smith,  59  Neb. 
36,  80  N.  W.  275;  Meyers  V.  Smith,  59 
Neb. -30,  80  N.  W,  273.  W.  Va.— Farm- 
ers' &  Shippers  L.  T.  Warehouse  Co.  v. 
Pridemore,  55  W.  Va.  451,  47  S.  E. 
258;  Blbss  v.  Hull,  27  W.  Va.  508. 

[a]    Compare  Peagiam  v.  King,  9  N. 


C.  295,  11  Am.  Dec.  793,  retaining  a  bill 
where  the  newly  discovered  evidence 
fixed  perjury  upon  the  principal  wit- 
ness in  the  trial  at  law. 

[b] .  Newly  discovered  evidence 
which  only  goes  to  contradict  the  evi- 
dence given  on  the  trial  on  an  imma- 
terial point  is  not  ground  for  new  trial 
in  equity.  Gray  v.  Barton,  62  Mich. 
186,  197,  28  N.  W.  813,  817;  Morris  v. 
^adley,  9  Mich.  278.  See  4  Standard 
Ikoc.  476.  , 

20.  ,Cal. — ^Thompson  v.  LaugMin,  91 
Cal.  313,  27  Pac.  752;  Meyer  v.  TuUy, 
46  Cal.  70.  lU.— Edwards  v.  MeCu!rdy, 
13  HI.  496.  But  see  Pyle  v.  Crebs,  112 
111.  App.  480,  (holding  that  the  remedy 
is  by  motion  in  the  nature  of  a  writ 
of  audita  querela).  Ind — Johnson  v. 
Kitch,  100  Ind.  30;  Wray  v.  Chandler, 
64  Ind.  146;  Eieh  v.  Dessar,  50  Ind.  309; 
Bowen  i\  Clark,  46  Ind.  405  (where  an 
objection  was  made  that  party'  had  a 
remedy  at  law).  la. — Harpham  v. 
Worthington,  100  Iowa  313,  69  N.  W. 
535;  Matter  v.  Phillips,  52  Iowa  232,  3 
N.  W.  49.  Kan. — Worden  v.  JoneS)  1 
Kan.  App.  501,  40  Pac.  1071.  Ky. 
Thomas  v.  Brashear,  4  Mon.  65.  La. 
Woolfolk  V.  Degelos,  Durrive  &  Co.,  24 
La.  Ann.  199;  Perry  v.  Kearney,  14  La. 
Ann.  400;  Todd  v.  Paton  &  Co.,  12  La. 
Ann.  88;  Jewell  v.  Thorn,  6  La.  Ann. 
95;  Cobb  v.  Hynes,  4  La.  Ann.  150. 
Mass. — See  Tompson  v.  National  Bank, 
106  Mass.  128,  in  which  there  was  also 
an  element  of  fraud.  Mich. — KaHan- 
der  V.  Neidhold,  98  Mich.  517,  57  N.  W. 
571.  Miss. — Moore  v.  Bed,  22  So.  948; 
Newman  v.  Meek,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  331. 
Mo.— Smith  v.  Taylor,  78  Mo.  App.  630; 
Winter  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  E.  Co.,  73 
Mo.  App.  173.  Neb. — Phillips  v.  Kuhn, 
35  Neb.  187,  52  N.  W.  881;  Frey  v. 
Drahoo,  10  Neb.  594,  7  N.  W.  319.  N.  H. 
Hil^bard  v.  Eastman,  47  N.  H.  507,  93 
Am.  Dec.  467.  Ohio. — Miller  v.  Long- 
acre,  26  Ohio  St.  291,  jurisdiction  has 
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authorities,  however,  in  harmony  with  general  rules  elsewhere  dis- 
cussed, deny  relief  under  such  circumstances  on  the  ground  that  the 
party  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law.^^  If  the  payment  of  the  judg- 
ment was  pleadable  at  law  in  an  action  upon  it,  equity  following  the 
general  rules  will  not  grant  relief  to  the  party.^^ 

12.  Where  Judgment  Is  Set  Asid^,  Reversed  or  Superseded.  —  A 
proceeding  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  a  judgment  that  has  been  vacated 
or  set  aside  is  held,  by  some  courts,  to  be  a  proper  remedy,^^  while 
other  courts  have  denied  relief  under  such  circumstances  as  the  party 
has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law.^*    Where  a  judgment  has  been  super- 


been  maintained  although  there  is  an 
adequate  remedy  by'  motion^  to  enter 
satisfaction  of  judgment  and  set  aside 
the  execution.  Ore. — Marks  v.  Willis, 
36  Ore.  1,  58  Pac.  526,  78  Am.  St.  Eep. 
752.  Tenn. — Greenfield  v.  Hutton,  1 
Baxt.  216;  Marsh  v.  Haywood,  6 
Humph.  210,  (if  the  case  presents  com- 
plication and  difficulty  or  the  facts  are 
in  the  knowledge  of  the  other  party) ; 
Moore  v.  Harryman,  1  Overt.  259.  Tex. 
Love  V.  Powell,  67  Tex.  15,  2  S.  W. 
456;  Heath  v.  Garrett,  50  Tex.  264; 
Williams  v.  Bradbury,  9  Tex.  487; 
Texas  Land  &  M.  Co.  v.  Worsham,  5 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  245,  23  8.  W.  938;  Smith 
V.  State,  26  Tex.  App.  49,  9  S.  W.  274. 
Va. — Crawford  v.  Thurmond,  3  Leigh 
(30  Va.)  85,  although  party  has  a  rem- 
edy by  motion  to  quash  the  execution. 
Wis. — Johnson  v.  Huber,  106  Wis.  282, 
82  N.  W.  137. 

[a]  When  after  notice  of  an  assign- 
ment of  the  judgment,  the  debtor  pays 
the  original  judgment  creditor,  equity 
will  not  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  the 
judgment.  Holland  v.  Dale,  Minor 
(Ala.)   265. 

21.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  McLe- 
more,  4  How.  286,  11  L.  ed.  977.  Ala. 
Larkin  v.  Mason,  71  Ala.  227,  (by  su- 
persedeas and  by  quashing  execution) ; 
Perrine  v.  Carlisle,  19  Ala.  686.  Ark. 
Anthony  &  Brodie  v.  Shannon,  8  Ark. 
52.  Ga. — ^Flournoy  v.  Silman,  59  Ga. 
195.  See  Scogin  v.  Beall,  50  Ga.  88 
(granting  relief  as  the  party  exhausted 
his  legal  remedy).  Md. — Gorsuch  v. 
Thomas,  57  Md.  334.  Compare  Gurley 
V.  Hiteshue,  5  Gill  217;  McClellan  v. 
Crook,  4  Md.  Ch.  398.  N.  Y.— Roach 
V.  Duckworth,  95  N.  Y.  391;  Lansing  v. 
Eddy,  1  Johns.  Ch.  49.  Compare  Mal- 
lory  V.  Norton,  21  Barb.  424  (granting 
relief  as  the  party  had  no  adequate 
remedy  at  law) ;  Shaw  v.  Dwight,  16 
Barb.  536.  N.  C. — McRae  v.  Davis,  58 
N.  C.  140,  a  motion  in  the  nature  of  a 
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writ  of  audita  querela  is  the  proper 
remedy.  Va. — Coleman's  Admx.  v.  An- 
derson, 29  Gratt.  (70  Va.)  425  (by  mo- 
tion to  quash  execution);  Morrison  v. 
Speer,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  228.  W.  Va. 
Howell  V.  Thomasou,  34  W.  Va.  794,  12 
S.  E.  1088;  Hall  v.  Taylor,  18  W.  Va. 
544  (by  motion  to  quash  the  execution). 
Effect  of  adequacy  or  inadequacy  of 
remedy  at  law,  see  supra,  XV,  C,  6. 

22.  in.— Grindol  v.  Euby,  jl4  HI. 
App.  439.  Ind. — Hunt  v.  Lane,  9  Ind. 
248,  in  action  of  revivor.  Mo. — Yan 
tis  V.  Burdett,  3  Mo.  457.  N.  C. — Arm- 
worthy  V.  Cheshire,  17  N.  C.  234,  34 
Am.  Dec.  273.  Va. — ^Barnett  v.  Bar- 
nett,  83  Va.  504,  2  S.  E.  733;  Hams- 
barger's  Admr.  v.  Kinney,  18  Gratt. 
(54  Va.)  511. 

23.  Marsh  v.  Prosser,  64  Ind.  293; 
Rickets  v.  Hitehens,  34  Ind.  348  (where 
a  new  trial  was  granted).  See  Smith 
V.  Chandler,  13  Ind.  513  (where  the  jus- 
tice erased  a  judgment  obtained  on  new 
trial  and  issued  execution  on  the  first 
judgment). 

[a]  A  judgment  of  the  forum  ob- 
tained upon  a  judgment  of  a  sister 
state  which  is  subsequently  reversed 
will  be  enjoined.  McJilton  v.  Love,  13 
111.  486,  54_Am.  Dec.  449. 

[b]  A  judgment  on  an  injunction 
bond  will  not  be  enjoined  on  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  in  the  action 
in  which  the  bond  was  given  is  reversed 
on  appeal.  Boos  v.  Morgan,  140  Ind. 
206,  39  N.  E.  919. 

24.  Fahs  v.  Roberts,  54  HI.  192. 
[a]     Where    an    appeal    is    granted 

from  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  whose  office  expired  before  send- 
ing up  a  transcript,  and  an  execution 
is  issued  by  the  successor,  equity  will 
not  enjoin  the  enforcement  as  the 
party  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law 
by  motion  to  quash  the  execution. 
Scanland  v.  Mixer,  34  Ark.  354. 
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Seded,   equity,   it  has    been    held,    will    enjoin    its    enforcement.^" 
13.    Where  Judgment  Is  Not  in    Accordance    with    Agreement. 

Where  a  judgment  as  entered  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  agreement 
of  the  parties  tFrough  mutual  mistake,^®  or  fraud,^^  it  may  be  set  aside 
or  enjoined  in  equity. 

P.  Compelling  Set-off.  —  1.  In  General.^*  —  Equity  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  set  off  one  judgment  against  another  in  a  suit  brought  for  that 
purpose. ^^  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  demand  sought  to  be  used 
as  a  set-off  should  be  in  the  form  of  a  judgment ;  a  mere  indebtedness 
may,  under  some  circumstances,  be  ,set  off  against  a  judgment  in 
an  original- proceeding  in  equity  for  that  purpose  where  grounds  for 
the  exercise  of  equitable  jurisdiction  exist.^"    But  the  mere  existence 


£ffect  of  adequacy  oi  Inadequacy  of 
remedy  at  law,  see  generally  supra, 
XV,  C,  6. 

25.  Burge  v.  Burns,  Morris  (Iowa) 

287. 

26.  Weir  v.  W.  T.  Carter  &  Bro. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  169  S.  W.  1113. 

[a]  Where  a  deefndant  agrees  that 
the  justice  shall  enter  a  con  litional 
judgment  and  the  judgment  entered  is 
an  absolute  judgment  by  confession,  the 
judgment  is  void  and  equity  has  jur- 
isdiction t<f  grant  relief.  Gwinn  v. 
Newton,  8  Humph.   (Tenn.)   71Q. 

27.  McTeer  v.  Briscoe  (Tenn.),  61 
S.  W.  564;  Weir  v.  W.  T.  Carter  &  Bro. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  167  S.  W.  1113. 

Violation  of  agreement  as  fraud  pre- 
venting presentation  of  party's  case  or 
defense,  furnishing  ground  for  equit- 
able relief,  see  supra,  XV,  E,  6,  b,  (HI), 
(B). 

28.  As  to  set-oS  of  executions,  see 
the  title,  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  En- 
forcement of." 

29.  U.  S. — See  Greene  v.  Darling,  5 
Mason  201,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,765.  Ga. 
Wellborn  v.  Bonner,  9  Ga.  82.  la. 
Hurst  V.  Sheets,  14  Iowa  322.  La. 
Muse  V.  Rogers,  12  Mart.  (O.  S.)  350. 
Md. — Smith  v.  Washington  Gaslight  Co., 
31  Md.  12,  100  Am.  Dec.  49.  Md.i 
Sumner  v.  Whitley,  1  Mo.  708.  Neb. 
Tootle-Weakley  Millinery  Co.  v.  Bill- 
ingsley,  74  Neb.  531,  105  N.  W.  85. 
N.  J.— Jackson  v.  Bell,  31  N.  J.  Eq. 
554.  N.  Y — Stilwell  v.  Carpenter,  59 
N.  Y.  414;  Simpson  v.  Hart,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  91.  Ore. — Whelan  v.  McMahan,  47 
Ore.  37,  82  Pac.  19,  114  Am.  St.  Eep. 
906;  McBonald  v.  Mackenzie,  24  Ore. 
573,  14  Pac.  868  (decree  set-off  against 
a  judgment).  Bng. — Williams  v.  Davies, 
2  Sim.  461,  57  Eng.  Eeprint  860. 

30.  Cal.— Hobbs  V.  Duff,  23  Cal.  596, 


625., Colo. — Whitehead  v.  Jessup,  7  Colo. 
App.  460,  43  Pac.  1042.  La.— Caldwell 
V.  Davis,  2  Mart.  (N.  8.)  135.  Miss. 
Posey  &  Bro.  v.  Maddoi,  65  Miss.  193. 
N.  Y.— Davidson  v.  Alfaro,  16  Hun  353, 
54  How.  Pr.  481;  Gay  v.  Gay,  10  Paige 
Ch.  369.  N.  C— Brittain  v.  Quiet,  54 
N.  C.  328,  62  Am.  Dec.  202. 

[a]  "The  remedy  by  set-off,  as  en- 
forced in  equity,  is  undoubtedly  some- 
what broader  and  more  liberal  than 
that  given  by  statute,  but  it  has  lim- 
its. The  mere  existence  of  a  cross- 
demand  is  not  enough  to  establish  a 
right  to  it,  nor  will  the  existence  of  an 
unsettled  account,  out  of  which  a  cross- 
demand  may  arise,  be  sufficient.  Hew- 
ett  V.  KuM,  10  C.  E.  Gr.  24;  Whyte  v. 
O'Brien,  1  Sim.  and  Stu.  551;  Dodd  V. 
Lydall,  1  Hare  337;  Gordon  v.  Pym,  8 
Hare  223;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §1436. 
Nor  will  a  suitor  who  has  recovered 
damages  at  law  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract, be  restrained  in  their  collection, 
though  he  be  a  non-resident  and  in- 
solvent, merely  because  l?e  may  here- 
after be  found  to  be  indebted  to  the 
defendant  on  the  adjustment  of  an  un- 
settled account.  Eawsot  v.  Samuel,  uhi 
supra  (1  Cr.  Ph.  161).  And  even  where 
the  cross-demands  are  debts  of  fixed 
and  certain  amount,  but  had  their  ori- 
gin in  distinct  and  independent  transac- 
tions, equity  will  not  set-off  one  against 
the.  other  unless  such  course  is  made 
necessary  by  some  peculiar,  equitable 
consideration,  as,  for  example,  where 
there  has  been  a  mutual  credit  given 
by  each  upon  the  footing  of  the  debt 
of  the  other,  so  that  a  just  presumption 
arises  that  the  one  is  understood  by 
the  parties  to  go  in  liquidation  or  set- ' 
off  of  the  other.  Dade  v.  Irwin,  2  How. 
389.  The  ground  upon  which  the  rem- 
edy is  claimed  here  is,  it  will  be  ob- 
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of  a  demand  in  favor  of  a  judgment  debtor  against  his  judgment 
creditor,  not  connected  with  the  subject-matter  represented  by  the 
judgment,  is  not  sufficient  cause  for  equitable  relief  by  way  of  set-off,*^ 
for  as  a  general  rule,  equity  will  not  act  upon  the  subject  of  set-off 
in  respect  to  distinct  and  unconnected  debts,  unless  some  peculiar 
equity  calling  for  relief  intervenes.'^  This  jurisdiction  is  inherent  in 
equity  and  exists  independently  of  statute;'^  and  the  fact  that  juris- 


served,  the  mere  assertion  of  a  right 
to  damages.  Not  only  is  the  amount 
unliquidated,  but  the  right  itself  is  un- 
established,  and,  therefore,  uncertain. 
The  demand  is  a  matter  belonging  ex- 
clusively to  the  common  law  courts; 
until  established  there  by  a  judgment, 
this  court  can  exercise  no  control  over 
it.  Where  both  demands  have  been 
established  by  the  judgment  of  a  com- 
petent court,  so  that  the  sums  recover- 
able are  fixed  and  certain,  it  is  com- 
mon practice  for  the  common  law 
courts  to  set-off  one  against  the  other. 
Brown  ads.  Hendriekson,  10  Vr.  239. 
And  the  same  practice  prevails  in 
equity,  regardless  of  the  nature  of  the 
demand  upon  which  the  judgment  is 
founded,  whether  it  be  a  debt  or  a  tort. 
Williams  v.  Davies,  2  Sim.  461;  Simson 
V.  Hart,  14  Johns.  62.  But  courts  of 
equity  will  never  set-off  a  claim'  for 
unliquidated  damages  against  an  ascer- 
tained sum  established  by  a  judgment; 
nor  will  they,  as  /a  general  rule,  stay 
the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  in  order 
that  the  defendant  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  recover  a  counter-judgment. 
Murray  v.  Tolland,  3  Johns.  Ch.  569; 
Winchester  v.  Hachley,  2  Cranch  342; 
Eawson  v.  Samuel,  nbi  supra;  Water- 
man on  Set-Off,  §423;  Kerr  on  Inj.  67. 
The  departures  from  this  rule  have 
been  very  rare  indeed,  and  have  oc- 
curred only  in  cases  where  the  counter- 
claims have  had  a  common  origin  and 
were  so  inseparably  connected  that  one 
appeared  to  be  the  natural  product  or 
outgrowth  of  the  other,  and  where  it 
was  manifest  that,  if  one  was  permit- 
ted to  be  enforced  without  allowing  the 
other,  the  party  having  the  benefit  of 
the  enforcement,  would  derive  a  profit 
or  advantage  from  his  own  wrong. 
That  was  the  case  in  Beasley  v.  Darcy, 
2  Sch.  &  Lef.  j;irish].  403.  There  a 
teijant  owed  his  landlord  rent,  and  the 
landlord  had  committed  a  trespass  on 
the  land  which  rendered  it  of  less 
value,  and  prevented  the  tenant,  to  a 
certain   extent,  from  getting  his  rent 
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out  of  it.  The  landlord  brought  eject- 
ment against  the  (j;enant,  claiming  a 
forfeiture  of  his  term  in  consequence 
of  the  non-payment  of  the  rent,  and 
had  a  recovery.  The  tenant  then 
sought  relief  in  equity  and  obtained  an 
injunction  restraining  the  landlord  from 
ejecting  him;  he  also  obtained  an  order 
directing  an  issue  to  be  tried  at  law 
to  ascertain  what  damages  he  had  suf- 
fered by  the  landlord's  trespass,  and 
had  a  recovery  for  a  sum  nearly  equal 
to  the  rent  in  arrear.  He  was  subse- 
quently permitted  to  redeem  his  term 
by  recouping  his  damages  against  the 
rent.  O'Connor  v.  Spaight,  1  Sch.  & 
Lef.  305;  Piggott  v.  Williams,  6  Madd. 
95,  and  Lord  Cawdor  v.  Lewis,  1  Y.  & 
C.  427,  are  cases  of  the  same  class. 
.  .  .  But  where  the  claims  originate 
in  separate  transactions,  or  have  per- 
fectly independent  sources  .  .  .  equity 
will  neither  afford  a  remedy  by  set-off, 
nor  stay  the  collection  of  a  judgment 
founded  on  one  until  a  counter-judg- 
ment has  been  recovered  on  the  other." 
Jackson  v.  Bell,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  554. 

31.  Prior  v.  Richards,  4  Bibb.  (Ky.) 
356;  Brown's  Admr.  v.  Seott,  2  Bibb. 
(Ky.)  635;  Whyte  v.  O'Brien,  1  Sim. 
&  St.  551,  57  Eng.  Eeprint  218  (where 
the  plaintiff  acquired  a  demand  greater 
than  the  verdict  against  him  after  the 
rendition  of  the  verdict).  See  also 
Jackson  v.  Bell,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  554. 

[a]  A  purchaser  at  a  trustee's  sale 
cannot  enjoin  a  judgment  for  the  pur- 
chase money  merely  because  he  is  a 
creditor  of  the  estate  to  an  amount  ex- 
ceeding his  indebtedness  as  such  would 
derange  and  defeat  the  trust.  Cape- 
hart  V.  Etheridge,  63  N.  C.  353. 

32.  Dade  v.  Irwin,  2  How.  (TT.  S.) 
383,  11  L.  ed.  308.  See  generally  the 
title,  "Set-Off,  Counterclaim  and  Re- 
coupment." 

33.  Ky. — Merrill  v.  Souther,  6  Dana 
305;  Jeffries  v.  Evans,  6  B.  Mon.  119, 
43  Am.  Dee.  158.  Mass. — Perry  v.  Pye, 
215  Mass.  403,  102  N.  B.  653.  N.  Y. 
Gay  V.  Gay,  10  Paige  Ch.  369.     Ore. 
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diction  of  set-offs  is  given  law  courts  by  statute  does  not  divest  courts 
of  equity  of  their  inherent  jurisdiction  in  this  respect.^* 

2.  Setting  Off  Judgments.  —  a.  Grounds.  —  Although  it  has  been 
held  that  the  mere  fact  that  there  are  mutual  judgments  between  the 
parties  is  sufficient  to  give  equity  jurisdiction  to  interpose  and  set  off 
one  against  the  other,^'  some  supervening  equity  which  renders  neces- 
sary the  interposition  of  equity  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff, 
is  generally  required  to  obtain  such  relief.^^ 

Where  a  judgment  cannot  be  enforced  by  legal  means  because  of 
the  non-residence,^^  or  insolvency'*  of  the  judgment  Creditor,  equity 


Whelan   v.   McMahan,   47    Ore.    37,   82 
Pae.  19,  114  Ani.  St.  Eep.  906. 

[a]  It  depends  upon  the  equitaWe 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  its  suit- 
ors, not  upon  the  statutes ,  of  set-off. 
Hobbs.  V.  Duff,  23  Cal.  596,  629. 

34.  TT.  S. — Hendrickson  v.  Hinckley, 
17  How.  443,  15  L.  ed.  123.  Colo. 
"Whitehead  v.  Jessup,  7  Colo.  App.  460, 
43  Pac.  1042.  111. — Matson  v.  Oberne, 
25  HI.  App.  213.  Ky. — Hughes  v. 
M'Coun's  Admr.,  3  Bibb.  254. 

fa]  But  see  (1)  Wellborn  ®.  Bon- 
ner, 9  Ga.  82  ("That  judgments  may 
be  set  off,  both  at  ilaw  and  in  equity, 
is  admitted;  but  the  latter  court  has 
no  jurisdiction,  when,  from  the  facts 
of  the  case,  the  complainant  has  an 
ample  and  adequate  remedy  in  the  fioni- 
mon  law  courts ' ') ;  Zinn  Dawson,  47" 
W.  Va.  45,  34  S.  E.  784,  81  Am.  St.  Eep. 
772,  holding  (2)  that  where  a  party  has 
an  adequate  remedy  by  motion  to  set 
off  judgments,  he  cannot  obtain  relief 
in,  equity. 

[b]  The  statutes  with  reference  to 
set-off  are  not  exclusive.  Commercial 
State  Bank  v.  Ketchum,  1  Neb.  (Unof.) 
454,  96  N.  W.  614. 

[c]  "Before  courts  of  mere  law  had, 
m  analogy  to  the  statute  of  assign- 
ments of  George  II,  assumed  jurisdic- 
tion to  set  off  one  judgment  against 
another,  courts  of  equity  had  authori- 
tatively exercised  the  power  to  do  so 
whenever,  for  any  peculiar  cause  for 
equitable  intervention,  such  as  insolv- 
ency or  nonresidence,  such  a  proceed- 
ing was  necessary  to  prevent  irrepar- 
able loss  or  irremedial  injustice;  and 
the  assumption  of  jurisdiction  after- 
wards, by  courts  of  law,  did  not  oust 
the  preestablished  authority  of  courts 
of  equity  in  those  cases  to  which  its 
extraordinary  jurisdiction  applied. ' ' 
Merrill  v.  Souther,  6  Dana  (Ky.)  305, 
affhmed,  in  Jeffries  ».  Evans,  6  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  119,  43  Am.  Dec.  158. 


As  to  set-off  of  judgments  In  courts 
of  law,  see  the  title  "Judgments,  Satis- 
faction of." 

As  to  effect  of  remedy  at  law  upon 
right  to  equitable  relief,  see  infra,  XV, 
C,  6. 

35.  Prior  v.  Eichards,  4  Bibb.  (Ky.) 
356;  Davidson  v.  Alfaro,  16  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  353,  54  How.  Pr.  481  (the  demands 
are  within  the  statute  and  no  other 
equity  is  needed).  , 

36.  Del.— Small  v.  Collins,  6  Houst. 
273.  111.— Wade  V.  Wade,  12  HI.  89. 
Ore. — Whelan  v.  McMahan,  47  Ore.  37, 
82  Pac.  19,  114  Am.  St.  Eep.  906. 

fa]  If  the  result  of  the  refusal  to 
set  off  judgments  would  deprive  one 
party '  of  his  property  for  the  benefit 
of  others  to  whom  he  is  under  no  ob- 
ligation, equity  will  grant  the  relief 
prayed  for.  Tootle-Weakley  Millinery 
Go.  V.'  Billingsley,  74  Neb.  531,  105  N. 
W.  85. 

37.  HI. — Buckmaster  v.  Grundy,  8 
111.  626.  Ky. — AUnut  V.  Winn,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  304.  Tenn. — Clift  v.  Martin,  4 
Eaxt.  387. 

38.  Ala. — Goldsmith  v.  Stetson  & 
Co.,  39  Ala.  183.  Cal.— Eussell  v.  Con- 
wav,  11  Cal.  93.  Colo. — Whitehead  v. 
Jes'sup,  7  Colo.  App.  460,  43  Pac.  1042. 
Ga. — Tommey  &  Stewart  v.  Ellis,  41 
Ga.  260.  HI. — Hinrichsen  v.  Eeinback, 
27  HI.  295,  refusing  to  credit  a  judg- 
ment by  the  surety  of  H  against  the 
plaintiff,  upon  an  award  against  H, 
there  being  no  showing  of  fraud  or  in- 
solvency in  H  or  the  surety.  Ky. , 
Merrill  v.  Souther, '6  Dana  305;  Allnut 
V.  Winn,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  304.  Md. 
Marshall  v.  Cooper,  43  Md.  46.  Mass. 
Perry  v.  Pie,  215  Mass.  403,  102  N.  E. 
653.  Mo. — Sumner  v.  Whitley,  1  Mo. 
708.  N.  Y.— -Simson  v.  Hart,  14  .John. 
63,  74.  Ohio. — Barbour  v.  National 
Exeh.  Bank,  50  Onio  St.  90,  33  N.  E. 
542.  Ore.— Whelan  v.  McMahan,  47 
Ore,  87,  82  Pac.  19,  114  Am.  St.  Bep. 
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will  set  it  off  against  a  judgment  of  the  latter  about  to  be  enforced 
against  the  party  seeking  relief  in  equity.  And  where  there  is  a  con- 
nection between  the  transactions  on  which  the  judgments  were  ren- 
dered, a  chancellor  may  set  one  off  against  the  other.^® 

b.  Character  of  Judgments  To  Be  Set-off.  —  Although  as  a  general 
rule,  the  judgments  to  be  set  off  against  each  other  should  be  mutual,*" 
equity  will  allow  the  set-off  of  judgments  as  between  the  real  parties 
in  interest,  regardless  of  the  nominal  parties.*^  The  assignee  of  a 
judgment,  like  the  assignee  of  other  choscs  in  action,  takes  it  subject 
to  all  equities  existing  between  the  debtor  and  creditor,  and  therefore 
takes' the  judgment  subject  to  set-offs  existing  against  the  assignor  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment.*^  While,  as  a  general  rule,  cross-demands 
cannot  be  set  off  where  they  exist  in  different  rights,*^  judgments  to 
be  set  off  against  each  other  need  not  be  in  the  same  right.**    It  has 


906.  Tenn.— Clift  v.  Martin,  4  Baxt. 
387.  Tex.— Hanchett  v.  Gray,  7  Tex. 
549;  Kelly  Furn.  Carpet  &  Hdw.  Co.  v. 
Shelton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W.  794. 
Eng. — Williams  v.  Dav^es,  2  Sim.  461, 
57  Eng.  Reprint  860. 

But  see  Small  v.  Collins,  6  Houst. 
(Del.)    273. 

[a]  Compare  Zinn  v.  Dawson,  47  W. 
Ta.  45,  34  S.  E.  784,  81  Am.  St.  Eep. 
772;  Fauleoner  v.  Stinson,  44  ,"W.  Va. 
546,  29  S.  E.  leilj  and  Savre's  Admr. 
t.  Harpoia,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16, 
holding  the  mere  insolvency  of  a  judg- 
ment creditor  will  not  of  itself  jus- 
tify an  injunction  against  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  judgment  in  order  to  let  in 
a  set-off  of  a  judgment  which  might 
have  been  pleaded  in  the  original  ac- 
tion. 

[b]  When  Insolvencjr  Must  Exist. 
Where  it  is  sought  in  equity  to  set  off 
a  judgment  against  a  judgment  of  one 
who  assigned  his  judgment  on  the  day 
of  its  rendition,  on  the  ground  of  his 
insolvency,  it  must  be  shown  that  he 
was  insolvent  at  and  before  the  time 
of  the  assignment.  Henderson  v.  Mc- 
Vay,  32  Ala.  471. 

\e]  A  judgment  creditor  who  takes 
the  benefit  of  the  homestead  and  ex- 
emption' law  which  covers  all  his  prop- 
erty and  exempts  it  from  the  payment 
of  his  debts  is  legally  insolvent  within 
the  rule  of  the  text.  Toramey  &  Stew- 
art V.  Ellis,  41  Ga.  260. 

39.  Allnut  V.  Winn,  3  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  304. 

40.  McGraw  v.  Pettibone,  10  Mich. 
530;  Boley  v.  Griswold,  2  Mont.  447. 

Necessity  for  mutuality  in  demands 
to  be  set  off,  see  infra,  XV,  F,  3,  b. 
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41.  Hobbs  V.  Duff,  23  Cal.  596. 

[a]  Where  One  Judgment  Is  in 
Name  of  a  Trustee. — A  set-off  will  be 
made  in  equity  as  between  the  real 
parties  in  interest,  even'  though  one  of 
the'  judgments  is  in  the  name  of  a  trus- 
tee who  holds  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  the  real  parties  in  interest.  HobbS/ 
V.  Duff,  23  Cal.  596. 

[b]  One  member  of  a  firm  will  be 
allowed  to  off-set  his  own  judgment 
against  an  insolvent  debtor  who  seeks 
to  enforce  a  judgment  against  the  firm. 
Jeffries  v.  Evans,  6  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  119 
43   Am.   Dec.   158. 

42.  Colo.-^Whitehead  v.  Jessup,  7 
Colo.  App.  460,  43  Pae.  1042.  I^. 
Hurst  V.  Sheets,  14  Iowa  322.  Ky. 
Jeffries  v.  Evans,  6  B.  Mon.  119,  43 
Am.  Dec.  158.  See  Markham  v.  Todd, 
2  J.  J.  Marsh.  364.  Compare  Merrill 
V.  Souther,  6  Dana  305.  Md. — Marshall 
v.  Cooper,  43  Md.  46.  N.  J. — Brown  v. 
Hendrickson,  39  N.  J.  L.  239. 

[a]  Necessity  For  Understanding  As 
To  Deduction. — Equity,  following  the 
statutes,  will  refuse  a  set  off  where  a 
debtor  takes  a  transfer  of  a  judgment 
recovered  by  a  creditor  against  the 
party  to  whom  he  is  indebted  J)y  judg- 
ment, unless  there  is  some  mutual 
credit  between  the  parties — that  is;  un- 
derstanding between  them  with  respect 
to  such  deduction.  It  makes  no  differ- 
ence that  the  creditor  df  the  party  seek- 
ing the  reduction  is  insolvent.  Small 
V.  Collins,  6  Houst.  (Del.)  273. 

43.  See  the  title,  "Set-off,  Counter- 
claim and  Recoupment." 

44.  Simson  v.  Hart,  14  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  63,  75;  Hanchett  v.  Gray,  7  Tex. 
549. 
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been  held  that  where  the  judgments  are  recovered  in  different  courts, 
there  is  rio  remedy  except  in  equity  and  a  set-off  will  be  decreed.*^ 
It  is  immaterial  what  is  the  nature  of  the  demands  upon  which  the 
judgments  are  founded,  whether  debt  or  tort.*^ 

■c.  Effect  of  Remedy  at  Laiv.^''  —  Where  a  party  has  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  to  set  off  judgments,  relief  in  equity  may  be  denied.*^ 
The  general  rule  denying  equitable  relief  to  a  party  who  has  a  de- 
fense at  law  which  he  failed  to  plead  does  not  preclude  relief  where 
the  defense  is  a  judgment  which  a  party  seeks  to  set  off  against  the 
judgment  at  law.*^  If  the  judgment  was  pleaded  as  a  set-off  at  law 
and  relief  was  there  denied,  equity  will  not  grant  relief.^" 

3.  Setting  Off  Cross-Demands  Against  Judgments.  —  a.  Grounds. 
Insolvency  of  the  judgment  creditor  is  a  ground  warranting  equity  in 
setting  off  cross-demands  against  judgments.^^    But  as  to  whether  the 


[a]  The  •objection  that  the  judg- 
ments are  not  in  the  same  tight  is  un- 
tenable for  it  is  well  settled  that  al- 
though the  demands,  as  being  joint 
and  several,  are  not,  strictly  speaking, 
due  in  the  same  right,  yet  if  the  legal 
or  equitable  liabilities  or  claims  may 
become  vested  in  or  urged  against  one, 
they  may  be  set  off  against  separate 
demands,  and  vice  versa.  Eussell  v, 
Conway,  11  Cal.  93. 

[b]  It  is  not  necessary  that  judg- 
ments to  be  set  off  against  each  other 
be  in  the  same  right;  it  is  sufficient  if 
the  judgment  prayed  to  be  set  off  may 
be  enforced  at  law  against  the  party 
recovering  the  judgment  to  be  dimin- 
ished or  satisfied  by  the  set-off;  as 
where  a  judgment  in  trespass  recov- 
ered by  A  against  B  and  G  is  to  be 
set  ofB  against  a  judgment  recovered 
by  B  against  A,  for  the  whole  amount 
of  the  judgment  may  be  collected  from 
B  who  can  have  no  contribution  from 
C.  Simson  v.  Hart,  14  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
63. 

45.  Webster  «.  McDaniel,  2  Del.  Ch. 
297,  304. 

As  to  setting  off  judgments  of  differ- 
ent courts  at  law,  see  the  title  "Judg- 
ments, Satisfaction  of." 

46.  .Jackson  v.  Bell,  31  N.  J.  Eq. 
554. 

47.  Effect  of  adequacy  or  inade- 
quacy of  remedy  at  law  as  ground  for 
equitable  relief,  see  supra,  XV,  C,  6. 

48.  Where  the  party  has  a  remedy 
by  motion  to  set  off  the  judgments  he 
cannot  obtain  relief  in  equity.  Zinn  v. 
Dawson,^  47  W.  Va.  45,  34  S.  E.  784, 
81  Am.  St.  Eep.  772. 

[a]     Set-Off    of    Executions. — ^Bef er- 


ring to  a  statute,  authorizing  a  debtor, 
when  an  execution  is  placed  in  the 
hands  of  an  oflcer,  to  place  his  execu- 
tion against  the  creditors  in  the  hands 
of  the  same  ofiicer,  and  directing  a  set- 
off of  executions,  in  Wells  v.  Elsam,  40 
Mich.  218,  the  court,  although  not  de- 
ciding that  a  bill  to  set  off  judgments 
would  not  lie  in  equity  in  a  proper 
case,  held  the  bill  would  not  lie  under 
the  facts  of  the  instant  case  and  said: 
"It  is  difficult  to  see  what  occasion 
there  is,  with  such  a  statute,  to  resort 
to  any  other  remedy." 

49.  Ark. — Garvin  v.  Squires,  9  Ark. 
533,  50  Am.  Dec.  224,  limiUng  Menifee 
V.  Ball,  7  Ark.  520.  Cal.— Hobbs  v. 
Duff,  23  Cal.  596,  629;  Eussell  v.  Con- 
way, 11  Cal.  93.  Ky. — Carlyle  v.  Long, 
5  Litt.  167.  Tex. — Kelly  Furniture  Car- 
pet &  Hdw.  Co.  V.  Sheltou  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  62  S.  W.  794. 

50.  Greene  v.  Darling,  5  Mason  201, 
10  Eed.  Cas.  No.  5,765;  Carlyle  v.  Long, 
5  Litt.   (Ky.)   167. 

51.  U.  S. — Ashton  v.  McKim,  4 
Cranch  C.  C.  19,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  584; 
Boone  v.  Small,  3  Cranch  C.  C.  628,  3 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,644.  Ala. — Dunham 
Immb.  Co.  V.  Holt,  124  Ala.  181,  27 
So.  556,  123  Ala.  336,  26  So.  663; 
O'Neill  V.  Ferryman,  102  Ala.  522,  14 
So.  898;  Farris  &  McCurdy  v.  Houston, 
78  Ala.  250;  Wood  v.  Steele,  65  Ala. 
436;  Tuscumbia,  C.  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Ehodes,  8  Ala.  206;  Chandler  v.  Craw- 
"ford,  7  Ala.  506.  Ark. — Bettison  v. 
Jennings,  8  Ark.  287.  Cal. — Hobbs  v. 
Duff,  23  Cal.  596.  Ga.— Ponder  v.  Cox, 
26  Ga.  485.  111.— Chicago,  D.  &  V.  E. 
Co.  V.  Field,  86  111.  270.  Ind — Keight- 
ley  V.  Walls,  27  Ind.  384.  la.— De  Laval 
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insolvency  of  a  judgment  creditor  alone  is  sufficient  to  warranl  equitable 
interposition  to  decree  the  set-off  of  a  cross-demand  against  a  judg- 
ment, the  authorities  are  in  conflict,  some  holding  that  it  is,^^  and 
others  requiring  in  addition  some  other  grounds  of  equitable  relief."^ 


Separator  Co.  v.  Sharpless,  134  Iowa 
,28,  111  N.  W.  438;  Baker  v.  Eyan,  67 
'lowa  708,  25  N.  W.  89.0.  Ky.— Collins 
V.  Fitzpatrick,  6  J.  J.  Marsh  67;  Mark- 
ham  V.  Todd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  364;  Prior 
V.  Eiehards,  4  Bibb  356;  Payne  v.  Lou- 
don, 1  Bibb  518.  Miss.^Posey  &  Bro. 
V.  Maddox,  65  Miss.  193,  3  So.  460;  Ab- 
bey V.  Van  Compen,  1  Treem.  Ch.  273. 
Mo.— Wright  v.  Salisbury,  46  Mo.  26. 
N.  Y.— Davidson  v.  Alfaro,  16  Hun  353, 
54  How.  Pr.  481;  Gay  v.  Gay,  10  Paige 
Ch.  369;  "Weston  v.  Turner,  22  N.  Y. 
Supp.  141.  N.  C. — Brittain  v.  Quiet, 
54  N.  C.  S28,  62  Am.  Dee.  202;  Parks 
V.  Spurgin,  38  N.  C.  153;  Williams  v. 
Helme,  16  N.  C.  151,  18  Am.  Dee.  580. 
Ohio. — Barbour  v.  National  Exch.  Bank, 
50  Ohio  St.  90,  33  N.  B.  542.  Ore. 
McDonald  v.  Mackenzie,  24  Ore.  573,  14 
I'ac.  866.  Pa. — Guttendag  v.  Lehigh 
Valley  Iron  Co.,  14  Phila.  639.  Tex. 
Ellis  V.  Kerr  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  23  S.  W. 
1050.  Va.— Shores  v.  Ware,  1  Bob.  1. 
Eng. — Hamp  v.  Jones,  9  L.  J.  Ch.   (N, 

S.)  258.        _ 

But  see  Elves  v.  Rives,  7  Eich.  Eq. 
(S.  C.)  353. 

[a]  The  underlying  ]piinciple  upon 
which  this  doctrine  is  founded  is  that 
when  there  is  a  cross-demand,  the 
debtor-creditor  has  only  a  claim  for 
any  balance  remaining  after  crediting 
the  one  with  the  other  as  the  deljt  due 
him.  If  there  is  no  remaining  balance 
due  by  the  complainant  to  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  but  his  claim  exceeds 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  and  the 
judgment  creditor  is  insolvent,  it  would 
be  opposed  to  natural  equity  to  require 
him  to  pay  the  judgment  and  remand 
complainant  to  a  court  of  law  for  the 
enforcement  of  this  demand  which 
would  inevitably  result  in  his  getting 
nothing  upon  his  judgment,  should  he 
recover  one.  Dunham  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Holt,  124  Ala.  181,  27  So.  556. 

[bj  Where  a  plaintiff  has  attached 
sufficient  property  to  cover  his  claim 
pending  in  a  proceeding  at  law,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  an  injunction  on  the 
ground  of  insolvency.  Montgomery 
Water  Power  Co.  v.  Chapman,  128  Fed. 
197. 

52.    U.    S. — North    Chicago    EoUing 
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Mill  Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Ore  and  Steel  Co., 
152  V.  S.  596,  615,  14  Sup.  Ct.>  710,  38 
L.  ed.  565;  Brown  v.  Pegram,  149  Fed. 
515.  Ala. — Dunham  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Holt,  124  Ala.  181,  27  So.  556.  But  see 
O'Neill  V.  Ferryman,  102  Ala.  522,  526, 
14  So.  898;  Pearce  v.  Winter  Iron  Wks., 
32  Ala.  68.  Ky. — Parsons  v.  Eiehards, 
4  Bibb  356;  Payne  v.  Loudon,  1  Bibb 
518.  Md. — Twigg  v.  Hopkins,  85  Md. 
301,  37  Atl.  24;  Levy  v.  Steinbach,  43 
Md;  212.  Neb. — Commercial  Stkte  Bank 
V.  K,etchurii,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  454,  96  N. 
W.  614.  N.  Y.— Gay  v.  Gay,  10  Paige 
Ch.  369.  Pa. — Guttendag  v.  Lehigh  Vial- 
ley  Iron  Co.,  14  Phila.  639.  Tex. — Nor- 
ton V.  Wocl)ler,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  522, 
72  S.  W.  1025;  Ellis  v.  Kerr  CTex.  Civ. 

App.),  23  S.  W.  1050.     Va McClellan 

V.  Kiunaird,  6  Gratt.   (33  Va.)   352. 

[a]  Until  an  account  can  he  taken, 
equity  will  enjoin  a  judgment  at  law 
where  the  judgment  creditor  is  insolv- 
ent.   Pharr  v.  Eeynolds,  3  Ala.  521. 

53.  Ala. — ^Middleton  v.  Foshee,  68 
So.  890.  111.— Matson  v.  Oberne,  25  HI. 
App.  213.  Compare  Chicago,  D.  &  V.  E. 
Co.  V.  Field,  86  111.  270.  N.  J.— Jack- 
son V.  Bell,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  554. 

[a]  In  West  Virginia  the  mere  in- 
solvency of  a  judgment  creditor  will 
not  justify  equitable"  relief  so  as  to  al- 
low a  plaintiff  to  interpose  a  set  off, 
which  was  available  in  the  original  ac- 
tion. Zinu  V.  Dawson,  47  "W.  Va.  45, 
34  S.  E.  784,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  772; 
Sayre's  Admr.  v.  Harpold,  33  W.  Va. 
553,  11  S.  E.  16.  But  see  Jarrett  v. 
Gobdnow,  39  W.  Va.  602,  20  S.  E.  575, 
32  L.  E.  A.  321;  Beard  v.  Beard,  25 
W.  Va.  486,  52  Am.  Eep.  219;  Matting- 
ly  V.  Sutton,  19  W.  Va.  19. 

[b]  Principal  and  Surety. — Equity 
will  enjoin  a  judgment  of  a  judgment- 
creditor  who  is  insolvent,  when  the 
debtor  is  surety  for  him  on  certain 
notes  in  an  amount  exceeding  the  judg- 
ment, none  of  which  have  been  paid. 
Abbej'  V.  Van  Campen,  Freem.  Ch. 
(Miss.)   273. 

[c]  As  To  Set-Ofifs  Acquired  After 
Suit  Brought. — Insolvency  may  be  an 
important  factor  in  supporting  an  ap- 
peal to  chancery  to  make  available  a 
set  off  under  certain  circumstances,  but 
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If  the  cross-demand  cannot  be  availed  of  at  law,  it  may  be  established 
as  such  in  equity  upon  allegation  and  proof  of  the  insolvency  of  the 
judgment  creditor.^* 

Nonresidence.  —  The  nonresidence  of  a  judgment  creditor  is  recog- 
nized as  a  ground  of  equitable  interposition  in  some  jurisdictions,®^ 
but  not  in  others.^*' 

b.  Nature  of  Offset.  —  Generally  the  set-off  must  be  liquidated  and 
eiertain  as  to  amount.^'  A  right  accruing  subsequent  to  the  judgment 
cannot,  it  has  been  held,  be  set  off  against  the  judgment.'*  There 
must  be  mutuality  in  the  demands  to  be  set-off.'^    But  it  is  not  neces- 


it  is  not  ground  to  maintain  a  bill  by 
one  who  after  litigation  begun  between 
himself  and  another,  acquires  demands 
against  the  insolvent  with  which  to  pay 
him  off.  Desearn  v.  Babers,  62  Miss. 
421;  Condon  v.  Shehan,  46  Miss.  710. 

54.  O'Neill  v.  Ferryman,  102  Ala. 
522, 1 14  So.  898;  Farris  &  McCurdy  v. 
Houston,  78  Ala.  250;  Campbell  & 
Wright  V.  Conner,  78  Ala.  211;  Wood  & 
Houston  «.  Steele,  65  Ala.  436. 

Effect  of  adequacy  or  iuadepiuacy  of 
remedy  at  law,  see  supra,  XV,  C,  6; 
infra,  XV,  F,  3,  c. 

55.  U.,   S. — North    Chicago    Boiling 
^  Mill  Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Ore  and  Steel  Co., 

152  U.  S.  596,  617,  14  Sup.  Ct.  710,  38 
L.  ed.  565,  referring  to  Illinois  prac- 
tice; Brown  v.  Pegram,  149  Fed.  515, 
not  resident  of  the  United  States.  Ala. 
Duckworth  v.  Duck  worth 's  Admr., '  35 
Ala.  70.  Ga. — Livingston  v.  Marshall, 
82  Ga.  281,  11  S.  B.  542;  Ponder  v.  Cox, 
26  Ga.  485.  Ky.— Markham  v.  Todd,  2 
J.  J.  Marsh.  364;  Moss  v.  Eowland,  1 
Duv.  321;  Walker  v.  Thomas,  8  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  700.  N.  C. — Brittain  v.  Quiet,  54 
N.  C.  328,  62  Am.  Dec.  202.  Tenn. 
Edminson  v.  Baxter,  4  Hayw.  112,  9 
Am.  Dec.  75.  Va. — Shores  v.  Ware,  1 
Eob.  1. 

But  see  Wade  v.  Wade,  12  HI.  89, 
where  no  reason  was  shown  why  the 
set-ofE  was  not  pleaded  in  the  law  ac- 
tion. 

56.  Smith  v.  Washington  Gaslight 
Co.,  31  Md.  12,  100  Am.  Dee.  49;  Beall 
V.  Brown,  7  Md.  393;  Jackson  v.  Bell, 
31  N.  J.  Eq.  554. 

57.  Smith  v.  Washington  Gaslight 
Co.,  31  Md.  12,  100  Am.  Dec.  49;  Jack- 
son e.  Bell,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  554. 

[a]  Demands  (1)  for  uncertain  dam- 
ages, as  on  breaches  of  contract  or 
torts,  qannot  be  set  off  against  judg- 
ments. Smith  V.  Washington  Gaslight 
Co.,  31  Md.  12,  100  Am,  Dee.  49;  Jack- 


son V.  Bell,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  554.  But  see 
North  Chicago  EoUing  Mill  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis  Ore  and  Steel  Co.,  152.  U.  S.  596, 
615,  14  Sup.  Ct.  710,  715,  38  L.  ed. 
565;  Brown  v.  Pegram,  149  Fed.  515. 
And  compare  Ladew  v.  Hart,  8  App. 
Div.  150,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  509  (where 
(2)  a  cause  of  action  for  conversibn 
was  set  off  against  a  judgment) ;  Eail- 
road  V.  Greer,  87  Tenn.  698,  11  S.  W. 
931,  where  (3)  a  railroad  company  was 
sued  by  a  third  party  injured  as  a  re- 
sult of  such  a  misconduct  of  an  em- 
ployee as  renders  the  latter  liable  to 
the  employer  for  the  injury.  The  em- 
ployee who  was  also  injured  recovered 
a  judgment,  which  he  was  about  to  en- 
force. The  court  held  that -the  collec- 
tion of  so  much  of  the  judgment  of  the 
employee,  who  is  insolvent,  as  equals 
the  amount  claimed  by  the  injured  per- 
son will  be  enjoined  until  the  action  of 
the  injured  person  is  determined. 

58.  Maw  V.  Ulyatt,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  (N. 
S.)  (Eng.)  32.  See  also  Desearn  «.  Ba- 
bers, 62  Miss.  421;  Condon  v.  Shehan, 
46  Miss.  710. 

Where  the  offset  accrued  pending  ap- 
peal, and  could  not  be  pleaded  on  ac- 
count of  the  courts  jurisdiction,  see 
infra,  XV,  F,  3,  c. 

[a]  Existence  at  Time  of  Assign- 
ment.—No  claim  to  be  set  off  against 
the  assignor  which  did  not  exist  in 
equity  at  the  date  of  the  assignment 
can  authorize  an  injunction  against  the 
judgment  of  the  assignee.  Markham  v. 
Todd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ey.)  364,  on  the 
authority  of  Eobbins  v.  Hally,  1  Mon. 
(Ky.)  194. 

59.  Smith  v.  Washington  Gaslight 
Co.,  31  Md.  12,  100  Am.  Dec.  49. 

[a]  Debt  to  Principal  Set-Off 
Against  Judgment  Against  Principal 
and  Surety. — Where  the  plaintiff  in  a 
judgment  against  two  defendants,  one 
as  principal,  the  other  as  surdty,  is  a 
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sary  that  the  judgment  run  to  the  person  against  whom  the  set-off 
is  asked;""  a  court  of  equity  will  look  beyond  the  nominal  parties  to 
the  real  parties  in  interest  and  adjudicate  the  rights  of  the  parties 
accordingly."^  An  assignee  of  a  judgment  creditor  stands  in  no  better 
position  than  his  assignor."^  The  general  rule  in  regard  to  set-offs 
that  debts  to  be  set  off  against  each  other  must  accrue  in  the  same 
right,"^  prohibits  setting  off  an  individual  indebtedness  of  the  judg- 
ment plaintiff,  against  a  judgment  for  him  in  a  representative 
capacity."* 

c.  Effect  of  Bemedy  at  Law.^^  —  Equity  will  not  set  off  a  claim 
against  the  judgment  where  the  party  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law,""  as  by  an  action  at  law."'   'If,  however,  there  exists  some  cir- 


iionresident  of  the  state  and  without 
property  in  the  state,  a  debt  due  from 
him  to  the  principal  may  be  set  off  in 
equity  against  the  judgment.  Living- 
ston V.  Marshall,  82  Ga.  281,  11  S.  E. 
542. 

[b]  The  bail  of  an  absconding 
debtor  may  by  bill  in  equity  set  off 
debts  of  the  debtor  against  the  judg- 
ment creditor.  Mann  v.  Drewry,  5 
Leigh  (32  Va.)  296. 

[c]  If  insolvency  exists,  the  equit- 
able right  of  set  off  is  not  limited  to 
credits  which  are  strictly  mutual.  Cen- 
tral Appalachian  Co.  v.  Buchanan,  90 
Fed.,  454,  33  C.  C.  A.  598. 

Necesity  for  mutuality  in  judgments 
to  be  set  off,  see  supra,  XV,  F,  2,  b. 

60.  U.  S. — Central  Appalachian  Co. 
V.  Buchanan,  90  Fed.  454,  33  C.  C.  A. 
598.  Ala. — Chandler  v.  Lyon,  8  Ala. 
35.  Tenn. — Eailroad  v.  Greer,  87  Tenn. 
698,  11  S.  W.  931. 

[a]  Set-Off  Against  Judgment  for 
Receiver. — When  the  contract  under 
which  the  set-off  arose  was  in  existence 
when  a  receiver  is  appointed  for  the 
insolvent  corporation,  the  claim  may  be 
set-off  against  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  receiver  of  the  corporation.  Cen- 
tral Appalachian  Co.  v.  Buchanan,  90 
Fed.  454,  33  C.  C.  A.  598,  on  the  au- 
thority of  North  Chicago  Eolling  Mill 
Co.  V.  8t.  Louis  Ore  &  8.  Co.,  152  U.  S. 
596,  14  Sup.  Ct.  710,  38  L.  ed.  565. 

61.  Hobbs  V.  Duff,  23  Cal.  596. 

Ta]  Equity  will  prevent  an  insolvent, 
cestui  que  trust  from  enforcing  through 
his  trustee,  a  judgment  against  a  party 
who  holds  a  valid  demand  against  such 
cestui  que  trust  which  the  party  has 
no  means  of  enforcing  if  the  set-off  is 
denied.  Hobbs  v.  Duff,  23  Cal.  596, 
627. 
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62.  la. — De  Laval  Separator  Co.  v. 
Sharpless,  134  Iowa  28,  111  N.  W.  438. 
N.  C— Williams  v.  Helme,  16  N.  0.  151, 
18  Am.  Dec.  580.  Pa. — Guttendag  v. 
Ijehigh  Valley  Iron  Co.,  14  Phila.  639. 
Tex.— Ellis  V.  Kerr  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
23  S.  W:  1050.  W.  Va.— Mattingly  v. 
Sutton,  19  W.  Va.  19. 

But  see  De  Laval  Separator  Co.  v. 
Sharpless,  134  Iowa  28,  111  N.  W.  438. 

[a]  Compare  Catron  v.  Cross,  3 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  584,  holding  a  simple 
debt  against  the  assignor  of  a  judgment 
cannot  be  set  off  against  a  bona  fide 
holder  without  notice. 

[b]  Where  Assignor  Is  Not  Insolv- 
ent.;— Where  the  insolvency  of  the  as- 
signor at  the  time  of  the  assignment  is 
not  shown,  a  debt  cannot  be  set  off 
against  the  judgment  assigned,  unless 
such  a  connection  is  shown  between  the 
subject  matter  of  the  set-off  and  the 
claim  reduced  to  judgment  as  would 
authorize  a  set-off  in  equity.  Markham 
V.  Todd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  364,  on 
the  authority  of  Bobbins  v.  Holly,  1 
Mon.    (Ky.)    194. 

63.  See  generally  the  title,  "Set- 
Off,  Counterclaim  and  Recoupment." 

64.  Menifee  v.  Ball,  7  Ark.  520. 

65.  Effect  of  adequacy  or  inade- 
quacy of  remedy  at  law,  see  supra,  XV, 
C,  6;  XV,  F,  2,  c. 

66.  U.  S.— Dade  v.  Irwin,  2  How. 
383,  11  L.  ed.  308.  lU.— Aholtz  v.  Gol- 
tra,  114  HI.  241,  1  N.  E.  911.  Md. 
Cook  V.  Murphy,  7  Gill  &  J.  282.  Mass. 
Wolcott  V.  Jones,  4  Allen  367.  Va. 
Hudson  i\  Kline,  9  Gratt.  379. 

67.  Ga.— Ponder  v.  Cox,  26  Ga.  485. 
Ky. — Brown's  Admr.  v.  Scott,  2  Bibb. 
035.  Va. — Hudson  v.  Kline,  9  Gratt, 
379, 
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cumstance,  such  as  insolvency,''  or  nonresidenee'^  of  the  judgment 
creditor,  which  renders  this  remedy  inadequate,  equity  will  grant  relief 
in  a  proper  case. 

Where  Offset  Is  Pleadable  at  Law.  —  As  a  general  rule,  equity  will  not 
grant  relief  against  a  judgment  where  the  offset  might  have  been 
pleaded  in  the  original  action.''"  If  the  plaintiff  pleaded  his  offset 
at  law,  and  it  was  there  denied,  equity  will  not  relieve  him  by  setting 
his  demand  off  against  the  judgment.^^  If,  hbwever,  the  party,  with- 
out any  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part,'^  was  prevented  from  inter- 


68.  See  supra,  XV,  P,  3,  a. 

69.  See  supra,' XV,  F,  3,  a. 

70.  U.  S. — Hendrickson  v.  Hinckley, 
17  How.  443,  15  L.  ed.  123.  Ala.— Mid- 
dleton  v.  Foshee,  68  So.  890;  Moore  v. 
Faggard,  51  Ala.  525;  Duckworth  v. 
Duckworth's  Admr.,  35  Ala.  70;  Pearee 
t:  Winter  Iron  "Works,  32  Ala., 68.  Ark. 
Menifee  v.  Ball,  7  Ark.  520,  limited  in 
Garvin  v.  Squires,  9  Ark.  533,  50  Am. 
Dee.  224,  to  cases  where  the  party  has 
waived  or  lost  his  right  to  go  to  the 
chancellor  for  relief.  Cummins  v.  Bent- 
ley,  5  Ark.  9.  Ga.— Hines  v.  Beers,  73 
Ga.  9.  la. — De  Laval  Separator  Co.  v. 
Sharpless,  134  Iowa  28,  111  N.  W. 
438.  Ky.  —  Moss  v.  Rowland,  1 
Duv.  321;  Lamme  v.  Saunders,  1  Mon. 
263.  Compare,  Hughes  v.  M'Coun's 
Admr.,  3  Bibb.  254;  Ward  v.  Chiles,  3 
J.  J.  Marsh.  486.  Md. — Cook  v.  Mur- 
phy, 7  Gill  &  J.  282.  Ohio. — Allen  v. 
Medill,  14  Ohio  445.  S.  C— Tollison  v. 
West,  Harp.  Eq.  93.  Va.— Linke  & 
Klepper  v.  Fleming,  25  Gratt.  (66  Va.) 
704,  707  (query) ;  Griffith  v.  Thompson,  4 
Gratt.  (43  Va.)  147.  W.  Va.— Jarrett  v. 
Goodnow,  39  W.  Va.  602,  20  S.  E.  575, 
32  L.  E.  A.  321.  See  also  Zinn  v.  Daw- 
son, 47  W.  Va.  45,  34  S.  E.  784,  81  Am. 
St.  Eep.  772;  Sayre's  Admr.  v.  Har- 
pold,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11  S.  B.  16. 

fa]  But  see  Chicago,  D.  &  V.  R.  Co. 
v.  Field,  86  111.  270,  holding  that  the 
rule  that  equity  will  not  enjoin  a  judg- 
ment when  the  defense  might  have  been 
pleaded  in  the  action  at  law  does  not 
apply  to  the  defense  of  set-ofE,  and  this 
is  a  defense  which  a  defendant  may 
waive  and  then  later  enforce  by  action. 
Compare,  Winchester  v.  Grosvenor,  48 
ni.  517,  holding  with  the  general  rule 
stated  in  the  text. 

fb]  Where  Defendant  Is  Insolvent. 
If  the  matter  of  set-off  is  available  in 
the  suit  at  law  and  also  in  equity  be- 
cause of  the  insolvency  of  him  against 
whom  the  demand  exists,  the  party  can- 


not withhold  his  set-off  at  law  because 
available  in  chancery,  and  when  the 
judgment  is  rendered,  and  then  set  it 
up  in  equity  against  the  judgment. 
Middleton  v.  Foshee  (Ala.),  68  So.  890; 
Pearee  v.  Winter  Iron  Wks.,  32  Ala. 
68.  But  see  Chicago,  D.  &  V.  R.  Co. 
V.  Field,  86  111.  270;  Wright  v.  Salis- 
bury, 46  Mo.  26. 

7i,  Hughes  V.  M'Coun's  Admr.,  3 
Bibb.  (Ky.)  254;  Simpson  v.  Hart,  1 
Johns.  Gh.  (N.  Y.)  91. 

Matters  presented  must  not  have 
been  considered  by  law  court,'  see  su- 
pra, XV,  E,  2. 

[a]  When  a  defendant  is  prevented 
by  accident,  surprise  or  other  cause 
from  proving  his  set  off,  the  practice  is 
to  withdraw  it  in  order  that  the  judg- 
ment may  not  be  a  bar  to  an  action 
for  the  amount.  A  defendant  under 
such  circumstances  who  should  suffer 
a  judgment  to  be  obtained  against  him 
without  withdrawing  his  set-off,  would 
no  more  be  entitled  to  relief  in  equity 
against  the  judgment  on  the  ground  of 
accident  or  surprise,  than  a  plaintiff 
.would  be  entitled  to  like  relief  on  a 
like  ground  who  failed  to  suffer  a  non- 
suit. Hudson  V.  Kline,  9  Gratt.  (50 
Va.)  379. 

72.    Hines  v.  Beer,  76  Ga.  9. 

[a]  Where  it  is  claimed  that  the  off- 
sets were  not  pleaded  because  of  sick- 
ness of  the  petitioner's  family,  an  in- 
junction will  be  denied  where  it  ap- 
pears the  offsets  were  neither  pleaded 
nor  filed,  and  that  counsel  of  the  peti- 
tioner was  present  at  the  trial  and  no 
continuance  was  asked.  GrifGlth  v. 
Thompson,  4  Gratt.   (45  Va.)   147. 

fb]  Reliance  upon  erroneous  advice 
of  counsel  is  not  suificient  excuse  for 
failure  to  interpose  set-offs.  Duckworth 
V.  Duckworth's  Admr.,  35  Ala.  70. 

Party  must  not  have  been  at  fault, 
see  supra,  XV,  C,  3. 
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posing  his  set-off  in  the  action  at  law,  by  reason  of  fraud,"  accident,^* 
mistake,"  surprise,"  his  ignorance  of  the  set-off,"  or  some  unavoidable 
occurrence,^*  equity  will  set  off  the  amount  of  the  claim  against  the 
judgment,  if  there  exists  some  well  defined  equitable  ground  such  as 
insolvency,  which  makes  the  remedy  at  law  inadequate.^*  So  if  the 
offset  could  not  have  been  interposed  in  the  law  suit,®"  as  where  the 
offset  is  cognizable  only  in  equity,*^  equity  will   comi)el  the  offset. 

4.  Proceedings  To  Obtain  Set-off.  —  A  suit  to  set  off  a  judgment 
of  one  court  against  the  judgment  of  another  is  equitable  in  nature,*^ 
and  usually  brought  in  a  court  of  chancery.*^ 

Pleadings.  — A  set-off  against  a  judgment  may  be  had  in  equity 
either  by  motion  or  by  bill.**  If  the  proceeding  is  by  motion  the 
right  to  set  off  does  not  exist  unless  both  demands  have  been  reduced 
to  judgment.*^    But  it  is  otherwise  where  the  proceeding  is  by  original 


73.  Allen  v.  Medill,  14  Ohio  445; 
Sayre's  Admr.  v.  Haipold,  33  W.  Va. 
553,  11  S.  E.  16. 

Fraud  preventing  presentation  of 
party's  case  or  defense,  see  supra,  XV, 
E,  6,  b,  (III). 

74.  Winchester  v.  Grosvenor,  48  HI. 
517;  Sayre's  Admr.  V.  Harpold,  33  W. 
Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16. 

Accident  as  excuse  for  failure  to 
present  defense,  see  supra,  XV,  B,  5,  e, 
(III),. 

75.  Winchester  v.  Grosvenor,  48  HI. 
517;  Allen  i;.  Medill,  14  Ohio  445. 

I  a]  Mistake  as  to  the  time  the  case 
at  law  was  to  he  tried  is  not  ground 
for  equitable  intervention.  Zinn  v. 
Dawson,  47  W.  Va.  45,  34  S.  E.  784, 
81  Am.  St.  Eep.  772. 

Mistake  as  ground  for  equitable  re- 
lief, see  generally  supra,  XV,  B,  7. 

76.  Ala.— Hill  v.  McNeill,  8  Port. 
432.  Va. — ^Mann  v.  Drewry,  5  Leigh 
(32  Va.)  296.  W.  Va.— Sayre's  Admr. 
Harpold,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16. 

77.  Terrill's  Admr.  iv.  Southall,  3 
Bibb.   (Ky.)   458. 

Ignorance  as  excuse  for  failure  to 
present  defense,  see  supra,  XV,  E,  5, 
e,  (IV). 

78.  Cummins  v.  Bentley,  5  Ark.  9; 
Sayre's  Admr.  r.  Harpold,  33  W.  Va. 
553,  11  S.  E.  16  (some  adventitious  cir- 
cumstance beyond  plaintiff's  control). 

79.  Effect  of  adequacy  or  inade- 
ijuacy  of  remedy  at  law,  see  supra,  XV, 
C,  6;  XV,  P,  2,  c. 

80.  Duckworth  r.  Duckworth's 
Admr.,  35  Ala.  70;  Hamp  v.  Jones,  9  L. 
J.  Ch.   (N.  S.)    (Eng.)   258. 

[a]  Where  a  set-off  cannot  be  set 
up  at  law,  equity  will  set  it  off  against 
a  judgment   in   favor   of   an   insolvent 
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judgment  creditor.     Wood  ».  Steele,  65 
Ala.  436. 

[b]  Where  the  claim  of  offset  ac- 
crued pending  appeal,  and  it  could  not 
be  there,  pleaded  on  account  of  the 
court's  jurisdiction,  equity  will  set  it 
oft'  against  an  insolvent  judgment  cred- 
itor. Ellis  V.  Kerr  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
23  S.  W.  1050. 

[c]  Where  the  judgment  creditor  is 
a  married/  woman,  equity  will  allow  a 
set-off  against  the  judgment  as  the 
cross  demand  is  not  available  at  law. 
Farris  &  McCurdy  v.  Houston,  78  Ala. 
250. 

81.  Chandler  v.  Lyon,  8  Ala.  35; 
French  v.  Garner,  7  Port.  (Ala.)  549; 
Gay  V.  Gay,  10  Paige  Ch.  (N.  T.)  369. 
See  Weston  v.  Turner,  22  N.  Y.  Supp. 
141,  whether  the  equitable  set-off  might 
have  been  interposed  at  law  is  not  de- 
termined, but  the  set-off  is  allowed. 

82.  Tootle-Weakley  Millinery  Co.  P. 
BilHngsley,  74  Neb.  531,  104  N.  W.  85. 
•  83.  Tootle-Weakley  Millinery  Co.  v, 
BilHngsley,  74  Neb.  531,  105  N.  W.  85. 

84.  Whitehead  v.  Jessup,  7  Colo. 
App.  460,  43  Pac.  1042. 

85.  Colo. — ^Whitehead  V.  Jessup,  7 
Colo.  App.  460,  43  Pac.  1042.  N.  Y. 
Davidson  i).  Alfaro,  16  Htn  353,  54 
How.  Pr.  481;  Gay  v.  Gay,  10  Paige 
369.  Ohio. — ^Barbour  v.  National  Exch. 
Bank,  50  Ohio  St.  90,  33  N.  E.  542. 

Character  of  judgments  to  be  set  off, 
see  supra,  XV,  F,  2,  b. 

[a]  Where  Debt  Is  Assigned  Pend- 
ing Litigation.— ^The  right  to  set  off 
one  judgment  or  decree  against  another 
by  motion  in  equity  exists  only  in  those 
eases  where  the  debts  on  both  sides 
have  been  liquidated  by  judgment  or^ 
decree  before  the  assignment  of  either 
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bill.  In  such  a  case  a  mere  indebtedness  may  be  set  off  against  a 
judgment.*' 

The  plaintiff  must  in  his  bill  allege  facts  sufficient  to  entitle  him 
to  the  relief  sought.*'  The  general  rules  as  to  certainty  in  pleading 
must  be  observed.^*  The  reasons  why  the  complainant  may  not  pro- 
ceed at  law  to  recover  the  claim  he  seeks  to  offset  against  the  judg- 
ment must  be  alleged.**  The  plaintiff  must  show  that  he  has  a  definite 
credit.'" 

Hearing  and  Determination. — The  general  rules  governing  equity  pro- 


to  a  third  party.  A  debt  having  no 
eonneetion  with  another  which  is  as- 
signed to  a  stranger  pending  litigation, 
and  before  it  is  liquidated  by  a  final 
judgment  or  decree,  cannot  be  set  ofE 
against  the  other  on  motion  in  equity. 
Gay  V.  Gay,  10  Paige  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 
369. 

86.  Whitehead  v.  Jessup,  7  Colo. 
App.  460,  43  Pae.  1042;  Davidson  v. 
Alfaro,  16  Hun  (N.  T.)  353,  54  How. 
Pr.  481;  Gay  v.  Gay,  10  Paige  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)  369.  See  also  supra,  XV,  F, 
3,  b.  . 

87.  IT.  S.— Boone  v.  Small,  3  Craneh 
C.  C.  628,  3  Fed.  Gas.  No.  1,644.  Ala. 
Hill  V.  McNeill,  8  Port.  432.  Tenn. 
Smith  V.  Ross,  3  Humph,  220. 

[a]  Showing  as  to  Claim.  —  The 
party  should  at  least  disclose  as  much, 
or  as  strong  a  claim  to  be  paid  the 
debt  sought  to  be  offset,  as  if  he  was 
suing  originally  on  such  debt,  to  say 
nothing  of  other  matters  and  equities 
it  may  be  necessary  to  show.  Walker 
V.  Ayres,  1  Iowa  449. 

fb]  That  the  judgment  to  te  oifset 
.remains  unsatisfied  and  in  full  force 
must  be  shown.  Walker  v.  Ayres,  1 
Iowa  449. 

[c]  Where  a  party  subsequent  to 
the  rendition  of  a  judgment  against 
him  purchases  a  judgment  against  the 
other  party,  equity  will  not  spt  off  the 
judgments  against  each  other  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  affirmative  showing  that 
there  is  no  other  judgment  liens  which 
can  claim  priority,  for  otherwise,  a 
junior  judgment  might  be  purchased 
and  satisfaction  had  thereof  out  of  the 
defendant's  property  to  the  exclusion 
of  judgment  creditors  having  prior 
liens.     Wellborn  v.  Bonner,   9   Ga.   82. 

[d]  Showing  as  to  Purchase  of 
Claims. — An  averment  that  plaintiff  had 
"acquired"  the  claims  he  seeks  to  off- 
set, is  not  sufBx:ient.     He  must  aver 


and  prove  that  he  had  not  merely  ac- 
quired, but  that  he  had  bought  and 
paid  for  the  claims,  precisely  when  he 
purchased  the  claims,  and  that  he  pur- 
chased them  without  notice  of  an  as- 
signment of  the  judgment.  Townsend 
V.  Quinan,  36  Tex.  548. 

[e]  Absolute  Insolvency  of  the 
judgment  creditor  must  be  shown.  An 
averment  that  the  judgment  creditor  is 
in  "failing  circumstances"  is  insuffi- 
cient. Townsend  v.  Quinan,  36  Tes. 
548. 

[f]  Where  the  insolvency  of  the  as- 
signor of  a  claim  reduced  to  judgment 
by  the  assignee  is  the  ground  for  set- 
off in  equity,  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  assignor  was  insolvent  at  the  time 
he  assigned  the  claim,  and  therefore 
that,  at  that  time,  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right  to  an  equitable  set-off  against 
him.  Markham  ».  Todd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  364. 

88.  Brown  v.  Pegram,  149  Fed.  515; 
Duckworth  v.  Duckworth's  Admr.,  35 
Ala.  70. 

[a]  An  averment  that  judgment  has 
been  recovered  against  H.  and  B.  and 
the  plaintiff  as  surety  of  H.,  "which 
said  sum  of  money  said  B.  and  W. 
have  been  compelled  to  pay,"  is  not 
a  distinct  allegation  that  plaintiff  paid 
any  money  for  H.  entitling  him  to  an 
equitable  set-off.  There  is  no  aver- 
ment that  the  plaintiff  has  actually 
paid  out  of  his  own  money  or  property 
any  part  of  said  sum,  or  any  statement 
of  the  amount  justly  due  him  which  he 
claims  to  have  set  off.  Wolcott  v. 
Jones,  4  Allen  (Mass.)  367. 

89.  Aholtz  V.  Goltra,  114  111.  241,  1 
N.  B.  911;  Wolcott  v.  Jones,  4  Allen 
(Mass.)  367. 

90.  It  is  insufficient  to  show  that 
there  have  been  dealings  between  the 
parties  on  which  possibly  a  sum  of 
money  may  be  coming  to  the  plaintiff. 
Parks  V.  Spurgin,  38  N.  C.  153. 
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eedure  apply  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  a  suit  to  compel  a 
set-off.»i 
A  temporary  injunction  will  be  granted  in  a  proper  ease.®^ 
"Where  a  portion  of  the  judgment  will  remain  due  after  offsetting 
the  demand,  equity  will  enjoin  the  judgment  only  t^  the  sum  covered 
by  the  off-set,  and  the  judgment  creditor  will  be  allowed  to  enforce  his 
judgment  for  the  remainder.^*  Where  the  off-set  exceeds  the  judgment, 
a  decree  ordering  payment  of  the  excess  is  erroneous.^* 

In  granting  relief  where  the  claim  has  not  been  reduced  to  judg- 
ment,,the  court  frequently  enjoins  the  collection  of  the  judgment  until 
the  set-off  is  liquidated  in  an  action'  at  law,  and  then  makes  the  in- 
junction perpetual  in  whole  or  part  or  dissolves  it  as  the  determination 
at  law  may  require.**    On  dissolution  of  an  injunction  on  motion,  the 


91.  See'the  titles  "Equity  Jurisdic- 
tion and  Procedure;"  "Hearing." 

[a]  A  party  applying  to  equity  to 
set  off  judgments  is  entitled  to  relief 
as  a  matter  of  right.  Hobbs  v.  Duff, 
23  Cal.  596,  629;  Simson  v.  Hart,  14 
Johns.  Ch.  (N^  Y.)  63.  Compare,  Love's 
Admr.  v.  Freer,  Wright  (Ohio)  412, 
denying  relief  where  the  plaintiff  re- 
fused offers  of  the  relief   now   asked   for. 

[b]  Undertaking. — If  the  bill  states 
a  precise  sum  as  a  set-off,  it  is  proper 
for  the  judge  to  require  an  undertak- 
ing in  that  amount  and  permit  the 
creditor  to  proceed  with  his  execution 
for  the  residue.  Faison  v.  Mellwaine, 
72  N.  C.  312. 

92.  Davidson  v.  Alfaro,  16  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  353;  NieoU  v.  NicoU,  16  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  446. 

[a]  An  undertaking  for  less  than 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  does  not 
authorize  an  injunction  restraining  the 
entire  judgment.  liaison  v,  Mellwaine, 
72  N.  C.  312. 

[b]  A£Bldavit. — ^But  the  court  can- 
not properly  grant  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion restraining  a  judgment  because  of 
the  existence  of  offsets,  in  the  absence 
of  an  affidavit  to  a  definite  sum  by 
way  of  set-off.  Faison  v.  Mellwaine, 
72  N.  C.  312. 

93.  Ala. — French  v.  Garner,  7  Port. 
549.  Ky.— Markham  v.  Todd,  2  J.  J. 
Marsh.  364;  Terrill's  Admr.  v.  Southall, 
3  Bibb  458.  La.— Palfrey  v.  Shuff,  2 
Mart.  (N.  S.)  51.  Md.— Hodges  v. 
Planters  Bank,  7  Gill  &  J.  306.  Mo. 
Sumner  v.  Whitley,  1  Mo.  708.  N.  C. 
Kerr  v.  Cowen,  17  N.  C.  356. 

[a]  The  injunction  should  be  granted 
with  a  proviso,  that  the  plaintiff  at 
law  may  proceed  by  execution  to  col- 
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lect  the  undisputed  balance  of  the 
judgment,  where  the  credit  is  less  than 
the  judgment.  Hodges  v.  Planters' 
Bank,  7  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  306. 

[b]  Form  of  Decree. — In  Sumner  v, 
Whitley,  1  Mo.  708,  it  was  held  the 
proper  decree  should  be  that  "S.  pay 
to  W.  the  difference  between  his  judg- 
ment and  W's.,  with  six  per  cent  in- 
terest, unless  such  difference  has  al- 
ready been  paid;  that  the  balance  of 
such  judgment  stand  perpetually  en- 
joined, except  the  costs,  and  that,  as 
to  the  costs  respectively,  each  have  his 
execution,  and  that  S.  recover  his  costs 
in  this  court,  and  that  S.  pay  the  costs 
accrued  in  this  chancery  proceeding  in 
the  court  below." 

[c]  In  Whitehead  v.  Jessup,  7  Colo. 
App.  460,  43  Pac.  1042,  the  judgment 
was  reversed  with  instructions  to  de- 
cree the  set-off  so  as  to  cancel  J's. 
judgment,  and  apply  its  amount  as  a 
credit  on  the  judgment  of  W.,  leaving 
the  unpaid  balance  of  the  latter  judg- 
ment to  be  collected  by  the  ordinary 
legal  methods. 

94.  The  court  should  not  take  cog- 
nizance of  the  demands  farther  than  is 
necessary  to  meet  the  judgment.  Hughes 
V.  M'Coun'a  Admr.,  3  Bibb   (Ky.)   254. 

95.  If  an  executor  sued  for  his  tes- 
tator's debt  is  prevented  from  proving 
a  set-off  by  unconscionable  conduct  of 
an  insolvent  plaintiff  and  by  his  own 
mistake,  equity  may,  in  its  discretion, 
enjoin  the  collection  of  the  judgment 
until  the  set-off  is  liquidated  in  an  ac- 
tion at  law.  Wells  v.  Cochran,  88  Neb. 
367,  129  N.  W.  533. 

[a]  But  compare,  Markham  v.  Todd, 
2  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  364,  holding  that 
where  the  matter  of  set-off  consists  of 
an  account,  the  amount  of  the  set-off 
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court  should  merely  dissolve  the  injunction  and  award  statutory  dam- 
ages, if  any.  A  decree  of  payment  of  the  judgment  at  law  is  un- 
authorized.®^ 

G.  Peoceedings  To  Obtain  Belief.  —  Ordinarily  equitable  relief 
against  a  judgment  is  had  by  bill  to  impeach  the  judgment.*^  Relief 
may  also  be  had  by  a  proceeding  to  compel  a  set-off  of  one  judgment 
or  demand  against  another  judgment.®^ 

Who  Entitled  to  Belief.  —  This  relief  is  available  to  plaintiffs  to  the 
original  action  at  law  as  well  as  to  defendants,  although  it  is  most 
frequently  granted  to  the  latter.®^  Such  relief  is  not  confined,  how- 
ever, to  the  parties  to  the  original~action ;  strangers  to  the  action  may 
apply  for  equitable  relief  from,  a  judgment  in  a  proper  case.^ 

H.  Effect  op  Injunction  on  Judgment.  —  An  injunction  against 
enforcing  a  judgment  suspends  the  execution  of  the  judgment,^  and, 
by  consequence,  the  enforcement  of  lien;^  but  it  does  not  destroy 
either.  The  execution  is  merely  restrained,  but  the  force  and  effect 
of  the  judgment  is  not  at  all  impaired.  As  soon  as  this  restraint  is 
removed  by  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction,  it  is  again  restored  to  all 
its  legal  incidents.*    Where  an  injunction  bond*   providing   for   the 


should  be  ascertained  by  a  commission- 
er or  jury.  If  the  party  waive  certain 
matters  in  the  case,  then  the  trial  court 
shall  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  set- 
off in  this  manner  and  perpetuate  the 
injunction  pro  tanto. 

lb]  If  insolvency  or  some  other 
equity  exists,  equity  will  restrain  the 
enforcement  of  the  demand  against 
which  the  set-off  is  to  be  applied  until 
the  cross-demand  can  be  liquidated. 
Central  Appalachian  Co.  v.  Buchanan, 
90  Fed.  454,  33  C.  C.  A.  598;  David- 
son V.  Alfaro,  16  Hun   (N.  Y.)   353. 

[c]  Where  a  plaintiff  brings  an 
action  in  assumpsit  to  recover  certain 
commissions  and  later  a  suit  in  equity 
to  enjoin  a  judgment  against  him  and 
enforce  a  set-off  against  it  of  the  claim 
pending  in  the  law  suit,  all  the  relief 
which  the  plaintiff  needs  and  is  entitled 
to,  is  a  stay  of  the  collection  of  the 
judgment  until  the  time  of  the  deter- 
mination of  his  demand  in  the  law  suit, 
and  then  to  have  the  injunction  made 
perpetual  in  whole  or  part,  or  dissolved, 
according  as  such  determination  might 
be.  Chicago,  D.  &  V.  E.  Co.  v.  Field, 
86  111.  270. 

Payne  v.  Loudon,  1  Bibb   (Ky.) 


96. 

518. 

97. 
seq. 


See   4   Standabd   Peoc.   478,   et 


See  supra,  XV,  F,  4. 
99.    Barr  v.  Packard  Motor  Car  Co., 
172  Mich.  299,  137  N.  W. '697. 


Parties  to  bill  for  equitable    relief, 

see  4  Standard  Pkoc.  482. 

1.  See  4  Standard  Pboc.  484. 

2.  Anderson  v.  Tydings,  8  Md.  427, 
63  Am.  Dee.  708;  Smith  v.  Everly,  4 
How.  (Miss.)  178;  Lynn  v.  Gridley, 
Walk.   (Miss.)   548,  12  Am.  Dee.  591. 

3.  Miss. — Smith  v.  Everly,  4  How. 
178;  Lynn  v.  Gridley,  Walk.  548,  12 
Am.  Deo.  591.  Md. — Anderson  v.  Ty- 
dings, 8  Md.  427,  63  Am.  Dec.  708. 
Tenn. — Miller  v.  Estill,  8  Yerg.  452. 

[a]  But  see  Grafton  &  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
Davisson,  45  W.  Va.  12,  29  8.  E.  1028, 
72  Am,  St.  Eep.  799,  holding  that 
where  an  injunction  against  a  judgment 
is  perpetuated  as  to  a  part  only,  the 
lien  of  the  part  not  affected  continues 
from  the  date  of  the  judgment. 

4.  Smith  V.  Everly,  4  How.  (Miss.) 
178;  Lynn  v.  Gridley,  Walk.  (Miss^)' 
548,  12  Am.  Dec.  591;  Overton  v.  Per- 
kins, Mart.  &  Yerg.   (Tenn.)   367. 

[a]  When  the  operative  energy  of 
an  execution  has  been  suspended  by  an 
injunction,  a  sale  under  a  junior  execu-, 
tion  does  not  affect  the  lien  acquired 
by  such  elder  execution,  but  the  prop- 
erty in  the  hands  of  any  person  re- 
mains liable  to  a  levy  when  the  in- 
junction is  removed.  Lynn  v.  Gridley, 
Walk.    (Miss.)    548,   12   Am.   Dec.   591. 

5.  Bartlett  &  Waring  v.  Doe  ex  dem. 
Gayle  &  Phillips,  6  Ala.  305,  41  Am. 
Dec.  52;  Mansony  v.  United  States 
Bank,  4  Ala.  735.     Contra,  Overton  v. 
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satisfaction  of  the  judgment  lien  is  given  the  lien  has  been  held  to  be 
destroyed.  An  injunction  against  enforcing  a  judgment  does  not  have 
the  effect  of  prolonging  the  lien  beyond  the  statutory  period  as  against 
Purchasers  from  the  judgment  debtor,"  in  the  absence  of  statutes  pro- 
idding  otherwise.''  But  the  jierson  who  causes  an  injunction  to  issue 
may  Be  estopped  from  asserting  that  the  lien  is  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations.'. 

XVI.  REVIEW.^  —  A.  Generai.  Statement.  —  There  are  several 
methods  by  which  a  judgment  may  be  reviewed  both  by  the  court 
rendering  the  same  or  one  of  similar  jurisdiction,  or  by  an  appellate 
court.^"  Thus,  a  judgment  may  be  reviewed  by  the  court  in  which  it 
was  rendered  for  the  purpose  of  making  some  amendment  thereto,^^ 
or  opening,  vacating  and  setting  it  aside.^^  It  may  also  be  reviewed 
in  an  equitable  action  to  obtain  relief  therefrom,^^  or  by  the  remedy 
of  audita  querela.^*  An  action  to  review  a  judgment  is  provided  for 
in  some  jurisdictions.^^  An  appeal,"  a  writ  of  error, ^^  writ  of  error 
coram  nobis,^'  writ  of  certiorari,^"  are  also  proper  methods  for  review- 
ing the  judgment. 

B,    Action  To  Review.  —  1.     In    General.  —  Statutes    sometimes 


Perkins,  Mart.  &  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  367, 
distnguished  in  Miller  v.  Estill,  8  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)    542. 

[a]  The  principle  on  which  the  in- 
junction is  held  to  discharge  the  lien 
of  the  judgment  or  execution  is  that 
the  bond  furnishes  the  plaintiff  with 
another  security  for  his  debt  upon 
which  he  may  have  an  execution  after 
the  injunction  is  dissolved.  Bartlett 
&  Waring  v.  Doe  esc  dem.  Gayle  &  Phil- 
lips, 6  Ala.  305,  41  Am.  Dec.  52;  Man- 
sony  V.  United  States  Bank,  4  Ala. 
735. 

[b]  Where  the  condition  of  the  bond 
is  merely  to  pay  all  damages  sustained 
by  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  the  in- 
junction and  not  to  pay  and  satisfy 
the  judgment,  the  lien  of  the  judgment 
is  not  discharged.  Bartlett  &  Waring 
V.  Doe  ex  dem.  Gayle  &  Phillips,  6  Ala. 
305,  41  Am.  Dec.  52. 

6.  Work  V.  Harper,  31  Miss.  107,  66 
Am.  Dec.  549;  Tucker  v.  Shade,  25  Ohio 
St.  355. 

[a]  If,  because  of  an  injunction, 
no  levy  or  sale  is  made  within  twelve 
months,  a  purchaser  from  the  debtor 
takes  title  superior  to  the  lien  regard- 
less of  the  condition  of  the  creditor 
personally.  Miller  v.  Estill,  8  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)   452. 

7.  Applegate  v.  Edwards,  45  Ind. 
329. 

8.  A   mortgagee    of    property    con- 

Vol.  XV 


veyed  by  the  judgment  debtor  will  not 
be  entitled  to  hold  it  discharged  of  the 
lien  of  the  judgment  which  was  prior 
and  superior  to  the  lien  of  the  mort- 
gage, when  the  lien  of  the  judgment 
has  become  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  in  a  case  where  the  judg- 
ment creditor  has  been  restrained  at 
the  instance  of  the  mortgagee  from  en- 
forcing his  judgment  within  the  period 
prescribed  by  the  statute.  Work  v. 
Harper,  31  Miss.  107,  66  Am.  Dec.  549. 

9.  Review  of  ladgments  of  justice's 
courts,  see  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace." 

Review  of  judgments  in  particular 
actions  or  proceedings,  see  the'  specific 
titles  throughout  this  work. 

10.  CoUateral  attack  on  judgment, 
see  infra,  XVII,  A. 

11.  See  supra,  XIII. 

12.  See  supra,  XIV. 

13.  See  supra,  XV,  and  the  title 
"Bills  to  Impeach  Judgments  and  De- 
crees." 

14.  See  the  title  "Audita  Querela," 
and  supra,  XIV,  E,  2. 

15.  See  infra,  XVI,  B. 

16.  See  generally  the  title  "Ap- 
peals." 

17.  See  generally  the  title  "Writ  of 
Error." 

18.  See  infra,  XVI,  0. 

19.  See  generally  the  title  "Cer- 
tiorari." 
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,  provide  for  an  action  to  review  a  judgment.*"  Such  an  action  is  an 
outgrowth  of  the  old  chancery  bill  of  review,^^  and  is  of  an  equitable, 
rather  than  a  legal,  nature.^^  It  is  not,  generally  speaking,  an  inde- 
pendent proceeding  ;^^  but  it  is  incident  to  the  original  action.^*  In 
the  sense  that  in  the  proceeding  for  review  no  new  steps  may  be 
taken  in  the  original  action,  such  proceeding  is  an  independent  one, 
however.^^  It  is  a  direct,  rather  than  a  collateral  attack  upon  the 
judgment.^®  WJien  based  upon  some  error  of  law,  it  partakes  of  the 
nature  of  an  appeal,^^  or  a  writ  of  error.^^ 

The  purpose  of  the  action  to  review,  broadly  stated,  is  to  afford  the 
trial  court  an  opportunity  to  review  its  judgment  and  proceedings 
leading  thereto,  and  to  correct  its  own  errors.^^    From  the  litigant's 


20.  See  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914, 
§645;  Ex  parte  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34 
N.   B.   989;   Rosa  v.   Prather,   103   Ind. 

,191,  2  N.  E.  575;  Jones  v.  City  of 
Tipton,  13  Ind.  App.  392,  41  N.  E.  831; 
and -generally  the  statutes. 

21.  Jones  v.  City  of  Tipton,  13  Ind. 
App.  392,  41  N.  E.  831. 

As  to  Ijill  of  review,  see  the  title 
"Bills  of  Beview." 

22.  Bx  parte  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34 
K.  E.  989. 

23.  Ex  parte  Kiley,  135.  Ind.  225,  34 
N.  E.  989;  Harman  v.  Moore,  112  Ind. 
221,  13  N.  E.  718. 

[a]  "Bills  of  review  are  so  far  in 
the  nature  of  petitions  for  a  rehearing, 
that  they  cannot  be  independent  of  the 
original  action-  in  the  sense  of  giving 
new  character  to  the  subject-matter  in 
litigation,  and  of  invoking  a  jurisdic- 
tion forbidde^.  to  the  original  action. 
If  the  independence  of  thoNbill  .  .  . 
could  be  maintained,  we  would  have 
the  anomalous  practice  bf  permitting 
the  shifting  of  jurisdiction  by  seeking 
a  revision  of  the  judgment,  and  in 
permitting  an  appeal  to  one  court  for 
the  review  of  errors,  which  otherwise 
would  be  the  subject  of  review  in  an- 
other court  of  appeals,  or  would  not 
be  the  subject  of  appeal  at  all."  Ex 
parte  John  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34  N. 
E.  989. 

24.  Ex  parte  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225, 
231,  34  N.  E.  989;  Harman  v.  Moore, 
112  Ind.  221,  13  N.  E.  718;  Jones  v. 
City  of  Tipton,  13  Ind.  App.  892,  41 
N.  E.  831. 

25.  Ex  parte  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34 
N.  E.  989. 

26.  Harman  v.  Moore,  112  Ind.  221, 
13  N.  E.  718;  Deputy  v.  DoHarhide,  42 
Ind.  App.  554,  86  N.  E.  344. 

[a]     Where  the  ground  set  forth  in 


the  complaint  can  only  be  shown  by 
matter  dehors  the  record,  the  proceed- 
ing resolves  itself  into  a  collateral  at- 
tack which  cannot  proceed  as  an  action 
to  review.  Harman  v.  Moore,  112  Ind. 
221,  13  N.  E.  718. 

Collateral  attack  on  judgment,  see 
infra,  XVII,  A. 

27.  Murphy  v.  Branaman,  156  Ind, 
77,  59  N.  E.  274;  Evansville  &  E.  E. 
Co,  V.  Maddox,  134  Ind.  571,  33  N.  E. 
345,  34  N.  E.  511;  Baker  v.  Ludlam, 
118  Hd.  87,  20  N.  E.  648;  Tachau  v. 
Fiedeldey,  81  Ind.  54;  Searle  v.  Whip- 
perman,  79  Ind.  424;.  Hardy  v.  Chip- 
man,  54  Ind.  591;  Myer  v.  .Minch,  45 
Ind.  App.  495,  91  N.  E.  32;  Williams 
V.  Manley,  33  Ind.  App.  270,  69  N.  E. 
469;  Bartmess  v.  HoUiday,  27  Ind.  544, 
61  N.  E.  750;  State  Building,  etc.  Assn. 
V.  Brackin,  27  Ind.  App.  677,  62  N.  B. 
91. 

[a]  As  a  proceeding  to  review  a 
judgment  has  for  its  object  the  cor- 
rection ,of  some  error  upon  the  face 
of  the  proceedings,  by  invoking  the 
action  of  the  court  committing  the  er- 
ror, it  is  a  substitute  for  the  remedy 
by  appeal,  and  is  of  the  same  nature. 
State  V.  King,  30  Ind.  App.  389,  66  N. 
E.  85. 

[b]  "Each  is  a  proceeding  to  re- 
view a  judgment,  and  any  question 
that  arises  upon  an  appeal  may  be 
reached  by  a  bill  to  review,  and  any 
question  that  does  not  arise  upon  an 
appeal  cannot  be  reached  by  proceed- 
ings to  review.  In  this  respect  they 
are  precisely  alike."  Searle  v.  Whip- 
perman,  79  Ind.  424. 

Error  of  law  as  ground  for  action 
to  review  judgment,  see  infra,  XVI, 
B,  4,  b. 

28.  Coen  v.  Funk,  26  Ind.  289. 

29.  Ex  parte  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34 
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point  of  view,  its  object  is  to  set  aside  the  original  judgment  and 
procure  a  new  trial.^"  An  action  to  review  a  judgment  will  not  have 
the  effect  of  staying  execution  thereon  unless  a  bond  is  filed  as  re- 
quired by  statute.^^ 

2.  Concurrent  Remedies.  —  A  party  may  not  prosecute  both  an 
appeal  and  an  action  to  review  based  upon  the  same  judgment,  but 
must  elect  as  to  which  remedjr  he  will  adopt  ;^^  the  pursuit  of  one 
operates  as  a  waiver  of  the  other,^'  except  where  the  appeal  was  for 
error  of  law  and  a  subsequent  complaint  to  review  is  predicated  on 
new  matter.^*  Occasion  may  arise  where  an  injunction  would  afford 
the  desired  relief,^^  but  in  jurisdictions  where  the  action  to  review  is 
available,  extending  as  it  does  to  judgments  at  law  as  well  as  decrees 
in  equity,^"  the  latter  remedy  is  generally  considered  exclusive.^''  But 
a  party  is  not  bound  to  resort  to  the  remedy  afforded  by  a  legal  action 
to  review  a  judgment  where  this  remedy  is  not  as  practicable  and 
efficient  to  the  ends  of  justice  and  its  prompt  administration  both  in 
respect  to  the  ultimate  relief  and  the  mode  of  obtaining  it,  as  the 
equitable  remedy  by  injunction.^^ 

3.  Judgments  Which  May  Be  Reviewed. ^«  —  Under  the  common 
law,  where  the  jurisdictions  of  law  and  equity  courts  are  separate,  bills 
of  review  were  maintainable  only  for  relief  against  decrees  in  equity.*" 
The  action  to  review,  however,  is  generally  extended  so  as  to  afford 


N.   E.    989;    Clark   v.   fiiUis,   134   Ind. 
421,  34  N.  E.  13. 

[a]  The  purpose  of  an  action  to  re- 
view is  to  test  the  validity  of  the 
proceedings  under  review.  Meharry  v. 
Meharry,  59  Ind.  257. 

30.  Hoppes  V.  Hoppes,  123  Ind.  397, 
24  N.  E.  139;  Hornady  v.  Shields,  119 
Ind.  201,  21  N.  E.  554. 

[a]  "When  the  review  is  based  on 
the  ground  of  new  matter  discovered 
after  the  rendition  of  the  original  judg- 
ment, it  does  not  differ  materially  from, 
and  its  effect  is  the  same  as  the  set- 
ting aside  of  a  judgment  on  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial."  Hoppes  v.  Hoppes, 
123  Ind.  397,  24  N.  E.  139. 

31.  State  V.  King,  30  Ind.  App.  389, 
66  N.  E.  85,  under  a  statute  providing 
that  when  proceedings  are  stayed  pend- 
ing the  hearing  in  the  action  to  re- 
view; the  court  shall  direct  a  bond  to 
be  given,  as  in  cases  of  appeal. 

32.  Buscher  v.  Knapp,  107  Ind.  340, 
8  N.  E.  263;  McCurdy  v.  Love,  97  Ind. 
62;  Traders  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carpenter,  85 
Ind.  350;  Klebar  v.  Corydon,  80  Ind. 
95;  Dunkle  v.  Elston,  71  Ind.  3^5;  In- 
diana Mut.,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Eoutledge, 
7  Ind.  25. 

33.  McCurdy  v.  Love,  97  Ind.  62; 
Traders  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carpenter,  85  Ind. 
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350;  Klebar. ».  Corydon,  80  Ind.  95; 
Dunkle  V.  Elston,  71  Ind.  585;  Davis 
V.  Binford,  70  Ind.  44. 

34.  A  complaint  for  new  matter, 
may,  if  filed  within  the  statutory  time, 
therefore  be  filed  after  an  affirmance 
in  the  apjjellate  court  where  the  ap- 
peal was  on  questions  of  law.  Hill  v. 
Eoach,  72  Ind.  57. 

New  matter  as  ground  for  action  of 
review,  see  infra,  XVI,  B,'4,  c. 

35.  As  to  ecLuitable  relief  from  judg- 
ment, see  supra,  XV. 

36.  See  infra,  XVI,  B,  3. 

37.  Boss  V.  Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  135, 
34  N.  E.  865,  39  N.  E.  732. 

38.  Michener  v.  Springfield  Engine, 
etc.  Co.,  142  Ind.  130,  40  N.  E.  679, 
31  L.  E.  A.  59. 

39.  Nature  of  decisions  reyiewable 
by  bill  of  review,  see  4  Standard  Proc. 
432,  et  seq. 

Classification  of  judgments,  see  14 
Standard  Pi^c.  764,  et  seq. 

40.  Eoss  V.  Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  136, 
24  N.  E.  865,  39  N.  E.  732.  See  also, 
Ex  parte  John  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34 
N.  E.  989,  wherein  the  court  said: 
"The  bill  of  review  was  instituted  as 
a  remedy  by  which  the  trial  court 
might  correct  its  own  errors  after  the 
completion  of  its  rolls.     One  of  its  es- 
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relief  from  judgments  at  law  as  well  as  decrees  in  equity,*^  with  the 
limitation  that  the  judgment  attacked  he  in  a  civil  and  not  a  criminal  ■ 
case.*^  Decrees  of  divorce  are  not  reviewable  by  action,  however,  by 
express  provision  of  statute  in  some  states.*^  Nor  are  judgments  in 
matters  growing  out  of  the  settlement  of  decedents'  estates,**  or  judg- 
ments obtained  in  ex  parte  proceedings,*'  or  entered  by  agreement,*" 
or  orders  which  are  only  interlocutory,*^  reviewable  by  action.  Default 
judgments  are  reviewable  hy  action  or  not  depending  upon  the  ground 
presented  therefor.*^ 

4.  When  Maintainable.*^  —  a.  In  General. ^Where  the  facts  en- 
title a  party  to  the  relief  awarded,  an  action  of  review  will  not  lie,'" 
even  though  the  prayer  for  relief  in  the  complaint  filed  in  the  orig- 
inal action  is  not  broad  enough  to  cover  the  relief  granted.'^  That 
the  note  upon  which  a  judgment  is  founded  was  usurious  is  not  a 
sufficient  ground  for  an  action  to  review  the  same.'^  That  an  attorney 
entered  the  appearance  of  a  party  to  a  cause  of  action  without  author- 
ity is  no  ground  for  an  action  to  review  a  judgment  against  him.^^ 

b.  Errors  of  Laiv  Apparent.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  Any  error  of  law 
appearing  in  the  proceedings  and  judgment  is  ground  for  action  to 
review  the  same.'*  The  error  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record,'' 
and  must  be  one  which  might  have  been  urged  on  an  appeal  from  the 


sential  features  was  that  the  remedy 
should  be  applied  in  the  same  court 
which  -Committed  the  error.  In  no  in- 
stance has  one  court  employed  the 
remedy  to  review  the  action  of  a  court 
of  an  entirely  different  character,  and 
possessing  jurisdiction  of  an  essen- 
tially different  type." 

See  generally  the  title  "BOls  of  Ee- 
view." 

41.  Ross  V.  Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  136, 
24  N.  E.  865,  39  N.  E.  732. 

[a]  Judgment  of  partition  may  be 
reviewed.  See  Lucas  v.  Peters,  45  Ind. 
313. 

[b]  Where  a  personal  judgment 
against  ?,  married  woman,  when  the 
coverture  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
complaint  in  the  cause,  is  erroneous, 
the  proper  remedy  is  by  action  for  re- 
view. Hinsey  v.  Feeley,  62  Ind.  85; 
Emmett  v.  Yandes,  60  Ind.  548. 

To  review  judgment  in  inquisition 
of  lunacy,  see  13  Standard  Prog.  486, 
et  seq. 

42.  Prazier  v.  State,  106  Ind.  562,  7 
N.  E.  378. 

43.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §645; 
Nicholson  v.  Nicholson,  113  Ind.  131, 
15  N.  E.  223;  Earle  v.  Earle,  91  Ind. 
27;  Willman  v.  Willman,  57  Ind.  500. 

44.  McCurdy  v.  Love,  97  Ind.  62. 

45.  Williams   v.   Williams,    18    Ind. 


345;  Davidson  v.  Lindsay,  16  Ind.  186. 

46.  Collins  v.  Eose,  59  Ind.  33. 

47.  Cravens  v.  Chambers,  69  tad.  84; 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Indianapolis  v. 
Hanna,  12  Ind.  App.  240,  39  N.  E. 
1054. 

48.  See  imfra,  XVI,  B,  4,  b^  (H). 

49.  When  bills  of  review  maintain- 
able, see  4  Standard  Pkoc.  435,  et  seq. 

50.  Freeman  v.  Paul,  105  Ind.  451, 
5  N.  B.  754. 

51.  Freeman  v.  Paul,  105  Ind.  451, 
5  N.  E.  754. 

52.  Mitchell  v.  Boyer,  58  Ihd.  19. 

53.  Ployd  County  Agri.  &  Mech. 
Assoc,  v.  Tompkins,  23  Ind.  348. 

54.  Burns' Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §646; 
Ferguson  v.  Hull,  136  Ind.  339,  36  N. 
B.  254;  Berkshire  v.  Young,  45  Ind. 
461;  Floyd  Co.  Agri.  &  Mech.  Assoc. 
V.  Tompkins,  23  Ind.  348;  Deputy  v. 
Dollarhide,  42  Ind.  App.  554,  561,  86 
N.  E.  344. 

55.  Weathers  v.  Doerr,  53  Ind.  104; 
Richardson  v.  Howk,  45  Ind.  451. 

[a]  This  is  essential  because  an 
action  to  revie^v,  based  upon  error  of 
law,  "is  tried  upon  the  record  alone. 
See  infra,  XVI,  B,  10,  a. 

[b]  Necessity  for  exception  or  ap- 
plication to  court  for  correction,  sea 
infra,  XVI,  B,  4,  b,  (III). 
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JTidgment  which  it  is  sought  to  have  reviewed."  An  error  which  would, 
on  such  an  appeal,  be  regarded  as  having  been  waived,  will  be  viewed 
in  a  like  manner  on  proceedings  to  revi^w.*^  Only  errors  committed 
prior  to,  and  in  connection  with  the  judgment,  are  grounds  for  review.^^ 
A  mere  error  in  the  form  of  the  judgment  is  not  ground  for  an  action 
to  review  the  same,  where  the  complaint  in  the  original  action  states 
facts  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  some  relief .^^ 

(II.)  Default  Judgments.  —  Judgments  by  default  can  be  reviewed 
where  the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment  has  no  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject-matter,""  or  when  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action."^  An  error  in  rendering  a  judg- 
ment by  default  prematurely  will  also  sustain  an  action  for  review,"^ 
as  vnll  an  error  in  rendering  judgment  by  default  on  an  instrument 
calling  for  usurious  interest."*  But  where  all  the  proceedings  prior 
to  a  judgment  by  default  are  regular,  and  the  complaint  states  faots 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  as  against  a  demurrer,  it  is 
not  reviewable  by  action."*  Nor  are  errors  in  the  form  of  the  judg- 
ment,"^ or  insufficiency  of  the  title  of  the  cause  contained 'in  the  com- 
plaint in  the  original  action,""  grounds  for  an  action  to  review  a  de- 
fault judgment. 


56.  Evansville  and  Eichmond  E.  Co. 
V. -Maddux,  134  Ind.  571,  33  N.  E.SiS, 
34  N.  E.  511;  Gates  v.  Scott,  123  Ind. 
459,  24  N.  B.  257,;  Baker  v.  Ludlam, 
118  Ind.  187,  20  N.  E.  648;  Shoaf  «. 
Joray,  86  Ind.  70;  Taehau  v.  Fiedeldey, 
81  Ind.  54;  Eice  v.  Turner,  72  Ind.  559; 
Eiehardson  v.  IJowk,  45  Ind.  451;  Myer 
V.  Mineh,  45  Ind.  App.  495,  91  N.  B. 
32;  Williams  v.  Mauley,  33  Ind.  App. 
270;  State  ex  rel.  HoUiday  v.  King,  30 
Ind.  App.  389,  66  N.  E.  85;  Bartmess 
V.  Holliday,  27  Ind.  App.  544,  61  N.  E. 
750;  State  Building,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Biack- 
in,  27  Ind.  App.  677,  62  N.  E.  91; 
Kiley  v.  Murphy,  7  Ind.  App.  239,  34 
N.  E.  112,  650. 

57.  Taehau  v.  Fiedeldey,  81  Ind. 
54.  See  also  Eiehardson  v.  Howk,  45 
Ind.  451. 

58.  Ferguson  v.  Hull,  136  Ind.  339, 
36  N.  E.  254. 

[a]  If  there  were  anything  irregular 
as  to  the  issuing  of  the  execution,  or 
in  the  levy  thereunder,  was  void  or 
voidable,  such  matters  are  not  cause 
for,  and  cannot  be  considered  in,  an 
action  to  review  the  judgment.  The 
court  may  review  any  of  its  proceed- 
ings that  enter  into,  or  are  connected 
with,  and  form  part  of,  the  judgment 
rendered  by  it,  but  not  the  acts  of 
an  ofiicer,  after  judgment,  in  trying  to 
enforce  the  collection  of  the  same. 
Ferguson  v.  Hull,  186  Ind.  339,  36  N. 
note  65. 
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59.  Slussman  v.  Kensler,  88  Ind.  190. 
See  also  infra,  XVI,  B,  4,  b,  (II), 
note  65. 

60.  Shoaf  V.  Joray,  86  Ind.  70. 

[a]  Where  the  record  in  a  default 
case  shows  an  insufScient  proof  of  pub- 
lication of  a  nonresident  notice,  the 
fact  that  the  trial  court  assumed  juris- 
diction does  not  prevent  it,  in  an  ac- 
tion to  review  such  judgment,  from 
setting  such  judgment  aside,  ,the  pre- 
sumption of  jurisdiction  being  unavail- 
ing where  the  proof  shows  there  was 
none.  Deputy  v.  DoUarhide,  42  Ind. 
App.  554,  86  N.  E.  344. 

61.  Shoaf  V.  Joray,  86  Ind.  70;  Seare 
V.  Whippermau,  79  Ind.  424;  Berkshire 
V.  Young,  45  Ind.  461. 

[a]  Where  judgment  by  default  is 
rendered,  on  an  insufficient  complaint, 
it  may  be  reviewed  by  action,  although 
no  exception  appears  in  the  record. 
Berkshire  v.  Young,  45  Ind.  461. 

62.  Mitchell  v.  McCorkle,  69  Ind. 
184.' 

Judgment  by  default  wltliout  service 
of  process  is  ground  for  review.  Mc- 
Arthur  v.  LefSer,  110  Ind.  526,  10  N. 
E.  81. 

63.  Davidson  «.  King,  49  Ind.  338. 

64.  Hardy  v.  Miller,  89  Ind.  440; 
Shoaf  V.  Joray,  86  Ind.  70. 

65.  Shoaf  V.  Joray,  86  Ind.  70.  See 
also  supra,  XVI,  B,  4,  b,  (I),  note  59. 

66.  Shoaf  V.  Joray,  86  Ind.  70. 
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(111.)  Necessity  for  Exception  or  Objection,  Motion  for  New  Trial,  etc. 
Where  no  objection  is, made  or  exception  reserved  to  rulings  made 
during  the  progress  of  a  trial,  or  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  an 
action  to  review  the  judgment  cannot  be  maintained  upon  the  ground 
that  there  was  error  in  such  rulings,*'  unless  the  errors  objected  to 
are  of  a  character  which  are  never  waived."^  And  before  errors  can 
be  assigned  in  a  complaint  to  review  a  judgment,  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  must  have  been  made  and  denied."^  In  the  case  of  a  default 
judgment,  a  motion  to  correct  or  set  aside  the  default  must  first  have 
been  made,'"  unless  the  ground  for  review  be  that  the  complaint  in  the 
oji-iginal  cause  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.'^ 

c.    New  Matter,  —  Material  new  matter,"  discovered  since  the  ren- 


67.  Egoff  V.  Board,  170  Ind.  238,  84 
N.  E.  151;  'Murphy  v.  Branaman,  156 
Ind.  77,  59  N.  E.  274;  Findling  v.  Lewis, 
148  Ind.  429,  47  N.  E.  831;  American 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Gibson,  104  Ind.  336,  3 
N.  E.  892;  Slussman  v.  Kensler,  88  Ind. 
190;  Goar  v.  Cravens,  57  Ind.  365; 
Kitch  V.  State,  53  Ind.  59;  Eiehardson 
V.  Howk,  45  Ind.  451;  Davis  v.  Perry, 
41  Ind.  305;  Train  v.  Gridley,  36  Ind. 
241;  Darlington  v.  Warner,  14  Ind.  449; 
Myer  v.  Minch,  45  Ind.  App.  495,  91 
N.  E.  32. 

[a]  The  error  is  considered  waived 
unless  excepted  to.  EgofE  v.  Board 
Cliildren's  Guardians,  170  Ind.  238,  84 
N.  E.  151;  Richardson  v.  Howk,  45  Ind. 
451. 

[b]  Errors  committed  in  the  absence 
of  a  party  who  had  appeared  in  the 
action  and  who  was  thus  constructively 
notified  of  all  subsequent  proceedings, 
were  held  to  be  within  the  operation  of 
this  requirement  in  Richardson  v. 
Howk,  45  Ind.  451. 

[c]  Necessity  for  Bill  of  Exceptions. 
Error  claimed  in  denying  a  motion  can 
only  be  presented  in  review  when  a 
proper  bill  of  exceptions  has  been  pre- 
pared, signed  and  filed.  Gates  v.  Scott, 
123  Ind.  459,  24  N.  E.  257. 

Necessity  for  complaint  showing  ex- 
ception, see  infra,  XVI,  B,  8,  b,  (I). 

68.  McCormack  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
of  Greensburgh,  53  Ind.  466;  Berkshire 
V.  Young,  45  Ind.  461;  Davis  v.  Perry, 
41  Ind.  305. 

[a]  The  rule  that  failure  to  except 
to  rulings  of  the  court  waives  the 
error,  if  any,  "cannot  be  true  as  to 
the  questions  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  ac- 
tion, or  that  the  complaint  does    not 


state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action.  These  questions  are 
not  waived  by  failing  to  make  the 
objection,  or  to  except."  Davis  v. 
Perry,  41  Ind.  305.  See  also  McCor- 
mack V.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Greens- 
burgh, 53  Ind.  466. 

69.  Graves  v.  State,  136  Ind,  406,  38 
N.  E.  275.  See  American  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Gibson,  104  Ind.  3'36,  3  N.  E.  892. 

[a]  This  is  on  the  principle  that  "a 
proceeding  to  review  a  judgment  is  in 
the  nature  of  an  appeal.  ...  A  party 
is  required  to  file  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  before  he  can  present  a  question  , 
on  appeal  to  the  supreme  court,  and 
the  same  rule  applies  in  like  manner 
before  error  can  be  assigned  in  a  com- 
plaint to  review  a  judgment.  General- 
ly speaking,  the  trial  of  a  cause  is  not 
ended  until  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
is  disposed  of  or  waived."  Graves  v. 
The  State,  136  Ind.  406,  36  N.  B.  275. 

70.  Searle  v.  Whipperman,  79  Ind. 
424  .  And  see  Tachau  v.  Fiedeldey,  81 
Ind.  54;  also  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gib- 
son, 104  Ind.  336,  342,  3  N.  E.  892. 

71.  Sarle  v.  Whipperman,  79  Ind. 
424. 

72.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §646; 
Jones  V.  City  of  Tipton,  142  Ind.  643, 
42  N.  E.  221;  Hornady  v.  Shields,  119 
Ind.  201,  21  N.  E.  554;  Tate  v.  Fletch- 
er, 77  Ind.  102;  Francis  v.  Davis,  69 
Ind.  452;  Deputy  v.  Dollarhide,  42  Ind. 
App.  554,  561,  86  N.  E.  344;  Springfield 
Engine  &  Thresher  Co.  v.  Michener,  23 
Ind.  App.  130. 

[a]  '  As  where  an  attorney  innocent- 
ly advises  his  client  as  to  a  matter  in 
which  he  was,  at  that  time  adversely 
interested,  which  fact  was  not  discov- 
ered until  after  jud'gment,  this  is  new 
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dition  of  the  judgment  complained  of,"  and  which  could  not,  with 
reasonable  diligence,  have  been  discovered,'*  or  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  court  at  an  earlier  date,'^  is  a  ground  for  review,  provided  it 
be  siich  matter  as  would  entitle  the  party  to  a  different  judgment/^ 

New  matter  as  a  ground  for  the  action  to  review  a  judgment  is 
different  from  and  should  not  be  confused  with  newly  discovered  evi-  _ 
dence,  which  is  not  a  ground  for  such  an  action,  but  only  for  a  new 
trial."    Nor  does  the  term  "new  matter"  include  new  matter  of  law, 
such  as  a  curative  statute." 

d.  Fraud.  —  Fraud  in  obtaining  a  judgment  ia  not  a  ground  for 
an  action  to  review.''  But  fraud  which  goes  to  make  up  the  original 
cause  of  action  or  defense  may,  under  some  circumstances,  be  avail- 
able on  such  a  proceeding  as  new  matter.'" 


matter  justifying  the  action.    Dippel  v. 
Schicketanz,  100  Ind.  376. 

As  to  fraud  considered  as  new  mat- 
ter, see  infra,  XVI,  B,  4,  d. 

73.  Burns' Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §646; 
Jones  V.  City  of  Tipton,  142  Ind.  643, 
42  N.  E.  221;  Hornady  v.  ShieldSj  119 
Ind.  201,  21  N.  E.  554. 

74.  Jones  v.  City  of  Tipton,  142  Ind. 
643,  42  N.  E.  221;  DaVidson  v.  King, 
51  Ind.  224. 

75.  Majors  v.  Craig,  144  Ind.  39,  43 
2Sr,  E.  3.  ' 

76.  Jones  v.  City  of  Tipton,  142  Ind. 
643,  42  N.  E.  221;  Francis-  v.  Davis, 
69  Ind.  452;  Simplcins  v.  Wilson,  11 
Ind.  541. 

[a]  In  Jones  v.  City  of  Tipton,  142 
Ind.  643,  42  N.  E.  221,  it  is  said,  "It 
is  very  clear  that  new  matter,  discov- 
ered since  the  rendition  of  the  first 
judgment,  in  order  to  entitle  the  losing' 
party  to  a  review  of  that  judgment, 
must  be  such  matter,  as,  if  alleged  in 
the  original  pleadings,  and  supported 
by  the  evidence,  would  halve  entitled 
such  party  to  a  different  judgment." 

77.  Hines  v.  Driver,  100  Ind.  315; 
Francis  v.  Davis,  69  Ind.  452;  Barnes 
V.  Dewey,  58  Ind.  418;  Eoush  v.  Lay- 
ton,  51  Ind.  106;  Webster  v.  Maiden, 
41  Ind.  124;  Fleming ,«.  StViut,  19  Ind. 
328;  Hall  v.  Palmer,  18  Ind.  5;  Nelson 
V.  Johnson,  18  Ind.  329. 

[a]-  "New  matter  is  a  different 
thing  from  new  evidence.  Matter,  as 
the  word  is  used  in  law,  means  a  fact 
or  facts  constituting  the  whole  or  a 
part  of  a  ground  of  action  or  defense." 
Nelson  v.  Johnson,  18  Ind.  329. 

Newly  discovereid  evidence  as  ground 
for  new  trial,  see  generally  the  title 
"New  Trial." 
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78.  WoTlejv.  Town  of  EUettsville, 
60  Ind.  7,  wherein  the  court  said:  "We 
are  of  opinion,  that  the  'new  matter' 
contemplated  by  .  .  .  the  code  of 
procedure,  .  .  .,  means  new  matter  of 
fact  material  to  the  ease  in  which  the 
judgment  sought  to  be  reviewed  was 
rendered,  and  which  existed  before  the 
judgment  was  rendered,  and  does  not  in- 
clude new  matter  of  law  subsequently 
enacted." 

79.  Ferguson  v.  Hull,  136  Ind.  339, 
36  N.  E.  254;  Nealis  v.  Dicks,  72  Ind. 
374,  disapproving  dictum  to  the  con- 
trary in  Quick  v.  Goodwin,  19  Ind.  438; 
Mitchell  v.  Boyer,  58  Ind.  19. 

As  ground  for  epLultable  relief,   see 

supra,-XV,  E,  6,  b,   (II). 

80.  Ferguson  v.  Hull,  136  Ind.  339, 
344,  36  N.  E..254. 

[a]  "It  is  s^id,  in  the  syllabus  to 
one  case,  that  a  judgment  may  be  re- 
viewed on  the  ground  that  it  was  ob- 
tained by  fraud,  but  the  case  does  not 
so  decide,  and  clearly  such  is  not  the 
law.  The  new  matter  contemplated  by 
the  statute  must  mean  some  fact  or 
facts  going  to  make  up  the  original 
cause  of  action  or  defense,  and  not 
some  act  of  fraud  by  which  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained.  If  the  fraud  goes 
to  constitute  the  cause  of  action,  it  is 
a  fact  that  may  amount  to  new  mat- 
ter within  the  statute.  But  where  the 
fraud  is  in  obtaining  •  the  judgment, 
while  it  may  be  ground  for  setting  it 
aside,  it  is  not  ground  for  review." 
Works  Prac.  and  PI.,  §1049,  quoted  with 
approval  in  Ferguson  v.  Hull,  136  Ind. 
339,  344,  36  N.  E.  254. 

As  to  new  matter  as  a  ground  for 
this  action,  see  supra,  XVI,  B,  4,  c. 
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5^  Jurisdiction.  —  A  proceeding  to  review  a  judgment  falls  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  where  such  judgment  is  rendered  ;^^  and, 
on  appeal  from  such  proceeding  follows  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
aetion.^^ 

6.  Parties.^'  —  The  right  to  review  a  judgment  by  action  is  gen- 
erally limited  to  a  party  to  the  judgment  affected,**  and  the  heirs,*" 
devisees,*^  or  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased  party,*'  or  a  person 
in  privity  with  such  party.**  One  not  a  party  to  a  judgment  and  not 
claiming  as  heir,  devisee,  or  personal  representative  of  a  deceased  party, 
or  otherwise  in  privity  with  a  party  to  the  judgment,  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  to  review  it.*®  All  the  parties  to  the  original  suit,  who 
are  adversely  interested,  are  necessary  parties  to  an  action  to  review.^" 


81.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §645; 
Dallin  «."MeIvor,  140  Ind.  386,  39  N. 

'E.  461;  Mx  parte  Kiley,  134  Ind.  225, 
34  N.  E.  989;  Jones  v.  Ahrens,  116  Ind. 
490,  19  N.  E.  334;  Kiley  v.  Murphy,  7 
Ind.  App.  239,  34  N.  E.  112,  650. 

[a]  "It  is  not  only  proper,  but  im- 
perative," that  the  action  to  review 
be  brought  in  the  court  in  which  the 
original  judgment  was  obtained.  Jones 
V.  Ahrens,  116  Ind.  490,  19  N.  E.  334. 

[b]  The  institution  of  proceedings 
looking  toward  an  appeal  will  not  di- 
vest the  trial  court  of  jurisdiction  of 
such  an  action.  If  the  appeal  may  be 
said  to  have  been  "perfected,"  how- 
ever, jurisdiction  is  lost  to  the  trial 
court  to  entertain  a  subsequent  action 
to  review.  State  v.  Kolsem,  130  Ind. 
434,  29  N.  E.  595.  Appeal  and  action 
to  review  as  concurrent  remedies,  see 
svpra,  XVI,  B,  2. 

82.  Dallin  v.  Mclvor,  140  Ind.  386, 
39  N.  E.  461;  Ex  parte  Kiley,  134  Ind. 
225,  34  N.  E.  989;  Jones  v.  City  of  Tip- 
ton, 13  Ind.  App.  392,  41  N.  E.  831. 

83.  Parties  to  bill  of  review,  see  4 
Standard  Pkoc.  411. 

84.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §645. 
And  see  Michener  v.  Springfield  Engine 
&  Thresher  Co.,  142  Ind.  130,  40  N.  E. 
679,  31  L.  R.  A.  59;  Ross  v.  Banta,  140 
Ind.  120,  136,  34  N.  E.  865,  39  N.  E. 
732;  Leaman  v.  Sample,  91  Ind.  236; 
Webster  v.  Maiden,  41  Ind.  124. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
"  'any  person  who  is  a  party  to  any 
judgment,  etc.,'  "  may  file  a  complaint 
for  a  review,  an  accommodation  guar- 
antor or  indorser  of  a  note  is  entitled 
to  review  a  judgment  '  against  him 
without  reviewing  the  judgment  against 
the  makers,  where  after  the  judgment 
against  him  the  makers  defeated  the 
claim  against  them  in  the  same  action, 


on  the  ground  of  failure  of  considera- 
tion. Michener  v.  Springfield  Engine 
&  Thresher  Co.,  142  Ind.  130,  40  N.  E. 
679,  affirming  23  Ind.  App.  130,  55  N. 
E.  32. 

85.  Burns' Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §645; 
Ross  V.  Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  34  N.  E. 
865,  39  N.  E.  732;  Webster  v.  Maiden, 
41  Ind.  124. 

86.  Burns' Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §645; 
Boss  V.  Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  34  N.  E. 
'865,  39  N.  E.  732. 

87.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §645. 

88.  The  grantee  of  property  af- 
fected by  a  judgment,  which  judgmeint 
might  properly  have  been  reviewed  at 
the  instance  of  the  grantor,  is  a  proper 
party  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  this 
purpose.  Ross  v.  Banta,  140  Ind.  120, 
34  N".  E.  865,  39  N.  E.  732,  disaffirm- 
ing in  this  respect.  Walker  v.  Heller,  90 
Ind.  198. 

89.  Owen  v.  Cooper,  46  Ind.  524; 
Cassel  V.  Case,  14  Ind.  393. 

[a]  This  is  on  the  principle  that 
such  a  person  cannot  be  adversely  af- 
fected by  the  judgment.  Owen  v. 
Cooper,  46  Ind.  524. 

90.  Jones  v.  Ahrens,  116  Ind.  490,  19 
N.  E.  334;  Concannon  v.  Noble,  96  Ind. 
326;  Burns  v.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  87  Ind. 
541;  Owen  v.  Cooper,  46  Ind.  524; 
Douglay  v.  Davis,  45  Ind.  493;  Cassel 
V.  Case,  14  Ind.  393,  490;  Tereba,  v. 
Stand.  Cabinet  Mfg.  Co.,  32  Ind.  App. 
9,  68  N.  E.  1033. 

[a]  In  Sloan  v.  Whiteman,  6  Ind. 
434,  it  was  held  that,  as  a  general  rule, 
a  bill  of  review  ought  to  have  the 
same  parties  as  the  proceeding  sought 
to  be  reviewed,  but  they  may  be  either 
complainants  or  defendants,  according 
to  their  interests  in  the  matter  to  be 
reviewed. 

[b]  Sureties   on  a  bond,    who,    to- 
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1.  Time  for  Filing  Complaint.  —  The  statute  prescribes  the  limit 
of  time'within  which  an  action  to  review  a  judgment  may  be  brought,'^ 
and  must  be  complied  with."^  P*ersons  under  a  legal  disability  are 
usually  allowed  by  statute  a  certain  time  after  the  removal  of  such 
disability  within  which  to  bring  an  action  to  review,  a  judgment 
against  them.^^  But  the  only  limitations  on  these  proceedings  are 
those  set  forth  in  the  statutes  f*  the  general  statutes  of  limitations  do 
not  apply  to  actions  of  this  character."^ 

8.  Form,  Contents  and  Sufficiency  of  Complaint.^^  —  a.  In  Gen- 
eral.—  A  complaint  fov  review  of  a  judgment  stands  upon  the  same 
footing  as  a  complaint  in  all  other  causes;  to  be  sufficient  it  must  ex- 
hibit a  good  cause  of  aetion.^^  It  must  proceed  upon  a  single,  definite 
theory  and  be  good  upon- the  theory  upon  which  it  proceeds.^®  Thus, 
a  complaint,  bad  as  a  complaint  for  review,  will  not  be  treated  as  an 
application  for  relief  on  the  ground  of  mistake,  inadvertence,  surprise 


gether  with  the  principal,  are  joint  de- 
fendants in  the  original  suit  upon  the 
bond,  may  unite  in  a,  complaint  for' 
review,  making  the  principal  either  a 
party  plaintiff  or  a  party  defendant. 
Burns  v.  Singer  Mfg.  ,Co.,  87  Ind.  541. 

91.  See  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914, 
§646;  Eosa  v.  Prather,  103  Ind.  191,  2 
N.  B.  575. 

92.  Eosa  V.  Prather,  103  Ind.  191,  2 
N.  B.  575;  Springfield,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mich- 
ener,  23  Ind.  App.  130,  '55  N.  E.  32; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hanna,  12  Ind.  App. 
240,  39  N.  E.  1054. 

93.  Burns' Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §645; 
Alexander  v.  Dougherty,  69  Ind.  388; 
Harlen  v.  Watson,  63  liid.  143. 

.[S']  The  requirement  that  a  com- 
plaint for  review  on  the  ground  of  new 
matter  shall  be  filed  ."without  delay 
after  the  discovery  of  such  material 
new  matter,"  operates  to  modify  and 
control  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
which  extends  the  time  for  filing  such 
a  complaint  when  the  complainant  is 
under  some,  reooguiized  disability.  Thus 
it  has  been  said,  "The  provision  in 
favor  of  parties  under  disabilities  re- 
lates to  the  time  of  filing  the  com- 
plaint for  review;  but  the  complaint, 
based  upon  the  discovery  of  new  mat- 
ter, whenever  filed  must  be  verified  by 
the  complainant,  and  show  that  the 
new  matter  could  nof  have  been  dis- 
covered before  judgment  by  reasonable 
diligence."  Debolt  v.  Deboll;,  86  Ind. 
521;  Alexander  v.  Daugherty,  69  Ind. 
388. 

94.  Eosa  V.  Prather,  103  Ind.  191,  2 
N.  B.  575;  Springfield,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mich- 
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ener,  23  Ind.  App.  130,  55  N.  E.  32. 

[a]  No  reservation  in  favor  of  non- 
residents of  the  state  is  contained  in 
the  statute;  hence  such  a  reservation 
cannot  be  inferred  from  statutes  en- 
acted with  reference  to  other  proceed- 
ing. Eosa  v.  Prather,  103  Ind.  191,  2 
N.  B.  ^75. 

95.  Eosa  V.  Prather,  103  Ind.  191,  2 
N.  E.  575;  Springfield,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Michener,  23  Ind.  App.  130,  55  N.  53.  32. 

96.  ,  Form,  contents  and  sufficiency 
of  bill  of  review,  see  4  Standasd  Peoc. 
448,  et  seq. 

97.  Hague  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  159 
Ind.  636,  65  N.  E.- 907. 

[a]  "The  complaint  must  contain 
in  allegation  what  must  be  shown  in 
proof."     Hines  v.  Driver,  100  Ind.  315. 

[b]  Where  the  complaint  asks  that 
the  judgment  be  reviewed  as  to  two 
or  more  parties,  it  must  state  a  gpOd 
cause  of  action  as  to  all  of  such  parties; 
its  failure  to  do  so  is  fatal  on  demur- 
rer. Warne  v.  Irwin,  153  Ind.  20,  53 
N.   B.   926. 

fc]  A  complaint  to  review  a  decree 
quieting  title  to  land,  against  a  sub- 
sequent purchaser,  on  the  ground  that 
the  defendant  in  the  quiet  title  suit 
was  wrongfully  informed  by  plaintiff's 
attorney  that  the  complaint  did  not  in- 
clude any  land  owned  by  him,  must 
show  by  specific  averment  that  the  pur- 
chaser acted  with  knowledge  of  such 
information  and  that  the  same  was 
false.  Majors  %  Craig,  144  Ind.  39,  43 
N.  B,  3.  ■  , 

98.  Baker  v.  Ludlum,  118  Ind.  87,  20 
N.  E.  648. 
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or  excusable  neglect.*'  Where  the  defects  in  a  complaint  for  review 
are  of  a  character  curable  by  verdict,  it  is  good  as  against  a  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment.^ 

Joinder  of  Actions.  — An  action  to  review  a  judgment  cannot  be 
joined  with  an  action  against  an  officer  for  a  wrong  done  in  enforcing 
the  collection  of  such  judgment.^ 

b.  Particular  Averments.  —  (I.)  Where  Based  on  Errors  of  Law.3 
The  complaint  in  an  action  to  review  a  judgment  for  errors  of  law 
must  show  upon  its  face  some  prejudicial  error  of  the  court  in  the 
former  trial,*  to  which  exception  was  properly  taken  and  reserved,^ 
and  that  the  necessary  steps  were  taken,  by  way  of  miotion  or  other- 
wise, to  enable  the  party  complaining  to  present  such  supposed  er- 
roneous rulings  for  review.*  It  should  set  forth  a  complete  record  of 
the  case,  or  at  least  so  much  thereof  as  is  necessary  to  fully  present 
the  error  complained  of,^  without  resorting  to  the  exhibits  filed  with 


99.  Baker  v.  Ludlum,  118  Ind.  87,  20 
N.  E.  648. 

[a]  On  the  other  hand,  a  complaint 
for  review,  bad  strictly  as  such,  which 
asked  also  for  a  sum  of  money,  was 
held  to  have  been  properly  treated  as 
a  complaint  for  the  recovery  of  money. 
/  Owen  V.  Cooper,  46  Ind.  524. 

1.  Jones  V.  Ahrens,  117  Ind.  600,  19 
N.  E.  335;  Jones  v.  Ahrens,  116  Ind. 
490,  19  N.  E.  334. 

2.  Ferguson  v.  Hull,  136  Ind.  339, 
36  N.  E.  254. 

3.  Errors  of  law  as  ground  for  re- 
view, see  supra,  XVI,  B,  4,  b. 

4.  Hague  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  159 
Ind.  636,  65  N.  E.  907;  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.  V.  School  Twp.  36,  151  Ind.  36,  49 
N.  E.  1,  51  N".  E.  100;  Eindling  v. 
iewis,  148  Ind.  429,  47  N.  E.  831; 
Weathers  v.  Doerr,  53  Ind.  104;  State 
V.  Wills,  26  Ind.  App.  329,  59  N.  E.  868. 

[a]  In  State  ex  rel.  Miller  v.  Wills, 
26  Ind.  App.  329,  59  N.  E.  868,  the 
court  said:  "As  to  any  other  error  of 
law,  the  facts  upon  which  the  ruling  is 
based  are  not  shown  by  the  complaint, 
and  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  it 
is  essential  to  a  complaint  for  a  review 
of  a  judgment  for  error  of  law  that 
the  complaint  specifically  set  forth  the 
ruling  of  the  court  relied  upon  as  error 
and  the,  facts  upon  which  the  ruling  is 
based,  and  that  the  plaintifE  at  the 
time  of  such  ruling  excepted  thereto." 

5.  Hague  v.  First  Nat.    Bank,    159 
■Ind.    6S6,    65    N.    E.    907;     Murphy     v. 

Branaman,  156  Ind.  77,  59  N.  E.  274; 
Gear  v.  Cravens,  57  Ind.  365;  Kitch  v. 
State,  53  Ind.  59;  Train  v.  Gridley,  36 


Ind.  241;  State  v.  Wills,  26  Ind.  App. 
329,  59  N.  E.  868. 

6.  Murphy  v.  Branaman,  156  Ind.  77, 
59  N.  E.  274. 

7.  Murphy  v.  Branaman,  156  Ind.  77, 
59  N.  E.  274;  Jamison  v.  Lake  Erie, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  149  Ind.  521,  48  N.  E. 
223;  Findling  v.  Lewis,  148  Ind.  429, 
47  N.  E.  831;  Michener  v.  Springfield 
Engine  &  Thresher  Co.,  142  Ind.  130, 
40  N.  E.  679,  31  L.  R.  A.  59;  Graves 
V.  State,  136  Ind.  406,  36  N.  E.  275; 
Hoppes  V.  Hoppes,  123  Ind.  397,  24  N. 
E.  139;  Bradford  v.  Tp.  of  Marion,  107 
Ind.  280,  7  N.  E.  256;,  Stevens  v.  City 
of  Logansport,  76  Ind.  498;  Davis  v. 
Binford,  70  Ind.  44;  Cravens  v.  Cham- 
bers, 69  Ind.  84;  Meharry  v.  Meharry/ 
59  Ind.  257;  Mitchell  v.  Boyer,  58  Ind. 
19;  Gear  v.  Cravens,  57  Ind.  365;  Hardy 
V.  Chipman,  54  Ind.  591;  Kitch  v. 
State,  53  Ind.  59;  Weathers  v.  Doerr, 
53  Ind.  104;  Owen  v.  Cooper,  46  Ind. 
524;  DaVis  v.  Perry,  41  Ind.  305;  Rat- 
lifle  V.  Baldwin,  29  Ind.  16,  92  Am. 
Dec.  330;  McDade  v.  McDade,  29  Ind. 
340;  State  v.  Wills,  26  Ind.  App.  329, 
59  N.  E.  868;  Kiley  v.  Murphy,  7  Ind. 
App.   239. 

fa]  The  reason  given  for  this  rule 
is  that  the  complaint  for  a  review,  un- 
der the  code,  for  error  apparent  in  the 
record,  is  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal, 
just  as  in  equity  "a  bill  of  review  was 
in  the  n-ature  of  a  writ  of  error."  The 
question  must  be  tried  by  the  record 
of  the  case  to  be  reviewed,  and  hence 
the  same  necessity  for  the  presentation 
of  a  complete  record,  as  in  the  case  of 
an  appeal.  Stevens  v.  City  of  Logans- 
port,  76  Ind.  498. 
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the  complaint.^    Parts  of  the  record  not  pertinent  to    the    question 
raised  may  be  omitted.®    It  is  not  necessary  that  the  copy  of  the  record 


[b]  "Where  the  proceeding  is  for 
error  of  law  apparent  on  the  face  of 
the  record,  .  .  .  ['1;he  complaint]  .  .  . 
must  set  out  so  much  of  the  record  in 
the  original  cause  as  would  be  neces- 
sary to  present  the  same  question  on 
appeal  to  this  court. ' '  Graves  v.  State, 
136  Ind.  406,  36  N.  E.  275. 

[c]  "The  complaint  for  review 
should  itself  set  forth  a  complete  rec- 
ord of  the  case,  or  at  least  so  much 
thereof  as  is  necessary  to  fully  pre- 
sent the  error  complained  of.  This 
record  should  be  embodied  in  the  com- 
plaij^t,  or  should,  at  least,  be  so  re- 
ferred to  and  identified  as  an  exhibit 
as  to  become  substantially  a  part  of  the 
complaint."  Findling  v.  Lewis,  148 
Ind.  429,  47  N.  E.  831.  See  Stevens  v. 
City  of  Logansport,  76  Ind.  498. 

[d]  Where  the  complaint  in  an  ac- 
tion for  review  sets  out  the  complaint 
in  the  original  cause,  "the  appe,arance 
of  the  defendants,  their  motion  to 
strike  out  parts  of  the  complaint,  and 
the  action  of  the  court  upon  it,  their 
demurrer  to  the  complaint,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  upon  the  demurrer, 
the  answer  of  the  defendants  to  the 
complaint,  the  demurrer  of  the  appel- 
lant to  the  second  paragraph  of  the 
answer,  the  judgment  of  the  court  upon 
the  demurrer,  the  trial,  finding  and 
judgment  of  the  court  in  favor  of  the 
appellant,  the  order  of  injunction  and 
service  of  the  same,  ...  it  sufficient- 
ly appears  that  a  full  record  of  the 
proceedings  sought  to  be  reviewed  is 
contained  in  the  complaint."  Leech 
V.  Perry,  77  Ind.  422. 

[e]  If  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was 
made  this  fact,  as  well  as  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  same  was  urged,  should 
appear  by  proper  averments  in  the  com- 
plaint. Lightoap  v.  Konovosky,  161 
Ind.   609,  69   N.  E.   396. 

8.  Lightcap  v.  Konovosky,  161  Ind. 
609,  69  N.  B.  396;  Hague  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  159  Ind.  636,  65  N.  E.  907;  Mur- 
phy V.  Branaman,  156  Ind.  77,  59  N.  E. 
274;  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Young,  154  Ind^ 
24,  55  N.  E.  853;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co. 
V.  School  Twp.,  151  Ind.  36,  49  N.  E. 
1,  51  N.  E.  100;  Jamison  v.  Lake  Erie 
E.  Co.,  149  Ind.  521,  48  N.  E.  223; 
Findling  v.  Lewis,  148  Ind.  429,  47  N. 
E.  831;  Hines  v.  Driver,  100  Ind.  315; 
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State  V.  Wills,  26  Ind.  App.  329,  59  N. 
E.  868, 

[a]  To  constitute  a  valid  complaint 
for  review,  enough  of  the  issuable  facts 
of  the  former  case  to  ■  show  the 
grounds,  effect,  and  limitation  of  the 
rulings  complained  of  must  be  set  out 
in  the  complaint,  together  with  the 
nature  of  the  rulings  and  exceptions, 
so  that  the  court  may  be  able  to  see 
from  the  body  of  the  complaint  itself, 
and  without  referring  to  exhibits  filed 
therewith,  that  the  plaintifE  is  entitled 
to  relief  against  an  error  that  has  been 
committed  by  the  court  against  him. 
Hague  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  159  Ind. 
636,  65  N.  E.  907.  To  same  effect, 
Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Young,  154  Ind.  24, 
55  N.  E.  853;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
School  Twp.,  151  Ind.  36,  49  N.  B.  1, 
51  N.  E.  100. 

[b]  "In  such  a  complaint  the  rules 
of  good  pleading  require  that  all  the 
facts  relied  upon  as  entitling  the  party 
to  relief  should  be  averred,  and  par- 
ticularly set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
with  accuracy  and  clearness,  so  that 
without  resort  to  the  exhibits  filedj  the 
court  may  have  before  it  a  full  and 
complete  statement  of  the  case.  If 
pleadings,  proceedings,  or  entries  are 
referred  to,  while  they  need  not  be  set  - 
out  in  haee  verba,  yet  the  substance  ( 
of  such  portions  of  them  as  are  neces- 
sary to  a  right  understanding  of  the 
real  matters  of  the   complaint    should 

be  incorporated  in  that  pleading.  A 
complaint  to  review  a  judgment  is  not 
founded  upon  the  proceedings  and  judg- 
ment sought  to  be  reviewed,  and 
copies  of  such  proceedings  and  judg- 
ment filed  with  the  complaint  cannot 
supply  omissions  of  necessary  allega- 
tions of  their  contents  in  the  complaint 
itself."  Murphy  v.  Branaman.  156  Ind. 
77,  59  N.  E.  274. 

[c]  Eepeated  allegations  that  "the 
court  erred"  are  "only  conclusions 
which  lend  no  aid  to  the  requirement 
that  the  complaint  should  disclose  an 
error  in  some  ruling  of  the  court." 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  School  Twp.,  151 
Ind.  SB,  49  N.  E.  1,  51  N.  E.  100. 

Exhibits  to  complaint  for  review,  see 
infra,  XVI,  B,  8,  d. 

9.  Jamison  v.  Lake  Erie,  etc,  Eail- 
road  Co.,  149  Ind.  521,  48  N.  E.  223; 
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set  forth  shall  be  a  eertiiied  transcript  t!hereof  j^"  it  is  sufficient  that 
the  complaint  contain  an  averment  that  the  copy  set  forth  is  a  true 
one.^^  "Where  the  record  thus  made  up  is  apparently  complete,  an 
averment  that  it  shows  all  the  proceedings  is  unnecessary.^^ 

(II.)  Where  Based  on  New  Matter.is  —  Since  new  matter  to  be  avail- 
able as  a  ground  for  review  must  be  sui?h  as  could  not,  with  due 
diligence  have  been  discovered  in  time  to  be  presented  at  the  trial  of 
the  original  action,^*  in  a  complaint  based  on  this  ground,  it  must 
be  alleged  that  such  matter  M^as  unknown  at  the  time  the  judgment 
was  rendered,^^  and  could  not  have  been  discovered  l?y  the  exercise 
of  due  diligence  before  the  rendition  of  judgment.^^  The  facts  con- 
stituting the  diligence  used  to,  ascertain  such  new  matter  must  be  made 
to  appear  by  specific  and  detailed  averments;^'  a  general  allegation  is 
insufficient  for  this  purpose.^®  If  the  diligence  consisted  in  making 
inquiries,  the  time,  place  and  circumstances  thereof  must  be  stated.^" 
A  complaint  on  this  ground  must  also  affirmatively  show  that  with  the 


Funk  V.  Davis,  103  Ind.  281,  2  N.  E. 
739;  State-  v.  Wills,  26  Ind.  App.  329, 
59.  N.  B.  868. 

[a]  The  original  cozaplaint  need  not 
be  set  forth  where  ah  amended  com- 
plaint was.  filed.  Fimk  v.  Davis,  103 
Ind.  281,  2  N.  E.  781. 

10.  Hoppes  V.  Hoppes,  123  Ind.  397, 
24  N.  E.  139. 

11.  Hoppes  V.  Hoppes,  123  Ind.  397, 
24  N.  E.  139. 

12.  Leech  v.  Perry,  77  Ind.  422. 

[a]  It  will  not  be  presumed,  under 
such  circumstances,  thaf^  other  and 
seemingly  useless  pleadings  were  filed 
in  the  cause.  Leech  v.  Perry,  77  Ind. 
422. 

13.  New  matter  as  ground  for  re- 
view, see  supra,i'XVl,  B,  4,  e. 

14.  See  supra,  XVI,  B,  4,  e. 

15.  Alexander  v.  Daugherty,  69  Ind. 
388;  Whitehall  v.  Crawford,  67  Ind.  84. 

16.  Warne  v.  Irwin,  153  Ind.  20,  53 
N.  E.  926;  Osgood  v.  Smock,  144  Ind. 
387,,  40  N.  E.  37;  McOauley  v.  Mur- 
doek,  97  Ind.  229;  Debolt  v.  Debolt,  86 
Ind.  521;  Tate  v.  Fletcher,  77  Ind.  102; 
Hill  V.  Eoach,  72  Ind.  57;  Francis  v. 
Davis,  69  Ind.  452;  Whitehall  v.  Craw- 
ford, 67  Ind.  84;  Barnes  v.  Dewey,  58 
Ind.  418;  Tereba  v.  Standard  Cabinet 
Mfg.  Co.,  39  Ind.  App.  9,  68  N.  E.  1033. 

17.  Warne  v.  Iryin,  153  Ind.  20,  -53 
N.  E.  926;  Davis  v.  Davis,  145  Ind. 
4,  ,43  N.  E.  935;  Osgood  v.  Smock,  144 
Ind.  387,  40  N.  E.  37;  Jones  v.  City 
of  Tipton,  142  Ind.  643,  42  N.  E.  221; 
McDonald  v.  Coryell,  134  Ind.  493,  -34 
N.  E.  7;  Debolt  v.  Debolt,  86  Ind.  521; 
Alexander  v.  Daugherty,  69  Ind.  388; 


Francis  v.  Davis,  69  Ind.  452;  Collins 
■V.  Eose,  59  Ind.  33;  Barnes  v.  Dewey, 
58  Ind.  418;  Bryant  v.  Hoskins,  53  Ind. 
218;  Gregg  v.  Louden,  51  Ind.  585. 

18.  Warne  v.  Irwin,  153  Ind.  20,  53 
N.  E.  926;  Osgood  v.  Smock,  144  Ind. 
387,  40  N.  E.  37;  Jones  »,.  City  of  Tip- 
ton, 142  Ind.  643,  42  N.  E.  221;  Debt^lt 
V.  Debolt,  86  Ind.  521;  Peyton  v.  Kru- 
ger,  77  Ind.  486;  Alexander  v.  Daugher- 
ty, 69  Ind.  388;  Barnes  v.  Dewey,  58 
Ind.  418. 

[a]  A  general  averment  (1)  which 
follows  the  language  of  the  statute  as 
to  the  amount  and  nature  of  diligence 
used  is  insufScient.  Debolt  v.  Debolt, 
86  Ind.  521.  (2)  Thus,  an  allegation 
that  the  party  "could  not,  by  any  rea- 
sonable diligence,  have  discovered  these 
facts  before  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment," is  not  suflcient.  Warne  v.  Ir- 
win, 153  Ind.  20,  53  N.'  E:  926.  (3) 
The  reason  for  this  is  founded  upon 
that  policy  of  the  courts  which  views 
with  disfavor  actions  upon  this  ground. 
Davis  V.  Davis',  145  Ind.  4,  43  N,  E. 
935. 

19.  Davis  V.  Davis,  145  Ind.  4,  43 
N.  E.  935;  Osgood  v.  Smock,  144  Ind. 
387,  40  N.  E.  37;  McDonald  v.  Coryell, 
134  Ind.  493,  34  N.  E.  7. 

[a]  This  requirement  is  placed  upon 
the  ground  that  only  such  pleading 
will  inform  the  court  as  to  whether  or 
not  "the  inquiries  were  made  in  the 
proper  quarter  and  in  due  season." 
Davis  V.  Davis,  145  Ind.  4,  43  N.  E. 
935;  Jones  v.  City  of  Tipton,  142  Ind. 
643,  42  N.  E.  221. 

[b]  It  is  not  sufficient  to  state  that 
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discovery  of  the  alleged  new  matter  the  party  promptly  instituted 
legal  pr6ceedings  to  bring  it  to  the  attention  of  the  court  ;^°  and  a 
mere  averment  to  this  effect  is  not  sufficient ;  the  complaint  should 
show  that  this  is  so  by  stating  when  the  discovery  was  made.^^  The 
materiality  of  the  newly  discovered  evidence  must  also  be  made  to 
affirmatively  appear;  it  must  not, be  left  to  inference  from  the  plead- 
ings and  evidence  in  the  original  case.^^  But  if  the  complaint  is  other- 
wise sufficient,  it  is  not  bad  on  demurrer  for  want  of  facts  merely  be- 
cause it  fails  to  show  that  the  suit  was  commenced  within  the  time 
limited  for  filing  such  suit,^'  or  after  the  removal  of  the  disabilities  of 
the  person  bringing  the  suit.^*  As  in  the  case  of  a  complaint  for  review 
on  the  ground  of  errors  of  law,^''  the  complaint  should  set  out  a  com- 
plete record  of  the  judgment  which  seeks  to  review.^® 

Where  the  complaint  to  review  is  based  on  new  matter  it  should 
be  verified  by  the  complainant.^'  But  it  need  not  be  further  supported 
by  the  affidavit  of  the  witness  by  whom  this  new  matter  is  to  be 
proved.^^ 

c.  Amendment.  —  Leave  may  be  given  to  amend  a  complaint '  for 
review.^^ 

d.  Exhibits}"  —  Affidavits,  where  the  ground  of  review  is  new 
matter,^^  and  the  bill  of  exceptions,  where  the  ground  is  error  in  law,^^ 
may  be  made  a  patt  of  the  complaint  as  exhibits.  They  are,  however, 
restricted  to  the  single  purpose  of  showing  the  former  evidence  and 
proceedings  and  the  new  matter  discovered,  if  any.'^ 

9.  Form,  Contents  and  Sufficiency  of  Answer  or  Demurrer. 
When  a  complaint  is  filed  for  errors  of  law  apparent  on  the  face  of 
the  record,  the  defendant  can  answer  any  other  error  apparent  on  the 
face  of  the  record  which,  if  assigned  as  cross-error  on  appeal,  would 


the  plaintiff  was  diligent  in  making  in- 
quiries of  such  persons  as  he  believed 
would  be  likely  to  know  anyfliing  about 
the  case.  Osgood  v.  Smook,  144  Ind. 
387,  40  N.  E.  37. 

20.  Majors  v.  Craig,  144  Ind.  39,  43 
N.  E.  3.;  Debolt  v.  Debolt,  86  Ind.  521; 
Tate  V.  Fletcher,  77  Ind.  102;  Francis 
v.  Davis,  69  Ind.  452;  Collins  v.  Eose, 
59  Ind.  33;  Barnes  v.  Dewey,  58  Ind. 
418. 

21.  Barnes  v.  Dewey,  58  Ind.  418. 

22.  Davis  v.  Davis,  145  Ind.  4,  43 
N.  E.  935;  Francis  «.  Davis,  69  Ind. 
452. 

23.  Boyd  v.  Fitch,  71  Ind.  306. 

24.  Boyd  v.  Fitch,  71  Ind.  306. 

25.  See  supra,  XVI,  B,  8,  b,   (I). 

26.  Whitehall  v.  Crawford,  67  Ind. 
84;  Comer  v.  Himes,  58  Ind.  573.  See 
also  Hoppes  v.  Hoppes,  123  Ind.  397,-24 
N.   E.   139. 

27.  Burns' Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §647; 
Debolt  V.  Debolt,  86  Ind.  521;  Tate  V. 
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Fletcher,  77  Ind.  102:  Hill  v.  Eoach,  72 
Ind.  57. 

28.  Hill  V.  Roach,  72  Ind.  57. 

29.  Foster  v.  Potter,  24  Ind.  363. 
See  also  Michener  v.  Springfield  En- 
gine &  Thresher  Co.,  142  Ind.  130,  40 
N.  E.  679,  31  L.  E.  A.  59. 

30.  See  generally  the  title  "Ex- 
hibits." 

31.  Hines  v.  Driver,  100  Ind.  315. 
[a]     Where   the   ground   is    material 

new  matter  an  affidavit  of  the  wit- 
nesses by  whom  this  new  matter  is  to 
be  proved,  attached  as  an  exhibit  to 
the  complaint,  neither  adds  to  nor  de- 
tracts therefrom.  Hill  v.  Boaeh,  72 
Ind.  57. 

New  matter  as  ground  for  review, 
see  supra,  XVI,  B,  4,  e. 

32.  Hines  v.  Driver,  100  Ind.  315. 
Error  of  law  as  ground  for  review, 

see  supra,  XVI,  B,  4,  b. 

33.  Hines  v.  Driver,  100  Ind.  315. 
Complaint  must  nevertheless  i)e  com- 
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result  in  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment,^*  or  he  may  answer  such 
defenses  as  the  statute  of  limitations,^*  the  pendency  of  an  appeal,^" 
payment  and  the  like,'^  or  he  may  deny  that  the  copy  of  the  record  set 
out  in  the  complaint  is  a  correct  and  complete  copy  of  the  record 
sought  to  be  reviewed.^^  But  no  issue  of  fact  may  be  formed  touch- 
ing the  merits  of  the  original  ease.^^ 

If  it  is  desired  to  question  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  this 
should  be  done  by  demurrer.*"  "Where  the  complaint  shows  the  action 
is  barred  it  is  subject  to  demurrer  on  this  ground.*^  Otherwise  an 
answer  must  be  resorted  to.*^  A  defect  of  parties  should  be  taken 
advantage  of  at  the  earliest  opportunity,  and  is  good  cause  for  sus- 
taining a  demurrer.*^  "When  the  plaintiff  is  prosecuting  an  appeal  and 
an  action  to  review  at  the  same  time,  this  is  a  fact  which  should  be 
presented  by  answer.** 

10.  Heg,ring  and  Determination.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  hearing 
in  an  action  to  review  a  judgment  is  by  the  court;  no  right  to  a  jury- 
exists.*^ 

The  procedure  upon  the  hearing  is,  in  niany  respects,  controlled  by 
the  rules  governing  that  on  applications  for  a  new  trial,*^  and  by  the 
rules  of  procedure  which  are  applied  to  appeals.*^  Where  the  grounds 
for  review  are  errors  of  law,  the  alleged  errors  depend  upon  the  record 


plete  in  itself,  see  supra,  XVI,  B,  8, 
b,  (I). 

84.  Kiley  v.  Murphy,  7  Ind.  App. 
239,  34  N.  E.  112,  650. 

35.  Kiley  v.  Murphy,  7  Ind.  App. 
239,  34  N.  E.  112,  650. 

36.  Kiley  v.  Murphy,  7  Ind.  App. 
239,  34  N.  B.  112,  650. 

37.  Kiley  v.  Murphy,  7  Ind.  App. 
239,,  34  N.  E.  112,  650. 

38.  ■  Bartmess  v.  Holliday,  27  Ind. 
App.  544,  61  N.  E.  750;  Kiley  v.  Mur- 
phy, 7  Ind.  App.  239,  34  N.  E.  112,.  650. 

39.  Richardson  v.  Howk,  45  Ind.  451. 

40.  Miehener  v.  The  Springfield  En- 
gine, etc.  Co.,  142  Ind.  130,  135,  40 
N.  E.  679,  31  L.  E.  A.  59;  Hines  v. 
Driver,  100  Ind.  315;  Eichardson  v. 
Howk,  45  Ind.  451. 

[a]  'Effect  of  Overruling  or  Sustain- 
ing Demurrer. — ^Board  Knox  County 
Comrs.  V.  Montgomery,  109  Ind.  69,  9 
N.  E.  590;  Leech  v.  Perry,  77  Ind.  426; 
Eichardson  v.  Howk,  45  Ind.  451. 

41.  See  generally  the  title  "Limita- 
tion of  Actions." 

[a]  Where  (1)  a  complaint  shows 
upon  its  face  that  the  cause  of  action, 
which^  it  avers,  has  been  barred  by 
time,  and  also  shows  upon  its  face  that 
the  plaintiff  was  under  no  legal  dis- 
ability to  sue  during  the  time,,  a  de- 
murrer lies.  Harlen  v.  Watson,  63  Ind. 
143.     (2)   But  where,  in  such   a  case, 

24 


the  coinplaint  alleges  nothing  as  to  the 
legal  disability  of  the  plaintiff,  a  de- 
murrer will  not  lie.  Funk  v.  Davis,  103 
Ind.  281,  2  N.  E.  739;  Whitehall  v. 
Crawford,  67  Ind.  84;  Harlen  V.  Wat- 
son, 63  Ind.  143. 

42.  Whitehall  v.  Crawford,  67  Ind. 
84;  Harlen  v.  Watson,  63  Ind.  143. 
See  generally  the  titles  "Answers;" 
"Demurrer." 

43.  Jones  v.  Ahrens,  116  Ind.  490, 
19  N.  E.  334.  See  generally  the  titles 
' '  Demurrer ; "  "  Parties. ' ' 

[a]  This  defect  should  be  moved 
against  promptly  inasmuch  as  it  is  of 
a  nature  which  may  be  cured  by  a  judg- 
ment and  cannot  be  presented  on  a  mo- 
tion in  arrest  of  judgment.  Jones  v. 
Ahrens,  116  Ind.  490,  19  N.  E.  334. 

44.  Buseher  v.  Knapp,  107  Ind.  340, 
8  N.  E.  263. 

Appeal  and  action  to  review  as  con- 
current remedies,  see  supra,  XVI,  B,  2. 

45.  Hornady  v.  Shields,  119  Ind.  201, 
21  N.  E.  554. 

Bight  to  jury  trial  generally,  see  the 
title  "Juries  and  Jurors." 

46.  Hornady  v.  Shields,  119  Ind. 
201,  21  N.  E.  554. 

47.  Murphy  v.  Branaman,  156  Ind. 
77,  59  N.  E.  274;  Graves  v.  State,  136 
Ind.  406,  36  N.  E.  275;  Ex  parte  John 
Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34  N.  E.  989; 
Evansville,  etc.  E.  E.   Co.  v.  Maddux, 
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as  made  in  the  original  cause,*^  and  are  to  be  tried  on  the  record 
alone.*" 

The  relief  granted  may  consist  in  reversing  or  affirming  the  judg- 
ment,^" in  whole  or  in  part,®^  or  in  modifying  the  same,^^  as  the  Justice 
of  the  individual  case  may  require.'  Thus  should  the  record  show  the 
plaintiff  in  the  original  action  to,  be  entitled  to  all  the  relief  therein 
awarded,  the  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed  ;^^  and  on  the  other  hand, 
a  judgment  which,  as  appears  from  the  record,  is  wholly  unauthorized, 
will  be  set  aside.** 

Costs  are  awarded  according  to  the  rule  prescribed  for  the  awarding 
of  costs  in  the  supreme  court  on  appeal.^* 

b.  Operation  and  Effect  of  Determination.  —  The  result  of  a  suc- 
cessful application  to  review  is  the  same  as  a  successful  appeal  to  the 
supreme  court.^''  A  judgment  either  for  or  against  a  raview  of  a 
former  judgment  puts  an  end  to  the  action  for  review.*^  A  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  in  such  an  action  operates  to  reinstate  the  former 
case,^^  and  concludes  the  defendant  therein  on  that  score  unless  an 


134  Ind.  571,  33  N.  E.  345,  34  N.  E. 
511;  Baker  v.  Ludlam,  118  Ind.  187,  20 
N.  E.  648;  Traders  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 85  Ind,  350. 

48.  Ex  parte  John  Kiley,  135  Ind. 
225,  34  N.  E.  989;  Paker  v.  Ludlam, 
118  Ind.  87,  20  N.  E.  648;  Harman  v. 
Moore,  112  Ind.   221,   13   N.  B.   718. 

Errors  of,  law  as  ground  for  review, 
see  supra,  XVI,  B,  4,  b. 

49.  Evansville,  etc.  E.  R.  Oo.  v.  Mad- 
dux, 134  Ind.  571,  33  N.  E.  345,  34 
N.  E.  511;  Baker  v.  Ludlam,  118  Ind. 
187,  20  N.  E.  648;  Harman  v.  Moore, 
112  Ind.  221,  13  N.  B.  718;  Eiohardson 
V.  Howk,  45  Ind.  451;  Myer  v.  Minoh, 
45  Ind.  App.  495,  91  N.  E.  32;  Williams 
V.  Manley,  33  Ind.  App.  270,  69  N.  E. 
469;  State  Building,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Brack- 
in,  27  Ind.  App.  677,  62  N.  E.  91:  Bart- 
mess  i;.  Holliday,  127  Ind.  App.  544,  61 
N.  B.  750. 

[a]  Thus,  in  no  case,  can  any  ques- 
tion be  made  which  depends  upon  a 
motion  to  set  aside  a  default  unless  the 
record  shows  that  such  a  motion  was 
made,  overruled  and  an  exception  tak- 
en. Baker  v.  Ludlam,  118  Ind.  87,  20 
N.  E.  648. 

[b]  In  an  action  to  review  a  judg- 
ment on  the  ground  that  the  court 
never  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  action,  as  such  must  fall, 
when  the  record  contradicts  this  aver- 
ment with  a  recital  of  a  general  ap- 
pearance by  the  defendant.  Harman 
V.  Moore,  112  Ind.   221,   13  N.  E.   718. 

50.  Hornady  V.  Shields,  119  Ind.  201, 
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21  N.  E.  554;  Francis  v.  Davis,  69  Ind. 
452;  Davidson  v.  King,  49  Ind.  338; 
Alsbp  V.  Wiley,  17  Ind.  452. 

[a]  Judgment  may  be  reversed  in 
part  and  afSrmed  in  part.  Davidson 
V.  King,  49  Ind.  338. 

[b]  Relief  on  review  of  a  judgment 
of  partition  may  only  consist  of  the 
appointment  of  the  same  or  other  com- 
missioners to  make  another  partition. 
Lucas  V.  Peters,  45  Ind.  313. 

51.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §650; 
Hornady  v.  Shields,  119  Ind.  201,  21  N. 
E.  554,-  Francis  v.  Davis,  69  Ind.  452; 
Davidson  v.  King,  49  Ind.  338;  Hall  v. 
Palmer,  18  Ind.  5;  Alsop  v.  Wiley,  17 
Ind.  452.  See  also  "Willman  v.  Will- 
man,  57  Ind.  500. 

52.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §650; 
Hornady  v.  Shields,  119  Ind.  201,  21 
N.  E.  554;  Francis  v.  Davis,  69  Ind. 
452;  Davidson  v.  King,  49  Ind.  338; 
Alsop  V.  Wiley,  17  Ind.  452. 

53.  Freeman  v.  Paul,  105  Ind.  451, 
5  l!r.  E.  754. 

54.  Mc  Arthur  v.  LefSer,  110  Ind. 
526,  10  N.  E.  81. 

55.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §650; 
Davidson  v.  King,  49  Ind.  338.  See 
generally  the  title  "Costs." 

56.  Wright  v.  Churchman,  135  Ind. 
683,  35  N.  E.  835. 

57.  Brown  v.  Keyser,  53  Ind.  85, 
quoted  with  approval  in  Board  Comrs. 
Knox  County  v.  Montgomery,  109  Ind. 
69,  9  N.  E.  590. 

58.  Board  Comrs.  Knox  County  v. 
Montgomery,  109  Ind.  69,  9  N,  B.  590, 
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appeal  is  properly  perfected.^^  After  a  judgment  has  been  reviewed 
and  reversed  it  is  in  no  way  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  on  the  same 
cause  of  action;®"  but  an  affirmance  of  the  original  judgment  on  an 
action  to  review  is  a  bar  to  a  second  action  to  review  the  same  judg, 
ment.®^ 

11.  Appeal.*^  —  The  general  rule  is  that  an  appeal  may  be  taken 
from  the  judgment  of  review,^^  unless  the  original  judgment  was  not 
appealable.®*  If,  in  a  particular  case,  an  appeal  may  be  had,  it  will 
lie  in  the  court  which  would  have  jurisdiction  of  an  appeal  from 
the  original  judgment.®^  In  reviewing  the  action  of  the  court  in 
such  a  proceeding,  the  appellate  tribunal  will  be  guided  largely  by 
those  rules  and  considerations  which  control  its  determination  of  ap- 
peals from  orders  determining  motions  for  a  new  trial.®®  When  a  com- 
plaint to  review  is  questioned  for  the  first  time  on  appeal  every  pre- 
sumption will  be  indulged  in  favor  of  its  sufficiency.®' 

C.  Writ  of  Beeok  Coram  Nobis.®^  —  1.  Nature  and  Scope  of 
Remedy.  —  The  function  of  the  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  is  to  bring 
a  judgment  before  the  court  which  rendered  it  for  review,  and  cor- 
rection as  to  some  error  of  fact  not  appearing  in  the  record.®^    It  is 


59.  Board  Comrs.  Knox  County  v. 
Montgomery,  109  Ind.  69,  9  N.  E.  590. 

Appeal  from  action  to  review,  see 
infra,  XVI,  B,  11. 

60.  Maghee  v.  Collins,  27  Ind.  83. 

61.  Coen  v.  Funk,  26  Ind.  289,  where- 
in the  court  said:  "There  should  be 
an  end  to  litigation  somewhere,  a  rule 
the  necessity  of  which  is  illustrated  by 
the  case  at  bar,  and  it  could  scarcely 
be  so,  if  new  suits  may  be  brought  to 
review  the  same  judgment  as  often  as 
a  party  may  desire,  or  may  suppose 
that  a  new  cause  therefor  has  been 
discovered." 

Former  judgment  as  merger  or  hax, 
see  generally  infra,  XVII,  B. 

62.  See  generally  2  Standard  Pkoc. 
106. 

63.  Ex  parte  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34 
N.  E.  989;  Keepfer  v.  Force,  86  Ind. 
81;  Dunkle  v.  Blston,  71  Ind.  585; 
Brown  v.  Keyser,  53  Ind.  85. 

[a]  An  appeal  lies  from  a  judg- 
ment of  ■  review  which  sets  aside  the 
original  judgment;  the  defendant  in  the 
action  for  review  need  not  wait  for  la 
iinal  determination  of  the  new  trial  thus 
,  obtained.  Keepfer  v.  Force,  86  Ind. 
81. 

64.  Bx  parte  Kiley,  135  Ind.  225,  34 
N.  E.  989;  Kljebar  v.  Corydon,  80  Ind. 
95. 

65.  See  supra,  XVI,  B,  5. 

66.  Hornady  v.  Shields,  119  Ind.  201, 
21  N.  B.  554. 


As  to  appeals  from  orders  determining 
new  trials,  see  generally  2  Standard 
Pkoc.  181,  and  the  title  "New  Trial." 

[a]  Thus,  the  appellate  court  will 
not  reverse  a  judgment  in  such  a  case 
which  grants ;  a  new  trial,  unless  it  is 
apparent  that  a  great  injustice  has  been 
done.  Hoppes  v.  Hoppes,  123  Ind.  397, 
24  N.  E.  139;  Hornady  v.  Shields,  119 
Ind.  201,  21  N.  E.  554. 

67.  Hornady  v.  Shields,  119  Ind.  201, 
21  N,  E.  554. 

[a]  A  judgment  for  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  review  of  a  judgment  ren- 
dered upon  sustaining  a  demurrer  to 
the  complaint  in  the  original  action 
establishes  the  sufficiency  of  the  orig- 
inal complaint.  It  is  conclusive  on 
that  question  on  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment  of  review.  Board  Comrs. 
Knox  County  v.  Montgomery,  109  Ind. , 
69,  9'  N.  E.  590. 

68.  Writ  of  error  generally,  see  the 
title  "Writ  of  Error." 

69.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Pick- 
ett's Heirs  v.  Legerwood,  7  Pet.  144, 
147,  8  L.  ed.  638.  Ariz. — Billups  r. 
Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268,  52  Pac.  367. 
m. — Consolidated  Coal  Co.  v.  Oeltjen, 
189  III.  85,  59  N.  E.  600;  Gould's  Es- 
tate V.  Watson,  80  111.  App.  242.  la. 
McKinney  v.  Western  Stage  Co.,  4  Iowa 
420.  Kan. — Dobbs  v.  State,  63  Kan. 
321,  65  Pac.  658.  Ky.— Case  v.  Eibe- 
lin,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  29.  Md.— Kemp  v. 
Cook,   18  Md.   130,  79  Am.  Dec.   681. 
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limited  to  the  correction  of  errors  of  fact  alone  f°  it  does  not  lie^^  for 


Mo — Hadley  v.  Bernero,  103  Mo.  App. 
549,  78  S.  "W.  64;  State  «.,  Clark- 
son,  88  Mo.  App.  553;  State  v. 
White,  75  Mo.  App.  257;  Marble 
V.  Vanhorn,  53  Mo.  App.  361; 
State  V.  Heinrich,  14  Mo.  App.  146. 
N.  C— Eoughton  v.  Brown,  53  N.  C. 
393.  Va. — ^Richardson's  Exrx.  v.  Jones, 
12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  53.  W.  Va.— With- 
row  V.  Smithson,  37  W.  Va.  757,  17  S. 
E.  316,  19  L.  E.  A.  762. 

[a]  "The  material  difference  (1) 
■between  writs  of  error  and  writs  of 
error  coram  nobis  is  that  the  former 
are  for  the  correction  of  errors  of  law 
committed  by  the  lower  >  court,  and 
must  issue  from  the  superior  court  and 
bo  tried  upon  the  record  as  sent  up 
to  it,  while  the  latter  is  for  the  cor- 
rection of  errors  of  fact,  which  neces- 
sitates a  new  record,  and  is  brought  and 
tried  in  the  court  where  the'  original 
suit  was  tried.''  Wills  v.  Wills,  104 
Tenn.  382,  58  S.  W.  301.  (2)  Thus  "if 
the  defendant  be  dead,  and  his  death 
be  pleaded  in  the  action,  but  the  court 
disregard  it  and  render  judgment,  that 
is  er-ror  of  law,  because  the  court  hav- 
ing the  fact  before  it  in  the  record  lias 
rendered  a  judgment  contrary  to  law, 
.  .  .  and  a  writ  of  error  in  an  ap- 
pellate court  would  correct  it;  but 
where  the  death  is  not  presented,  and 
judgment  is  rendered,  that  is  error  in 
fact,  to  be  corrected  by  writ  of  error 
coram  nobis."  Withrow  v.  Smithson, 
37  W.  Va.  757,  17  S.  B.  316.  See  also 
Hawkins  v.  Bowie,  9  Gill  &  J.  (MS.) 
428. 

[b]  "The  object  of  this  writ  is  to 
bring  before  the  court  errors  of  fact 
which  would  have  produced  a  differ- 
ent judgment  had  such  facts  been  be- 
fore the  court  upon  the  first  hearing, 
and  which  fact  or  facts  the  party  was 
prevented  from  showing  by  accident, 
fraud,  or  mistake,  unmixed  with  fault 
upon  his  part."  Gallena  v.  Sudheimer, 
9  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  189. 

[c]  A  proceeding  by  a  writ  of  er- 
ror coram  nobis  is  not  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  up  the  former  case,  but  to 
reverse  a  former  judgment.  Elliott  v. 
McNairy,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.) '  342. 

70.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Phil- 
lips V.  Eussell,  Hempst.  62,  19  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  11,105a;  Ledgerwood  v.  Pick- 
ett's  Heirs,   15   Fed.    Cas.    No.     8,175. 
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Ariz. — ^Billups  v.  Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268, 

52  Pac.  367.  111.— Consolidated  Coal 
Co.  V.  Oeltjen,  189  111.  85,  59  N.  E. 
600;  Baubien  v.  Hamilton,  4  HI.  213; 
Utley  V.  Cameron,  87  111.  App.  71;  Es- 
tate of  Gould  V.  Watson,  80  111.  App. 
242.  Kan.— Dobbs  v.  State,  63  Kan. 
321,  65  Pac.  658.  Ky. — Case  v.  Eibelin, 
1  J.  J.  Marsh.  29.  Md. — Kemp  v.  Cook, 
18  Md.  130,  79  Am.  Dec.  681;  Briden- 
dolph  V.  Zeller's  Exrs.,  3  Md.  325,  333; 
Hawkins  v.  Bowie,  9  Gill  &  J.  (Md.) 
428.  Miss. — Land  v.  Williams,  12  Smed. 
&  M.  362,  51  Am.  Dec.  117;  Fellows 
V.  Griffin,  9  Smed.  &  M.  362.  See  also 
Miss,  and  Tenn.  E.  Co.  v.  Wynne,  42 
Miss.  315.  Mo. — State  v.  Clarkson,  88 
Mo.  App.  553;  State  v.  White,  75  Mo. 
App.  257.     N.  C. — Roughton  v.  Brown, 

53  N.  C.  393;  Williams  v.  Edwards,  34 
N.  C,  118.  Tenn. — Hillman  v.  Chester, 
12  Heisk.  34;  Jones  v.  Pearce,  12  Heisk. 
281;  Crawford  v.  Williams,  1  Swan  341. 
Kng. — King  v.  Jones,  2  Ld.  Eaym.  1525, 
92  Eng.  Eeprint  489;  Castledine  v.  Mun- 
jiy,  4  Barn.  &  Ad.  90,  110  Eng.  Eeprint 
389;  Birch  v.  Trist,  8  East  412,  103 
Eng.  Eeprint  401. 

See  2  Tidd's  Pr.  1136. 

[a]  The  matter  of  fact  which  is 
meant  in  this  connection  is  such  a 
character  of  fact  as  would,  if  know/n, 
disable  the  court  from  rendering  the 
judgment.  It  is  not  the  office  nor 
within  the  purview  of  a  writ  of  error 
coram  nobis  to  give  a  new  trial  merely 
because  certain  facts  in  the  nature  of 
evidence  going  to  the  merits  of  the 
case  were  undiscovered  by  a  litigant  in 
time  for  use  at  the  original  trial.  Such 
...  is  not  what  is  meant  by  latent 
matter  of  fact  unknown  to  the  court 
or  party  affected.  Marble  v.  Vanhorn, 
53  Mo.  App.  361. 

71.  U.  S.— Pickett's  Heirs  v.  Leger- 
wood,  7  Pet.  144,  147,  8  L.  ed.  638 
Ariz. — ^Billups  v.  Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268, 
52  Pac.  367.  HI.— Utley  v.  Cameron,  87 
111.  App.  71;  Estate  of  Gould  v.  Wat- 
son, 80  111.  App..  242.  Md. — Hawkins 
V.  Bowie,  9  Gill  &  J.  428.  Miss. — Fel- 
lows v.  Griffin,  9  Smed.  &  M.  362.  N.  C. 
Williams  v.  Edwards,  34  N.  C.  118. 
Tenn. — Dinsmore  v.  Boyd,,  6  Lea  689; 
Hillman  v.  Chester,  12  Heisk.  34;  Craw- 
ford V.  Williams,  1  Swan  341.  ling. 
Birch  V.  Trist,  8  East  412,  103  Eng, 
Eeprint  401, 
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tlie  correction  of  errors  of  law.  It  is  not  a  writ  of  right.''^  Nor  is 
such  a  writ  a  supersedeas  in  itself,  though  under  some  cireumstanees 
it  may  operate  as  such/^ 

The  remedy  by  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  is  now  practically  obsolete, 
the  same  relief  being  obtained  in  most  jurisdictions  by  motion  in  the 
same  court  and  cause.'* 

2.  Grounds  for.  —  The  matter  of  fact,  which  the  remedy  by  writ 
of  error  coram  nobis  is  designed  to  reach,  may  consist  of  some  defect 
in  the  process,''^  or  a  misprision  or  default  of  the  clerk,'^  or  the  death 
of  a  party  before  judgment,''  or  the  coverture  of  the  defendant,'^ 
or  some  fraud,  accident  or  mistake,  which,  unmixed  with  any  fault 


[a]  "The  reason  that  on  error  coram 
nobis,  an  error  of  the  court  in  decid- 
ing a  question  of  law  or  adjudicating 
a  question  of  fact,  cannot  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of,  is,  that  a  trial  court  can- 
not, after  the  term  has  passed,  review 
its  decisions."  Utley  v.  Cameron,  87 
III.  App.  71. 

[b]  Errors  committed  in  a  divorce 
proceeding  cannot  be  corrected  by  writ 
of  error  coram  nobis.  WiUs  v.  Wills, 
104  Tenn.  382,  58  S.  W.  301. 

72.  Tyler  v.  Morris,  10  N.  C.  487,  34 
Am.  Dec.' 395;  Comstock  v.  Van  Schoon- 
hoyeu,  3  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  258.  And 
see  Higbie  v.  Comstock,  1  Den.  (N.  Y.) 
652,  holding  that  a  writ  in  the  nature 
of  a  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  is  not 
demandable  as  of  right. 

73.  N.  Y.— Ferris  v.  Douglass,  20 
Wend.  626.  N.  C. — Tyler  v.  Morris,  10 
N.  C.  487,  34  Am.  Dee.  395.  Eng. 
Birch  V.  Trist,  8  East  412,  103  Eng. 
Eeprint  401. 

74.  XI.  S.^-Pickett 's  Heirs  v.  Leger- 
wood,  7  Pet.  144,  242,  8  L.  ed.  638. 
Ariz. — ^Billups  v.  Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268, 
52  Pae.  367.  HI. — ^Life  Assn.  of  America 
V.  Easset,  102  HI.  315;  McKindley  v. 
Buck,  43  ni.  488;  Sloo  v.  Bank,  2  HI. 
428;  MePherson  v.  Wood,  52  HI.  App. 
170.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Kingsley,  19 
Wend.  620. 

See  supra,  XIII  and  XIV. 

75.  U.  S. — Pickett's  Heirs  v.  Leger- 
wood,  1  Pet.  144,  147,  8  L.  ed.  638. 
in.— Gould's  Estate  v.  Watson,  80  111. 
App.  242.  Md. — Hawkins  v.  Bowie,  9 
Gill  S^  J.  428.  Mo.— Marble  v.  Van- 
horn,  53  Mo.  App.  361. 

As  to  equitable  relief  from  judgments 
on  this  ground,  see  supra,  XV. 

76.  U.  S. — Pickett's  Heirs  v.,  Leger- 
wood,  7  Pet.  144,  242,  8  L.  ed.  638. 
HI. — ^Brady  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  82 
111.  App.  380;  Gould's  Estate  v.  Wat- 


son, 80  111.  App.  242.  Md. — ^Hawkins 
V.  Bowie,  9  Gill  &  J.  428.  Mo. — Marble 
V.  Vanhoru,  53  Mo.  App.  361. 

[a]  The  failure  of  the  clerk  to^ 
strike  from  the  regular  calendar  a 
cause  placed  on  the  short  trial  calendar 
which  resulted  in  its  being  eventually 
reached  on  the  regular  calendar,  un- 
known to  the  applicant,  and  dismissed 
for  wa^it  of  prosecution,  is  a  ground 
for  a  writ  of  error  coram  nobis.  Brady 
V.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  82  111.  App. 
380. 

77.  TJ.  S. — Pickett's  Heirs  v.  Leger- 
wood,  7  Pet.  144,  147,  8  L.  ed.  638. 
Ariz. — Billups  v.  Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268, 
52  Pac.  367.  III. — Life  Assn.  of  America 
V.  Fasset,  102  HI.  315;  Gould's  Estate 
V.  Watson,  80  HI.  App.  242;  MePher- 
son V.  Wood,  52  HI.  App.  170.  Ky. 
Case  V.  Eibelm,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  29.  Md. 
Kemp  V.  Cook,  18  Md.  130,  79  Am. 
Dee.  681.  Miss. — See  Miss,  and  Tenn. 
E.  Co.  V.  Wynne,  42  Miss.  315.  Mo. 
Hadley  v.  Bernero,  103  Mo.  App.  549, 
78  S.  W.  64;  Marble  v.  Vanhorn,*53 
Mo.  App.  361.  Pa. — ^Day  v.  Hamburgh, 
1  Browne  75.  Tex. — ^PuUen  v.  Baker, 
41  Tex.  419;  Giddings  v.  Steele,  28  Tex. 
732,  91  Am.  Dee.  336.  Va.— Eichard- 
son's  Exrx.  v.  Jones,  12  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)  53.  W.  Va. — Withrow  v.  Smith- 
son,  37  W.  Va.  757,  17  8.  E.  316,  19 
L.  E.  A.  762. 

See  2  Tidd's  Pr.  1136. 

78.  U.  S.— Pickett's  Heirs  v.  Leger- 
wood,  7  Pet.  144,  147,  8  L.  ed.  638. 
Ariz. — ^Billups  v.  Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268, 
52  Pac.  367.  111.— Life  Assn.  v.  Fasset, 
102  HI.  315;  Gould's  Estate  v.  Watson, 
80  111.  App.  242.  Ky.— Case  v.  Eibelin, 
1  J.  J.  Marsh.  29.  Md. — Kemp  v.  Cook, 
18  Md.  130,  79  Am.  Dec.  681.  Mo. 
Hadley  v.  Bernero,  103  Mo.  App.  549, 
78  S.  W.  64;  Marble  v.  Vanhorn,  -53 
Mo.  App.   361.      N,   C— See  Eoughton 

Vol.  XV 


374 


JUDGMENTS 


of  the  applicant,  resulted  in  the  judgment  complained  of  J®  It  is  also 
a  sufficient  ground  for  the  issuance  of  this  writ  that  the  judgment  com- 
plained of  was  had  against  a  party  who  was  not  sui  juris,  and  was 
not  represented  by  a  guardian  ad  litem,*"  as  in  the  pase  of  an  infant." 
The  insanity  of  a  defendant  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  ground  for  this 
writ,*^  though  upon  this  proposition  there  are  authorities  to'the  con- 
trary.** Newly  discovered  evidence  cannot  be  made  the  basis  of  this 
writ.=* 

As  a  general  qualification  to  all  these  grounds,  it  must  be  notified 
that  facts  which  were  known,  or,  by  reasonable  diligence  might  have 
been  ascertained,  piior  to  the  trial,  will  avail  nothing  on  this  writ.^' 
Moreover,  nothing  may  be  assigned  as  error  of  fact  which  is  contra- 
dictory to  the  record,*^  nor  which  was  presented  to  the  court  and 
passed  upon  at  the  time  of  trial.*' 

3.    Proceedings  To  Obtain. —  a.    In  General.  —  In  the  absence  of 


V.  Brown,  53  N.  C.  393.  Tex. — Moke 
V.  Brackett,  28  Tex.  443.  Va. — Richard- 
son's Exrx.  V.  Jones,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.) 
53.  W.  Va.-^Withrow  v.  Smithson,  37 
W.  Va.  757,  17  S.  E.  316,  19  L.  E.  A. 
762.  Bng. — King  v.  Jones,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
1525,  92  Eng.  Reprint  489. 
See  2  Tidd's  Pr.  1136. 

79.  Dinsmore  v.  Boyd,  6  Lea  (Tenn.) 
689;  Tucker  v.  James,  12  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
333;  Crawford  ».  i  Williams,  1  Swan 
(Tenn.)  341. 

80.  Hadley  v.  Bernero,  103  Mo.  App. 
549,  78  S.  W.  64,  slave. 

81.  U.  S. — Pickett's  Heirs  v.  Leger- 
wood,  7  Pet.  144,  242,  8  L.  ed.  638. 
Ariz. — BiUups  v.  Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268, 
52  Pae.  367.  HI. — Life  Assn.  of  America 
V.  Fasset,  102  111.  315;  Gould's  Estate 
V.  Watson,  80  HI.  App.  242.  Md. 
Kemp  V.  Cook,  18  Md.  130,  79  Am. 
Dee.  681.  Mo. — Hadley  v.  Bernero,  103 
Mo.  App.  549,  78  S.  W.  64;  Marble  v. 
Vanhorn,  53  Mo.  App.  361.  N.  C— See 
Eoughton  V.  Brown,  53  N.  C.  393.  Tex. 
Milan  Co.  v.  Robertson,  47  Tex.  222.  Va. 
Richardson's  Exrx.  v.  Jones,  12  Gratt. 
(53  Va.)  53.  W.  Va.— Withrow  v. 
Smithson,  37  W.  Va.  757,  17  S.  E.  316, 
19  L.  E.  A.  762. 

See  2  Tidd's  Pr.  1136. 

[a]  An  exception  is  sometimes  made 
to  this  ground,  i.  e.,  infancy,  where  the 
action  was  one  in  ejectment.  See  Pick- 
ett's Heirs  v.  Legerwood,  7  Pet.  144, 
147,  8  L.  ed.  638,-  where  the  court 
say,  "The  eases  for  error  coram  nobis 
are  .  .  .,  error  in  fact,  as  when  the 
defendant,  being  under  age,  sued  by  at- 
torney, in  any  other  action  but  eject- 
ment." 

Vol.  XV 


82.  Withrow  v.  Smithson,  37  W.  Va. 
757,  17  S.  E.  316,  19  L.  R.  A.  762. 

83.  BiUups  V.  Freeman,  5  Ariz.  268, 
52  Pae.  367;  Consolidated  Coal  Co.  v. 
Oeltjen,  189  HI.  85,  59  N.  E.  600.  See 
also  Hadley  v.  Bernero,  103  Mo.  App. 
549,  78  S.  W.  64. 

84.  Dobbs  V.  State,  63  Kan.  321,  65 
Pae.  658;  Asbell  v.  State,  62  Kan,  209, 
61  Pae.  690. 

85.  Dobbs  V.  State,  63  Kan.  321,  65 
Pae.  658;  Hadley  v.  Bernero,  103  Mo. 
App.  549,  78  S.  W.  64;  Marble  v.  Van- 
horn,  53  Mo.  App.  361. 

86.  Ala. — Holford  v.  Alexander,  12 
Ala.  280,  46  Am.  Dec.  253.  HI.— Utley 
V.  Cameron,  87  HI.  App.  71.  Mo. — Had- 
ley V.  Bernero,  103  Mo.  App.  549,  7« 
S.  W.  64.  N.  0. — Williams  v.  Edwards, 
34  N.  C.  118.  Tenn — Craworfd  v.  Wil- 
liams, 1  Swan  341. 

87.  lU.— Utley  v.  Cameron,  87  HI. 
App.  71;  McPherson  v.  Wood,  52  HI. 
App.  170.  Kan. — Dobbs  v.  State,  63 
Kan.  321,  65  Pae.  658.  Mo. — ^Marble  v. 
Vanhorn,  53  Mo.  App.  361.  N.  C— Wil- 
liams V.  Edwards,  34  N.  C.  118.  Tenn. 
Crawford  v.  Williams,  1  Swan  341.  Va. 
Richardson's  Exrx.  v.  Jones,  12  Gratt. 
(53  Va.)  53. 

[a]  "The  fact  upon  which  the  er- 
ror is  predicated,  in  order  te  avail 
under  this  writ,  must  be  matter  not 
part  of  the  issues  tried  by  the  court, 
but  something  aliunde,  which,  if  pre- 
sented to  the  court  at  the  trial,  would 
have  absolutely  precluded  the  judgment 
as  rendered."  Gould  v.  Watson,  80  HI. 
App.  242. 

[b]  This  is   on^  the  principle    that, 

sbojld  a  eoutrary  rule    prevail)    "it 
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statutes  to  the  contrary,  this  writ  will,  in  a  proper  ease,  lie  in  aliy 
court  of  record,**  and,  it  has  been  held,  even  in  a  court  of  inferior 
jurisdiction,*^  although,  as  to  this  last  proposition,  there  is  authority 
to  the  contrary. '^  There  is  no  limitation  as  to  the  time  within  which 
the  writ  may  be  had^^  except  where  expressly  provided  by  statute."^ 
Moreover,  statutes  limiting  the  time  within  which  judgments  may  be 
set  aside  on  motion  for  irregularities','^  and  statutes  limiting  the  time 
for  suing  out  writs  of  error,  have  no  application  to  the  writ  coram 
nobis."* 
After  an  appeal  it  is  too  late  to  bring  a  writ  of  error  coram  nobis.^^ 


would  render  the  litigation  intermin- 
able, as  each  party  might  say  from 
time  to  time,  that  then  he  or  she  had 
fuller  proof,  which  would  establish  the 
fact  to  be  contrary  to  the  last  find- 
ing." Williams  v.  Edwards,  34  N.  C. 
118.  See  also  Dobbs  v.  State,  63  Kan. 
321,  65  Pac.  658;  Marble  v.  Vanhorn, 
53  Mo.  App.  361. 

[c]  "The  matter  of  fact  must  not 
have  been  known  to  the  court,  for,  if 
it  was  known,  and  yet  the  court^  acted 
erroneously  or  illegally,  it  is  an  error 
of  law  in  the  court,  and  should  in  that 
proceeding  be  taken  to  a  higher  tribunal 
for  reversal,  instead  of  making  ap- 
plication to  the  court  itself."  Marble 
V.  Vanhorn,  53  Mo.  App.  361. 

[d]  Where  issue  was  joined  as  to 
the  question  of  the  defendant's  in- 
fancy or  coverture,  and  it  was  found 
that  the  party  is  of  full  age,  or  not 
a  feme  covert;  in  such  a  case  the  ver- 
dict concludes  all  the  parties  on  that 
point.  Williams  V.  Edwards,  34  N.  C. 
118. 

88.  Eoughton  v.  Brown,  53  N.  C. 
393. 

89.  In  Breckinridge  v.  Coleman,  7 
B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  331,  it  is  said  that  "the 
authority  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  for 
that  purpose  (to  issue  a  writ  of  error 
coram  nobis),  wherever  it  would  be  the 
appropriate  remedy  to  issue  such  a  writ, 
independent  of  any  statutory  provis- 
ion, we  apprehend  is  unquestionable. 
The  writ  is  authorized  by  the  com- 
mon law  and  demandable  as  a  matter 
of  right,  and  is  applicable  as  a  remedy 
to  a  magistrate's  court,  as  well  as  to 
the  circuit  court." 

90.  The  People  v.  Court  of  Com. 
Pleas,  20  Johns.  (N.  T.)  22. 

91.  Powell  V.  Gott,  13  Mo.  458,  53 
Am.  Dec.  153.  See  also  State  v.  Cal- 
houn, 50  Kan.  523,  32  Pac.  38. 

92.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 


the  foUewing:  Breckinridge  v.  Coleman, 
7  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  331;  Whaley  v.  Stout, 
2  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  147;  Case  v. 
Ribelin,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  29. 

[a]  In  Tennessee  it  has  been  said 
that  "it  is  clear  from  the  language  of 
the  Code'  that  a  writ  of  error  coram 
nobis  can  only  be  had  within  a  year 
after  the  rendition  of  the  original  judg- 
ment." Elliott  V.  MeNairy  &  Co.,  1 
Baxt.  (Tenn.)  342. 

[b]  A  statute  limiting  the  time  for 
bringing  a  writ  of  coram  nobis  for  cor- 
rection of  errors  in  replevin  or  forth- 
coming bonds,  does  not  apply  to  a  writ 
to  correct  a  judgment  invalid  on  ac- 
count of  coverture  of  defendant.  Breck- 
inridge V.  Coleman,  7  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
331. 

93.  In  Powell  v.  Gott,  13  Mo.  458, 
53  Am.  Dec.  153,  where  the  ground  of 
the  writ  was  infancy,  it  was  said  that 
a  statute  of  this  sort  did  not  apply 
' '  for  the  reason  that  the  entering  of  a 
judgment  against  ah  infant  is  not  an 
irregularity,  but  an  error." 

94.  U.  S.— Strode  v.  Stafford  Jus- 
tices, 1  Brock  162,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,537.  Mo.— Powell  v.  Gott,  13  Mo. 
458,  53  Am.  Dec.  153.  Va.— See  Eu- 
bank V.  Ball's  Exr.,  4  Leigh  (31  Va.) 
308. 

[a]  The  reason  for  this  is  that  "the 
error  complained  of  here  is  not  one 
of  law  but  of  fact.""  Powell  v.  Gott, 
13  Mo.  458,  53  Am.  Dec.  153. 

[b]  In  Eubank  r.  Ball's  Exr.,  4 
Leigh  (31  Va.)  308,  the  court  said: 
"Nor  was  there  any  bar  to  the  motion 
arising  from  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  writs  of  error  and  supersedeas,  for 
that  act  if  it  applies  to  writs  of  error 
coram  nobis,  .  .  .  was  neither  pleaded 
nor  relied  on  in  the  court  below.i" 

95.  N.  C— Latham  v.  Hodges,  35  N. 
C.  267.  Tenn.— Welsh  v.  Harman,  8 
Yerg.  103.      Eng. — Lambell    v.    Pretty 
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h.  Parties.  —  This  writ  may  be  brought  only  by  a  party  or  privy 
to  the  record,**  or  by  one  injured  by  the  judgment,  who  will  con- 
sequently derive  advantage  from  its  reversal.'"  It  need  not  be  brought 
in  the  namjcs  of  all  the  parties  to  the  judgment.'^  Where  the  ground 
for  the  writ  is  coverture,  the  husband  must,  in  those  jurisdictions 
where  the  wife  may  not  sue  alone;  be  joined  with  the  wife.** 

c.  Application  and  Order.  —  The  writ  can  only  be  issued  on  petition 
or  motion  to  the  court  having  jurisdiction,^  and  cause  shown  by  affi- 
davit.2  The  application  must  show  that  the  facts  urged  as  error  would, 
if   presented   at  the  trial,   have   resulted  in   a   different  judgment.^ 

A  petition  for  a  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  is  amendable  upon  good 
cause  shown'.* 

A  notice  of  making  application  for  the  writ  is  usually  required.* 


John,  1  Str.  690,  93  Eng.  Eeprint  786. 

96.  Holford  v.  Alexander,  12  Ala. 
280,  46  Am.  Dec.  253. 

[a]  Where  the  defendant  died  he- 
fore  the  judgment  was  entered,  a  writ 
of  error  coram  nobis  in  the  name  of 
his  administrator  is  the  proper  prac- 
tice. Devereux  v.  Eoper,  1  Phila. 
(Pa.)  182,  citing  Meggot  v.  Broughton, 
Cro.  EJiz.  106,  78  Eng.  Eeprint  364. 

97.  Holford  v.  Alexander,  12  Ala. 
280,  46  Am.  Dec.  253. 

98.  Eoughton  v.  Brown,  53  N.  C. 
393,  holding  that  only  the  parties  as 
to  whom  there  is  error  of  fact  need 
join.  The  court  said:  "As  to  the  sec- 
ond ground  of  objection;  we  are  aware 
that  an  ordinary  writ  of  error  must  be 
brought  in  the  names  of  all  the  parties 
to  the  judgment,  and  if  one  or  more  of 
them  be  ^unwilling  to  join  in  it,  there 
must  be  a  summons  and  severance  of 
such  objecting  party  or  parties.  .  .  . 
Without  stopping  to  inquire,  whether 
this  ■  rule,  in  relation  to  writs  of  error 
fii  matter  of  law,  may  not  be  altered 
by  an  equitable  construction  of  the 
27th  section  of  the  4th  chapter  of  the 
Revised  Code,  which  gives  to  one  or 
more  defendants  the  right  to  appeal, 
alone,  from  a  judgment  against  him  or 
them  and  others,  we  do  not  find  any 
direct  authority  that  the  rule  ever  has 
been  applied  to  writs  of  error  coram 
nobis,  and  we  do  not  perceive  any  rea- 
son why  it  should  be  so  applied.  The 
usual  instances  of  error  in  fact,  re- 
quiring the  intervention  of  this  writ, 
are  those  of  judgments  against  infants 
and  femes  covert,  where  the  fact  of 
such  infancy  or  coverture  does  not  ap- 
pear on  the  record.  In  such  cases,  it 
ia  manifest  that  the  judgment,  if  other- 
wise proper,  will  be  erroneous  only  as 
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to  them  and  not  as  to  the  other  de- 
fendants. Why,  then,  should  the  other 
defendants  be  parties  to  the  writ,  when 
they  cannot  have  any  iiterest  in  re- 
versing the  judgment?"        i 

99.  Eoughton  v.  Brown,  53  N.  C.  393. 
See  generally  the  title  "Husband  and 
Wife." 

1.  Ferris  v.  Douglass,  20  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  626;  Comstock  v.  Van  Schoonhoven, 
3  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   258. 

[a]  Entitling. — Such  petition  or  mo- 
tion should  not  regularly  be  entitled 
in  any  suit.  Swain  v.  Heartt,  2  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  90;  Maher  v.  Comstock,  1 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   175. 

2.  Ferris  v.  Douglass,  20  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)   626. 

[a]  An  affidavit  to  the  petition, 
made  by  one  styling  himself  agent  for 
the  petitioners,  is  insufficient,  unless  it 
appear  in  the  affidavit  or  petition  that 
the  facts  relied  on  are  peculiarly  with- 
in the  knowledge  of  such  agent,  or  good 
cause  shown  for  the  employment  of 
an  agent.  Reid  v.  Hoffman,  6  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   440. 

3.  Dobbs  V.  State,  63  Kan.  321,  65 
Pac.  658. 

4.  Baxter  v.  Grandstaff,  3  Tenn.  Ch. 
244,  especially  where  the  amendment  is 
not  a  material  change  of  the  original 
ground  of  application,  but  only  an  ad- 
dition in  the   details. 

[a]  Such  amendments  should  be 
"very  guardedly  awarded."  Baxter  v. 
Grandstaff,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  244. 

5.  Conn.— Wetmore  v.  Plant,  5  Conn. 
541.  Ia. — Mears  v.  Garretson,  2  (Jr. 
316.  N.  Y.— Ferris  v.  Douglass,  20 
Wend.  626;  Comstock  v.  Van  Schoon- 
hoven, 3  How.  Pr.  258;  Maher  v.  Corn- 
stock,  1  How.  Pr.  175. 

[a]    But  a  statute  requiring   notice 
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Order The  writ  issues  only  by  order  of  the  court.* 

4.  Hearing  and  Determination.  —  If  the  errors  assigned  on  the 
writ  be  disputed,  an  issue  is  made  up  and  tried  by  a  jury.''  Relief 
will  not  be  granted  to  a  party  who  has  acquiesced  in  the  judgment  com- 
plained of,^  or  has  been  guilty  of  an  unreasonable  delay  in  seeking 
his  remedy.® 

The  judgment  upon  a  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  is,  that  the  judg- 
ment complained  of  be  affirmed  or  recalled.^"  It  is  only  the  proceed- 
ings complained  of,  however,  that  are  reversed.^^ 

5.  Appeal.  —  Judgments  in  coram  nobis  proceedings  are  considered 
final  in  their  nature,^^  and  as  such  are  usually  appealable.^^ 

XVn.  JUDGMENT  AS  ESTOPPEL,  — A.  Collateral  Impeach- 
ment. —  1.  General  Statement.  —  An  attack  upon  a  judgment  must 
be  made  in  one  of  two  ways,  that  is,  either  directly  or  collaterally. 

2.  Definitions  and  Distinctions.  —  a.  Direct  Attack  Defined  and 
Ilhistrated.  —  A  direct  attack  on  a  judgment  is  an  attempt  to  amend, 
correct,  reform,  vacate  or  enjoin  the  execution  of  the  same  in  a  pro- 
ceeding provided  by  law  for  that  purpose.^*     It  contemplates,  as  a 


of  an  application  for  a  writ  of  error 
coram  nobis  against  "faulty  replevin 
and  forthcoming  bonds,  or  any  faulty 
or  erroneous  execution"  does  not  em- 
brace a  case  where  the  writ  is  sought 
on  the  ground  of  death  of  a  party 
(Breckenridge  v.  Coleman,  7  B.  Mon. 
[Ky.]  331),,  and  failure  to  give  this 
notice,  even  in  the  face  of  such  a  stat- 
ute, has  been  held  to  be  fatal  only 
when  a  supersedeas  issued  with  the 
writ,  Combs  v.  Carter,  1  Dana  (Ky.) 
178;  Case  v.  Eibelin,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)   29. 

6.  Ferris  v.  Douglass,  20  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  626;  Maher  v.  Comstoek,  1  How. 
Pr.  (N.  T.)   175. 

7. '  Ky. — Cook  v.  Conway,  3  Dana 
454;  Case  v.  Eibelin,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  29. 
Miss.— Fellows  v.  Griffin,  9  Smed.  &  M. 
362.  Tenn.— Crawford  v.  Williams,  1 
Swan  341. 

[a]  But  if  the  error  assigned  be 
undisputed,  but  it  is  sought  to  raise 
the  question  whether  the  fact  can  be 
inquired  into,  or  whether,  if  true,  it  can 
affect  the  judgment  previously  ren- 
dered, a  plea  in  uullo  est  erratum  should 
be  pleaded  and  the  question  submitted 
to  the  court.  Shoffet  v.  Menifee,  4 
Dana  (Ky.)  150  (such  a  plea  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  demurrer);  Case  v.  Eibelin, 
1  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  29. 

Cook,   18   Md.    130,    79 


8.  Kemp   v. 
Am.  Dec.  681. 

9.  Kemp  v. 
Am.  Dee.  681. 


Cook,  18  Md.  130,    79 


10.  Ala. — Holford  v.  Alexander,  12 
Ala.  280,  46  Am.  Dec.  253.  Miss.— Fel- 
lows V.  Griffin,  9  Smed.  &  M.  362.  N.  Y. 
Dewitt  V.  Post,  11  Johns.  460.  Tenn. 
Crawford  v.  Williams,  1  Swan  341. 

11.  Therefore  the  plaintiff  may, 
after  reversal,  continue  the  original 
action  -vidthout  commencing  de  novo. 
Dewitt  V.  Post,  11  Johns.   (N.  Y.)   460. 

[a]  After  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment, the  court,  on  writ  of  error  coram 
nobis,  can  do  no  more  than  vacate  its 
former  judgment.  It  cannot  in  that 
proceeding  order  the  money  to  be  re- 
funded. Bigham  v.  Brewer,  4  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  432. 

12.  Hawkins  v.  Bowie,  9  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  428. 

13.  Hawkins  V.  Bowie,  9  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  428.  See  also  Life  Assn.  of 
America  v.  Fasset,  102  111.  315.  But 
see  Tyler  v.  Morris,  10  N.  C.  487,  34 
Am.  Deo.  395,  holding  that  the  refusal 
of  the  lower  court  to^  grant  the  writ 
was  not  revisable  by  the  supreme 
court  on  appeal. 

14.  Ark.— Hall  v.  Huff,  182  S.  W. 
535.  Cal. — Hanson  v.  Hanson,  78  Cal. 
xix,  20  Pac.  786;  People  v.  MuUan,  65 
Cal.  396,  4  Pac.  348.  Colo. — Pinnacle 
Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Popst,  54  Colo.  451, 
131  Pac.  413;  Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton, 
53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512.  HI.— Cigler 
V.  Keinath,  167  HI.  App.  65.  Ind. 
Thompson  v.  McCorkle,  136  Ind.  484, 
34  N.  E.  813,  36  N.  E.  211;  Harmon  v. 
Moore,  112  Ind.  221,  13   N.    E.    718; 
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rule,  some  proceeding  in  the  action  in  which  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered either'  by  a  motion  or  other  proceeding  before  the  court  whose 
judgment  is  attacked  or  by  some  proceeding  in  error  therefrom  ;^^ 
as  for  example  by  motion  for  new  trial,^*  motion  to  open  or  vacate  the 
judgment,"  writ  of  certiorari,^^  audita  querela,"  by  appeal,^"  or  writ 
of  error,^^  and  generally  proceedings  to  enjoin  the  enforcement^^  of  the 


Earle  v.  Earle,  91  Ind.  27.  la.— Stew- 
art Lumber  Co.  v.  Downs,  142  Iowa 
420,  120  N.  W.  1067.  Ky.— Harrod  v. 
Harrod,  167  Ky.  308,  180  S.  W.  797; 
Baker  v.  Baker,  Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky. 
683,  694,  173  8.  W.  109;  Duff  v.  Hagins, 
146  Ky.  792,  143  S.  W.  378;  Dennis 
V.  Alves,  117  S.  W.  287.  Miss.— Mc- 
Kinney  v.  Adams,  95  Miss.  832,  50  So. 
474.  Mo. — Eeineman  v.  Larkin,  222 
Mo.  156,  121  S.  W.  307;  Smith  t: 
Young,  136  Mo.  App.  65,  117  S.  W. 
628.  i  Okla. — Continental  Gin  Co.  v.  De 
Bord,  34  Okla.  66,  123  Pac.  159.  Ore. 
Morrill  v.  Morrill,  20  Ore.  96,  25  Pae. 
362,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  95,  11  L.  E.  A. 
155;  Walker  v.  Goldsmith,  14  Ore.  125, 
12  Pac.  §37.  Teuu. — Pope  v.  Harrison, 
16  Lea  82.  Tex.^Estey  &  Camp  v. 
Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  133  S.  W.. 
470;  Schneider  v.  Sellers,  25  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  226,  61  S.  W.  541.  Wash.— Dor- 
mitzer  v.  German  Sav.  &  Loan  Soc,  23 
Wash.  132,  62  Pac.  862. 

15.  Cal. — Parsons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal. 
410,  77  Pac.  1007;  People  v.  MuUan,  65 
Cal.  396,  4  Pac.  348.  la.— 2m  re  Doug- 
las' Estate,  140  Iowa  603,  117  N.  W. 
982.  Tex.— Buchanan  v.  Bilger,  64  Tex. 
589. 

16.  See  the  title  "New  Trial." 

17.  Ark.— Hall  v.  Huff,  182  S.  W. 
535.  Cal. — Norton  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.'F.  R.  Co.,  97  Cal.  388,  30  Pac.  585, 
82  Pac.  452;  Eeinhart  v.  Lugo,  86  Cal. 
395,  24  Pac.  1089.  But  see  People  v. 
Norris,  144  Cal.  422,  77  Pac.  998.  Colo. 
Du  Bois  V.  Clark,  12  Colo.  App.  220,  55 
Pac.  750.  la. — In  re  pouglas'  Estate, 
140  Iowa  603,  117  N.  W.  982;  Spencer 
V.  Berns,  114  Iowa  126,  86  F.  W.  209. 
Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Potter  v.  Riley,  219 
Mo.  667,  118  S.  W.  647;  Smith  v. 
Young,  136  Mo.  65,  117  S.  W.  628; 
Lacy  V.  Williams,  27  Mo.  280.  N.  D. 
Atwood  V.  Eoan,  26  N.  D.  622,  145  N. 
W..  587. 

See  supra,  XIV. 

[a]  An  application  to  set  aside  an 
allowance  of  a  claim  against  decedent's 
estate,  made  before  payment  of  the 
claim   and   before  final  settlement   of 
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the  administration,  is  a  direct  attack. 
In  re  Douglas'  Estate,  140  Iowa  603, 
117  N.  W.  982. 

[b]  Though  made  at  a  subsequent 
term,  where  the  statute  provides  for  a 
motion  after  the  term.  Hall  v.  Huff 
(Ark.),  182  S.  W.  535. 

18.  Great  Western  Power  Co.  v. 
Pillsbury,  170  Cal.  180,  149  Pac.  35,s 
Wade  V.  Scott  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145 
S.  W.  675;  Kalteyer  v.  Wipff  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  49  8.  W. '1055;  Wipff  v.  Heder, 
6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  685,  26  8.  W.  118. 

See  generally  the  title  "Certiorari."' 
[a]  Certiorari  Collateral. — A  petition 
for  certiorari  to  quash  a  judgment  of 
an  inferior  court  rendered  on  irregular 
service  of  process  was  deemed  a  col- 
lateral attack  in  Foster  v.  Thompson, 
10  Ala.  App.  365,  65  So.  414. 

19.  See  the  title  "Audita  Querela." 

20.  Idaho.— O'Neill  v.  Potvin,  13 
Idaho  721,  93  Pac.  20.  ta.— Succes- 
sion of  Portier,  51  La.  Ann.  1562,  26 
So.  554.  Mo. — Eeineman  v.  Larkin,  222 
Mo.  156,  121  8.  W.  307. 

See   generally   the   title    "Appeals." 

21.  Gibbens  v.  Bourland  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  145  S.  W.  274.  See  generally 
the  title  "Writ  of  Error." 

22.  Colo.— Smith  v.  Morrill,  12  Colo. 
App.  233,  55  Pac.  824.  Ga.— Williams 
V.  Lancaster,  113,  Ga.  1020,  39  8.  E. 
471.  Ind. — ^Frankel  v.  Garrard,  160  Ind. 
209,  66  N.  E.  687;  Davis  v.  D.  M.  Os- 
borne &  Co.,  156  Ind.  86,  59  N.  E.  279; 
Davis  V.  Clements,  148  Ind.  605,  47,  if. 
E.  1056,  62  Am.  St.  Eep.  539;  Boss  v. 
Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  34  N.  E.  865,  39 
N.  E.  732;  Johnson  v.  State,  80  Ind. 
220;  Fletcher  v.  Barton,  58  Ind.  App. 
233,  108  N.  E.  137.  la.— Brakke  v. 
Hoskins,  98  Iowa  233,  67  N.  W.  235. 
Kan. — McNeill  v.  Edie,  24  Kan.  108. 
Minn. — Vaule  v.  Miller,  69  Minn.  440, 
72  N.  W.  452.  Miss.— McKinney  v. 
Adams,  95  Miss.  832,  50  So.  474.  Mo. 
Engler  v.  Kuoblaugh,  131  Mo.  App. 
481,  110  S.  W.  16;  Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Warden,  73  Mo.  App.  117. 
Ohio.— Waite  v.  Ellis,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  415. 
Ore.— Morrill  v.  Morrill,  20  Ore.  96,  25 


JUDGMENTS 


379 


judgment,  or  to  modify,  vacate  or  annul  it  on  some  equitable  ground.^^ 
b.  Collateral  Attack  Defined.  —  Any  attempt  to  impeach  a  judg- 
ment other  than  by  such  direct  proceedings  is  a  collateral  attack.  It 
may  be  defined,  therefore,  to  be  an  effort  to  avoid, -defeat,  evade,  or 
deny  the  force  and  effect  of  the  judgment  in  some  incidental  proceed- 


Pae.  362,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  95,  11  L.  E. 
A.  155.  Tex. — San  Bemando  Townsite 
Co.  V.  Hocker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  176 
S.  W.  644;  Holt  v.  Love  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  181  S.  W.  857;  Shanley  v.  York 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  118  S.  W.  146. 

As  to  enjoining  the  enforcement  of 
judgments,  see  supra,  XV,  and  the  title 
"Judgments  and  Decrees,  Enforcement 
of." 

[a]  For  Want  of  Service. — A  suit 
to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  a  judg- 
ment on  the  groun^d  of  want  of  service 
of  summons  is  a  direct  attack.  Smith 
V.  Morrill,  12  Colo.  App.  238,  55  Pac. 
824.  ^ 

[b]  An  intervention  by  equity  to 
prevent  an  injustice  resulting  from 
further  execution  is  not  a  collateral  at- 
tack. Shanley  v.  York  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  118  S.  W.  146. 

[c]  An  attempt  to  stay  supple- 
mentary proceedings  after  judgment  on 
a  note,  on  the  ground  that  a  suit  is 
pending  to  compel  the  judgment  cred- 
itor to  surrender  the  note  is  a  col- 
lateral attack.  McCray  v.  Whitney,  56 
Ind.  App.  94,  104  N.  E.  979. 

In  some  jurisdictions  such  proceed- 
ings are  deemed  collataral.  See  infra, 
XVI,  B,  4,  a,  (II). 

23.  U.  S. — ^Johannessen  v.  Unified 
States,  225  U.  S.  227,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  613,  56  L.  ed.  1066.  Ark. 
Monroe  County  v.  Brown,  117  Ark. 
524,  177  S.  W.  40;  Desha  County 
V.  Newman,  33  Ark.  788.  Cal. — Camp- 
bell-Kawannanakoa  v.  Campbell,  152 
Cal.  201,  92  Pac.  184;  Bacon  v.  Bacon, 
150  Cal.  477,  89  Pac.  317;  Parsons  v. 
Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77  Pac.  1007;  Le 
Me'snager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal.  463,  77 
Pac.  988;  Bergin  v.  Haight,  99  Cal.  52, 
56,  33  Pac.  760.  Colo.— Weiss  v.  Ahrens, 
24  Colo.  App.  531,  135  Pac.  987; 
Symes  v.  Charpiot,  17  Colo.  App.  463, 
69  Pac.  311.  Conn. — Bridgeport  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Eldredge,  28  Conn.  556,  73  Am. 
Dec.  688.  lU.— Dibble  v.  Winter,  247 
m.  243,  93  N.  E.  145;  Reizer  v.  Hertz, 
223  m.  555,  79  N.  E.  283.  Ind.— Young 
V.  Wiley,  188  Ind.  449,  107  N.  E.  278; 
Prankel  v.  Garrard,  160  Ind.  209,  66 
N.  E,  687;  Soules  v.  Bobinson,  60  N.  B. 


726;  Cotterell  v.  Koon,  151  Ind.  182, 
51  N.  E.  235;  Kirby  v.  Kirby,  142  Ind. 
419,  41  N.  ,E.  809;  Thompson  v.  Mc- 
Corkle,  136  Ind.  484,  34  N.  E.  813,  36 
N.  E.  211;  Penrose  v.  McKenzie,  116 
Ind.  35,  18  N.  E.  384;  Harmon  v.  Moore, 
112  Ind.  221,  13  N.  E.  718;  Deputy  v. 
Dollarhide,  42  Ind.  App.  554,  86  N.  E. 
844;  Graham  v.  Loh,  32  Ind.  App.  183, 
69  N.  B.  474.  la.— Linsley  v.  Strang, 
149  Iowa  690,  126  N.  W.  941,  128  N. 
W.  932;  Kwentsky  v.  Sirovy,  142  Iowa 
385,  121  N.  W.  27;  Stewart  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Downs,  142  Iowa  420^  120  N.  W. 
1067.  La. — Klein  v.  Dennis,  36  La. 
Ann.  284.  Minn. — Vaule  v.  Miller,  69 
Minn.  440,  72  N.  W.  452.  Miss. — Mc- 
Kinney  v.  Adams,  95  Miss.  882,  50  So. 
474;  Sivley  v.  Summers,  57  Miss.  712; 
Crawford  v.  Eedus,  54  Miss.  700.  Mont. 
Jenkins  v.  Carroll,  42  Mont.  302,  112 
Pac.  1064.  N.  Y.— Ford  v.  Clendenin, 
215  N.  Y.  10,  109  N.  B.  124;  Warren 
V.  Union  Bank,  157  N.  Y.  259,  51  N.  B. 
1036;  Forrester  v.  Strauss,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  41.  N.  C. — Hou^r  v.  W.  E. 
Bonsai  &  Co.,  149  N.  C.  51,  62  S.  B. 
776;  Wilson  Cotton  Mills  v.  C.  C.  Ean- 
dleman  Cotton  Mills,  116  N.  C.  647,  21 
S.  E.  431.  N.  D.— Phelps  v.  McCollam, 
10  N.  D.  536,  88  N.  W.  292.  Okla. 
Jefferson  v.  Gallagher,  150  Pac.  1071. 
Ore. — ^Title  Guarantee  &  Abstract  Co. 
V.  Nasburg,  58  Ore.  190,  113  Pac.  2. 
S.  C— New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mob- 
ley,  90  S.  0.  552,  73  S.  B.  1032.  Tex. 
McCampbell  v.  Durst,  73  Tex.  410,  11 
8.  W.  380;  Buchanan  v.  Bilger,  64  Tex. 
589;  Patruoio  v.  Selkirk  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  160  S.  W.  635;  Holt  v.  Love 
(T^x.  Civ.  App.),  131  S.  W.  857;  Le 
Master  v.  Dalhart  Eeal  Estate  Agency, 
56  Tex.  Civ.  App.  302,  121  S.  W.  185; 
Lane  v.  Moon,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  625, 
103  S.  W.  211;  Carpenter  v.  Anderson, 
33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  484,  77  S.  W.  291; 
De  CordoVa  v.  Eodgers  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  67  S.  W.  1042;  Schneider  V. 
Sellers,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  226,  61  S. 
W.  541;  International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Moore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  32  S.  W. 
379.  Utah.— Doyle  «.  West  Temple  Ter- 
race Co.,  43  Utah  277,  135  Pac.  103; 
Mosby  V,  Gisborn,  17  Utah  257,  54  Pac. 
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ing  not  provided  by  law  for  the  express  purpose  of  attacking  it.** 
The  proceeding  usually  has  an  independent  purpose  and  contemplates 


121.    Wash.— Noble  v.  Aune,  50  Wash. 
73,  96  Pac.  688. 

[a]  A  counterclaim  filed  in  an  ac- 
tion on  the  judgment  seeking  to  set 
it  aside  because  of  jurisdictional  de- 
fects is  a  direct  attack.  Vaule  v.  Mil- 
ler, 69  Miun.  440,  72  N.  W.  452;  Phelps 
V.  McCollam,  10  N.  D.  536,  88  N.  W. 
292. 

[b]  A  cross-complaint  seeking  to 
vacate  a  decree  setting  aside  a  will,  on 
the  ground  of  fraud,  is  a  direct  i  attack 
upon  that  decree,  when  filed  in  a  suit 
brought  by  the  contestant  of  the  will 
to  quiet  title  to  decedent's  lands. 
Kirby  v.  Kirby,  142  Ind.  419,  41  N.  B. 
809. 

[e]  An  answer  and  cross-bill  setting 
up  fraud  and  perjury  in  the  judgment 
sued  upon  constitute  a  direct  attack. 
Patrucio  v.  Selkirk  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
160  8.  W.  635. 

[d]  ~A  cross-bill  to  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment on  which  a  creditor's  bill  is 
based,  on  the  ground  that  the  defeBd- 
ant  in  the  prior  action  at  law  was  pre- 
vented through  no  fault  of  his  own 
from  presenting  a  good  defense  which 
he  had,  is  a  direct  attack.  Congrega- 
tion of  the  Resurrection  v.  Laibe,  152 
111.  App.  417. 

[e]  The  contest  of  a  foreign  wiU 
by  a  bill  filed  for  that  purpose  is  a 
direct  attack.  Dibble  v.  Winter,  247 
111.  243,  93  N.  E.  145. 

^[f]  Contradicting  Recitals. — A  suit 
brought  for  the  very  purpose  of  estab- 
lishing by  evidence  aliunde,  the  un- 
truthfulness of  the  recitals  as  to  serv- 
ice, and  to  have  the  judgment  declared 
void,  is  a  direct  attack.  Pinnacle  Gold 
Min.  Co.  V.  Popst,  54  Colo.  451,  131 
Pac.  413. 

[g]  An  action  to  quiet  title  to  land, 
attacking  a  divorce  decree  through 
which  the  adverse  claimant's  title  was 
derived,  is  a  direct  attack  upon  such 
decree  where  the  grounds  set  up  are 
that  it  was  not  only  based  on  stipula- 
tion obtained  by  fraud  and  duress 
practiced  on  the  plaintiff,  but  also  that 
it  was  altered  after  being  passed. 
Kwentsky  «.  Sirovy,  142  Iowa  385,  121 
N.  W.  27. 

[h]  Correcting  Judgment.  —  An 
equitable  proceeding  by  a  third  party 
to  correct  a  judgment  as  to  its  amount 
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on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  collusion 
is  a  direct  attack.  Stewart  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Downs,  142  Iowa  420,  120  N.  W. 
1067. 

[i]  An  action  of  trespass  to  try 
title  which  amounts  to  a  petition  to 
cancel  a  prior  judgment  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  is  a  direct  attack.  Graham' 
V.  East  Texas  Land  &  Improvement  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  50  S.  W.  579. 

24.  V.  S.— Galpin  v.  Page,  18  Wall. 
350,  21  L.  ed.  959.  Ala. — Johnson  v. 
Johnson,  182  Ala.  376,  62  So.  706; 
Friedman  v.  Shamblin,  117  Ala.  454,  23 
So.  821.  Ariz.— Tube  City  Min.  &  Mill. 
Co.  V.  Otterson,  16  'Ariz.  305,  146  Pac. 
203.  Ark.— Clay  «. 'Barnes,  181  S.  W. 
303.  Colo.— Harter  v.  ShuU,  17  Colo. 
App.  162,  67  Pac.  911;  Cochrane  v. 
Parker,  12  Colo.  App.  169,  54  Pac. 
1027;  Smith  v.  Morrill,  12  Colo.  App. 
233,  55  Pac.  824.  Haw. — Carey  v. 
Hawaiian  Lumber  Co.  Ltd.,  21  Haw. 
311.  111.— Cigler  «.'  Keinath,  167  HI. 
App.  65.  Ind. — Cohee  v.  Baer,  134  Ind. 
375,  32  N.  E.  920,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  270; 
Deputy  ».  Dollarhide,  42  Ind.  App,  554, 
86  N.  E.  344-  Jones  v.  Leeds,  41  Ind. 
App.  164,  83  N.  E.  526;  City  of  Greens- 
burg  V.  Zoller,  28  Ind.  App.  126,  60  N. 
E.  1007.  Ky.— City  of  Paducah  i;. 
Paducah  Traction  Co.,  168  Ky.  198, 
181  8.  W.  1093;  Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167 
Ky.  308,  ISO  S.  W.  797;  Shields'  Admrs. 
V.  Chesser,  167  Ky.  532,  180  8.  W. 
968;  Baker  v.  Baker,  Eccles  &  Co.,  162 
Ky.  683,  694,  173  8.  W.  109;  Duff  v.. 
Hagins,  146  Ky.  792,  143  8.  W.  378. 
Miss. — McKinney  v.  Adafas,  95  Miss. 
832,  50  So.  474.  Mo.— Lieber  v.  Lieber, 
239  Mo.  1,  143  8.  W.  458;  Lovitt  v. 
Russell,  138  Mo.  474,  40  8.  W.  123; 
Truesdail  v.  McCormick,  126  Mo.  39, 
28  8.  W.  885;  Gunby  v.  Cooper,  177  Mo. 
App.  354,  164  S.  W.  152;  Mueller  v. 
Grunher,  145  Mo.  App.  611,  123  S.  W. 
469;    Smith    v.    Young,    136    Mo.    App. 

65,  117  8.  W.  628.  Mont.— Burke  v. 
Interstate  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.,  25  Mont. 
315,  64  Pac.  879.  Neb.— Dryden  v. 
Parrotte,  61  Neb.  339,  85  N.  W.  287. 
N.  D.— Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188, 
141  N.  W.  737.  Okla.— Sockey  v.  Win- 
stock,  43  Okla.  758,  144  Pac.  372;  Con- 
tinental Gin  Co.  V.  De  Bord,  34  Okla. 

66,  123.  Pac.  159.  Ore.— Meinert  v. 
Harder,   89   Ore.   609,   65    Pae.    1056; 
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other  relief  than  the  overthrowing  of  the  judgment,^^  though  that  may 
be  necessary .^° 

3.  General  Rule  as  to  Collateral  Attack.  —  Orders,  judgments  and 
decrees  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  the 
parties,  however  erroneous,  being  valid,  binding  and  conclusive  de- 
terminations of  the  matters  in  controversy,  cannot  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  or  collusion  be  impeached  in  a  collateral  proceeding.^' 


Morrill  v.  Morrill,  22  Ore.  96,  25  Pae. 
362,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  95,  ll  L.  E.  A. 
155.  Tex. — Crawford  v.  McDonald,  88 
Tex.  626,  33  S.  W.  325;  Estey  &  Camp 
V.  "Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.J,  133  S. 
W.  470;  Schneider  v.  Sellers,  25  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  226,  61  S.  W.  541.  Wash. 
Peyton  v.  Peyton,  28  Wash.  278,  68 
Pac.  757;  Kalb  v.  German  Sav.  &  Loan 
Soc,  25  Wash.  349,  65  Pac.  559. 

[a]  Matters  Dehors  the  Record. — An 
attack  iipon  a  judgment  for  want  o£ 
jurisdiction  in  the  court  to  render  it, 
predicated  upon  matters  de  hors  the 
record  is  collateral.  Cal. — ^Parsons  v. 
Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77  Pac.  1007.  Ind. 
Clark  V.  Hillis,  134  Ind.  421,  34  N.  E. 
13;  Cohee  v.  Baer,  134  Ind.  375,  32  N. 
E.  920,  39  Am.  St.  Bep.  270;  Cully  v. 
Shirk,  131  Ind.  76,  30  N.  E.  882,  31 
Am.  St.  Eep.  414;  Harmon  v.  Moore, 
112  Ind.  221,  13  N.  E.  718;  Eeid  v. 
Mitchell,  93  Ind.  469;  City  of  Greens- 
burg  V.  Zoller,  28  Ind.  App.  126,  60 
N.  E.  1007.  Ky.— Thomas  v.  Ireland, 
88  Ky.  581,  11  S.  W.  653;  Newcomb's 
Exrs.  V.  Newcomb,  13  Bush  544,  26  Am. 
Eep.  222. 

[b]  Bes  judicata  and  collateral  at- 
tack are  sometimes  confused.  Bes  judi- 
cata is  concerned  only  with  final  judg- 
ments on  the  merits  and,  admitting  the 
validity  of  the  prior  judgment,  it  is 
concerned  merely  with  the  scope 
claimed  for  it  as  an  adjudication.  Col- 
lateral attack  applies  to  every  order 
made  in  the  proceeding  whether  upon 
the  merits  or  not,  as  well  as  to  the 
final  judgment,  and  denies  any  validity 
whatever  to  such  orders  and  judgment. 
See  Bitzer  v.  Mercke,  111  Ky.  299,  63 
S.  W.  771,  and  the  title  "Ees  Judi- 
cata." 

25.  U.  S. — Cohen  v.  Portland  Lodge 
No.  142,  152  Fed.  357,  81  C.  O.  A.  483; 
Compton  V.  Jesup,  68  Fed.  263,  15  C. 
C.  A.  397,  31  U.  S.  App.  486.  Ala. 
Friedman  v.  Shamblin,  117  Ala.  454,  23 
So.  821.  Ark.— Clay  v.  Barnes,  181  S. 
W.  303.  Cal. — Stambach  v.  Emerson, 
139   Cal.    282,   72   Pac.   991;    Lynch   v. 


Eooney,  112  Cal.  279,  44  Pac.  565. 
Colo. — Hughes  v.  Webster,  52  Colo. 
475,  122  Pac.  789.  Idaho.— 0 'Neill  v. 
Potvin,  IS  Idaho  721,  93  Pac.  20.  .  111. 
Bennett  v.  Boys,  212  111.  232,  72  N.  E. 
380;  People  v.  Lingle,  165  111.  65,  46 
N.  B.  10.  Ind.— Cohee  v.  Baer,  134 
Ind.  375,  32  N.  E.  920,  39  Am.  St.  Bep. 
270;  Exchange  Bank  v.  Ault,  102  Ind. 
322,  1  N.  E.  562;  Deputy  v.  Dollarhide, 
42  Ind.  App.  554,  86  N.  E.  344.  Ky. 
City  of  Padueah  v.  Paducah  Traction 
Co.,  168  Ky.  198,  181  S.  W.  1093; 
Baker  v.  Baker,  Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky. 
683,  694,  173  S.  W.  109;  Duff  v.  Hagins, 
146  Ky.  792,  143  S.  W.  378;  Alford  v. 
Guffy,  115  8.  W.  216.  La.— Meyer  v. 
Moss,  110  La.  132,  34  So.  332;  Slidell 
V.  Germania  Nat.  Bank,  27  La.  Ann. 
354.  Md. — Eichardson  v.  State,  2  Gill 
439.  Mo. — Gunby  v.  Cooper,  177  Mo. 
App.  354,  164  S.  W.  152.  N.  Y.— Wil- 
cox V.  Supreme  Council,  151  App.  Div. 
297,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  377.  N.  C— Bailey 
V.  Hopkins,  152  N.  C.  748,  67  S.  E. 
569.  Ore.— Meinert  v.  Harder,  39  Ore. 
609,  65  Pac:  1056.  Tenn. — Beeves  v. 
Hager,  101  Tenn.  712,  50  S.  W.  760. 
Tex. — Newman  v.  Mackey,  37  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  85,  83  S.  W.  31.  Wash.— Peyton 
V.  Peyton,  28  Wash.  278,  68  Pac.  757. 

26.  O'Neill  v.  Potvin,  13  Idaho  721, 
93  Pac.  20;  Wilcox  v.  Supreme  Coun- 
cil, 151  App.  Div.  297,  136  N.  Y. 
Supp.  377. 

27.  V.  S.—Ex  parte  Boe,  234  XJ.  S. 
70,  34  Sup.  Ct.  722,  58  L.  ed.  1217; 
Manson  v.  Duncanson,  166  XT.  S.  533, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  647,  41  L.  ed.  1105;  United 
States  V.  Walker,  109  XJ.  S.  258,  3  Sup. 
Ct.  277,  27  L.  ed.  927;  McGoon  v. 
Scales,  9  Wall.  23,  19  L.  ed.  545; 
Christmas  v.  Eussell,  5  Wall.  290,  304, 
IS  L.  ed.  475;  Voorhees  v.  Jackson,  10 
Pet.  343,  9  L.  ed.  448;  Lively  v.  Pic- 
ton,  218  Fed.  401,  134  C.  C.  A.  189; 
United  States  v.  Bothstein,  187  Fed. 
268,  109  C.  C.  A.  521;  Harper  v.  Ban- 
kin,  141  Fed.  626,  72  C.  C.  A.  320 
(petition  for  certiorari  denied,  200  U.  S. 
621);  Eyan  v.  Staples,  76  Fed.  721,  23 
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4.    What  Proceedings  Are  Collateral.  —  a.    Proceedings  Involving 
Enforcement  of  Judgment.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  All  proceedings  taken 


C.  C.  A.  541;  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  & 
M.  R.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  76  Fed.  429,  21 

C.  C.  A.  468;  Foltz  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.;  60  Fed.  316,  8  C.  C.  A.  635. 
Ala.— City  of  Huntsville  v.  PMllipa,  191 
Ala.  524,  67  So.  664;  Logan  v.  Central 
Iron  &  Coal  Co.,  139  Ala.  548,  36  So. 
729 ;  Pollard  v.  American  Freehold  Land 
Mtg.  Co.,  103  Ala.  289,  16  So,  801; 
McLaughlin  v.  Hardwick  (Ala.  App.), 
70  So.  305;  Hinds-  v.  Wiles,  12  Ala. 
App.  596,  68  So.  556.  Alaska. — In  re 
Decker ?s  Estate,  3  Alaska  106;  Syl- 
vester's Admr.  v.  Wilson's  Admr.,  2 
Alaska  325;  White's  Guardians  v.  Mar- 
tin, 2  Alaska  495.  Ariz. — Tube  City 
Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Otterson,  16  Ariz. 
305,  146  Pac.  203.  Ark.— Citizen 's 
Bank  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  107 
Ark.  142,  155  S'.  W.  102;  Lewis  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  107  Ark. 
41,  154  S.  W.  198;  Hall  1>.  Morris,  94 
Ark.  519,  127  S.  W.  718;  Boyd  v. 
Eoane,  49  Ark.  397,  5  S.  W.  704; 
Evans  v.  Percifull,  5  Ark.  424.  Cal. 
Cellulose  Package  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Calhoun, 
166  Cal.  -513,  137  Pae.  238.  Colo. 
Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton,  53  Colo.  157, 
125  Pac.  512;  People  v.  Board  of 
Comrs.,  7  Colo.  App.  229,  42  Pac.  1032. 

D.  C. — Degge  v.  Baxter,  41  App.  Cas. 
169;  Morse  v.  United  States,  Use  of 
Hine,  29  App.  Cas.  433;  Eichmond  & 
Danville  E.  Co.  v.  Gorman,  7  App.  Cas. 
91.  Fla.— Lucy  v.  Deas,  59  Fla.  552,  52 
So.  515.  Ga. — ^Bowen  v.  Gaskins,  144 
Ga.  1,  85  S.  E.  1007;  Flanders  v.  Sut- 
ton, 143  Ga.  764,  85  S.  E.  914;  Hood 
13.  Hood,  143  Ga.  616,  85  S.  E.  849; 
Wade  V.  Hurst,  143  Ga.  26,  84  S.  E. 
65.  Haw. — Paris  v.  Kealoha,  11  Haw. 
450.  HI. — Barrett  v.  Chicago  Terminal 
Transfer  E.  Co.,  271  HI.  642,  111  N.  B. 
563;  Kuzak  v.  Anderson,  267  HI.  609, 
108  N.  E.  662;  O'Brien  v., People,  216 
m.  354,  75  N.  E.  108;  People  v.  Tal- 
madge,  194  HI.  67,  61  N.  E.  1049; 
Davies  v.  Gibbs,  174  HI.  272,  51  N.  E. 
220;  Clark  v.  Kern,  146  HI.  348,  35  N. 
E.  60;  People  v.  Seelye,  146  HI.  189, 
32  N.  E.  458;  Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111. 
307;  Buokmaster  v.  Eyder,  12  111.  207; 
Swiggart  v.  Harber,  5  HI.  364,  39  Am. 
Dec.  418;  Buckmaster  v.  Jackson,  4  111. 
104;  The  American  Bonding  Co.  v.  Eeid, 
168  111.  App.  646;  Kanorowski  v.  Peo- 
ple, 113  111.  App.  468;  Bermudez  As- 
phalt Pav.  Co.  V.  Gibson,  106  111.  App. 
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16;   Koren   v.   Eoemheld,    7    HI.    App. 
646.     Ind.— Young  v.  Wiley,   183   Ind. 
449,    107   N.   E.   278;    Frankel   v.   Voss 
(Ind.  App.),  109  N.  E.  55.     la.— Com- 
mercial State  Bank  v.  Pierce,  158  N. 
W.   481;   Tucker  v.   Stewart,  147   Iowa 
294,  126  N.  W.  183;   Smith  v.  Keeley, 
146  Iowa  660,  125  N.  W.  669;  Euppin 
V.  McLachlau,  122  Iowa  343,  98  N.  W. 
153.     Ky. — Villier  v.  Watson's  Admx., 
168  Ky.  631,  182  S.  W.  869;  Paducah 
V.  Paducah  Traction  Co.,  168  Ky.  198, 
181  S.  W.  1093;  Torian  v.  Caldwell,  167 
Ky.    670,    181     S.     W.     373;     Shields' 
Admrs.   v.    Chesser,    167    Ky.   532,     180 
S.  W.  968;  Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167  Ky. 
308,  180  S.  W.  797;   Cox  v.  Interstate 
Coal  Co.,  157  Ky.  373,  163  S.  W.  231; 
Bamberger  v.  Green,  146  Ky.  258,  142 
S.    W.    384;    Duff   v.   Hagins,    146   Ky. 
792,   143  S.  W.   378;   Barnett  v.  Bauer 
Cooperage  Co.,  145  Ky.  163,  140  S.  W. 
146;   Sublett  v.   Gardner,   144  Ky.  190, 
137  S.  W.  864;  Buchanan  v.  Henry,  143 
Ky.    628,    137    S.    W.    222;     Staples     v. 
Shiver,  122  S.  W.  826;  Feltner  v.  Huff, 
118  S.  W.  936;  Dennis  v.  Alves,  117  S. 
W.  287;  Derr  v.  Wilson,  84  Ky.  14;  Paul 
V.  Smith,  82  Ky.  451;  Betfnett  v.  Tier- 
nay,   78  Ky.  580;   Com.  v.  Morrison,  4 
Bibb   336;    McHvoy   v.   Speed,   4   Bibb 
85;    Bustard   v.    Gates,    4    Dana    429; 
Luckett  V.   Gwathmey,   Litt.   Sel.   Cas. 
121;   Miller  v.  Farmers'  Bank,   25  Ky. 
L.   Eep.   373,   75   S.   W.    218;    Berry   v. 
Foster,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep.   745,  58   S.  W. 
709;  Sorrell  v.  Samuels,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1498,   49   S.   W.   762.     Me.— Toothaker 
V.  Greer,  92  Me.  546,  43  Atl.  498.    Md. 
Mister  v.  Thomas,  122  Md.  445,  89  Atl. 
844;   Emmert  v.  Middlekauff,  118-  Md. 
399,   84   Atl.    540;    Clark    v.    Soutljern 
Can.    Co.,    116    Md.    85,    81    Atl.    271. 
Mich. — Haven  v.  Owens,  121  Mich.  51, 
79  N.  W.  938,   80   Am.  St.    Eep.    477. 
Minn. — State   v.   Eies,   123   Minn. .  397, 
143  N.  W.   981;   Schmitt  v.    Dahl,    88 
Minn.   506,   93   N.   W.   665;   Breault  v. 
Merrill   &   Eing   Lumb.    Co.,   72    Minn. 
143,  75  N.  W.  122;  Hall  v.  Sauntry,  72 
Minn.  420,   75  N.  W.   720,  71   Am.   St. 
Eep.    497    {affirmed,    80    Minn.    348,    83 
N.  W.  156,  384).    Mo.— Harter  v.  Petty, 
266  Mo.   296,  181   S.  W.   39;  Lieber  v. 
Lieber,    239    Mo.    1,    143~  S.   "W.    458; 
Eosenheim  v.  Hartsock,  90  Mo.  357,  2 
S.   W.   473;   Lewis   v.   Morrow,   89   Mo. 
174,  1  S.  W.  93;  Hardin  v.  Lee,  51  Mo. 
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with  a  view  to  enforcing  the  judgment  or  decree  are  collateral  thereto, 
and  attacks  made  upon  the  judgment  in  the  course  of  such  proceedings 
are  collateral.^* 


241;  Martin  v.  McLean,  49  Mo.  361; 
Bell  V.  Farmers'  &  Traders'  Bank,  188 
Mo.  App.  383,  174  S.  W.  196;  Potter 
V.  Whitten,  161  Mo.  App.  118,  142  S. 
W.  4te3.  TSteb.—In  re  Nelson's  Est.,  81 
Neb.  363,  115  N.  W.  1087;  Becker  v. 
Linton,  80  Neb.  655,  114  N.  W. 
928;  Banking  House  of  A.  Cas- 
tetter  v.  Dukes,  70  Neb.  648,  97  N. 
W.  805;  Dry  den  v.  Parrotte,  61  Neb. 
339,  85  N.  W.  287;  Stenberg  v.  State, 
48  Neb.  299,  67  N.  W.  190;  Douglas 
County  V.  Keller,  48  Neb.  317,  67  N. 
W.  195;  Ripley  v.  Larson,  43  Neb. 
687,  62  N.  W.  39;  Smithson  v.  Smith- 
son,  37  Neb.  535,  56  N.  W.  300,  40  Am. 
.  St.  Eep.  504;  Taylor  v.  Coots,  32  Neb. 
30,  48  N.  W.  964;  Miles  V.  Ballantine, 
4  Neb.  (Unof.)  171,  93  N.  W.  708. 
N.  J. — Palmer  v.  Board,  77  N.  J.  L. 
143,  71  Atl.  285;  Crawford  v.  Lees,  84 
N.  J.  Eq.  324,  93  Atl.  201;  In  re 
Dreier's  Estate,  83  N.  J.  Eq.  618,  92 
Atl.  51;  Podesta  v.  Binns,  69  N.  J.  Eq. 
387,  60  Atl.  815.  N.  C— Johnson 
V.  Whilden,  88  S.  E.  223.  Okla. 
Coblentz  v.  Cochran,  44  Okla.  158,  143 
Pac.  658;  Bowen  v.  Carter,  42  Okla. 
565,  144  Pac.  170.  Pa.— 7»  re  Gottes- 
feld,  245  PU.  314,  91  Atl.  494;  In  re 
Metzger's  Estate,  242  Pa.  69,  88  Atl. 
915;  Merchants'  &  Mechanics'  Bank  v. 
Poore,  231  Pa.  362,  80  Atl.  525;  Haines 
V.  Hall,  209  Pa.  104,  58  Atl.  125;  Dau- 
berman  v.  Haiij,  196  Pa.  435,  46  Atl. 
442;  Ferguson  v.  Yard,  164  Pa.  586, 
30  Atl.  517;  Kennedy  v.  Baker,  159 
Pa.  146,  28  Atl.  252;  Sweeney  v.  Girolo, 
154  Pa.  609,  26  Atl.  600;  Hartman  v. 
Ogborn,  54  Pa.  120,  93  Am.  Dec.  679. 
E.  1. — Watson  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Con- 
crete Co.,  28  E.  I.  472,  68  Atl.  310. 
S.  D.— Green  v.  Sabin,  12  S.  D.  496, 
81  N.  W.  904.  Tenn. — Puckett  v. 
"Wynns,  132  Tenn.  513,  178  S.  W.  1184. 
Tex.— White  v.  Bedell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
173  S.  W.  624;  Hill  &  Jahns  v.  Lofton 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.  67;  Blunt 
V.  Houston  Oil  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
146  S.  W.  248;  Minchew  v.  Case  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  143  S.  W.  366;  Carr  v.  Mil- 
ler, 58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  57,  123  S.  W. 
1158.  W.  Va.— Jarrell  v.  Laurel  Coal 
&  Land  Co.,  75  W.  Va.  752,  84  S.  E. 
933.  Wis.— Cody  v.  Cody,  98  Wis.  445, 
74  N.  W.  217.    Wyo.— Holt  v.  City  of 


Cheyenne,  22  Wyo.  212,  137  Pac.  876. 

[a]  Collateral  Attacks  Not  Encour- 
aged.— Collateral  attacks  upon  judicial 
proceedings  should  not  be  encouraged, 
because  if  successful,  the  tendency  ia 
generally  to  bring  courts  into  disrepute 
and  property  rights  thereby  afterward 
become  wrested  from  innocent  pur- 
chasers. Jewett  V.  Iowa  Land  Co.,  64 
Minn.  531,  67  N.  W.  639. 

[b]  "This  rule  has  its  foundation 
(1)  in  the  policy  of  the  law  and  is  in- 
tended to  give  permanency  to  all  judi- 
cial transactions  and  rights  acquired 
thereunder."  Harris  v.  Lester,  80  HI. 
307.  (2>  In  Crawford  v.  McDonald, 
88  Tex.  626,  630,  33  S.  W.  325,  the 
court  said:  "On  grounds  of  public 
policy  the  courts  in  order  to  protect 
property  rights,  apply  the  rule  afore- 
said, which  precludes  inquiry  into  facts 
dehors  the  record  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  invalidity  of  the  judgment 
and  therefore  for  all  practical  pur-  ■ 
poses  in  such  collateral  attack  the 
judgment  is  held  valid." 

28.  U.  S.— Selig  v.  Hamilton,  234  U. 
S.  652,  34  Sup.  Ct.  926,  58  L.  ed.  1518; 
Priest  V.  Las  Vegas,  232  U.  S.  604,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  443,  58  L.  ed.  751;  Harshman 
V.  Knox  Co.,  122  U.  S.  306,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
1171,  30  L.  ed.  1152;  Cushman  v.  War- 
ren-Scharf  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.,  220  Fed. 
857>  135  C.  C.  A.  289;  Tucker  v.  Hub- 
bert,  196  Fed.  849,  117  C.  C.  A.  365; 
Kaill  V.  Board  of  Directors,  194  Fed. 
73,  114  C.  C.  A.  151;  Hicks  v.  Cleve- 
land, 106  Fed.  459,  45  0.  C.  A.  429; 
Anderson  v.   Elliott,   101   Fed.   609,   41 

C.  C.  A.  521.  Ark. — lEx  parte  Woods, 
3  Ark.  532.  Cal. — Howe  v.  Southrey, 
144  Cal.  767,  78  Pac.  259.  Colo.— Peo- 
ple V.  Board  of  Comrs.,  7  Colo.  App. 
229,  42  Pac.  1032.  Conn.— 'Porter  v. 
Orient  Ins.  Co.,  72  Conn.  519,  45  Atl. 
7.  Del.— Mitchell,  Vance  &  Co.  v. 
Garrett,   Ferris   &   Co.,    5    Houst.    34. 

D.  C. — Collins  V.  McBlair,  29  App.  Cas. 
354;  Clark  v.  Barber,  21  App.  Cas.  274; 
Willett  V.  Otterback,  9  Mackey  324. 
Ga. — Evans  v.  Callaway,  140  Ga.  538, 
79  S.  E.  116.  111.— Aldridge  v.  Mat- 
thews, 257  111.  202,  100  N.  E.  536; 
Spring  Creek  Drainage  Dist.  ^v.  Joliet, 
238  HI.  521,  87  N.  B.  394;  Glover  v. 
People,    188    111.    576,    59    N.     E.     429; 
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Perisho  v.  People,  185  m.  334,  56  N. 
E.  1134;  People  v.  Lingle,  165  111.  65, 
46  N.  E.  10;  Millard  v.  Marmon,  116 
111.  649,  7  N.  E.  468;  Town  of  Lyons 
V.  Cooledge,  89  111.  529;  Bay  v.  Cook, 
31  m.  336;  Cigler  v.  Keinath,  167  111. 
App.  65.  Ind. — Wilson  v.  Pahnestock, 
■44-Ind.  App.  35,  86  N.  E.  1037.  la. 
Capital  Food  Co.  v.  Globe  Coal  Co., 
116  N.  W.  803;  Kerr  v.  Kennedy,  119 
Iowa  239,  93  N.  W.  353.  Ky.— Shields' 
Admrs.  v.  Chesser,  167  Ky.  532,  180 
S.  W.  968;  Eogers  v.  Eogers,  15  B. 
Mon.  364;  Couchman  v.  Bush,  27  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  108,  83  8.  W.  1136.  Md.— James 
Clark  Co.  v.  Colton,  91  Md.  195,  46 
Atl.  386.  IHich.— Morlej-  Bros.  v. 
Stringer,  133  Miett  690,  95  N.  W.  978; 
Griffin  V.  McGavin,  117  Mich.  372,  75 
N.  W.  1061,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  564; 
Eeyuolds  v.  Eeynolds,  115  Mich.  378, 
73  N.  W.  425.  Miss.— Wright  v.  Ed- 
wards Hotel  &  City  Ey.  Co.,  101  Miss. 
470,  58  So.  332.  Mo. — Gunby  v.  Coop- 
er, 177  Mo.  App.  354,  164  S.  W.  152. 
Nel](. — Omaha  Coal,  Coke  &  Lime  Co. 
V.  Suess,  54  Neb.  379,  74  N.  W.  620; 
Stenberg  v.  State,  48  Neb.  299,  67  N. 
W.  190.  N.  J.— Elmendorf  v.  Elmen- 
dorf,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  113,  44  Atl.  164; 
McCanless  v.  Smith,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  505, 
25  Atl.  211.  N.  Y.— Guliano  v.  White- 
nack,  9  Misc.  562,  30  N.  T.  Supp.  415, 
24  Civ.  Proo.  55,  1  Ann.  Cas.  75,  62 
N.  Y.  St.  84.  N.  C— Brown  v.  Hard- 
ing, 86  S.  E.  1010.  Ohio. — Cleveland 
Cooperative  Stove  Co.  v.  Mehling,  21 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  60,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
400.  Pa. — Appeal  of  Plains  Tp.,  206 
Pa.  556,  56  Atl.  60;  Hughes  V.  Schrei- 
ner,  202  Pa.  488,  52  Atl.  30;  Blau  v. 
Bernagozzi,  54  Pa.  Super.  111.  R.  I. 
Gilbert  v.  Hayward,  37  E.  I.  303,  92 
Atl.  625.  Tex. — Brown  v.  Foster  Lum- 
ber Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W. 
787.  Wash.— State  v.  Oregon  Ey.  & 
Nav.  Co.,  123  Pac.  3;  Baldwin  v.  Baer, 
10  Wash.  414,  39  Pac.  117.  W.  Va. 
Central  District  &  Printing  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Parkersburg,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  85  8.  E.  65. 

[a]  A  creditor's  biU  to  enforce  the 
judgment.  Glover  v.  People,  188  111. 
576,  59  N.  E.  429;  Omaha  Coal,  Coke 
&  Lime '  Co.  v.  Suess,  54  Neb.  379,  74 
N.  W.  620. 

[b]  An  application  for  execution  is 
collateral  to  the  judgment.  Lee  v. 
Watkins,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  243,  13 
How.  Pr.  178. 

[c]  In  supplementary  proceedings 
the  validity  of  a  judgment,  not  void. 
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cannot  be  questioned.  Toogood  v.  Eus- 
sell,  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  180,  91  N.  W.  249; 
Clinkscales  v.  Hall,  15  8.  C.  602. 

[d]  Garnishment  proceedings  basi3d 
on  the  judgment  are  collateral  to  it. 
Whitworth  v.  Pelton,  81  Mich.  98,  45 
N.  W.  500. 

[e]  When  presented  for  classifica- 
tion as  a  demand  against  the  estate 
of  a  deceased  defendant,  the  judgment 
cannot  be  attacked  for  irregularities 
in  the  proceedings.  Gunby  V.  Cooper, 
177  Mo.  App.  354,  164  S. '  W.  152; 
Gilbert  v.  Hayward,  37  E.  I.  803,  92 
Atl.  625. 

[f]  Writ  of  Eestitution. — An  ap- 
plication for  a  writ  of  restitution  and 
to  quash  a  writ  of  assistance  is  a  col- 
lateral attack  upon  the  judgment.  Ben- 
nett V.  Eoys,  212  HI.  232,  72  N.  E.  380. 

[g]  Motion  to  QLuash  execution  on  a 
judgment  is  collateral  thereto.  Hay- 
wards  V.  Pimentel,  107  Cal.  386,  40 
Pac.  545;  Hammett  v.  Hatton,  189  Mo. 
App.  567,  176  S.  W.  1078. 

[h]  An  affidavit  of  illegality  filed 
on  a  levy  of  execution,  is  collateral  to 
the  judgment  upon  which  execution 
issued.  Miller  v.  A.  M.  Watson  &  Co., 
135  Ga.  408,  69  8.  E.  555;  Bedingfield 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  4  Ga.  App.  197,  61 
8.  E.  30. 

[i]  In  a  proceeding  ta  collect  an 
assessment  no  inquiry  can  be  made 
into  the  validity  of  the  assessment  unless 
it  is  void.  Aldridge  v.  Matthews,  257 
111.  202,  100  N.  E.  536;  Glover  ^•.,  Peo- 
ple, 188  m.  576,  59  N.  E.  429;  Perisho 
V.  People,  185  HI.  334,  56  N.  E.  1134; 
People  V.  Lingle,  165  HI.  65,  46  N.  E. 
10;  Clark  v.  Kern,  146  111.  348,  35  N. 
E.   60. 

[j]  Actions  to  collect  taxes  assessed 
are  collateral  to  the  proceedings  in 
which  the  assessment  was  made.  West- 
ern Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Gottlieb,  190  U. 
S.  412,  23  Sup.  Ct.  730,  47  L.  ea..lll6. 

[k]  Where  a  purchaser  at  a  judicial 
sale  seeks  to  avoid  the  purchase  on  the 
ground  that  the  judicial  proceedings 
were  irregular,  it  amounts  to  a  col- 
lateral attack  upon  the  order  of  sale, 
m.— Wing  V.  Dodge,  80  HI.  564.  N.  J. 
Podesta  v.  Binns,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  387,  60 
Atl.  815.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Dolan,  88 
N.  Y.  309;  Herbert  v.  Smith,  6  Lans. 
493.  Pa. — Eichter  v.  Fitzsimmons,  4 
Watts  251. 

[1]  Criminal  proceedings  against  the 
marshal  based  upon  his  attempt  to  exe- 
cute the  judgment    constitute    a    cgl- 
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A  contempt  proceeding  based  upon  disobedience  of  the  provisions  of 
a  judgment  or  decree  is  a  collateral  proceeding.^" 

(II.)  Enjoining  Enj?orcenient  of  Judgment.  — ■  A  proceeding  to  enjoin  the 
enforcement  of  the  judgment  is  regarded  in  many  jurisdictions  as  a 
direct  attack  upon  the  judgment  f  in  some  states,  however,  \it  is  con- 
sidered collateral,  and,  as  such,  cannot  prevail  in  the  absence  of  want 
of  jurisdiction,  fraud,  or  some  other  defect  rendering  the  judgment 
void.^^ 

(III.)  Mandamus  Proceedings.  —  An  attack  upon  a  judgment  is  col- 
lateral where  made  in  proceedings  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel 
obedience  to  it,^^  or  to  compel  action  in  aid  of  its  execution,  as  for 


lateral  attack  on  the  judgment.  An- 
derson V.  Elliott,  101  Fed.  609,  41  C.  C. 
A.  521. 

29.  State  ex  ret  Tuthill  v.  Giddings, 
98  Minn.  102,  107  N.  W.  1048;  Bay 
V.  New  York  Bay  Extension  Ey.  Co., 
155  N.  Y.  102,  49  N.  E.  662,  20  App. 
Div.  539,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  301;  Ketchum 
V.  Edwards,  6  App.  Div.  160,  39  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1012. 

[a]  Attachment  for  contempt  for 
violating  an  injunction  is  collateral  to 
the  original  decree.  Drury  v.  Ewing, 
7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,095. 

[b]  Enforcing  Collateral  Agree- 
ments.— An  attempt  to  enforce  agree- 
ments made  in  connection  with  the 
original  action  but  which  are  not  con- 
cluded by  the  judgment  therein  does 
not  constitute  a  collateral  attack  on 
the  judgment.  Thayer  v.  Mowry,  36 
Me.  387. 

[c]  Agreement  To  Discontinue. — An 
action  brought  for  breach  of  an  agree- 
ment to  discontinue  a  suit  does  not 
constitute  a  collateral  attack  upon  the 
judgment.  Smith  v.  Palmer,  6  Cush. 
(Mass.)  513.  But  see  Farrington  v. 
Bullard,  40  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  512. 

[d]  A  suit  to  charge  as  trustees 
persons  who  fraudulently  combined  to 
purchase  at  an  execution  ^ale  is  not  a 
collateral  attack  on  the  decree.  Fisher 
V.  Wood,  65  Tex.  199. 

30.  See  supra,  XVII,  A,  2,  a. 

31.  Colo. — Mentzer  v.  Ellison,  7  Colo. 
App.  315,  43  Pac.  464.  Ind. — Davis 
V.  D.  M.  Osborne  &  Co.,  156  Ind.  86, 
59  N.  E;  279;  Duncan  v.  Lahkford,  145 
Ind.  145,  44  N.  E.  12;  Krug  v.  Davis, 
85  Ind.  309;  Fletcher  v.  Barton,  58  Ind. 
App.  233,  108  N.  E.  137.  la.— Lang  v. 
Dunn,  145  Iowa  363,  124  N.  W.  192. 
Miss. — A.  B.  Smith  'Co.  v.  Holmes  Coun- 
ty Bank,  18  So.  847.  Mo.— School  Dist. 
No.  58  V.  Chappel,  155  Mo.  App.  498, 


135  S.  "W.  75;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Warden,  73  Mo.  App.  117.  Neb. 
Gillilan  v.  Murphy,  49  Neb.  779,  69  N. 
W.  98.  Okla.— Sockey  v.  Winstock,  43 
Okla.  758,  144  Pac.  372.  S.  C— Kirk 
V.  Duren,  45  S.  C.  597,  23  S.  E.  954. 
Tex.— Lester  v.  Atwood,  166  S.  y.  389; 
Cariker  v.  Dill  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  140 
S.  W.  843;  Loan  &  Deposit  Co.  v. 
Campbell,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  52,  65  S. 
W.  65.  Va.— Hudson  v.  Yost,  88  Va. 
347,  13  S.  E.  436. 

As  to  ground  for  enjoining  the  en- 
forcement of  judgment  see  supra,  XV, 
and  the  title  "Judgments  and  Degrees, 
Enforcement  of." 

As  to  grounds  of  collateral  attack, 
see  infra,  XVII,  A,  7. 

[a]  Enjoining  Writ  of  Possession. 
A  bill  to  enjoin  the  execution  of  a  writ 
of  possession  issued  in  an  ejectment 
suit,  treated  as  collateral  to  the  judg- 
ment in  ejectment.  See  Johnson  v. 
Johnson,  182  Ala.  376,  62  So.  706. 

32.  Appeal  of  Plains  Tp.,  206  Pa. 
556,  56  Atl.  60. 

[a]  An  attempt  by  writ  of  man- 
damus to  compel  auditors  to  audit  the 
judgment  is  a  collateral  proceeding. 
Town  of  Lyons  v.  Cooledge,  89  111. 
529. 

[b]  Mandamus  to  compel  a  com- 
pany to  operate  its  cars  on  a  certain 
track  is  collateral  to  an  order  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  for  the  removal 
of  the  track  as  a  nuisance.  Wright  v. 
Edwards  Hotel  &  City  Ey.  Co.,  101 
Miss.  470,  58  So.  332. 

[c]  Execution  of  Deed. — ^Where  cer- 
tain premises  are  acquired  by  decree 
quieting  title  thereto,  a  proceeding  by 
mandamus  to  force  the  board  of  trus- 
tee? to  execute  and  deliver  a  deed  to 
such  premises  is  collateral  to  the  de- 
cree. Priest  V.  Las  Vegas,  232  TJ.  S. 
604,  34  Sup.  Ct.  443,  58  L.  ed.  751. 
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example  by  requiring  the  levy  of  a  tax  or  assessment  to  pay  the  judg- 
ment,'''  or  the  issuance  of  warrants  for  the  same  purpose;.^* 

(IV.)  Actions  on  Judgment.  —  All  action^  brought  directly  upon  the 
judgment  are  collateral  to  it.^^ 

b.  Vacating  or  Setting  Aiide  in  Equity.  —  A  suit  in  equity  to  va- 
cate or  annul  a  judgment,  which  is,  in  most  jurisdictions,  regarded  as 
a  direct  proceedihg,^^  is  in  some  states  held  to  be  a  collateral  one.^' 


33.  U.  S.— Chamite  v.  Trader,  132  U. 
S.  210,  10  Sup.  Ct.  67,  33  L.  ed.  345; 
United  States  v.  Knox  County  Court, 
122  U.  8.  306,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1171,  30  L. 
ed.  1152;  United  States  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 98  U.  S.  381,  25  L.  ed.  225; 
Davenport  v.  United  States,  9  Wall. 
409,  19  L.  ed.  704;  Supervisors  v. 
United  States,  4  Wall.  435,  18  L.  ed. 
419;  Tucker  v.  Hubbert,  196  Fed.  849, 
117  C.  C.  A.  365;,  Hicks  v.  Cleveland, 
106  Fed.  459,  45  C.  C.  A.  429.  Colo. 
Eio  Grande  County  v.  Burpee,  24  Colo. 
57,  48  Pae.  539;  People  v.  Board  of 
Comrs.,  7  Colo.  App.  229,  42  Pae.  1032. 
111. — Spring  Creek  Drainage  Dist.  v. 
Joliet,  238  111.  521,  87  N.  B.  394.  la. 
Edmundson  v.  Independent  School  Dist., 
98  Iowa  639,  67  N.  W.  671,  60  Am. 
St.  Eep.  224.  Kan.— Equitable  Inv. 
Trust  Co.  V.  Board  of  Comrs.,  86  Kan. 
708,  121  Pae.  1097;  Stevens  v.  Miller, 
3  Kan.  App.  192,  43  Pae.  439. 
Neb.  —  Stenberg  v.  State,  48  Neb. 
299,  67  N.  W.  190.  N.  M.^Ter- 
ritory  ex  rel.  Color  v.  Board  of 
Comrs.,  14  N.  M.  134,  89  Pae.  252; 
United  States  Trust  Co.  v.  Territory, 
10  N.  M.  416,  62  Pae.  987.  N.  Y.— Peo- 
ple V.  Buffalo,  21-  N.  Y.  Supp.  598. 
N.  C. — Bear  v.  Brunswick  County,  122 
N.  C.  434,  29  S.  E.  719.  S.  D.— How- 
ard V.  Huron,  5  S.  D.  539,  59  N.  W. 
833,  26  L.  R.  A.  493.  Tex.— City  of 
Sherman  v,  Langham,  92  Tex.  13,  40 
S.  W.  140,  42  S.  W.  961;  Harkness  v. 
Huteherson,  90  Tex.  383,  38  S.  W.  1120. 
Wash.— Smith  v.  Ormsby,  20  Wash.  396, 
55  Pae.  570. 

34.  U.  S.— Kaill  V.  Board  of  Direc- 
tors, 194  Fed.  73,  114  C.  C.  A.  151. 
Cal.— Howe  v.  Southrey,  144  Cal.  767, 
78  Pac^  259.  Neb.— Stenberg  v.  State, 
48  Neb.  299,  67  N.  W.  190. 

35.  U.  S.— Selig  v.  Hamilton,  234  U. 
S.  652,  34  Sup.  Ct.  926,  58  L.  ed.  1518; 
Fauntleroy  v.  Lum,  210  U.  S.  230,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  64,  52  L.  ed.  1039;  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Gottlieb,  190  U.  S. 
412,  23  Sup.  Ct.  730,  47  L.  ed.  1116; 
Cushman     v.     Warren-Scharf     Asphalt 
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Pav.  Co.,  220  Fed.  857,  135  C.  C.  A. 
289;  Hatcher  v.  Hendrie  &  BolthafE 
Mfg.   &  Supply   Co.,   133  Fed.   267,   68 

C.  C.  A.  19;  American  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Supplee,  115  Fed.  657,  52  C.  C.  A.  293. 
Colo. — People  v.  MoKelvey,  19  Colo. 
App.  131,  74  Pae.  533.  Conn. — Porter 
V.  Orient  Ins.  Co.,  72  Conn.  519,  45  Atl. 
7.  Del. — Mitchell,  Vance  &  Co.  v. 
Garrett,   Ferris   &   Co.,    5    Houst.    34. 

D.  C. — Clark  v.  Barber,  21  App.  Cas. 
274.  Ga. — Porter  v.  Rountree,  111  6a. 
369,  36  S.  E.  761.  Haw.— Kapiolani 's 
Est.  V.  Atcherley,  14  Haw.  651.A  HI. 
Ambler  v.  Whipple,  139  111.  311,  28  N. 

E.  841,  32.  Am.  St.  Eep.  202;  Calhoun 
V.  Eoss,  60  111.  App.  309.  Ky.— Baker 
v.  Baker,  Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683, 
173  S.  W.  109;  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  15  B. 
Men.  364.  Mass. — Pearse  v.  Hill,  163 
Mass.  493,  40  N.  E.  765;  Hawes  r. 
Hathaway,  14  Mass.  233.  Mich. — Cole 
V.  Potter,  135  Mich.  326,  97  N.  W.  774, 
106  Am.  St.  Rep.  398;  Central  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Graham,  118  Mich.  488,  76  N. 
W.  1042.  Mo.-,Gunby  v.  Cooper,  177 
Mo.  App.  354,  164  S.  W.  152;  Wise  v. 
Loring,  54  Mo.  App.  258.  N.  J. — Elmen- 
dorf  V.  Elmendorf,  58  N.  J.  Eq,  113, 
44  Atl.  164;  McCanless  v.  Smith,  51 
N.  J.  Eq.  505,  25  Atl.  211.  N.  Y. 
Schwabe  v.  Herzog,  161  App.  Div.  712, 
146  N.  Y.  Supp.  644.  N.  C— Brown  v. 
Harding,  86  S.  E.  1010.  Pa. — Hughes  v. 
Schreiner,  202  Pa.  488,  52  Atl.  30; 
Toomey  v.  Eosansky,  11  Pa.  Super.  506. 
Tex. — Young  v.  Bank  of  Miami  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  175  8.  W.  1102. 

[a]  Assumpsit  on  the  judgment. 
Bermudez  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v.  Gibson, 
106  111.  App.  6. 

[b]  Debt  on  a  judgment.  Millard 
V.  Marmon,  116  111.  649,  7  N.  E.  468; 
Newman  v.  Mackey,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
85,  83  8.  W.  31. 

[c]  An  action  to  recover  costs 
awarded  ty  a  judgment  is  a  collateral 
proceeding.  Maxwell  v.  Quimby,  90 
Mo.  App.  469. 

36.  See  supra,  XVII,  A,  2,  a. 

37.  Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167  Ky.  308, 
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e.  Actions  Growing  Out  of  the  Proceedings.  —  (I.)  Generally. 
Attempts  to  assail  a  judgment  are  collateral  to  it  when  made  in 
actions  involving  the  enforcement  of  some  obligation  growing  out  of 
the  judgment  itself  or  out  of  the  proceedings  in  the  case  in  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered.^'  Thus  an  action  on  a  bond  is  collateral  to 
the  proceeding  in  which  the  bond  was  given,^^  and  an  action  for  dam- 


180   S.   "W.    797;    Johnson   v.   Jones,     2 
Neb.  126. 

[a]  In  Baker  v.  Baker,  Eeeles  & 
Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  694,  173  S.  W.  109, 
a*  separate  action  was  filed  attacking 
the  validity  of  a  domestic  judgment 
and  the  point  was  made  that  the  pro- 
cedure constituted  a  direct  and  not  a 
collateral  attack  upon  the  judgment. 
In  overruling  that  contention  the  court 
said:  "We  are  also  clear  that  the  at- 
tack made  on  this  Kentucky  judgment 
was  a  collateral  attack,  as  a  direct  at- 
tack on  a  judgment  can  only  be  made 
in  the  manner  pointed  out  in  the 
Code;  that  is  to  say,  by  prosecuting  an 
appeal  or  by  proceedings  had  under  the 
Code  aind  in  the  manner  pointed  out 
in  sections  344,  414  and  518  for  the 
modification  or  vacation  of  judgments. 
An  attack  made  on  a  judgment  in  any 
other  way  is  a  collateral  attack." 

[b]  A  suit  instituted  at  a  subse- 
quent term,  to  vacate  or  annul,  the 
judgment,  is  a  collateral  attack.  Ein- 
stein V.  Strother  (Mo.  App.),  182  S.  W. 
122. 

[c]  Distinction  Between  Parties  and 
Third  Persons. — In  Moore  v.  Neil,  39 
HI.  256,  89  Am.  Dec.  303,  the  court 
held  that  where  a  bill  in  chancery  is 
filed  to  set  aside  an  administrator's 
sale,  the  proceeding  should  not,  per- 
haps, be  regarded  as  collateral  to  the 
former  suit  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
parties  to  that  suit,  but  as  to  pur- 
chasers, whose  title  derived  from  the 
sale  is,  sought  to  be  divested, , it  is  as 
purely  collateral  as  an  action  of  eject- 
ment. 

[d]  Where  acts  done  pursuant  to 
an  order  are  attempted  to  be  annulled 
by  a  suit  in  equity,  this  constitutes  a 
collateral  attack  upon  the  order.  Cody 
V.  Cody,  98  Wis.  445,  74  N.  W.  217. 

38.  U.  S. — Stanley  v.  Supervisors  of 
Albany,  121  U.  S.  535,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1234, 
30  L.  ed.  1000.  Ala.— Hinds  v.  Wiles, 
12  Ala.  App.  596,  68  So.  556.  Gal. 
Bostic  V.  Love,  16  Cal.  69.  Colo. 
Hughes  V.  Webster,  52  Colo.  475,  122 
Pac.  789.      ni.— Davies  v.   Coryell,  37 


111.  App.  505.  Md.— Clark  v.  Southern 
Can.  Co.,  116  Md.  85,  81  Atl.  271.  N.  J. 
Brantingham  v.  Brantingham,  12  N.  J. 
Eq.  160.  N.  D.— Leach  v.  Kolette  Coun- 
ty, 29  N.  D.  593,  151  N.  W.  768. 

[a]  In  an  action  on  a  note  given  in 
payment  of  a  judgment  any  attempt  to 
impeach  the  judgment  is  a  collateral 
attack.  Mitchell  v.  State  Bank,  2  111. 
526;  Wallace  v.  Usher,  4  Bibb  (Ky.) 
508. 

[b]  Enforcing  Stockholder's  Liabil- 
ity.— Attacks  upon  a  judgment  against 
a  corporation  are  collateral  thereto 
when  made  in  an  action  to  enforce 
the  stockholder's  liability  determined 
by  the  judgment.  American  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Supplee,  115  Fed.  657,  52  C.  C.  A. 
293. 

[c]  A  proceeding  to  cancel  a  mort- 
gage is  collateral  to  a  judgment,  the 
satisfaction  of  which  was  a  part  of  the 
consideration  for  the  mortgage.  Mathias 
V.  Miller,  164  111.  App.  113. 

[d]  A  supplemental  petition  to  as- 
sess   the    cost    of    land    condemned    is 
collateral  to  the  condemnation  proceed-       > 
ings.     Newman  v.  Chicago,  153  111.  469, 

38   N.   B.   1053. 

[e]  A  suit  for  the  price  of  property 
sold  pursuant  to  a  judgment  is  col- 
lateral to  the  judgment.  Flowers  v. 
Keece,  92  Ark.  611,  123  S.  V-  773. 

[f]  A  proceeding  to  redeem  from  a 
mortgage  foreclosure  is  collateral  to 
the  foreclosure  decree.  Cohen  v.  Port- 
land Lodge,  152  Fed.  357,  81  C.  C.  .A. 
483;   • 

39.  Euckman  v.  State,  44  Okla.  160, 
143  Pac.  1050;  State  ex  rel.  Hankin 
V.  Holt,  42  Okla.  472,  141  Pac.  969. 

[a]  Appeal  Bond. — An  action'  on  an 
appeal  bond  is  collateral  to  the  judg- 
ment rendered  in  the  case  in  which  the 
bond  was  given.  Cal. — Bostic  v.  Love, 
16  Cal.  69.  Colo. — Steinhauer  v.  Col- 
mar,  11  Colo.  App.  494,  55  Pac.  291. 
111. — Trogdon  v.  Cleveland  Stone  Co., 
53  111.  App.  206;  Davis  v.  Coryell,  37 
111.  App.  505.  Ind. — Sturgis  v.  Rogers, 
26  Ind.  1. 

[b  ]     Action  on  Administrator '  s  Bond. 
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ages  on  the  'ground  that  a  prior  judgment  had    been    fraudulently 
obtained,  is  a  collateral  attack  upon  such  judgment,*"       ^ 

(11.)  Criminal  Prosecutions —  But  the  state  in  prosecuting  a  party 
for  criminal  conduct,  such  as  fraud  or  perjury,  in  obtaining  the  judg- 
ment does  not  collaterally  attack  it.*^ 

d.  Recovering  Money  Paid  in  Satisfaction.  —  A  proceeding  to  re- 
cover money  paid  in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  is  collateral  thereto.*^ 

e.  Second  Action  on  Sams  Subject-Matter.  —  Another  action  on 
the  same  subject-matter  is  collateral  to  the  prior  judgment.*^ 

f .  Revivor  of  Judgment.  —  Attacks  made  upon  a  judgment  in  pro- 
ceedings to  revive  it  by  scire  facias  or  otherwise,  are  deemed  col- 
lateral.** 


An  answer  to  complaint  on  an  admin- 
istrator 's  bond  is  collateral  to  the  judg- 
m,ent  of  the  probate  court  settling  the 
administrator's  account.  Bonner  v. 
Gorman,  71  Ark.  480,  77  S.  W.  602. 

[c]  An  action  on  the  bond  of  a 
trustee  appointed  pursuant  to  a  decree 
in  equity  is  collateral  to  the  decree 
(Richardson  v.  State,  2  Gill  [Md.] 
439),  and  to  the  order  ratifying  the 
trustee's  audit.  State  v.  Graham,  115 
Md.  520,  81  Atl.  31. 

[d]  A  suit  on  clerk's  bond  for  ex- 
acting illegal  fees  is  not  a  collateral 
attack  on  the  -judgment  for  costs.  State 
13.  Stevens,  103  Ind.  55,  2  N.  E.  214, 
53  Am.  Eep.  482. 

[e]  Determining  Nature  of  Judg- 
ment.— In  an  action  on  an  attachment 
bond,  the  rule  against  collateral  at- 
tack is  not  violated  by  a  mere  ex- 
amination of  the  face  of  the  attach- 
ment judgment  to  determine  its  nature. 
Downs  V.  American  Surety  Co.  (Minn.), 
156  N.  W.  5. 

40.-  Conn. — Peek  v.  Woodbridge,  3 
Day  30.  Ind.— Schultz  v.  Schultz,  136 
Ind.  323,  36  N.  E.  126;  Nicholson  «. 
Nicholson,  113  Ind.  131,  15  N.  E.  223. 
Kan. — Horner  v.  Schinstock,  80  Kan. 
136,  101  Pao.  996.  Mo.— New  Madrid 
County  V.  Phillips,  125  Mo.  61,  28  S. 
W.  321.  Ore.— Purdy  v.  Winters''  Es- 
tate, 156  Pac.  285. 

41.  United  States  v.  Bradford,  148 
Fed.  413,  since  in  such  case  the  validity 
of  judgment  or  decree  so  obtained .  is 
not  questioned. 

42.  Ala.— Hinds  v.  "Wiles,  12  Ala. 
App.  596,  68  So.  556.  Conn.— Bran- 
son V.  Bacon,  1  Root  210;  -Peek  v. 
Woodbridge,  3  Day  30;  Carter  v.  First 
Ecclesiastical  Society,  3  Conn.  455. 
Me. — Morton  v.  Chandler,  7  Greenl.  44. 
Mass. — Loring   v.   Mansfield,    17    Mass. 
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394;  Homer  v.  Fish,  1  Pick.  435,  11 
Am,  Dec.  218.  Mo. — New  Madrid  Coun- 
ty V.  Phillips,  125  Mo.  61,  28  S.  W. 
321.  Tex.— Brooks  v.  Powell  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  29  S.  W.  809. 
.  [a]  Where  taxes  were  paid  in  ac- 
cordance with  an  assessment  an  action 
to  recover  the  taxe^  so  paid  was  con- 
sidered collateral  to  the  assessment. 
Stanley  v.  Supervisors  of  Albaiy,  121 
IT.  S.  535,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1234,  30  L.  ed. 
1000;  United  States  Trust  Co.  v.  Mer- 
cantile Trust  Co.,  88  Fed.  140,  31  C. 
C.  A.  427;  Cresswell  Ranch  &  Cattle 
Co.  V.  Roberts    (Tex.),   27   S.   W.   737. 

43.  U.  S. — Morris  v.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.,  189  Fed.  211.  Ariz.— Tube  City 
Min^  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Otterson,  16  Ariz. 
305,  146  Pac.  203.  Cal. — Stambach  v. 
Emerson,  139  Cal.  282,  72  Pac.  991. 
Colo. — Affolter  v.  Rough  &  Ready  Irri- 
gating Ditch  Co.,  60  Colo.  519,  154  Pac. 
738.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Kelly,  2.  Hall 
217;  Murray  v.  Murray,  5  Johns.  Ch. 
60.  Ore. — Johnstone  v.  Chapman  Tim- 
ber Co.,  156  Pac.  286. 

[a]  Second  Probate. — A  petition  to 
reprobate  a  will  upoii,  the  assumption 
that  it  has  never  been  probated  is  a 
collateral  proceeding.  In  re  Warfield's 
Will,  22   Cal.  51,  83   Am.  Dec.  49. 

[b]  Where  the  effect  of  a  decree 
as  res  judicata  was  sought  to  be 
avoided  in  an  action  at  law  by  show- 
ing that  the  parties  to  the  prior  suit 
were  mistaken  as  to  the  facts  involved 
therein,  this  was  regarded  as  a  col- 
lateral attack  on  the  prior  decree.  Cor- 
bett  v.  Craven,  196  Mass.  319,  82  N.  E. 
37. 

As  to  merger  or  bar,  see  infra, 
XVII,  B. 

As  to  res  judicata,  see  the  title 
"Ees  Judicata." 

44.  XJ.  S. — Blankenship  v.  King,  157 
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g.  Ju'dgment  as  Basis  of  Title  or  Bight.  —  (I.)  In  General. —  When- 
ever a  judgment  is  introduced  in  evidence  or  relied  upon  in  another 
proceeding  as  the  basis  of  a  right  or  title,  any  objection  drawing  in 
question  its  validity  is  a  collateral  attack,*^  unless  its  validity  is  put 
in  issue  by  the  pleadings  in  such  a  way  as  to  constitute  a  direct  at- 
tack upon  it.*° 

(II.)  In  Particular  Proceedings.  —  Palling  under  the  rule  are  the 
numerous  cases  wherein  judgments  are  attacked  when  the  titles  or 
rights  acquired  through  them  are  asserted  as  a  basis  of  action  or  as  a 
defense  in  such  actions  or  proceedings  as  ejectment,*'  trespass  to  try 


Fed.  676,  85  C.  C.  A.  348;  Poster  v. 
Crawford,  80  Fed.  991;  Pullman's  Pal- 
ace-Car Co.  V.  Washburn,  66  Fed.  790> 
Oolo. — Cochrane  v.  Parker,  12  Colo. 
App.  169,  54  Pac.  1027.  DeL — ^Frankel 
V.  Satterfield,  9  Houst.,  201,  19  Atl. 
898.  D.  C— Wlllett  v.  Otterback,  9 
Maekey  324.  Ga. — "Weaver  v.  Webb, 
Gait  &  Kellogg,  3  Ga.  App.  726,  60 
S.  E.  367.  lU. — ^Bank  of  Eau  Claire 
V.  Eeed,  232  HI.  238,  83  N.  E.  820; 
Waterbury  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eeed,  231  111. 
246,  83  N.  E.  188.  Kan.— Selders  v. 
Boyle,  5  Kan.  App.  451,  49  Pae.  320. 
Mo. — Eeyburn  v.  Handlau,  165  Mo. 
App.  412,  147  8.  W.  846;  Glidden-Pelt 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Eobinson,  163  Mo.  App. 
488,  143  S.  W.  1111.  Mont.— Haupt  v. 
Simington, ,  27  Mont.  480,  71  Pae.  672. 
Neb.— Bussing  v.  Taggert,  73  Neb.  787, 
103  N.  W.  430.  N.  C — Smathers  v. 
Sprouse,  144  N.  C.  637,  57  S.  E.  392. 
Pa. — Gees  v.  Shannon,  2  Watts  71. 
'Tex. — Gallagher  v.  Teuscher  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App. J,  186  a  W.  409. 

But  see  Waterman  v.  Bash,  46  Wash. 
212,  89  Pac.  556. 

[a]  Where  want  of  service  in  the 
original  action  was  urged  by  way  of 
defense  to  a  petition  to  revive  it,  this 
was  considered  not  a  collateral  attack 
upon  the  judgment,  in  Kaufman  &  Sons 
V.  Foster,  89  Miss.  388,  42  So.  667. 

45.  U.  S. — American  Exp.  Co.  v. 
MuUins,  212  V.  S.  311,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
381,  53  L.  ed.  525;  Western  Glass  Co. 
V.  Schmertz  Wire-Glass  Co.,  185  Fed. 
788,  109  C.  C.  A.  1;  Safe-Deposit  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Wright,  105  Fed.  155,  44 
C.  C.  A.  421;  Ehino  v.  Emery,  65  Fed. 
826.  Art.— Pattison  v.  Smith,  94  Ark. 
588,  127  S.  W.  983.  Colo.— Israel  v. 
Arthur,  7  Colo.  5,  1  Pac.  438.  Ga. 
Hood  v}  Hood,  143  Ga:.  616,  85  S.  E. 
849.  lU.— Bradley  v.  Drone,  187  111. 
175,  58  N.  E.  304;  Pestel  v.  Primm,  109 
m,  353,     luiL— Clark  v.  Memam,  83 


Ind.     58.       Kjr.- Shields'     Admrs.     v. 

Chesser,  167,  Ky.  532,   180  S.  W.  968; 

Barnett   v.   Bauer   Coopferage   Co.,    145 

Ky.    163,    140   S.    W.    146;     Dennis    v. 

Alves,  117  S.  W.  287.  Me.— Inter- 
;  national  Wood  Co.  v.  Nat.  Assur.  Co., 

99  Me.  415,  59  Atl.  544.  Mo.— Harter 
'  v..  Petty,  266  Mo.  296,  181  S.  W.  39; 
I  Smith  V.  Young,  136  Mo.  App.  65,  117 
i  S.  W.  628.  Pa.— Cierlinski  v.  Eys.,  225 
■Pa.  312,  74  Atl.  172.  Temi.— Pope  v. 
]  Harrison,  16  Lea  82.     Tex. — Blaske  v. 

Settegast,   58   Tex.   Civ.   App.   10,   123 

S.  W.   220.     Wis.— Cody    v.    Cody,    98 

Wis.^445,  74  N.  W.  217. 

[a]  A  suit  to  enjoin  trespass  on 
land  is  collateral  to  the  judgment 
through  which  title  to  the  land  was 
acquired.  Duff  v.  Hagins,  146  Ky.  792, 
143  8.  W.  378. 

[b]  A  bill  to  restore  a  lost  deed 
is  collateral  to  th^  decree  under  which 
the  original  deed  was  made.  Pestel  v. 
Primm,  109  HI.  353. 

[c]  A  suit  for  infringement  of 
patent  is  collateral  to  the  proceedings 
for  the  issuance  of  the  patent.  West- 
ern Glass  Co.  V.  Schmertz  Wire-Glass 
Co.,  185  Fed.  788,  109  C.  C.  A.  1. 

'46.  See  Morse  v.  Piekler,  28  S.  D. 
612,  134  N.  W.  809. 

[a]  Where  fraud  practiced  in  the 
prior  judgment  relied  upon  as  the 
basis  of  title,  is  directly  pleaded  by 
the  defendant  a?  a  ground  for  can- 
celling it,  the  proceedings  are  con- 
sidered a  direct  attack.  Graham  v. 
East  Teias  Land  &  Imp.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  50  S.  W.  579.  To  the  same 
effect  Doyle  v.  West  Temple  Terrace 
Co.,  43  Utah  277,  135  Pac.  103.  And 
see  la. — Kwentsky  v.  Sirovy,  142  Iowa 
385,  121  N.  W.  27.  N.  J.— Cowlen  v. 
Bloomberg,  69  N.  J.  L.  462,  55  Atl,  36. 
Wash. — Donaldson  v.  Winningham,  48 
Wash.  374,  93  Pac.  534. 

47.  y.  S. — Voorhees  v.  Jaekson,  10 
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title,**  trespass,*^  action  to  quiet  title,^°  or  to  remove  a  cloud  on  title," 


Pet.  449,  9  L.  ed.  490;  Bltonhead  v. 
Allen,  119  Fed.  126,  55  C.  C.  A.  671; 
Foster  v.  Givens,  67  Fed.  684,  14  C.  C. 
A.  625.  Ala. — Eoman  v.  Morgan,  162 
Ala.  133,  50  So.  273.  But  see  Sham- 
lin  V.  Hall,  123  Ala.  541,  26  So.  285. 
Conn. — Brewster  v.  Denison,  1  Root 
231.  ni.— Kruse  v.  Wilson,  79  111.  333. 
Ky.— Feltner  v.  Huff,  118  S.  W.  936; 
Dennis  v.  Alves,  117  S.  W.  287.  Mass. 
Cutts  V.  Haskins,  9  Mass.  543.  Mich. 
James  E.  Scripps'  Corporation  v.  Park- 
inson, 153  N.  W.  29;  In  re  Phillips,  158 
Mich.  155,  122  N.  W.  554;  Haven  v. 
Owen,  121  Mich.  51,  79  N.  W.  938,  80 
Am.  St.  Rep.  477.  Minn. — Miller  v. 
Natwick,  110  Minn.  448,  125  N.  W. 
1022.  Mo.— Harter  v.  Petty,  266  Mo. 
296,  181  S.  W.  39;  Jones  v.  Edeman, 
223  Mo.  312,  122  S.  W.  1047.  Pa. 
Collins  V.  Phillips,  236  Pa.  386,  84  Atl. 
854;  Cierlinski  v.  Rys.,  225  Pa.  312,  74 
Atl.  172;  Randal  v.  Gould,  225  Pa.  42, 
73  Atl.  986;  Brundred  v.  Egbert,  164  Pa. 
615,   30   Atl.    503;    Kennedy,  v.    Baker, 

159  Pa.  146,  28  Atl.  252;  Toomey  v. 
Rosansky,  11  Pa.  Super.  506.  Tex. 
Brooks  V.  Powell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29 
S.  "W.  809.      ' 

[a]  An  attack  on  a  tax  judgment 
in  an  ejectment  suit  is  collateral.  Pat- 
tison  V.  Smith,  94  Arfe.  588,  127  S.  W. 
983. 

[b]  A  purchaser  of  land  subject  to 
the  lien  of  a  judgment  cannot  thus 
attack  the  validity  of  the  judgment. 
Ross  V.  Dewey,  215  Pa.  526,  64  Atl. 
674. 

[c]  An  order  of  an  orphan's  court 
authorizing  an  a3ministrator's  sale  is 
collaterally  impeached  when  drawn  in 
question  in  ejectment  "to  contest  the 
title  acquired  by  virtue  of  the  decree. 
Newby-r.  Blakely,  85  N.  J.  L.  728,  90 
Atl.  318. 

[d]  Partition  Decree. — Benefield  v. 
Albert,  132  HI.  665,  24  N.  E.  634. 

48.  Crawford  «.  McDonald,  88  Tex. 
626,  33  S.  W.  325;  Hollingsworth  v. 
Wm.  Cameron  &  Co.   (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 

160  S.  W.  644;  Gibson  v.  Oppenheimer 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  154  8.  W.  694;  Blunt 
i;.  Houston  Oil  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
146  8.  W.  248;  Jameson  v.  O'Neall 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  680;  Man- 
gum  V.  Kenley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145 
S.  W.  316;  Carr  v.  Miller,  58  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  57,  123  S.  W.  1158;  Gibbs  v. 
Scales,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App.  96,  118  S.  W. 
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188;  Holland  v.  Ferris  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.)-,  107  S.  W.  102;  Parker  v.  W.  L. 
Moody  &  Co.,  43  Tex.  Civ.  Appl  492, 
96  S.  W.  650;  Seudder  v.  Cox,  35  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  416,  80  S.  "W.  872.  * 

[a]  Where  title  of  purchaser  at  an 
executor's  sale  is  attacked  in  trespass 
to  try  title  brought  by  the  devisees, 
the  judgment  of  probate  upon  which 
the  sale  was  made  is  thereby  col- 
laterally impeached.  Crawford  «.  Mc- 
Donald; 88  Tex.  626,  33  8.  W.  325. 

49.  Ky. — Barnett  v.  Bauer  Cooper- 
age Co.,  145  Ky.  163,  140  8.  W.  146. 
Me. — Toothaker  v.  Greer,  92  Me.  546, 
43  Atl.  498.  N.  Y.— Russell  v.  Gray,  11 
Barb.  541. 

50.  IT.  S. — ^Doran  v.  Kennedy,  237 
TJ.  S.  362,  35  Sup.  Ct.  615,  59  L.  ed. 
996;  Carpenter  v.  M.  J.  &  M.  &  M.  Con- 
solidated, 212  Fed.  868,  129  C.  0.  A. 
388;  North  Star  Lumber  Co.  c.  John- 
son, 196  Fed.  56.  Ala. — ^Friedman  v. 
Shamblin,  117  Ala.  454,  23  8o.  821. 
Ark.— Clay  v.  Barnes,  181  8.  W.  303; 
O'Barr  D.'  Sanders,  113  Ark.  449,  169 
S.  W.  249.  Cal. — Newlove  v.  Mercan- 
tile Trust  Co.,  156  Cal.  657,  105  Pac. 
971.  Idaho.— O'Neill  v.  Potvin,  13 
Idaho  721,  93  Pac.  20.  Ind.— Benbow 
V.  Studebaker,  51  Ind.  App.  450,  99- 
N.  E.  1033.  la.— Ostley  v.  Secor,  94 
N.  W.  571.  Ky. — Bamberger  v:  Green, 
146  Ky.  258,  142  S.  W.  384.  Mo. 
Skillman  v.  Clardy,  256  Mo.  297,  165 
S.  W.  1050;  Davidson  v.  Laclede  Land 
&  Imp.  Co.,  253  Mo.  223,  161  8.  W. 
686.  Nev. — Daly  v.  Lahontan  Mines 
Co.,  151  Pac.  514.  N.  C— Bailey  v. 
Hopkins,  152  N.  C.  748,  6.7  8.  E.  569. 
N.  D.— Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188, 
141  N.  W.  737.  Tex.— W.  C.  Belcher 
Land  Mtg.  Co.  v.  Bush  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  67  8.  W.  444. 

[a]  As  Against  Tax  Sale. — An  ac- 
tion to  quiet  title  against>  a  tax  sale 
is  collateral  to  the  tax  judgment. 
O'Barr  v.  Sanders,  113  Ark.  449,  169 
S.  W.  249;  Crittenden  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Dougal,  101  Ark.  390,  142  8.  W.  836; 
Hall  V.  Morris,  94  Ark.  519,  127  S.  W. 
718. 

[b]  When  Direct. — A  complaint  to 
quiet  title  pf  heirs  as  against  one  who 
by  fraud  procures  a  sale  of  decedent's 
estate  is  a  direct  attack  on  the  decree. 
Bergin  v.  Haight,  99  Cal.  52,  33  Pac. 
760. 

51.  U.  S.— Butterfield  v.  Miller,  195 
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partition  proceedings,'^  an  application  to  register  'title,"  an  action  of 
replevin.** 

h.  Habeas  Corpus  proceedings  are  collateral  to  the  order  or  judg- 
ment under  which  the  person  is  detained.'^ 

5.  Judgments  Within  the  Rule.  —  a.  Courts  Rendering  the  Judg- 
ment. —  (I.)  Generally.  —  The  proceedings  of  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction or  which  exercise  a  general  jurisdiction  over  a  particular  class 
of  cases  are  of  coutse  invulnerable  collaterally.*^    "Within  this  rule  are 


Ted.  200,  115  C.  C.  A.  152;  Indiana  & 
Arkansas  Lumb.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Brink- 
ley,  164  Fed.  963,  91  C.  C.  A.  91.  Ga. 
Eodgers  v.  MeCune,  143  Ga.  657,  85  S. 
B.  837.  111.— Dibble  v.  Winter,  247  111. 
243,  93  N.  E.  145;  Jones  v.  Williams, 
185  111.  App.  499. 

52.  U.  S. — Safe-Deposit  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Wright,  105  Fed.  155;  44  C.  C.  A. 
421.  Cola.'^-Kavanaugh  v.  Hamilton, 
53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512.  111.— Wet- 
more  V.  Henry,  259  111.  80,  102  N.  E. 
189;  Clark  v.  Zaleski,  253  111.  63,  97 
N.  E.  272;  Dibble  v.  Winter,  247  111. 
243,  93  N.  E.  145.  Ind.— Threlkeld  v. 
Allen,  133  Ind.  429,  32  N.  E.  576.  Mo. 
Mueller  v.  Grunker,  145  Mo.  App.  611, 
123  S.  W.  469.  S.  C. — Sanders  v.  Price, 
56  S.  C.  1,  33  S.  B.  731.  Tex.— Estey 
&  Camp  V.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
133  S.  W.  470. 

[a]  A  suit  for  partition  among 
heirs  is  collateral  to  the  decree  of  a 
foreign  court  admitting  the  will  to 
probate.  Smith  v.  Young,  136  Mo.  App. 
65,  117  S.  W.  628. 

[b]  An  attack  by  a  junior  judg- 
ment creditor  upon  the  senior  judg- 
ment is  collateral  when  made  in  a  pro- 
ceeding for  the  partition  of  the  lands 
subject  to  the  lien  of  the  judgment. 
Safe-Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Wright,  105 
Fed.  155,  44  C.  C.  A.  421. 

53.  Kuzak  v.  Anderson,  267  111.  609, 
108  N.  E.  662. 

54.  Treharne  v.  Matson,  46  Ind.  App. 
705,  93  N.  E.  553;  Thurston  v.  Board- 
man,  1  Wils.  (Ind.)  433;  Martin  v.  Mil- 
ler, 103  Miss.  754,  60  So.  772. 

[a]  Eepievin  against  the  purchaser 
at  an  attachment  sale,  brought  by  the 
defendant  in  the  attachment  suit,  to 
recover  the  property  from  such  pur- 
chaser; is  a  collateral  proceeding.  Tre- 
harne V.  Matson,  46  Ind.  App.  705,  93 
N.  E.  553. 

55.  U.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Ju  Toy, 
198  TJ/.  S.  253,  25  Sup.  Ct.  644,  49  L. 
ed.  1040;  In  re  Coy,  127  V.  S.  731,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  1263,  32  L.  ed.  274;  Ex  parte 


Parks,  93  IT.  8.  18,  23  L.  ed.  787; 
Ex  parte  Tobias  Watkins,  3  Pet.  193,  7 
L.  ed.  650;  Ex  parte  Kearney,  7  Wheat. 
38,  5  L.  ed.  391;  Ex  parte  Lee  Kow, 
161  Fed.  592;  Ex  parte  Lung  Wing 
Wun,  161  Fed.  211;  Ex  parte  Farley,  40 
Fed.  66;  Ex  parte  Houghton,  7  Fed. 
657;  In  re  Callicot,  8  Blatchf.  89,  4 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,323.  Cal.— In  Matter 
of  Corryell,  22  Cal.  178,  Ga. — Daniels 
V.  Towers,  79  Ga.  785,  7  S.  E.  120. 
Haw. — Ex  parte  Smith,  14  Hawaii  245. 
m.—Ex  parte  Smith,  16  111.  347.  Ind. 
Miller  v.  Snyder,  6  Ind.  1,  Mo. — State 
ex  rel.  Gardiner  v.  Dickman,  175  Mo. 
App.  543,  157  S.  W.  1012;  In  re  Wool- 

dridge,    30    Mo.    App.    612.     Nev Ex 

parte  Winston,  9  Nev.  71.  Ohio. — Chil- 
dren's Home  V.  Fetter,  106  N.  E.  761. 
Ore. — Barton  v.  Sanders,  16  Ore.  51,  16 
Pac.  921,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  261.  Phil.  Xsl. 
Trono  Felipe  v.  Director  of  Prisons,  24 
Phil.  Isl.  121.  Tex. — Ex  parte  Koen, 
58  Tex.  Crim.  279,  125  8.  W.  401.  Eng. 
In  the  Matter  of  Clark,  2  Ad.  &  Bl. 
(N.  S.)  619,  42  E.  C.  L.  835. 
See  10  Standabd  Pkoc.  940-942. 

[a]  An  order  of  commitment  of  a 
juvenile  delinquent,  unless  void,  can- 
not be  assailed  in  a  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceeding for  custody  of  the  child.  Chil- 
dren's Home  V.  Fetter  (Ohio),  106  N. 
B.  761. 

[b]  Commitment  for  Contempt. — Ex 
parte  Kearney,  7  Wheat.  38,  5  L.  ed. 
391. 

[e]  Where  a  party  was  imprisoned 
for  contempt  for  refusal  to  obey  a  writ 
of  mandamus  and  instituted  habeas 
corpus  proceedings  this  was  considered 
a  collateral  attack  on  the  mandamus. 
In  re  Delgado,  140  II.  8.  586,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  874,  35  L.  ed.  578. 

56.  U.  S. — Briscoe  v.  Dist.  of  Colum- 
bia, 221  U.  8.  547,  31  Sup.  Ct.  679,  55 
L.  ed.  848;  United  States  v.  Morse,  218 
U.  8.  493,  31  Sup.  Ct.  37,  54-  L.  ed. 
1123;  Fauntleroy  v.  Lum,  210  XJ.  S. 
230,  28  Sup.  Ct.  641,  52  L.  ed.  1039; 
Seeombe  v.  Milwaukee  &  St.  P.  B.  Co., 
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county  courts,''  superior  courts,'*  eircui!;  courts,'*  and  district  courts.^" 

(II.)   Courts  of  Equity The  adjudications,  of  a  court  of  equity  are 

subject  to  the  rules  goverping'  collateral  attack.®^ 


23  Wall.  108,  23  L.  ed.  67.  Ala.— Mar- 
tin V.  Martin,  173  Ala.  106,  55  So. 
632;  Goodwater  Warehouse  Co.  ^. 
Street,  137  Ala.  621,  34  So.  903;  State 
V.  Mobile  &  G.  E.  E.  Co.,  108  Ala.  29, 
18  So.  801.  Ark.— Clay  v.  Barnes,  181 
S.  W.  303.  Cal.— Fresno  Estate  Co. 
V.  Fiske,  157  Pac.  1127.  111. — Kanorow- 
ski  V.  People,  113  111.  App.  468.  Ind. 
Bateman  v.  Miller,  118  Ind.  345,  21 
N.  E.  292;  Herren  v.  Clifford's  Admr., 
18  Ind.  411,  567;  Horner  v.  State  Bank, 
1  Ind.  130.  Ky.— Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167^ 
Ky.  308,  180  S.  W.  797.  Mo.— Cooper 
V.  Gunter,  215  Mo.  558,  114  S.  W. 
943.  N.  J. — Palmer  v.  Board  of  Chosen 
Freeholders,  77  N.  J.  L.  143,  71  Atl. 
285;  Pode^ta  v.  Binns,  69  N.  J.  Eq. 
387,  60  Atl.  815.  W.  Va.— Pleasants 
County  Court  v.  Brammer,  68  W.  Va. 
25,  69  S.  E.  450.'  Ore.— Claypool  v. 
O'Neill,  65  Ore.  511,  133  Pac.  349. 
Va. — Shanks  v.  Calvert  Mortgage  & 
Deposit  Co.,  89  S.  E.  99. 

[a]  The  commissioner's  court  as  to 
establishing  of  stock  law  districts  is 
one  of  general  jurisdiction  within  the 
rule.  Mcliaughlin  v.  Hardwick  (Ala. 
App.),  70  So.  305.        j 

57.  Ark. — Monroe  County  v.  Brown, 
118  Ark.  524,  177  S.  W.  40;  Cope  v.. 
Collins,  37  Ark.  649.  Colo. — Kavanagh 
V.  Hamilton,  53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac. 
512;  United  States  Fidelity  &  Guaran- 
ty Co.  V.  People,  44  Colo.  557,  98  Pac. 
'828;  Eoss  v.  Newsom,  25  Colo.  App. 
393,  138  Pac.  1015.  HI. — Glover  v.  Peo- 
ple, 188  111.  576,  59  N.  E.  429;  Barnett 
V.  Wolf,  70  m.  76;  Moffitt  v.  Moffitt, 
69  111.  641.  Mo. — Bingham  v.  KoUman, 
256  Mo.  573,  165  S.  W.  1097;  State 
ex  nel.  Brown  v.  Wilson,  216  Mo.  215, 
115  S.  W.  549;  Sparks  v.  Jasper  Coun- 
ty, 213  Mo.  218,  112  S.  W.  265;  Hartz- 
feld  V.  Taylor,  207  Mo.  236,  105  S.  W. 
599;  State  v.  Edwards,  192  Mo.  App. 
413,  182  S.  W.  816.  N. ,  Y — In  re 
Ward's  Estate,  59  Misc.  328,  112  N.  Y. 
Supp.  282.  N.  D.^Shane  v.  Peoples, 
25  N.  D.  188,  141  N.  W.  737.  Okla. 
Eogers  v.  Duncan,  156  Pac.  678.  Ore. 
Sappingfield  v.^  Sappingfield,  67  Ore. 
156,  135  Pac.  333.  Tex.— White  v. 
Bedell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W. 
624;  Wheeler  v.  Powell  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  114  S.  W.  689.     W.  Va.— Pleas- 
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ants  County  Court  v.  Brammer,  68  W. 
Va.  25,  69  S.  E.  450. 

58.  Ariz. — Tube  City  Min.  &  Mill. 
Co.  V.  Otterson,  16  Ariz.  305,  146  Pac. 
203.  Cal. — In  re  McNeil's  Estate,  155 
Cal.  333,  100  Pac.  1086.  Pa.— I»  re 
Metzger's  instate,  242  Pa.  69,  88  Atl. 
915.  Wash. — State  ex  ret  Neal  v. 
Kauffman,  86  Wash.  172,  149  Pac.  656. 

59.  ,  m.— Kenney  v.  Greer,  13  111.  432. 
Ind. — Jones  v.  Leeds,  41  Ind.  App.  164,- 
83   N.  E.   526.     Mo. — Bryan  v.  McCas- 
kill,  175  S.  W.  961;  Potter  v.  Whitten, 
161  Mo.  App.  118,  142  S.  W.  453. 

[a]  District  of  Columbia  Circuit 
Court. — Bx  parte  Tobias  Watkins,  3 
Pet.  (U.  S.)  193,  7  L.  ed.  650. 

[b]  Circuit  Court  of  Baltimore  City. 
Bernstein,  Cohen  &  Co.  v.  Stansbury, 
119  Md.  316,  86  Atl.  349. 

[c]  A  justice  transcript  filed  -with 
circuit  court  which  has  the  effect  of  a 
judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  is,  unless 
void  on  its  face,  conclusive  collaterally. 
Young  V.  Zacher,  226  111.  327,  80  N.  E. 
945.    I 

60.  Mont. — Burke  «.  Interstate  Sav- 
ings &  Loan  Assn.,  25  Mont.  315,  64 
Pac.  879,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  416.  N.  J. 
McDevitt  V.  Connell,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  119, 
63  Atl.  504.  N.  Y.— Hennessy  v. 
Sweeney,  28  Civ.  Proc.  332,  57  N.  Y. 
Supp.  901.  Tex. — ^Blaske  v.  Settegast, 
58   Tex.,  Civ.  App.   10,   123   S.  W.   220. 

61.  U.  S.— Bryan  v.  Kennet,  113  TJ. 
S.  179,  5  Sup.  Ct.  407,  28  L.  ed.  908; 
Lively  v.  Picton,  218  Fed.  401,  134  C. 
C.  A.  189.  Ala.— Martin  v.  Martin,  173 
Ala.  106,  55  So.  632.  Ark. — Clay  v. 
Barnes,  181  S.  W.  303;  O'Barr  v.  San- 
ders, 113  Ark.  449,  169  S.  W.  249.  Oal. 
In  re  James'  Estate,  99  Cal.  374,  33 
Pac.  1122.  D.  C— Merillat  v.  Hensey, 
34  App.  Cas.  398,  401.  Ga. — Graves  v. 
D6nny,  15  Ga.  App.  718,  84  S.  E.  187. 
HI. — Kuzak  V.  Anderson,  267  111.  609, 
108  N.  E.  662;  Lancaster  v.  Snow,  184 
m.  534,  56  N.  E.  813;  Agnew  v.  Lich- 
ten,  19  111.  App.  79.  la. — Poole  v. 
Seney,  70  Iowa  275,  24  N.  W.  520,  30 
N.  W.  634.  Md.— Estep  v.  Watkins,  1 
Bland  486.  Miss. — Lake  v.  Perry,  95 
Miss.  550,  49  So.  569.  N.  Y.— Gomez 
f.  Gomez,  81  Hun  '566,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
206.  N.  G. — Covington  v.  Ingram,  64 
N.  C.  123.     Chic— Sauer  v.  Cincinatti 
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(III.)  Criminal  Courts.  —  Judgments  in  criminal  cases  are  as  con- 
clusive collaterally  as  those  in  civil  cases."' 

(IV.)  Prolate  Courts. — Judgments  and  decrees  of  probate  courts  are 
entitled  to  the  same  immunity  from  collateral  attack"'  as  are  those  of 


St.  Ry.  Co.,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  108.  Va. 
Lemmon  v.  Herbert,  92  Va.  653,  24  S. 
E.  249.  W.  Va.— Linn  v.  Collins,  87  S. 
E.  934. 

[a].  Exceptions  to  Administrator's 
Account. — Where  the  heirs  except  to 
certain  items  in  an  administrator's  an- 
nual account,  it  is  a  collateral  attack 
upon  the  order  of  court  under  which 
the  administrator  claimed  credit  for  the 
sums  paid  out.  Massey  v.  Dxike  (Ark.), 
185  S.  W.  271. 

62.  U.  S.—Ea;  parte  Tobias  Watkins, 
3  Pet.  193,  7  L.  ed.  650;  United  States 
i/.  Eothstein,  187  Fed.  268,  109  C.  C. 
A.  521.  Ala.— Gandy  v.  State,  86  Ala. 
20,  5  So.  420.  Fla.— McDonald  v.  Smith, 
68  Fla.  77,  66  So.  430.  Ga.— Holloman 
V.  City  of  Tifton,  3  Ga.  App.  293,  59 
S.  E.  828,  111. — Kanarowski  v.  People, 
113  111.  App.  468.  Ind.— Myers  v.  State, 
92  Ind.  390.  Ky.— Board  of  Prison 
Comrs.  V.  De  Moss,  157  Ky.  289,  163 
S.  W.  183;  Underwood  v.  Com.,  32  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  32;  105  8.  W.  151.  N.  Y.—In 
re  Patrick,  136  App.  Div.  450,  120  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1006.  Pa.—Im  re  Gottesfeld, 
245  Pa.  314,  91  Atl.  494.  Tex John- 
son V.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim.  625,  48  S. 
W.  70. 

[a]  A  judgment  sentencing  accused 
to  hard  labor  on  the  streets  in  addi- 
tion to  fining  him  is  not  subject  to 
collateral  attack.  Flowers  v.  State,  4 
Ala.  App.  221,  59  So.  238. 

[b]  A  conviction  of  a  misdemeanor 
cannot  be  contradicted  in  a  collateral 
proceeding.  Holder  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  P. 
By.  Co.,  155  Mo.  App.  664,  I95  S.  W. 
507. 

[c]  An  action  to  recover  a  fine  paid 
upon  conviction  attacking  the  convic- 
tion as  illegal  is  a  collateral  proceed- 
ing. United  States  v.  Eothstein,  187 
Fed.  268,  109  C.  C.  A.  521. 

[d]  A  suit  in  eciuity  in  the  nature 
of  a  bill  for  discovery,  considered  col- 
lateral to  a  conviction  fot  violating  the 
anti-pool  law,  see  International  Har- 
vester Co.  V.  Com.,  170  Ky.  41,  185  S. 
W.  102. 

[e]  Disbarment  proceedings  are  col- 
lateral to  a  judgment  convicting  the 
attorney  of  crime.  In  re  Gottesfeld, 
245  Pa.  314,  91  Atl.  494. 


63.  U.  S. — Christianson  v.  King 
County,  239  U.  S.  356,  36  Sup.  Ct.  114; 
D6ran  «.  Kennedy,  237  U.  S.  362,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  615,  59  L.  ed.  996;  Magruder 
V.  Drury,  235  U.  8.  106,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
77,  59  L.  ed.  151;  Seefeld  v.  DuflEer, 
179  Fed.  214,  103  C.  C.  A.  32;  Wood 
V.  City  of  Ifflobile,  99  Fed.  615;  State 
Nat.  Bank  of  Maysville  v,  Ellison,  75 
Fed.  354.  Ala. — Powell  v.  Union  Bank 
&  Trust  Co.,  173  Ala.  332,  56  So.  123; 
Mayer  v.  Kornegay,  163  Ala.  371,  50 
So.  880;  Barclift  v.  Treece,  77  Ala. 
528;  Acklen  v.  Goodman,  77  Ala.  521; 
Coltart  V.  Allen,  40  Ala.  155,  88  Am. 
Dec.  757;  Gray's  Admrs.  v.  Cruise,  36  , 
Ala.  559;  Ikelheimer  v.  Chapman's 
Admrs.,  32  Ala.  676;  Lyon  v.  Odom, 
31  Ala.  234.  Alaska. — In  re  Decker's 
Estate,  3  Alaska  106;  White's  Guard- 
ians, u.  Martin,  2  Alaska  495;  Sylves- 
ter's Admr.  v.  Willson's  Admr.,  2 
Alaska  325.  Ark.^Flowers  v.  Beece, 
92  Ark.  611-,  123  S.  W.  773;  Hare  v. 
Shaw,  84  Ark.  32,  104  S.  W.  931;  Wash- 
ington V.  Govan,  73  Ark.  612,  84  S.  W. 
792;  James  v.  Gibfeon,  73  Ark.  440,  84 
S.  W.  485;  Bonner  v.  Gorman,  71  Ark. 
480,  77  S.  W.  602;  West  v.  Waddill,  33 
Ark.  575;  George  v.  Norris,  23  Ark. 
121;  Borden  v.  State,  11  Ark.  519,  44 
Am.  Dec.  217.  Colo. — United  States 
Fidelity  &  Guar.  Co.  v.  People,  44  Colo. 
557,  98  Pae.  828.  Conn.— Shelton  v. 
Hadlock,  62  Conn.  143,  25  Atl.  482. 
D.  C. — Eiehmond  &  Danville  B.  Co.  v. 
Gorman,  7  App.  Cas.  91.  Ga. — Beynolds 
V.  Norvell,  129  Ga.  512,  59  S.  B.  299. 
Haw. — In  re  Kapukini,  12  Hawaii  22; 
Paris  V.  Kealoha,  11  Hawaii  450. 
Idaho.^Clark  v.  Bossier,  10  Idaho  348, 
78  Pac.  358.  111.— Dickinson  v.  Belden, 
268  HI.  105,  108  N.  E.  1011;  Balsewioz 
V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  B.  Co.,  240  111. 
238,  88'  N.  E.  734;  Salomon  v.  The 
People,  191  HI.  290,  61  N.  E.  83; 
Young  V.  Lorain,  11  111.  624,  52  Am. 
Dec.  463;  Larimer  v.  Snell,  181  111. 
App.  50.  la. — Wallace  v.  Tinney,  145 
Iowa  478,  122  N.  W.  936.  Md.— Mister 
V.  Thomas,  122  Md.  445,  89  Atl.  844. 
Me.— Chadwick  v.  Stilphen,  105  Me. 
242,  74  Atl.  50;  Appeal  of  Mudgett, 
103  Me.  367,  69  Atl.  575.  Mass.— Gon- 
Qois  ^.  Cusaxd  Si  S>  Co.,  204  Mass. 
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other  courts.  This  rule  applies  to  surrogate  courts,"*  orphan's  courts/* 
and  courts  of  ordinary."' 

(V.)  Appellate  Courts.  —  The  judgments  of  appellate  tribunals  are 
subject  to  the  general  rules  governing  collateral  attack."^ 

(VI.)  Inferior  Courts.  —  Equally  conclusive  collaterally  are  the  orders 
and  judgments  of  inferior  tribunals    having    jurisdiction    over    the 


310,  90  N.  E.  601;  Tobin  v.  Larkin,  187 
Maas.  279,  72  N.  B.  985;  Peters  v. 
Peters,  8  Cush.  529;  Jenison  v.  Hap- 
good,  7  Pick.  1,  19  Am.  Dec.  258. 
Mich. — James  E.  Seripps'  Corp.  v.  Par- 
^kinsou,  153  N.  W.  29;  Benjamin  v. 
Early,  123  Mich.  93,  81  N.  W.  973. 
Minn. — Hanson  v.  Nygaard,  105  Minn. 
30,  117  N.  W.  235;  Hadley  v.  Bour- 
deaux,  90  Minn.  177,  95  N.  W.  1109. 
Mo.— Wilson  V.  Wilson,  255  Mo.  528, 
164  S.  W.  561;  Carter  v.  Carter,  237 
Mo.  624,  141  S.  W.  873;  Smith  v.  Black, 
231  Mo.  681,  132  S.  W.  1129;  Einstein 
V.  Strother  (Mo.  App.),  182  S.  W.  122; 
Crump  V.  Hart,  189  Mo.  App.  572,  176 
S.  W.  1089;  State  ex  rel.  Gardiner  v. 
IHckman,  175  Mo.  App.  543,  157  S.  W. 
1012;  Nelson  v.  Troll,  173  Mo.  App.  51, 
156  S.  W.  16;  Dewees  v.  Yost,  161  Mo. 
App.  10,  143  S.  W.  72;  Mueller  v. 
Grunker,  145  Mo.  App.  611,  123  S.  W. 
469.  Neh. — Herter  v.  Herter,  97  Neb. 
260,  149  N.  W.  795.  N.  C— Fann  v. 
North  Carolina  E.  Co.,  155  N.  C.  136, 
71  S.  E.  81.  Okla. — Homer  v.  McCur- 
tain,  40  Okla.  406,  138  Pac.  807;  Steele 
V.  Kelley,  32  Okla.  547,  122  Pac.  934. 
Pa. — Orphan's  Court  of  Dauphin  Coun- 
ty V.  Groff,  14  Serg.  &  E.  181.  S.  D. 
Carter  v.  Frahm,  31  S.  D.  379,  141  N. 
W.  370.  Tex.— White  v.  Bedell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W.  624;  Waterman 
Lumber  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Eobins  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W.  360;  Wilkin  v. 
Simmons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W. 
1145;  Stephenson  v.  Wiess  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  145  S.  W.  287;  Minchew  v.  Case 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  143  S.  W.  366; 
Caruthers  v.  Hadley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
134  8.  W.  757;  Boss  v.  Martin  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  128  S.  W.  718;  Farmer  v. 
Saunders,  60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  197,  128 
S.  W.  941;  Kuck  v.  Dixon  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  127  S.  W.  910;  Edwards  v.  Gates 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  120  S.  W.  585;  Hol- 
land V.  Ferris  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  107 
S.  W.  102;  Murphy  v.  Sisters  of  the 
Incarnate  Word,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  638, 
97  S.  W.  135.  Vt.— Sparrow  v.  Watson, 
87  Vt.  366,  89  Atl.  468.  Va.— Avant  v. 
Cook,  86  S.  E.  ,903.    Wash.— State  ex 
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rel  Neal   v.  Kauffman,   86   Wash.   172, 
149  Pac.  656. 

[a]  When  acting  as  a  juvenile  court 
the  probate  court's  proceedings  are  not 
subject  to  collateral  attack.  Children's 
Home  V.  Fetter   (Ohio),  106  N.  E.  761. 

[b]  "The  county  court,  having  full 
jurisdiction  of  matters  of  probate  and 
guardianship,  is  a'  court  of  limited,  but 
not  of  inferior,  jurisdiction.  It  is  a 
court  of  record,  and  its  judgments  are 
to  be  upheld  by  the  same  presumptions 
applicable  to  the  judgments  of  other 
courts  of  record."  People  v.  Medart, 
166  111.  348,  46  N.  E.  1095. 

64.  Crawford  v.  Lees,  84  N.  J.  Eq.. 
324,  93  Atl.  201;  Flatauer  v.  Loser,  211 
N.  T.  15,  104  N.  E.  1123;  Pietraroia 
V  New  Jersey  &  H.  E.  Ey.  &  Ferry  Co., 
197  N.  Y.  434,  91  N.  E.  120;  Childs 
V.  Childs,  150  App.  Div.  656,  135  N.  Y. 
Supp.  972. 

65.  Md.— Whiting  v.  Shipley,  127 
Md.  113,  96  Atl.  285.  N.  J.— Newby 
V.  Blakely,  85  N.  J.  L.  728,  90  Atl. 
318;  Plume  v.  Howard  Sav.  Inst.,  46 
N.  J.  L.  211;  Podesta  v.  Binns,  69  N. 
J.  Eq.  »387,  60  Atl.  815.  Pa.— Eice  v. 
Braden,  243  Pa.  141,  89  Atl.  877;  Cier- 
linski  V.  Eys.,  225  Pa.  312,  74  Atl.  172; 
Ferguson  v.  Yard,  164  Pa.  586,  30  Atl. 
517;  Lex's  Appeal,  97  Pa:  289;  Dresher 
V.  AUentown  Water  Co.,  52  Pa.  225,  91 
Am.  Dec.  150. 

66.  Ex  parte  Tobias  Watkins,  3  Pet. 
193,  7  L.  ed.  650;  Bowen  v.  Gaskins, 
144  Ga.  1,  85  S.  E.  1007;  Sturtevant 
i:  Eobinson,  133  Ga.  564,  66  S.  E.  890, 

[a]  In  the  administration  of  es- 
tates, the  xourt  of  ordinary  is  one  of 
general  jurisdiction  and  its  judgment 
unless  void  cannot  be  collaterally  at- 
tacked. Laramore  v.  Dudley  (Ga.),  88 
S.'  E.  682. 

67.  Ark.— Hand  v.  Haughland,  87 
Ark.  105,  112  S.  W.  184.  lU.— Miller 
V.  Pence,  115  HI.  576,  4  N.  E.  496. 
Ind.— State  v.  Benson,  70  lud.  481; 
Atkinson  v.  Maris,  40  Ind.  App.  718, 
81  N.  E.  745.  Mo.— State  ex  rel. 
Brown  v.  Broaddus,  216  Mo.  336,  115 
S.  W.  1018.     Ore.— Taylor  v.  Taylor, 
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subject-matter  and  the  parties,  such  as  justice's  eourts,^^  recorder's 
courts,^^  juvenile  courts,'"  court  of  quarter  sessions,"  circuit  courts, 
when  of  inferior'  jurisdiction,'^  and  fiscal  courts.'^ 

(VII.)   Federal  Courts.  —  The  rule  applies  with  equal  force  to  the  de- 
cisions of  the  various  federal  courts.'* 


54  Ore.  560,  103  Pac.  524.    Va.— Bryan 
V.  Nash,  110   Va.   329,  66  S.  E.  69. 

[a]  Court  of  Civil  Appeals. — Vine- 
vard  V.  Heard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  167 
S.  W.  22. 

[b]  Supreme  court  of  the  state. 
Texas  &  P.  Uf.  Co.  v.  Smith,  91  Fed. 
483,  33  C.  C.  A.  648. 

68.  U.  S.— Baltimore  &  Ohio  Ey.  V. 
Hostetter,  240  U.  S.  620,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
475.  Ala.— Poster  v.  Thompson,  10  Ala. 
App.  365,  65  So.  414.  Ark.— Citizens ' 
Bank  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  107 
Ark.  142,  155  S.  W.  102.  Cal.— Mo- 
Fall  V.  Buckeye  Grangers'  Warehouse 
Assn.,  122  Cal.  468,  55  Pae.  253,  68 
Am.  St.  Eep.  47;  In  re  James'  Estate, 
99  Cal.  374,  33  Pae.  1122;  Aucker  v. 
McCoy,  56  Cal.  524;  Guthrie  v.  Carney, 
19  Cal.  App.  144,  124  Pac.  1045.  111. 
Horn  V.  Metzger,  234  111.  240,  84  N.  B. 
893;  Young  v.  Zacher,  226  111.  327,  80 
N.  E.  945;  Millard  v.  Marmon,  116 
111.  649,  7  N.  E.  468.  Ind.— Brackney 
'».  State,  182  Ind.  343,  106  N.  E.  532; 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Freeze,  169 
Ind.  370,  82  N.  E.  761;  Fletcher  v.  Bar- 
ton, 58  Ind.  App.  233,  108  N.  E.  137. 
la. — Lang  ■;;.  Dunn,  145  Iowa  363,  124 
N.  W.  192;  Gilman  v.  Heitman,  137 
Iowa  336,  113  N.  W.  932.  Ky.— Willis 
V.  Tomes,  141  Ky.  431,  132  S.  W.  1043. 
Mich. — American  Copying  Co.  v.  Stern, 
148  Mich.  281,  111  N.  W.  766;  Miller 
V.  Smith,  115  Mich.  427,  73  N.  W. 
418,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  583;  Smith  v. 
Pearce,  52  Mich.  370,  18  N.  W.  Ill; 
Somers  v.  Losey,  48  Mich.  294,  12  N. 
W.  188;  Eeed  v.  Gage,  33  Mich.  179. 
■Minn. — Vaule  v.  Miller,  69  Minn.  440, 
72  N.  W.  452.  Mo.— Daugherty  v. 
Brown,  91  Mo.  26,  3  S.  W.  210;  Zim- 
merman V.  Snowden,  88  Mo.  218;  Ful- 
kerson  v.  Davenport,  70  Mo.  541; 
Franse  v.  Owens;  25  Mo.  329;  Ham- 
mett  V.  Hatton  (Mo.  App.),  176  S.  W. 
1078;  School  Dist.  No.  58  v.  Chappel, 
155  Mo.  App.  498,  135  S.  W.  75;  State 
ex  ret  Bolster  v.  Miles,  149  Mo.  App. 
638,  129  S.  W.  731;  Eiohards  v.  Heger, 
122  Mo.  App.  512,  99  S.  W.  802;  Wil- 
son V.  Coleman,  88  Mo.  App.  564; 
Wise  V.  Loring,  54  Mo.  App.  258;  State 
V.  Farrelly,  36  Mo.  App.  282;  Klein  v. 


Wielandy,  15  Mo.  App.  581.  Neb. 
David  Bradley  &  Co.  v.  Matley,  83  Neb. 
589,  119  N.  W.  958.  N.  Y.— Feinberg 
V.  Kutcosky,  147  App.  Div.  393,  132 
N.  Y.  Supp.  9.  Pa. — Appeal  of  Plains, 
206  Pa.  556,  56  Atl.  60.  S.  C— Wil- 
liams V.  Columbia  Mills  Co.,  100  S.  C. 
363,  85  S.  E.  160;  Long  v.  Cummings, 
91  S.  C.  521,  75  S.  B.  134.  Tex. 
Waples  Painter  Co.  v.  Eoss,  176  S.  W.' 
47;  Clayton  v.  Hurt,  88  Tex.  595,  32 
S.  W.  876;  Eule  v.  Eichards  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  149  S.  W.  1073;  Eubanks  v. 
Sites  (Tex.  Civ.  App:),  146  S.  W.  952; 
Estey  &  Camp  v.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  133  S.  W.  470;  Beaty  v.  Thos. 
Goggan  &  Bro.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  131 
S.  W.  631;  Burns  v.  Barker,  31  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  82,  71  S.  W.  328;  Brooks  v. 
Powell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W.  809. 
W.  Va. — Bumgarner  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
70  W.  Va.  787,  74  S.  E.  996;  Poca- 
hontas Wholesale  Grocery  Co.  v.  Gilles- 
pie, 63  W.  Va.  578,  60  S.  E.  597. 

[a]  City  court  sitting  in  chancery. 
Pollard  V.  American  Freehold  Land 
Mortg.  Co.,  103  Ala.  289,  295,  16  So. 
801., 

69.  Hayward  v.  Pimentel,  107  Cal. 
386,  40  Pac.  545. 

70.  Brana  v.  Brana  (La.),  71  So. 
519;  Salt  Lake  County  v.  Salt  Lake 
City,  42  Utah  548,  134  Pac.  560. 

71.  Northrup  v.  Pike  Tp.,  242  Pa. 
1,  88  Atl.  781;  Powell  v.  City  of  Scran- 
ton,  227  Pa.  604,  76  Atl.  505. 

72.  Love  V.  Dorman,  91  S.  C.  384, 
74  S.  E.  829. 

73.  Fox  V.  Lantrip,  169  Ky.  759,  185 
S.  W.  136;  Eay  v.  Woodruff,  168  Ky. 
563,  182  S.  W.  662;  Hurt  v.  Morgan 
County,  166,  Ky.  364,  179  S.  W.  255; 
Barnett  v.  Gilbert,  164  Ky.  564,  175  S. 
W.  1029;  Kenton  County  i).  Jameson, 
150  Ky.  440,  150  S.  W.  528;  Desha's 
Admrs.  v.  Harrison  County,  141  Ky. 
692,  133  S.  W.  545;  Grayson  County 
V.  Eogers  (Ky.),  122  S.  W.  866;  Mc- 
Donald's Admx.  V.  Franklin  Countv 
Court,  125  Ky.  205,  100  S.  W.  861;  Ben- 
nett V.  Tiernay,  78  Ky.  580. 

74.  Ex  ,parie  Eoe,  234  V.  S.  70,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  722,  58  L.  ed.  1217;  United 
States  V.  Eothstein,  187  Fed.  268,  109 
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(Vin.)  Quasi-jadlcial  Tribunals.  —  There  are,  moreover,  certain  boards 
and  officers  exercising  quasi-judicial  functions  to  whose  proceedings 
touching  matters  within  their  jurisdiction,  this  immunity  from  col- 
lateral attack  extends,'^  such  as  boards  of  equalization,'^  common  coun- 
cils,'^ township  trustees,'^  boards  of  arbitrators,'^  county  supervisors,*" 
county  Commissioners,*^  county  boards*^  to  examine  into  claims  against 


C.  C.  A.  521;  Edelstein  v.  United 
States,  149  Fed.  636,  79  0.  C.  A.  328, 
writ  of  error  denied,  205  U.  S.  543,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  791,  51  L.  ed.  922. 

[a]  Court  of  Claims. — ^Butler  v.  In- 
dian Protective  Assn.,  34  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  284. 

[b]  Supreme  Court  of  District  of 
Columbia. — Hine  v.  Morse,  218  U.  S. 
493,  31  Sup.  Ct.  37,  54  .L.  ed.  1123; 
Manson  v.  Duncanson,  166  IT.  S.  533, 
541,   17   Sup.   Ct.  647,  41  L.  ed.   1105. 

When  questioned  in  state  courts,  see 
infra,  XVIII. 

75.  la. — Appeal  of  Head,  141  Iowa 
651,  118  N.  W.  884.  Kan. — ^Lowns- 
berry  v.  Eakestraw,  14  Kan.  151.  Miss. 
Wright  V.  Edwards  Hotel  &  City  E.  Co., 
101  Miss.  470,  58  So.  332.  Neb.— Camp- 
bell V.  Youngson,  80  Neb.  322,  114  N. 
W.  415. 

[a],  Even  though  no  appeal  to  the 
courts  is  taken  from  the  decisions  of 
these  special  tribunals,  their  judgments 
are  conclusive  collaterally.  M'Leod  v. 
EeeeveuT,  71  Fed.  455,  18  C.  C.  A. 
188. 

[b]  Board  of  Drain  Commissioners. 
Alstad  V.  Sim,  15  N.  D.  629,  109  N.  W. 
66. 

[c]  Order  of  County  Superintend- 
ent.— ^Where  an  order  of  the  county 
superintendent  of  schools  changing  the 
boundaries  of  a  school  district  has  been 
affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  county  com-, 
missioners  it  is  not  subject  to  collateral 
attack.  School  Dist.  No.  116  v.  Wolf, 
78  Kan.  805,  98  Pac.  237. 

76.  M'Leod  v.  Eeceveur,  71  Fed. 
455,  18  C.  C.  A.  188. 

77.  Jackson  v.  Smith,  120  Ind.  520, 
22  N.  E.  431;  City  of  Ft.  Wayne  v. 
Cody,  43  Ind.  197. 

78.  Colo. — ^Riley  v.  Lemieux,  24  Colo. 
App.  184,  133  Pac.  699.  Ind.— Daly 
V.  Gubbins,  170  Ind.  105,  82  N.  E. 
659;  Cole  v.  State,  131  Ind.  591,  31 
N.  E.  458.  Kan. — Bonnewell  v.  Lowe, 
81  Kan.  196,  106  Pac.  1002.  Mo.— Mul- 
ligan V.  Martin,  125  Mo.  App.  630,  102 
S.  W.  59. 
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79.  School  Dipt.  No.  58  v.  Chappel, 
155  Mo.  App.  498,  135  S.  W.  .75,  in 
cljangiug  boundaries  of  school  districts. 

80.  Cal. — Langdon  v.  Koster,  157 
Cal.  39,  106  Pac.  209.  Ind. — Chicago 
&  A.  By.  Co.  V.  Sutton,  130  Ind.  405,  30 
N.  E.  291;  Terre  Haute  &  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Soice,  128  Ind.  105,  27  N.  E.  429.  la. 
Appeal  of  Head,  141  Iowa  651,  118  N. 
W.  884.  Mich. — Derosia  v.  Loree,  158 
Mich.  64,  122  N.  W.  357.  Miss. 
Wright  V.  Edwards  Hotel  &  City  R. 
Co.,  101  Miss.  470,  58  So.  332.  Neb. 
Sowerwine  v.  Central  Irr.  Dist.,  85 
Neb.  687,  124  N.  W.  118. 

[a]  In  laying  out  a  public  road  the 
board  of  supervisors  exercises  judicial 
functions  and  its  order  approving  the 
report  of  viewers  cannot  be  collaterally 
attacked.  Siskiyou  County  v.  Gamlich, 
110  Cal.  94,  42  Pac.  468. 

81.  Ala. — Kirby  v.  Commissioners' 
Court,  186  Ala.  611,  65  So.  163;  Mc- 
Laughlin v._  Hardwick  (Ala.  App.),  70 
So.  305  (proceeding  to  establish  stock 
law  districts);  Golden  v.  State,  10  Ala. 
App.  235,  64  So.  517.  Ind.— Southern 
Indiana  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Commis- 
sioners, 172  Ind.  113,  87  N.  E.  966; 
Larimer  v.  Krau,  57  Ind.  App.  33,  103 
N.  B.  1102,  105  N.  E.  936;  Harrod  v. 
Littell,  51  Ind.  App.  418,  99  N.  E.  817. 
Me. — Blaisdell  v.  Inhabitants -of  ,  Town 
of  York,  110  Me.  500,i  87  Atl.  361.  Md. 
Pettit  V.  County  Commissioners,  123 
Md.  128,  90  Atl.  993.  Mass.— Bartlett 
V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  E.  R.  Co.,.  81 
N.  E.  204.  Mo.— State  v.  Wiethaupt, 
165  Mo.  App.  634,  148  S.  W.  429. 
Wash. — Thomas  v.  Whatcom  County,  82 
Wash.  113,  143  Pac.  881;  State  ex  rel. 
Pagett  V.  Superior  Court,  47  Wash.  11, 
91  Pac.  241. 

82.  State  v.  Young,  84  Mo.  90;  Sten- 
berg  V.  State,  48  Neb.  299,  67  N.  W. 
190;  State  v.  Vincent,  46  Neb.  408,  65 
N.  W.  50;  Heald  v.  Polk  County,  46 
Neb.  28,  64  N.  W.  376;  State  v.  Mer- 
rell,  43  Neb.  575,  61  N..W.  754;  ^ioux 
County  V.  Jameson,  43  Neb.  265,  61  N. 
W.  596;  State  v.  Churchill,  37  Neb.  702, 
56  N.  W.  484;  State  v.  Buffalo  Co.,  6 
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the  county,  the  federal  land  department,''  commissioners  of  immigra- 
tion,** and  courts  martial.*^ 

(IX.)  Foreign  Courts.  —  The  right  to  collaterally  attack  the  judgments 
of  a  foreign  or  sister  state  is  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  article.*^ 

h.  Nature  of  the  Adjudication.  — (I.)  In  (Jeneral.  — This  prohibition 
against  collateral  impeachment  applies  to  all  kinds  of  judgments  and 
decrees,  whether  made  upon  consideration  of  the  merits  or  not.'^ 

(II.)  Default  Judgments.  —  Since  the  doctrine  of  collateral  attack  is 
not  concerned  with  issues,  a  judgment  by  default  is  just  as  conclusive 
collaterally  as  any  other  form  of  judgment.** 


Neb.  454;   Brown  v.  Otoe  Co.,  6  Neb. 
111. 

83.  Van  Patten  v.  Boyd,  20  N.  M. 
250,  150  Pac.  917. 

[a]  Iiand  Commission  of  Hawaii. 
Lewers  &  Cooke  v.  Atcherly,  222  U. 
S.  285,  32  Sup.  Ct.  94,  56  L.  ed.  202. 

84.  United  States  ».  Jn  Toy,  198  U. 
S.  253,  25  Sup.  Ct.  644,  49  L.  ed.  1040; 
Ex  parte  Lee  Kow,  161  Fed.  592; 
Ex  parte  Lung   Wing  Wun,   161   Fed. 

See  the  title  "Immigration." 

85.  Swain  v.  United  States,  165  U. 
S.  553,  17  Sup'.  Ct.  448,  41  L.  ed.  823; 
In  re  Brodie,  128  Fed.  665,  63  C.  C.  A. 
419.  See  generally  the  title  "  Courts 
Martial." 

86.  See  infra,  XVIII. 

87.  See  the  cases  in  sections  fol- 
lowing. 

88.  XJ.  S. — American  Express  Co.  v. 
Mullins,  212  U.  S.  311,  29  Sup.  Ct.  381, 
53  L.  ed.  525;  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co. 
V.  United- States,  168  U.  S.  1,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  18,  42  L.  ed.  355;  Last  Chance  Min. 
Co.  V.  Tyler  Min.  Co.,  157  U.  S.  683, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  733,  39  L.  ed.  859;  Ander- 
son V.  Elliott,  101  Fed.  609,  41  CCA. 
521;,  United  States  Trust  Co.  V.  Mer- 
cantile Trust  Co.,  88  Fed.  140,  31  C. 
C  A.  427;  OusSley  v.  Lehigh  Val.  Tr. 
&  Safe-Dep.  Co.,  84  Fed.  602.  Ala. 
Foster  v.  Thompson,  10  Ala.  App.  365, 
65  So.  414.  Ariz.— Tube  City  Min.  & 
Mill.  Co.  V.  Ottersou,  16  Ariz.  305,  146 
Pac.  203.  Cal.— Crouch  v.  H.  L.  Miller 
&  Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac.  880; 
Sacramento  Bank  v.  Montgomery,  146 
Cal.  745,  81  Pac.  138;  In  re  Newman's 
Estate,  75  Cal.  213,  16  Pac.  887;  Hahn 
V.  Kelly,  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am.  Dec.  742. 
Colo. — Munson  v.  Pawnee  Cattle  Co., 
53  Colo.  337,  126  Pac.  275.  Fla.— Ein- 
stein V.  Davidson,  35  Fla.  342,  17  So. 


563.  HI.— Kuzak  v.  Anderson,  267  111. 
609,  108  N.  E.  662;  Town  of  Lyons  v. 
Cooledge,  89  111.  529;  French  v.  Baker, 
.21  111.  App.  432.  Ind.— Fletcher  v. 
Barton,  58  Ind.  App.  233,  108  N.  B. 
137.  la. — Lang  v.  Dunn,  145  Iowa  363, 
124  N.  W.  192;  Euppin  v.  McLachlap, 
122  Iowa  343,  98  N.  W.  153;  Warthen 
V.  Himstreet,  112  Iowa  605,  84  N.  W. 
702.  La.— State  v.  Judge  of  Third  Dist. 
Ct.,  30  La.  Ann.  229.  Mich. — Grifdn  v. 
McGavin,  117  Mich.  372,  75  N.  W. 
1061.  Minn.— "West  Duluth  Land  Co. 
V.  Bradley,  75  Minn.  275,  77  N.  W. 
964.  Mo. — Cooper  v.  Gunter,  215  Mo. 
558,  114  8.  W.  943.  Miss.— Bennett 
Bros.  V.  Dempsey,  94  Miss.  406,  48  So. 
901.  Mo.— Bryan  v.  McCaskill,  175  S. 
W.  961;  Hammett  v.  Hatton,  189  Mo. 
App.  567,  176  S.  W.  1078;  Wise  v. 
Loring,  54  Mo.  App.  258;  Klein  v. 
Wielandy,  15  Mo.  App.  581.  N.  H. — Pen- 
dexter  V.  Cole,  66  N.  H.  270,  20  Atl. 
331.  N.  Y. — Trowbridge  v.  Hayes,  21, 
Misc.  234,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  635;  Drey- 
fuss  v.  Scale  &  Co.,  41  N.  Y.  Supp. 
875.  Ohio. — Righter  v. .  Thornton,  6 
Ohio  Dec.  7,  30  W.  L.  Bil.  32.  Pa. 
Brundred  v.  Egbert,  164  Pa.  615,  30 
Atl.  503;  Orr  v.  Mercer  County  Mut.' 
F.  Ins.  Co.,  114' Pa.  387,  6  Atl.  696. 
S.  D.— Mach  V.  Blanchard,  15  S.  D.  432, 
90  N.  W.  1042.  Tenn.— Fogg  v.  Gibbs, 
8  Baxt.  464.  Tex. — "Williams  v.  'Abi- 
lene Independent  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  168  S.  "W.  402;  Rule  v. 
Richards  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149  S.  "W. 
1073;  Bomar  ».  Morris,  59  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  378,  126  S.  "W.  663;  Thorp  v.  Gor- 
don (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  8.  "W.  323. 
Eng. — Schidsby  v.  "Westenholz,  6  L.  R. 
Q.  B.  155,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  73,  24  L.  T. 
93,  19  "W.  B.  587.      ■ 

[a]  Foreign  Default  Judgment. 
Ouseley  v.  Lehigh  "Val.  Tr.  &  Safe  Dep. 
Co.,  84  Fed.  602.    See  i/iifra,  XVIII. 
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(III.)  Decrees  *Pro  Confesso.  —  The  same  is  true  of  decrees  pro  eon- 
•fesso.*^ 

(IV.)  Consent  Judgments.  —  Consent  judgments  and  decrees  are  like- 
wise invulnerable  to  collateral  attack  when  jurisdiction  appears  and  no 
invalidating  fraud  or  collusion  is  present.*" 

(V.)  Judgments  by  Confession.  ■ —  Judgments  by  confession,  also,  come 
within  the  rule,  and  unless  for  some  reason  void,  they  are  not  open  to 
attack  in  any  but  a  direct  proceeding.*^ 

(VI.)  On  Demurrer.  —  Judgments  entered  on  demurrer  are  not  assail- 
able collaterally.*^ 

(VII.)  Of  Dismissal.  —  The  court  having  proper  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  and  the  parties,  its  order  dismissing  the  cause  cannot 
be  impeached  in  a  collateral  proceeding.*^ 


89.  XI.  S.— Priest  v.  Las  Vegas,  233 
U.  S.  604,  34  Sup.  Ct.  443,  58  L.  ed. 
751;  Butterfield  v.  Miller,  195  Fed.  200, 
115  C.  C.  A.  152;  Foster  v.  Givens,  67 
Fed.  684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625.  Ala.^John- 
son  V.  Johnson,  182  Ala.  376,  62  So. 
706;  Eoman  v.  Morgan,  162  Ala.  133, 
50  So.  273.  lU.— Sielbeck  v.  Groth- 
mann,  248  111.  435,  94  N.  E.  ^7.  Ky. 
Barnett  v.  Bauer  Cooperage  Co.,  145 
Ky.  163,  140  S.  W.  146.  Pa — Day  V. 
Allen,  224  Pa.  385,  73  Atl.  456. 

90.  U.  S.— Mayor,  etc.  of  City'  of 
Helena  v.  United  States,  104  Fed.  113, 
43  C.  C.  A.  429.  Ark.— Lewis  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.,  107  Ark.  41,  154 
S.  W.  198;  Williams  v.  Alexander,  90 
Ark.  591,  119  S.  W.  1130;  Denton  V. 
Eoddy,  34  Ark.  642.  Ga. — Williams  v. 
Simmons,  79  Ga.  649,  7  S.  B.  133.  HI. 
Glos  V.  Brown,  194  111.  307,  62  N.  E. 
622;  Aldrich  v.  Housh,  71  HI.  App. 
607.  Ind.— Biddle  v.  Pierce,  13  Ind. 
App.  239,  41  N.  E.  475.  Ky.— Duff  v. 
Hagins,  146  Ky.  792,  143  S.  W.  378. 
Md. — State  v.  Maryland  Elect.  Eys. 
Co.,  126  Md.  300,  95  Atl.  43.  Mo.— Haley 
V.  Branham,  192  Mo.  App.  125,  180 
S.  W.  423.  Nel).— Wabaska  Elect.  Co. 
V.  City  of  Blue  Springs,  84  Neb.  577, 
122  N.  W.  21.  S.  C. — Jones  &  Parker 
V.  Webb,  8  S.  C.  202.  Tex.— Frisby  v. 
Withers,  61  Tex.  134;  Hartford  Fire 
Ins.   Co.   V.   King,   31   Tex.     Civ.    App. 

636,  73  S.  W.  71.     Eng Ribble  Eiver 

Joint  Committee  v.  Croston  Urban  Dist. 
Council,  66  L.  J.  Q.  B.  384  (1897),  1 
Q.  B.  251,  45  W.  E.  348. 

91.  U.  S. — Thomson  v.  Wooster,  114 
U.  S.  104,  5  Sup.  Ct.  788,  29  L.  ed. 
105;  Safe-Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Wright,  105  Fed.  155,  44  C.  C.  A.  421; 
Wright  V.  Wright,  103  Fed.  580.  Ark. 
Scott  V.  Pleasants,  21  Ark.   364.     Cal. 
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Cloud  V.  EI  Dorado  County,  12  Cal.  128, 
73  Am.  Dee.  526.  Del. — Solomon  v. 
Loper,  4  Harr.  187.  D.  C. — United 
States  Elec.  Lighting  Co.  v.  Leiter,  8 
Mackey  575.  Ga. — Jackson  v.  Tift,  15 
Ga.  557.  Haw. — Carey  v.  Hawaiian 
Lumber  Mills,  Ltd.,  21  Hawaii  311. 
m. — Desnoyers  Shoe  Co.  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  188  HI.  312,  58  N.  E.  994;  At- 
water  v.  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank, 
152  111.  605,  38  N.  E.  1017;  Bush  v. 
Hanson,  70  111.  480;  Goodwin  v.  Mix, 
38  111.  115;  Chase  v.  Tuekwood,  86  HI. 
App.  70;  Perisho  v.  Perislo,  71  HI. 
App.  222.  la. — Gilman  v.  Heitman,  137 
Iowa  336,  113  N.  W.  932;  Foster  v. 
Bowman,  55  Iowa  237,  7  N.  W.  513. 
N.  C— Hooks  V.  Moses,  30  N.  C.  88. 
Pa. — Merchants'  &  Mechanics'  Bank  v. 
Poore,  231  Pa.  362,  80  Atl.  525;  Len- 
nig's  Appeal,  93  Pa.  301;  Thompson's 
Appeal,  57  Pa.  175;  Braddee  v.  Brown- 
field,  4  Watts  474.  Va. — Irvine  v.  Ean- 
dolph  Lumber  Corp.,  Ill  Va.  408,  69 
So.  350.  Wis.— Halfhill  v.  Malick,  145 
Wis.  200,  129  N.  W.  1086;  Mayer  Boot, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Falk,  89  Wis.  216,  61  N.  W. 
562. 

92.  Walker  v.  Hill,  111  Ind.  223,  12 
N.   E.    387. 

93.  TT.  S.— Franklin  County  v.  Ger- 
man Sav.  Bank,  142  U.  S.  93,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  147,  35  L.  ed.  948;  Sheffey  v.  Davis 
Colliery  Co.,  219  Fed.  465,  135  C.  C.  A. 
177;  Haug  v.  Great  Northern  Ey.  Co., 
102  Fed.  74,  42  C.  C.  A.  167.  Cal. 
Todhunter  v.  Klemmer,  134  Cal.  60,  66 
Pac.  75:  Westbay  v.  Gray,  116  Cal. 
660,  48  Pac.  800;  In  re  Newman's  Es- 
tate, 75  Cal.  213,  16  Pac.  887.  la. 
Sawyer  v.  Kelley,  148  Iowa  644,  127 
N.  W.  977.  Kan.— Houston  v.  Clark, 
36  Kan.  412,  13  Pac.  739.  Ky.— Shields' 
Admrs.   v.   Chesser,    167   Ky.    532,    180 
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(VIII.)  Orders  and  Decrees  Made  After  Judgment.  —  The  rule  against 
collateral  attack  protects  all  orders  affecting  the  judgment,  such  as 
those  modifying  or  correcting  it,^*  vacating  and  setting  it  aside,^®  or 
reviving  the  judgment.^® 

(IX.)  As  Affected  }yy  Nature  of  Proceeding.  —  (A.)  Generally.  —  The  rules 
as  to  collateral,  attack  apply  to  adjudications  made  in  every  sort  of 
judicial  proceedings,^^  illustrations  of  some  of  which  will  be  found  in 
the  notes.'* 


S.  W.  968.  Md. — Clark  v.  Southern 
Can.  Co.,  116  Md.  85,  81  Atl.  271.  Mo. 
State  ex  rel.  Potter  v.  Eiley,  219  Mo. 
667,  118  S.  "W.  647. 

[a]  Refusal  To  Dismiss  a  Bill. 
Trombly  v.  Klersy,  146  Mich.  648,  110 
N.  W.  44. 

[b]  Dismissal  of  Appeal.— Texas  & 
P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Smith,  91  Fed.  483,  33 
C.  C.  A.  648;  Cariker  v.  Dill  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  140  S.  W.  843. 

94.  U.  S. — Mootry  v.  Grayson,  104 
Fed.  613,  44  C.  C.  A.  83.  Ark.— King 
V.  Clay,  34  Ark.  291.  Cal. — Galvin  v. 
Palmer,  134  Cal.  426,  66  Pac.  572. 
N.  Y.— Woodruff  v.  H.  B.  Claflin  Co., 
133  App.  Div.  874,  118  N.  Y.  Supp. 
48.' 

[a]  Nunc  pro  tunc  order  amending 
the  judgment.  Pulitzer  Pub.  Co.  v. 
Allen,  134  Mo.  App.  229,  113  S.  W. 
1159. 

95.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Eoth- 
stein,  187  Fed.  268,  109  C.  C.  A.  521; 
In  re  Heffron  Co.,  216  Fed.  642.  Ind. 
Beavers  v.  Bess,  58  Ind.  App.  287,  108 
N.  E.  266.  Me. — International  VPood 
Co.  V.  National  Assur.  Co.,  99  Me.  415, 
59  Atl..  544.  Ore. — ^Flynn  v.  Davidson, 
157   Pac.   788. 

[a]  Vacating  the  lien  of  a  judg- 
ment.    In  re  HefEron  Co.,  216  Fed.  642. 

96.  D.  C— Willett  v.  Otterback,  9 
Mackey  324;  Collins  v.  McBlair,  29 
App.  Cas.  354.  HI — Bickerdike  v.  Al- 
len, 157  m.  95,  41  N.  E.  740.  Pa. 
Collins  V.  Phillips,  236  Pa.  386,  84 
Atl.  854;  Dauberman  v.  Hain,  196  Pa. 
435,  46  Atl.  442.  Va.— White's  Admr. 
n.  Palmer,  110  Va.  490,  66  S.  E.  44. 

97.  See  the  sections  following. 

98.  Attachment  for  Contempt. 
State  V.  Dickman,  175  Mo.  App.  543, 
157  S.  W.  1012. 

Award  of  Arbitrators. — Ala. — Geor- 
gia Hoijie  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kline,  114  Ala. 
366,  21  So.  958;  Edmundson  v.  Wilson, 
108  Ala.  118,  19  So.  367.  Mo.— Tif- 
fany v.  Coffey,  142  Mo.  App.  210,  125 
S.  W.  1178j  Downing  v.  Lee,  98  Mo. 


App.  604,  73  S.  W.  721.  N.  Y.— Silver- 
man V.  Doran,  23  Misc.  96,  51  N.  Y. 
Supp.  731.  N.  D.— Caldwell  v.  Brooks 
Elevator  Co.,  10  N.  D.  575,  88  N.  W. 
700.  Pa.— Brock  v.  Lawton,  210  Pa. 
195,  59  Atl.  997. 

[a]  Appointment  of  Trustees. 
Clark  V.  Inhab.  of  Andover,  207  Mass. 
91,  92  N.  E.  1013;  Eothenberger  «.  Gar- 
rett, 224  Mo.  191,  123  S.  W.  574. 

[b]  A  decree  settling  a  trustee's 
account  is  not  assailable  collaterally. 
Childs  -0.  Childs,  150  App.  Div.  656,  135 
N.  Y.  Supp,  972. 

[c]  Empowering  Trustee  To  Sue. 
An  order  empowering  a  trustee  to  bring 
action  to  recover  amount  due  on  stock 
cannot  be  attacked  collaterally.  Jef- 
fery  v.  Selwyn  (App.  Div.),  159  N.  Y. 
Supp.  430. 

[d]  Appointment  Of  a  successor  to 
a  trustee  under  a  will. ,  Clarke  n.  Inhab. 
of  Andover,  207  Mass.  91,  92  N.  E. 
1013. 

[e]  Confirming  Execution  Sales. — Eb- 
ner  v.  Heid,  2  Alaska  600;  Torian  v. 
Caldwell,  167  Ky.  670,  181  S.  W.  373. 

[f]  Orders  Confirming  Sales. — "The 
court  entertains  the  opinion  that,  with- 
out doing  violence  to  any  principle  of 
law,  an  order  of  confirmation  may  be 
regarded  as  a  final  adjudication  touch- 
ing the  regularity  taken  in  the  execu- 
tion of  final  process.  If  confirmations 
are  not  thus  respected  ...  an  order 
of  confirmation  under  the  present  code 
is  an  idle  ceremony,  and  the  statutes 
which  require  such  approval  were  en- 
acted to  no  purpose."  Mathews  v. 
Eddy,  4  Ore.  225,  234. 

[g]  Injunction.  ^  Lockett  &  Wil- 
liams V.  Gress  Mfg.  Co.,  8  Ga.  App. 
772,  70  S.  E.  255. 

[h]  Mandamus. — O'Connor  v.  Board 
of  Trustees,  247  111.  54,  93  N.  E.  124. 

[i]  Quo  Warranto. — 'Ex  ■parte  Hen- 
shaw,  73   Cal.  486,   15  Pac.  110. 

[j]  Partition. — Ark. — Green  v.  Hol- 
zer,  118  Ark.  533,  177  S.  W.  903.  Cal. 
Hall  V.  Brittain,  171  Cal.  424,  153  Pac. 
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(B.)  Proceedings  in  Eem  oe  Quasi  in  Eem.  —  The  rules  as  to  collateral 
attack  are  applicable  with  full  force  to  proceedings  in  rem  and  quasi 
in  rem,^^  such  as  adjudications  of  insanity,^  removal  of  the  disabilities 


906;  Linehan  v.  Hathaway,  54  Cal.  251. 
D.  C. — Bursey  v.  Lyon,  30  App.  Gas. 
597.  ni.— Nickrans  v.  Wilk,  161  111. 
76,  43  N.  E.  741;  Benefield  ».  Albert, 
132  111.  665,  24  N.  E.  634.  Ind.— Long 
V.  Sohowe,  181  Ind.  13,  103  N.  E.  785. 
Ky. — Gains  v.  Johnston,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
779,  15  S.  W.  246.  Mich.— James  E. 
Scripps'  Corpl  v.  Parkinson,  153  N.  W. 
29.  Mo.— State  v.  Edwards,  192  Mo. 
433,  182  S.  W.  816.  Neb.— Weddle  v. 
Specht,  97  Neb.  693,  151  N.  W.  160; 
Staats  v..  Wilson,  76  Neb.  204,  107  N. 
W.  230.  N.  y.— McAulifE  v.  Hughes) 
128  App.  Div.  .355,  112  N.  T.  Supp. 
486.  Pa.— Day  v.  Allen,  224  Pa.  385, 
73  Atl.  456.  Tex. — Baker  v.  Stephen- 
son (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W.  970; 
Caruthers  v.  Hadley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
134  S.  W.  757.  Va.— Wright  v.  John- 
son, 108  Va;  855,  62  S.  E.  948. 

[k]  Partition  of  Decedent's  Lands. 
Upon  application  of  the  administrator 
with  the  written  consent  of  one  of  the 
heirs  the  court  may  order  the  sale  of 
the  lands  of  the  decedent  for  partition, 
and  such  decree  is  conclusive  collateral- 
ly. Conniff  v.  McFarlin,  178  Ala.  160, 
59  So.  472. 

[1]  Ejectment. — ^Barrett  v.  Chicago 
Terminal  Trans.  E.  Co.,  271  111.  642, 
11-1  N.  E.  563. 

[m]  Forfeiture — ^Ky. — Clark  Coun- 
ty V.  Ecton,  150  Ky.  774,  150  S.  W. 
1016.  Okla. — Euckman  v.  State,  44 
Okla.  160,  143  Pae.  1050;  State  ex  rel. 
Hankiu  v.  Holt,  42  Okla.  472,  141  Pac. 
969. 

[n]  Quieting  Title. — ^U.  S. — Priest  ij. 
Las  Vegas,  232  U.  S.  604,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
443,  58  L.  ed.  751.  Colo.— Austin  v. 
King,  25  Colo.  App.  363,  138  Pac.  57. 
lU.— Buckmaster  v.  Eyder,  12  111.  207: 
Ind.— Young  v.  Wiley,  183  Ind.  449, 
107  N.  E.  278.  la.— Euppin  v.  McLach- 
lan,  122  Iowa  343,  98  N.  W.  153.  Kan. 
Hungate  v.  Hetzer,  83  Kan.  265,  111 
Pac.  183.  Neb.— Howell  v.  Eoss,  69 
Neb.  1,  94  N.  W.  955.  S.  D.— Phillips 
V.  Phillips,  13  S.  D.  231,  83  N.  W.  94. 
Tex. — Blaske  v.  Settegast,  58  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  10,  123  S.  W.  220. 

[o]  Replevin. — McDaniel  v.  Fox,  77 
111.   343. 

[pi  A  decree  establishing  priority 
in  water  rights  cannot  be    impeached 
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in  a  statutory  proceeding  for  confirma- 
tion of  a  change  of  the  point  of  diver- 
sion. Consolidated  Home  Supply  Ditch 
&  Eeservoir  Co.  v.  Town  of  Evans,  59 
Colo.  482,  149  Pac.  834. 

[q]  Proceedings  to  annex  territory 
to  a  city.  Ogle  v.  City  of  Belleville, 
238  111.  389,  87  N.  E.  353;  Powell  v. 
Scranton,   227   Pa.   604,   76   Atl.   505. 

[r]  An  order  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors removing  a  nuisance  is-  not  im- 
peachable collaterally.  Wright  v.  Ed- 
wards Hotel  &  City  E.  Co.,  101  Miss. 
470,  58  So.  332. 

[s]  Order  Putting  Local  Option  in 
Force. — State  ex  rel:  Eetonaz  v.  Mitchell 
(Mo.  App.),  115  S.  W.  1098. 

99.  U.  S.— Doran  c.  Kennedy,  237 
IT.  S.  362,  35  Sup.  Ct.  615,  59  L.  ed. 
996;  Cooper  v.  Eeynolds'  Lessee,  10 
Wall.  308,  19  L.  ed.  931;  ShefEey  v. 
Davis  Colliery  Co.,  219  Fed.  465,  135 
C.  C.  A.  177;  Needhaih  v.  Wilson,  47 
Fed.  97;  Otis  v.  Eio  Grande,  1  Woods 
279,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,613;  Bragg 
V.  Lorio,  1  Woods  209,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,800.  Ala. — ^Eucker  v.  Tennessee  Coal, 
Iron  &  Ey.  Co.,  176  Ala.  456,  58  So. 
465;  Shearer  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  115 
Ala.  352,  22  So.  151.  Ark. — Crittenden- 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  McDougal,  101  Ark. 
390,  142  S.  W.  836;  Pattison  v.  Smith, 
94  Ark.  588,  127  S.  W.  983;  Kelley 
V.  Laconia  Levee  Dist.,  74  Ark.  202, 
85  S.  W.  249,  87  S.  W.  638.  Del.— Fran- 
kel  V.  Satterfield,  9  Houst.  201,  19 
Atl.  898.  D.  C— Bursey  v.  Lyon,  30 
App.  Cas.  597.  La. — Pasteur  v.  Lewis, ' 
39  La.  Ann.'  5,  1  So.  307.  Neb.— Wy- 
man  v.  Searle,  88  Neb.  26,  128  N.  W. 
801.  il.  J.— Crawford  v.  Lees,  84  N.  J. 
Eq.  324,  93  Atl.  201.  N.  C— Corpening 
V.  Kincaid,  82  N.  C.  202.  Ohio. — Ham- 
ilton «.  Merril,  25  Ohio  St.  11.  Pa. 
Shryock  r.  Buchanan,  121  Pa.  248,  15 
Atl.  480.  Tex. — Lynch  v.  Baxter,  4 
Tex.  431,  51  Am.  Dec.  735;  Scott  v. 
Scott  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  170  S.  W.  273. 

[a]  Directing  Payment  by  Guard- 
ian.— An  order  directing  a  guardian  to 
make  payment  from  funds  in  his  hands 
of  commissions  to  his  predecessor  is  in 
rem  and  binding  collaterally.  Scott  v. 
Scott  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  170  S.  W.  273. 

1.  U.  S. — Chaloner  v.  Sherman,  215 
Fed.   867,  132   C.   C.  A.    96.      Alaska. 
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of  minority,^  naturalization  proefeedings,^  assignment  of  dower*  or 
homestead,^  proceedings  for  registration  of  title/  and  other  proceed- 
ings hereinafter  discussed.' 

(C.)  Pkobate  Decisions.  —  (1.)  Generally. —  Decisions  of  a  probate  upon 
matters  pending  before  it  are  not  collaterally  impeachable.^ 

(2.)  Probate  of  Wills.  —  The  decree  of  a  probate  court  admitting  a 
will  to  probate  if  valid  on  its  face  may  not  be  drawn  in  question  in  a 
collateral  proceeding.*  , 


White's  Guardian  v.  Martin,  2  Alaska 
495.  Ind. — Soules  v.  Robinson,  158  Ind. 
97,  62  N.  E.  999.  Kan.— Foran  v.  Healy, 
73  Kan.  633,  86  Pac.  470.  Ky.— Frazer 
V.  Frazer,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  882,  76  S.  W. 
546.  La. — Gentile  v.  Foley,  3  La.  Ann. 
146.  Mich. — In  re  Phillips,  158  Mich. 
155,  122  N.  W.  554.  Mo.— Hunt  v. 
Searcy,  167  Mo.  158,  67  S.  W.  206; 
Payne  v.  Burdette,  84  Mo.  App.  332. 
N.  y.— Searles  v.  Harvey,  6  Hun  658. 
Pa. — Johnston  v.  Given,  4  Walk.  341. 
[a]  eommitment  of  insane  person 
to  an  asylum.  Napa  State  Hospital  v. 
Dasso,  153  Cal.  698,  96  Pac.  355;  Ex 
parte  Lewis,  11  Cal.  App.  530,  105  Pac. 
774. 

2.  Bemovlug  Disabilities  of  a  Minor. 
Lake  u.  Perry,  95  Miss.  550,  49  So. 
569;  Cunningham  c.  Eobison  (Tex.), 
136  S.  W.  441;  Lemons  v.  Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  134  S. 
W.  742;  Buckley  v.  Herder  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  133  S.  W.  703. 

3.  U.  S. — Johannessen  v.  United 
States,  225  U.  S.  227,  32  Sup.  Ct.  613, 
56  L.  ed.  1066;  Gagnon  v.  United 
States,  193  TJ.  S.  451,  24  Sup.  Ct.  510, 
48  L.  ed.  745;  Spratt  v.  Spratt,  4  Pet. 
393,  7  L.  ed.  897;  United  States  v. 
Stoller,  180  Fed.  910. 

[a]  Naturalization  of  Minor. — State 
V.  Brandhorst,  156  Mo.  457,  56  S.  W. 
1094. 

[b]  Admission  of  Indian. to  Citizen- 
ship.— Raymond  v.  Raymond,  1  Ind. 
Ter.  334,  37  S.  W.  202. 

4.  Agnew  v.  Lichten,  19  HI.  App. 
79;  Conway  v.  Robinson  (Mo.),  178  S. 
,W,  154.  ■ 

&.  Phelan  v.  Smith,  100  Cal.  158,  34 
Pac.  667;  Eodgers  v.  McCune,  143  G&,. 
657,  85  S.  E.,837  (decree  protecting  the 
homestead). 

6.  Registering  Title. — A  judgment 
iVi  a  proceeding  to  register  title  under 
the  Torrens  Act  is  conclusive  collateral- 
ly where  the  court  has  jurisdiction. 
State  ex  rel.  Coburn  v.  Eies,  123  Minn, 

86 


397,  143  N.  W.  981;  Henry  v.  White, 
123  Minn.  182,  143  N.  W.  324. 

7.  See  the  sections  following,  and 
generally  the  title  "Proceedings  in 
Rem." 

8.  See  supra,  XVH,  A,  5,  a,   (IV). 
[a]     Allowance   of  Attorney's  Fees. 

United  States  F.  &  G.  Co.  v.  People,  44 
Colo.  557,  98  Pac.  828. 

9.  Ala. — ^Blacksher  Co.  v.  Northrup, 
176  Ala.  190,  57  So.  743;  Brock's  Admr. 
V.  Frank,  51  Ala.  85.  Ark. — p^urley  v. 
Evins,  109  Ark.  115,  158  S.  W.  1080. 
Cal, — Del  Campo  v.  Camarillo,  154  Cal. 
647,  98  Pac.  1049;  Tracy  v.  Muir,  151 
Cal.  363,  90  Pao.   832;   piark's  Estate, 

148  Cal.  108,  82  Pac.  760.  Colo.— 7»  re 
Hayes  "■  Estate,  55  Colo.  840,  135  Pac. 
449.  Ga. — Barton  ?;.  Johnson,  137  Ga. 
332,  73  S.  E.  516;  Churchill  v.  Jackson, 
132  Ga.  666,  64  S.  E.  691;  Eobertson 
V.  Hill,  i27  Ga.  175,  56  S.  E.  289. 
Idaho. — Connolly  v.  Probate  Court,  25 
Idaho  35,  136  Pac.  205.  111.— Wetmore 
V.  Henry,  259  111.  80,  102  N.  E.  189; 
Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  255  111.  365,  99 
N.  B.,  675;  Slick  v.  Brooks,  253  111.  58, 
97  N.  E.  250;  Dibble  v.  Winter,  247 
m.  243,  93  N.  E.  145.  la.— Hawk  v. 
Day,  148  Iowa  47,  126  N.  W.  955.  Ky. 
Houser  v.  Paducah  Lands  Co.,  157  Ky. 
252,  162  S.  W.  1113;  Morrison  v.  Fletch- 
er, 119  Ky.  488,  84  S.  W.  548;  Whalen 
V.  Nisbet,  95  Ky.  464,  26  S.  W.  188; 
Maynard  v.  Hatcher,  32  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
720.  La. — Succession  of  Desina,  135 
La.  402,  65  So.  556.  Mo. — Stevens  v. 
Oliver,  200  Mo.'  492,  98  S.  W.  492. 
Neb.— Herter   v.   Herter,   97   Neb.   260, 

149  N.  W.  795;  Higgins  v.  Vandeveer, 
85  Neb.  89,  122  N.  W.  843;  Kolter- 
man  v.  Chilvers,  82  Neb.  216,  117  N. 
W.  405.  N.  H.— Glover  v.  Baker,  76 
N.  H.  393,  83  Atl.  916.  N.  J.— Craw- 
ford V.  Lees,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  324,  93 
Atl.  201.  N.  Y.—In  re  Work's  Estate, 
151  App.  Div.  707,  136  N.  Y.  Supp. 
218;  O 'Gorman  v.  Pfeiffer,  145  App. 
Div.   237,  130  N.  Y.   Supp.   77;   Drake 
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(3.)  Appointing  or  Removing  Bepresentative. — ■  Orders  appointing  or  re- 
moving personal  representatives  are  likewise  conclusive  in  a  collateral 
proceeding  when  made  by  a  probate  court  possessing  jurisdiction.^" 


V.  Pechin,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  474.  Ore. 
Sappingfield  v:  Sappingfield,  67  Ore. 
156,  135  Pac.  333.  Tex. — Dean  v.  Purrh, 
58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  495,  124  S.  "W.  431; 
Locust'  V.  Eandle,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
544,  102  S.  W.  946.  Va.— Saunders  v. 
Link,  114  Va.  285,  76  S.  E.  327;  Avant 
V.  Cook  (Va.  App.),  86  S.  E.  903. 
Wasli. — ^State  ex  rel.  Neal  v.  Kauffman, 
86  Wash.  172,  149  Pac.  656. 
See  the  title  "Wills." 

[a]  Foreign  Probate. — See  Cal. — In 
re  Zollikofer's  Will,  167  Cal.  196,  138 
Pac.  995.  Ky. — Houser  v.  Paducah 
Lands  Co.,  157  Ky.  252,  162  S.  W. 
1113.  La. — Bissell  v.  Bodeaw  Lumber 
Co.,  134  La.  839,  64  So.  792.  See  also 
infra,  XVIII,  and  the  title  "Wills." 

[b]  In  a  •widow's  action  for  her 
share  of  the  estate,  it  is  not  permissible 
to  attack  the  surrogate's  decree  deter- 
mining that  testator  was  at  the  time 
of  his  death  an  inhabitant  of  the  coun- 
ty, and  that  he  died  possessed  of  per- 
sonal property  and  leaving  a  will  which 
had  been  probated.'  Flatauer  v.  Loser, 
211  N.  Y.,15,  104  N.  E.  1123. 

10.  U.  S. — Christiansen  v.  King 
County,  239  U.  8.  356,  36  Sup.  Ct.  114; 
American  Car  &  Foundry  Co.  v.  Ander- 
son, 211  Fed.  301,  127  G.  C.  A.  587; 
Dayton  Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Dodd,  188 
Fed.  597,  110  C.  C.  A.  395;  Seefeld  r. 
Duffer,  179  Fed.  214,  103  C.  G.  A.  32; 
Cornell  Steamboat  Go.  v.  Fallon,  179 
Fed.  293,  102  C.  C.  A.  345;  In  re  Agnew, 
225  Fed.  650.  Ala.— Milbra  v.  Sloss- 
Sheffi,eld  Steel  &  Iron  Co.,  182  Ala. 
622,  62  So.  176;  Carr  v.  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.,  180  Ala.  159,  60  So.  277;  White 
V.  Hill,  176  Ala.  480,  58  So.  444;  Childs 
V.  Davis,  172  Ala.  266,  55  So.  540; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Perkins,  152 
Ala.  133,  44  So.  602;  Kling  v.  Connell, 
105  Ala.  590,  595,  17  So.  121;  Coltart 
r.  Allen,  40  Ala.  155,  88  Am.  Deo.  757; 
Gray's  Admr.  v.  Cruise,  36  Ala.  559; 
Ikelheimer  v.  Chapman's  Admr.,  32 
Ala.  676;  Lyon  v.  Odom,.  31  Ala.  23f ; 
Enzor  v.  Eushton  (Ala.  App.),  69  So. 
909.  Alaska. — In  re  Decker's  Estate, 
3  Alaska  106.  Ariz. — Otero  v.  Otero, 
11  Ariz.  260,  90  Pac.  601.  Ark — Bertig 
V.  Higgins,  89  Ark.  70,  115  S.  W.  935; 
Jacobs  &  Garrett  v.  Bentley,  86  Ark. 
186,  110  8.  W.  594;  Lambert  v.  Tucker, 
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83  Ark.  416,  104  S.  W.  131.  Cal.— Luco 
V.  Commercial  Bank,  70  Cal.  339,  11 
Pac.  650;  Lucas  v.  Todd,  28  Gal.  182; 
Layne  v.  Johnson,  19  Cal.  App.  95,  124 
Pac.  860;  Abrook  v.  Ellis,  6  Gal.  App; 
451,  92  Pac.  396.  Colo. — Moore  v.  In- 
gram, 46  Colo.  204,  102  Pac.  1070. 
Conn. — Eaughtigan  v.  Norwich  Nickel 
&  Brass  Co.,  86  Conn.  281,  85  Atl. 
517;  Emery  v.  Gooley,  83  Conn.  235,  76 
Atl.'  529.  D.  C. — Eichmond  &  Danville 
E.  Go.  V.  Gorman,  7  App.  Gas.  91.  111. 
Balsewicz  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co., 
240  HI.  238,  88  N.  E.  734;  Salomon  v. 
People,  191  m.  290,  61  N.  E.  83;  Amer- 
ican Bonding  Co.  v.  Eeid,  168  111.  App. 
646;  Chicago  &  Eastern  111.  Ey.  v. 
Wolfrum,  136  111.  App.  161.  Ind.— Sam- 
ple V.  Adams,  54  Ind.  App.  680,  100 
N.  E.  573;  Craven  v.  State,  50  Ind. 
App.  30,  S7  N.  E.  1021;  Williams  v. 
Dougherty,  39  Ind.  App.  9,  78  N.  E. 
1067.  la. — In  re  Barrett's  Estate,  167 
Iowa  218,  149  N.  W.  247;  Erwin  v. 
Fillenwarth,  160  Iowa  210,  137  N.  W. 
502;  In  re  Brigham's  Estate,  144  Iowa 
71,  120  N.  W.  1054;  In  re  Wiltsey's 
Will,  135  Iowa  430,  109  N.  W.  776. 
Kan. — Hanson  v.  Sward,  92  Kan.  1,  140 
Pac.  100;  Cox  v.  Kansas  City,  86  Kan. 
298,  120  Pac.  553;  Livermore  v.  Ayres, 
86  Kan.  50,  119  Pao.  549;  Ekblad  v. 
Hanson,  85  Kan.  -541,  117  Pac.  1028; 
Parnell  v.  Thompson,  81  Kan.  119,  105 
Pac.  502.  Ky. — Chesapeake  &  O.  E. 
Co.  v.  Banks'  Admr.,  142  Ky.  746,  135 
S.  W.  285;  Young's  Admr.  v.  Chesa- 
peake &  O.  E.  Co.,  136  Ky.  784,  125 
S.  W.  241;  McFarland's  Admr.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  130  Ky.  172,  113 
S.  W.  82;  Cunningham  v.  Clay's  Admr., 
112  S.  W.  852.  La. — Succession  of  Lan- 
ders, 126  La.  371,  ,52  So.  545.  Md. 
Whiting  V.  Shipley,  127  Md.  113,  96 
Atl.  285.  Mass. — Connors  v.  Cunard  S. 
S.  Co.,  264  Mass.  310,  90  N.  E.  601. 
Mich.^Diem  v.  Drogmiller,  158  Mfch. 
380,  122  N.  W.  637;  Ackerman  v. 
Pfent,  145  Mich.  710,  108  N.  W.  1084; 
Benjamin  v.  Early,  123  Mich.  93,  81 
N.  W.  973.  Minn. — Doran  v.  Kennedy, 
122  Minn.  1,  141  N.  W.  851;  Hanson  v. 
Nygaard,  105  Minn.  30,  117  N.  W.  235. 
Mo. — Green  v.  Tittman,  124  Mo.  372,  27 
S.  W.  391;  Bell  v.  Farmers'  &  Traders' 
Bank,    188    Mo.   App.    383,   174   S.    W. 
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(4.)  Sale  of  Decedent's  Property.  —  Proceedings  to  sell  the  decedent's 
property  are  not  subject  to  collateral  impeachment  for  mere  errors  and 
irregularities.^^ 


196;  Connor  v.  Paul,  138  Mo.  App.  13, 
119  S.  W.  1006;  Griesel  v.  Jones,  123 
Mo.  App.  45,  99  S.  W.  769.  Neb. 
Wilder  v.  Millard,  93  Neb.  595,  141  N. 
W.  156;  Bradley  v.  Missouri  P.  Ey. 
Co.,  51  Neb.  653,  71  N.  "W.  282;  Moore's 
Estate  V.  Moore,  33  Neb.  509,  50  N.  W. 
443;  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lewis, 
24  Neb.  848,  40  N.  W.  401.  Nev.— For- 
rester V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  36  Nev. 
247,  134  Pac.  753.  N.  M.— Smith  v. 
Steen,  20  N.  M.  436,  1519  Pac.  927. 
N.  J.— In  re  Queen's  Estate,  82  N.  J. 
Eq.  583,  89  Atl.  290.  N.  Y.— Pietraroia 
V.  New  Jersey  &  H.  E.  Ey.  &  F.  Co., 
197  N.  T.  434,  91  N.  E.  120;  Webster 
V.  M.  W.  Kellogg  Co.,  168  App.  Div. 
443,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  800;  Baccelli  v. 
Delaware  &  H.  E.  Co.,  138  App.  Div. 
623,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  849;  In  re  Sehmid, 
116  App.  Div.  706,  102  N.  Y.  Supp. 
80.  N.  C— Fann  v.  North  Carolina  R. 
Co.,  155  N.  C.  136,  71  S.  E.  81;  Shober 
V.  Wheeler,  144  N.  C.  403,  57  S.  E. 
■152.  Ohio. — Union  Sav.  Bank  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  79  Ohio 
St.  89,  86  N.  E.  478.  Ore.— Brown  v. 
Truax,  58  Ore.  572,  115  Pac.  597.  Pa. 
Zeigler  v.  Storey,  220  Pa.  471,  69  Atl. 
894;  In  re  Miller's  Estate,  216  Pa.  247, 
65  Atl.  681.  ,S.  C. — In  re  Brown's  Es- 
tate, 79  S.  E.  791.  Tex. — Waterman 
Lumber  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Eobins  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W.  360;  Steele's 
Unknown  Heirs  v.  Belding  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  148  S.  W.  592;  Stephenson  v. 
Wiess  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  287; 
Waggoner  v.  Sneed  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
138  8.  W.  219;  Farmer  v.  Saunders,  60 
-Tex.  Civ.  App.  197,  128  S.  W.  941; 
Kuck  V.  Dixon  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  127 
S.-  W.  910.  Wis.— Jenks  v.  Allen,  151 
Wis.  625,  139  N.  W.  433;  Chandler  v. 
Munkwitz  Eealty  &  Inv.  Co.,  148  Wis. 
5,  134  N.  W.  148;  Steinberg  v.  Saltz- 
man,  130  Wis.  419,  110  N.  W.  198. 

fa]  Administratrix  De  Facto. — An 
infant  improperly  appointed  adminis- 
tratrix is  such  de  facto  and  the  ap- 
pointment is  not  impeachable  collater- 
ally. Tomblin  «.  Peck,  73  W.  Va.  336, 
80  S.  E.  450. 

[b]  Administrator  With  the  WiU 
Annexed. — ^Young's  Admr.  v.  Chesa- 
peake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  136  Ky.   784,   125 


S.  W.  241;  Steele  v.  Leopold,  135  App. 
Div.  247,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  569. 

[c]  Administrator  De  Bonis  Non. 
Dallinger  v.  Morse,  208  Mass.  501,  94 
N.  E.  701. 

[d]  Appointment  of  non-resident  as 
administrator.  Kan.  —  Livermore  v. 
Ayres,  86  Kan.  50,  119  Pac.  549.  Wash. 
Meikle  v.  Cloquet,  44  Wash.  513,  87 
Pac.  841.  W.  Va.— Cicerello  v.  Chesa- 
peake &  O.  E.  Co.,  65  W.  Va.  439,  64 
S.  E.  621. 

[e]  Appointment  by  Clerh. — The  ap- 
pointment of  an  executor  by  a  superior, 
court  clerk  is  not  subject  to  collateral 
attack.  Batchelor  v.  Overton,  158  N. 
C.  395,  74  S.  E.  20. 

[f  ]  By  County  Court. — The  appoint- 
ment of  an  executor  by  the  county 
court  is  voidable  but  conclusive  col- 
laterally. Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  «. 
Herb,   125  Tenn.   408,  143   S.   W.   1138. 

[g]  A  register's  decree  granting 
letters  of  administration  may  not  be 
avoided  in  a  -^coUateral  proceedings 
Zeigler  v.  Storey,  220  Pa.  471,  69  Atl. 
894. 

[h]  Though  letters  are  afterwards 
revoked  the  appointment  cannot  be  col- 
laterally attacked  as  to  acts  done  under 
it.  Amberson  v.  Candler,  17  N.  M.  455, 
130  Pac.  255. 

11.  U.  S. — Doran  v.  Kennedy,  237 
U.  S.  362,  35  Sup.  Ct.  615,  59  L.  ed. 
996;  Manson  v.  Duneanson,  166  U.  S. 
533,  17  Sup.  Ct.  647,  41  L.  ed.  1105; 
Sheffev  v.  Davis  Colliery  Co.,  135  C. 
C.  A.  177,  219  Fed.  465.  Ala.— Eucker 
V.  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  Ey,  Co.,  176 
Ala.  456,  58  So.  465;  Howell  u.  Hughes, 
168  Ala.  460,  53  So.  105;  Neville  v. 
Keniey,  125  Ala.  149,  28  So.  452.  Ark. 
Long  V.  Hoffman,  103  Ark.  574,  148  S. 
W.  245;  Hoshall  v.  Brown,  102  Ark. 
114,  143  S.  W.  1081;  Flowers  v.  Eeece, 
92  Ark.  611,  123  S.  W.  773;  Kelley  v. 
Laeonia  Levee  Dist.,  74  Ark.  202,  85 
S.  W.  249,  87  S.  W.  638.  Cal.— Jm  re 
Bazzuro's  Estate,  161  Cal.  71,  118  Pae. 
434;  In  re  Devincenzi's  Estate,  119  Cal. 
498,  51  Pac.  845;  Dane  v.  Layne,  10 
Cal.  App.  366,  101  Pac.  1067.  Colo. 
Pinnacle  Gold  Min.  Co.  «.  Popst,  54 
Colo.  451,  131  Pac.  413.  Conn.— Shel- 
ton  V.  Hadlock,  62  Conn.  143,  25  Atl. 
483.     Ga.— Harden  v.   Sutton,   143   Ga. 
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(5.)   Decrees  of  Distrihittion.  —  A  decree  ordering  the  distribution  of 
decedent's  estate  is  within  the  rule  as  to  collateral  attack." 


727,  85  S.  E.  874;  Martin  v.  Dix,  134 
Ga.  481,  68  S.  E.  80;  Cochran  v-  Bugg, 
131  Ga.  588,  62  S.  B.  1048;  Adams  v. 
Adams,  113  Ga.  824,  39  8.  B.  291.  m. 
Eeinhardt  v.  Seaman,  208  111.  448,  69 
N.  E.  847;  Bradley  v.  Drone,  187  111. 
175,  58  N.  E.  304;  Cassell  v.  Joseph,  184 
Hi.  378,  56  N.  E.  413,;  Robb  v.  Howell, 
180  111.  177,  54  N.  E.  324;  Sloan  v. 
Grahkm,  85  111.  26;  Harris  v.  Lester, 
80  111.  307.  Ind. — Thomas  v.  Thomp- 
son, 149  Ind.  391,  49  N.  B.  268;  Boyer 
V.  Robertson,  149  Ind.  74,  48  N.  E.  7; 
Clark  V.  Hillis,  134  Ind.  421,  34  N.  B. 
13;  Lantz  v.  Maffett,  102  Ind.  23,  26 
N.  B.  195;  Gavin  v.  Graydon,  41  Ind. 
559.  la. — Bice  v.  Bolton,  126  Iowa  654, 
100  N.  W.  634,  102  N.  W.  509;  Cheney 
V.  McCoUoCh,  104  Iowa  249,  73  N.  W. 
580.  Kan. — J.  B.  Watkins  Land-Mortg. 
Co.  V.  Mullen,  62  Kan.  1,  61  Pac.  385. 
Ky.— Boy  v.  Allen's  Admr.,  118  S.  W. 
981;  Disman  v.  Plippin's  Admx.,  116 
S.  Wj  740;  Dennis  v.  Alves,  132  Ky. 
345,  113  S.  W.  483;  Blackwell  v.  Town- 
send,  91  Ky.  609,  16  S.  W.  587;  Smith 
V.  Hardesty,  26  Ky.  L.  Bep.  1266,  83 
S.  W.  646;  Sorrell  v.  Samuels,  20  Ky. 
L.  Bep:  1498,  49  S.  "W.  762.  Me.— Le- 
broke  v.  Damon,  89  Me.  113,  35  Atl. 
1028.  Mass. — Perkins  v.  Fairfield,  11 
Mass.  227.  Mich. — King  v.  Nunn,  99 
Mich.  590,  58  N.  W.  636;  Pratt  v. 
Honghtaling,  45  Mich.  457,  8  N.  W.  72. 
Miss. — Shannon  v.  Summers,  86  Miss. 
619,  38  So.  345.  Mo.— Harter  v.  Petty, 
266  Mo.  296,  181  S.  W.  39;  "Wilson  v. 
Wilson,  255  Mo.  528,  164  S.  W.  561; 
Smith  V.  Black,  231  Mo.  681,  132  S.  W. 
1129;  Blickensderffer  v.  Hanna,  231  Mo. 
93,  132  S.  W.  678;  Orchard  v.  Wright- 
Dalton-Bell-Anchor  Store  Co.,  225  Mo. 
414,  125  S.  W.  486;  Bobbins  v.  Boul- 
ware,  190  Mo.  33,  88  S.  W.  674;  Cov- 
ington V.  Chamblin,  156  Mo.  574,  57 
S.   W.   728;   Howell  v.  Jump,  140  Mo. 

441,  41  S.  "W.  976;  Grayson  v.  Weddle, 
63  Mo.  523;  Overton  v.  Johnson,  17  Mo. 

442.  Mont. — Plains  Land  &  Imp.  Co. 
V.  Lynch,  38  Mont.  271,  99  Pac.  847. 
Neb. — Tindall  v.  Peterson,  71  Neb. 
160,  98  N.  W.  688;  Holmes  v.  Colum- 
bia Nat.  Bank,  97  N.  "W.  26;  Haight 
V.  Hayes,  92  N.  W.  297.  N.  J.— Newby 
V.   Blakely,   85   N.   J.   L.   728,   90   Atl. 

>  318.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Blood,  106  App. 
Div.  317,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  667;  Mott  v. 
Ft.  Edward  Waterworks  Co.,  79  App. 
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Div.  179,  79  N,  Y.  Supp.  1100.  N.  C. 
Harris  v.  Bennett,  160  N.  C.  339,  76 
S.  B.  217;  Phillips  v.  Denton,  158  N.  C. 
299,  73  S.  E.  1006.  Ohio.- /n  re  Seitz 
Estate,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  204.  Ore. 
Yeaton  v.  Barnhart,  152  Pac.  1192; 
Smith  V.  Whiting,  55  Ore.  393,  106  Pae. 
791;  Lawrey  v.  Sterling,  41  Ore.  518, 
69  Pac.  460.  Pa. — Grubb  v.  Galloway, 
203  Pa.  236,  52  Atl.  176.  S.  C— Ep- 
person V.  Jackson,  83  S.  C.  157,  65  S.  B. 
217.  S.  D.— Blackman  v.  Mulhall,  19 
S.  D.  534,  104  N.  W.  250';  Phillips  v. 
Phillips,  13  8.  D.  231,  83  N.  W.  94. 
Tenn. — Puckett  v.  Wynns,  132  Tenn. 
513,  178  S.  W.  1184.  Tex. — Macmanus  . 
V.  Orkney,  91  Tex.  27,  40  S.  W.  715; 
Wilkin  V.  Simmons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
151  S.  W.  1145;  Wade  v.  Scott  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  675;  Boss  v. 
Martin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  128  S.  W. 
718;  Salas  v.  Mundy,  59  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
407,  125  S.  W.  633;  Millwee  v.  Phelps, 
53  J'ex.  Civ.  App.  195,  115  S.  W.  891. 
Wash. — ^Magee  v.  Big  Bend  Land  Co., 
51  Wash.  406,  99  Pac.  16;  McKenna  v. 
Cosgrove,  41  Wash.  332,  83  Pac.  240. 

[a]  Nebessity  of  Sale. — The  court's 
decision  that  the  debts  of  decedent  are 
unpaid,  that  there  is  not  sufficient  per- 
sonal estate  to  pay  the  same,  and  the 
order  directing  the  sale  of  the  real  es- 
tate are  within  the  court's  jurisdiction 
to  determine  the  facts  and  the  heirs 
and  legatees  may  not  attack  the  pro- 
ceedings collaterally.  Blickensderffer 
V.  Hanna,  231  Mo.  93,  132  S.  W.  678. 

[b]  Refusal  To  Sell. — The  decision 
of  a  probate  court^  that  certain  debts 
were  not  a  charge  upon  the  estate  of 
decedent  and  that  a  sale  was  not  neces- 
sary is  conclusive  collaterally.  Mayer 
V.  Kornegay,  163  Ala.  371,  50  So.  880. 

[c]  Mortgage  of  Decedent's  Real 
Estate.— Stow  v.  Schiefferly,  120  Cal. 
609,  52  Pac.  1000. 

12.  U.  S.— C.  A.  Burton  Mach.  Co. 
V.  Davies,  123  C.  C.  A.  373,  205  Fed. 
141;  Beard  v.  Both,  35  Fed.  397.  Cal. 
In  re  Learned 's  Estate,  156  Cal.  309, 
104  Pae.  315;  Todhunter  v.  Klemmer, 
134  Cal.  60,  66  Pac.  75;  Cunha  v. 
Hughes,  122  Cal.  Ill,  54  Pac  535; 
Jewell  V.  Pierce,  120  Cal.  79,  52  Pae. 
132;  Crew  «.  Pratt,  119  Cal.  139,  151, 
51  Pac.  38;  The  William  Hill  Co.  v. 
Lawler,  116  Cal.  359,  48  Pae.  323; 
Lynch  v.  Eooney,  112  Cal.  279,  44  Pac. 
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(6.)  Guardianship  Proceedings — Probate  orders  relative  to  guardians 
of  infants,  insane  persons  or  other  incompetents  are  not  open  to  at- 
tack in-  a  collateral  proceeding  except  for  jurisdictional  defects.^' 

(T.)  Adoption.  —  Orders  or  decrees  of  adoption  are  not  subject  to 


565.  D.  C. — Richmond  &  Danville  E. 
Co.  V.  Gorman,  7  App.  Cas.  91.  Ga. 
Flanders  v.  Sutton,  143  Ga.  764,  85  S. 
E.  914.  Idaho. — Connolly  v.  Probate 
Court,  25  Idaho  35,  136  Pae.  205.  111. 
Dickinson  v.  Belden,  268  111.  105,  108 
N.  E.  1011.  la.— Tucker  v.  Stewart,  147 
Iowa  294,  126  N.  W.  183.  Mo — Harter 
V.  Petty,  266  Mo.  296,  181  S.  W.  39; 
Nelson  V.  Barnett,  123  Mo.  564,  27  S. 
W.  520;  Rowden  v.  Brown,  91  Mo.  429, 
4  S.  W.  129;  Camden  v.  Plain,  91  Mo. 
117,  4  S.  W.  86;  Einstein  v.  ^trother 
(Mo.  App.),  182  S.  W.  122;  Crump  v. 
Hart,  189  Mo.  App.  572,  176  S.  W. 
1089;  Deweese  v.  Yost,  161  Mo.  App. 
10,  143  S.  W.  72;  Mueller  v.  Grunker 
(Mo.  App.),  123  S.  W.  469.  N.  D. 
Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188,  141 
N.  W.  737.  Pa. — Eioe  v.  Braden,  243 
Pa.  141,  89  Atl.  877;  In  re  Metzger's 
Estate,  242  Pa.  69,  88  Atl.  915;  Fer- 
guson V.  Yard,  164  Pa.  586,  30  Atl.  517. 
Vt.— Sparrow  v.  Watson,  87  Vt.  366,  89 
Atl.  468. 

[a]  A  decree  of  distribution  is  a 
judicial  construction  of  the  will  and  its 
terms,  unless  directly  attacked,  are 
conclusive' as  to  the  rights  of  all  heirs, 
devisees  or  legatees  claiming  any  por- 
tion of  the  estate.  Jewell  v.  Pierce, 
120  Cal.  79,  52  Pac.  132. 

[b]  Judgment  of  Escheat. — A  judg- 
ment of  probate  that  an  estate  escheat 
to  the  state  is  conclusive  collaterally. 
Christiansen  v.  King  County,  239  U.  S. 
356,  36  Sup.  Ct.  114. 

[c]  Order  opening  and  amending 
the  decree.  WoodrufE  v.  H.  B.  Claflin 
Co.,  133  App.  Div.  874,  118  N.  Y.  Supp. 
48. 

13.  Cal. — In  re  Lundberg,  143  Cal. 
402,  77  Pac.  156.  Ga. — Sturtevant  v. 
Robinson,  133  Ga.  564,  66  S.  E.  890. 
Haw. — In  re  Kapukini,  12  Hawaii  22, 
guardian  for  spendthrift.  HI. — People 
V.  Medart,  166  111.  348,  46  N.  E.  1095; 
JYoung  V.  Lorain,  11  111.  624,  52  Am. 
Dec.  463.  Ind. — ^Dequindre  v.  Williams, 
31  Ind.  444.  la. — Wallace  v.  Tinney, 
145  Iowa  478,  122  N.  W.  936.  Kan. 
Modern  Woodmen  v.  Hester,  66  Kan. 
129,  71  Pac.  279;  Royal  Neighbors  v. 


Fester,  66  Kan.  764,  71  Pac.  1129.  Ky. 
Paslick  V.  Shary,  148  Ky.  642,  147  S. 
W.  369.  La. — Succession  of  Gorrisson, 
15  La.  Ann.  27.  Mo. — Cox  v.  Boyce, 
152  Mo.  576,  54  S.  W.  467,  75  Am. 
St.  Rep.  483;  Mueller  v.  Grunker  (Mo. 
App.),  123  S.  W.  469.  Neb.— Wirsig  v. 
Scott,  79  Neb.  322,  112  N.  .  W.  655. 
Ore. — State  v.  Thompson,  28  Ore.  296, 
42  Pac.  1002.  E.  I.— Providence  County 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Hughes,  26  R.  I.  73,  58 
Atl.  254.  Tex. — Minchew  v.  Case  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  143  S.  W.  366.  Va.— Dur- 
rett  V.  Davis,  24  Gratt.  (65  Va.)  302. 
Wis.— In  re  Stittgen,  110  Wis.  625,  86 
N.  W.  563. 

[a]  Appointing  Guardian  for  In- 
sane Persons. — Ala. — Powell  v.  Union 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  173  Ala.  332,  56  So. 
123;  Craft  v.  Simon,  118  Ala.  625,  24 
So.  380.  Cal. — McGee  v.  Hayes,  127 
CaL  336,  59  Pae.  767;  Isaacs  v.  Jones, 
121  Cal.  257,  53  Pac.  793,  1101.,  HI. 
Kearle  v.  Galbraith,  73  HI.  269.  Ky, 
Crown  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Rogers'  Com- 
mittee, 132  Ky.  790,  117  S.  W.  275 
Minn. — State  ex  rel.  Raymond  v.  Law- 
rence, 86  Minn.  310,  90  N.  W.  769 
Mo. — Payne  v.  Burdette,  84  Mo.  App. 
332.  N.  Y. — In  re  Bergmann,  110  App 
Div.  588,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  346.  Tex. 
Johnson  v.  Grace  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  94 
S.  W.  1064;  Flynn  v.  Hancock,  35  Tex, 
Civ.  App.  395,  80  S.  W.  245.  Va.— How 
ard  V.  Landsberg's  Committee,  108  Va, 
161,  60  S.  E.  769;  Edmunds  v.  Venable, 
1  Pat.  &  H.  121. 

[b]  Authorizing    Sale Pattee    v. 

Thomas,  58  Mo.  ,163;' White  v.  Bedell 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W.  624. 

fc]  Mortgage  of  Infant's  Property. 
Warren  v.  Union  Bank  of  Rochester, 
X57  N.  Y.  259,  51  N.  E.  1036.  / 

[d]  Adjudging  Guardian  Indebted 
to  Ward. — Hand  v.  Haughland,  87  Ark. 
lOS,  112  S.  W.  184. 

[e]  Appointment  of  Guardian  of 
Non-resident  Lunatic. — Wallace  v.  Tin- 
ney, 145  Iowa  478,  122  N.  W.  936. 

[f]  A  petition  for  the  removal  of  a 
guajsdian  is  collateral  to  the  decree  ap- 
pointing him.  In  re  Kapukini,  12 
Hawaii  22. 
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collateral  attack  except  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  herein- 
after discussed." 

(D.)  Divorce  Proceedings. — A  divorce  decree  rendered  by  a  court 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  res  cannot  be  collaterally  impeached."  And 
the  same  is  true  as  to  an  award  of  alimony/*  and  a  decree  of  separate 
maintenance.^^ 


14.  Haw. — J.  D.  Paris  v.  Kealoha,  11 
Hawaii  450.  HI. — Yoekey  v.  Marion, 
269  111.  342,  110  N.  E.  34;  Kennedy  v. 
Borah,  226  111.  243,  80  N.  B.  767; 
Munger  v.  Hunger,  134  111.  App.  512. 
Ind. — Jones  v.  Leeds,  41  Ind.  App.  164, 
83  N.  E.  '526.  Ky.— Villier  v.  Watson 's 
Admx.,  168  Ky.  631,  182  S.  W.  869. 
Miss. — Adams  v.  Adams,  102  Miss.  259, 
59  So.  84.  N.  Y.—In  re  Ward's  Estate, 
59  Misc.  328,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  282.  Tenn. 
Crocker  v.  Balch,  104  Tenn.  6,  55  S.  W. 
307.  Wash. — Beatty  v.  Davenport,  45 
Wash.  555,  88  Pae.  1109.  Wis. — In  re 
McCormiek's  Estate,  108  Wis.  234,  84 
N.  W.   148. 

15.  U.  S. — Thompson  v.  Thompson, 
226  U.  S.  551,  33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57  L. 
ed.  347.  Ala.— Smith  v.  Gibson,  191 
Ala.  305,  68  So.  143;  Ex  parte  Edwards, 
183  Ala.  659,  62  So.  775;  Johnson  v. 
Johnson,  182  Ala.  376,  62  So.  706;  Mar- 
tin V.  Martin,  173  Ala.  106,  55  So.  632; 
Pollard  V.  American  Freehold  Land 
Mtg.  Co.,  103  Ala.  289,  295,  16  So. 
801.  Ark.— Whitford  v.  Whitford,  100 
Ark.  63,  139  S.  W.  653.  Cal.— Plynn 
V.  Plynn,  171  Cal.  746,  154  Pac.  837; 
In  re  McNeil's  Estate,  155  Cal.  333, 
100  Pac.  1086;  In  re  James'  Estate,  99 
Cal.  374,  33  Pac.  1122.  D.  C— Thomp- 
son V.  Thompson,  35  App.  Cas.  14. 
Ga.— Hood  V.  Hood,  143  Ga.  616,  85  S. 
E.  849.  m.— Jeffries  v.  Alexander,  266 
HI.  49,  107  N.  E.  146;  Long  v.  Barton, 
236  HI.  551,  86  N.  E.  127.  Ind.— Friebe 
V.  Elder,  181  Ind.  597,  105  N.  E.  151; 
Beavers  v.  Bess,  58  Ind.  App.  287,  108 
N.  E.  266.  la.— Eichardson  v.  King, 
157  Iowa  287,  135  N.  W.  640;  Belknap 
V.  Belknap,  154  Iowa  213,  134  N.  W. 
734;  Mengel  V.  Mengel,  145  Iowa  737, 
120  N.  W.  72.  Kan. — Cheever  v.  Kelly, 
96  Kan.  269,  150  Pae.  529;  Gordon 
V.  Muhn,  87  Kan.  624,  125  Pac.  1. 
Mich. — Austin  v.  Austin,  173  Mich.  47, 
138  N.  W.  237.  Minn.— Sammons  v. 
Pike,  108  Minn.  291,  122  N.  W.  168; 
Thelen  v.  Thelen,  75  Minn.  433,  78  N. 
W.  108.  Miss.— Hester  v.  Hester,  103 
Miss.  13,  60  So.  6.  Mo.— Lieber  v. 
Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458; 
Hin'kle  v.  Lovelace,  204  Mo.  208,  102 
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S.  W.  1015;  Davison  v.  Bankers'  Life 
Assn.,  166  Mo.  App.  625,  150  S.  W. 
713.  Neb,— Jji  re  Nelson 's  Est.,  81  Neb. 
363,  115  N.  W.  1087;  Cizek  v.  Ciiek, 
99  N.  W.  28;  Fraaman  v.  Fraaman,  64 
Neb.  472,  90  N.  W.  245.  N.  Y.— Rich-" 
ards  V.  Richards,  87  Misc.  134,  149 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1028;  Simmonds  v.  Sim- 
monds,  78  Misc.  571,  138  N.  Y. 
Supp.  639.  N.  D.— Stensou  v.  H.  S. 
Halversou  Co.,  28  N.  D.  151,  147  Jf.  W. 
SOO.  Tex.— Douglas  v.  State,  58  Tex. 
Crim.  122,  124  S.  W.  933;  Moor  v. 
Moor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  63  S.  W.  347. 
Wash.— Krohnv.  Hirsch,  81  Wash.  222, 
142  Pac.  647;  Morgan  v.  Fidelity  & 
Dep.  Co.,  66  Wash.  649,  120  Pac.  106. 
Wyo. — Emelle  v.  Spinner,  20  Wyo.  507, 
126  Pac.  397. 
Foreign  Divorce. — See  infra,  XVIII. 

[a]  Application  for  Support. — ^In  a 
widow's  application  for  the  setting 
8,part  of  a  year's  support  out  of  the 
estate  of  her  deceased  husband,  an 
amendment  to  the  objections  to  the  al- 
lowance of  the  application  setting  up 
the  invalidity  of  a  prior  divorce  is  a 
collateral  attack  upon  the  divorce. 
Hood  V.  Hood,  143  Ga.  616,  85  S.  E. 
849. 

[b]  Petition  for  Homestead. — Where 
in  a  suit  to  set  off  a  homestead  in 
deceased's  lands  it  was  incidentally 
sought  to  set  aside  a  divorce,  the  at- 
tack was  regarded  as  collateral.  Lieber 
V.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458. 
And  see  Israel  v.  Arthur,  7  Colo.  3,  1 
Pae.  438. 

[c]  Objections  on  a  murder  trial  to 
witness'  testimony  on  the  ground  that 
she  is  the  wife  of  defendant  is  a  col- 
lateral attack  on  the  decree  divorcing 
them.  Douglas  v.  State,  58  Tex.  Crim. 
122,  124  S.  W.  933. 

[d]  A  suit  for  maintenance  is  col- 
lateral to  a  divorce.  Thompson  v. 
Thompson,  226  XJ.  S.  551,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
129,  57  L.  ed.  347. 

16.  Gilbert  v.  Hayward,  37  E.  I.  303, 
92  Atl.  625. 

17.  Gilbert  v.  Hayward,  37  E.  I.  303, 
92  Atl.  625. 
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(E.)  Banketjptct,  Insolvency  and  Eeceivership  Peoceedings.  — Adjudi- 
cations^* and  discharges^*  in  bankruptcy  and  insolvency  proceedings 
may  not  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  be  questioned  for  mere  irregularities 
■which  do  not  render  them  void.    The  appointment  of  a  receiver,^"  and 


18.  U.  S. — Fairbanks  Steam  Shovel 
Co.  V.  Wills,  240  U.  S.  642,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
466;  Graham  v.  Boston,  H.  &  E.  B. 
Co.,  118  XT.  S.  161,  6  Sup.  Ct.  1009,  30 
li.  ed.  196;  Chapman  v.  Brewer,  114 
U.  S.  158,  5  Sup.  Ct.  799,  29  L.  ed. 
83;  Sloan  v.  Lewis,  22  Wall.  150,  22 
L.  ed.  832;  Michaels  v.  Post,  21  Wall. 
398,  22  L.  ed.  520;  Larkin-Green  Log- 
ging Co.  V.  Sabin,  222  Fed.  814,  138 
C.  C.  A.  240;  Corbett  v.  Riddle,  209 
Fed.  811,  126  C.  C.  A.  535;  In  re 
Dempster,  172  Fed.  353,  97  C.  C.  A. 
51;  Gilbertson  v.  United  States,  168 
Fed.  672,  94  C.  C.  A.  158;  In  re  New 
York  Tunnel  Co.,  166  Fed.  284,  92  C. 
C.  A.  202;  In  re  Hecox,  164  Fed.  823, 
90  C.  C.  A.  627;  Huttig  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Edwards,  160  Fed.  619,  87  C.  C.  A. 
521;  In  re  Worsham,  142  Fed.  121,  73 
C.  C.  A.  665;  Ayres  v.  Cone,  138  Fed. 
778,  71  C.  C.  A.  144;  Sarraztn  v.  W.  E. 
Irby  Cigar  &  T.  Co.,  93  Fed.  624,  35 
C.  C.  A.  496,  46  L.  E.  A.  541;  Cook 
V.  Eobinson,-  194  Fed.  785,  114  C.  C. 
A.  505;  Edelstein  v.  United  States,  79 
C.  C.  A.  328,  149  Fed.  636  (writ  of 
error  denied,  205  U.  S.  543,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  791,  51  L.  ed.  922);  In  re  Gibbons, 
225  Fed.  420;  In  re  Sage,  224  Fed.  525; 
In  re  CulginjPace  Contracting  Co.,  224 
Fed.  245;  In  re  Davis,  217  Fed.  113; 
In  re  V.  &  M.  Lumber  Co.,  182  Fed. 
231;  In  re  Billing,  145  Fed.  395;  In  re 
Elmira  Steel  Co.,  109  Fed.  456;  In  re 
Henry  Ulfelder  Clothing  Co.,  98  Fed. 
409;  State  Nat.  Bank  of  Maysville  v. 
Ellison,  75  Fed.  354.  Ariz.— Bail  v. 
Hartman,  9  Ariz.  321,  83  Pac.  358.  Cal. 
Barrett  v.  Carney,  33  Cal.  530.  Dl. 
Abbott  V.  Anderson,  265  HI.  285,  106 
N.  E.  782.  la.— Wright  v.  Watkins,  2 
G.  Gr.  547.  Mich.— Benedict  v.  Smith, 
48  Mich.  593,  12  N.  W.  866.  N.  J. 
Mount  u.  Manhattan  Co.,  41  N.  J.  Eq. 
211,  8  Atl.  726.  Va.— Harman  v. 
Stearns,  95  Va.  58,  27  S.  E.  601. 

[a]  A  decree  authorizing  a  receiver 
to  sue  is  not  open  to  collateral  attack 
for  mere  error.  Slaughter  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  125  Tenn.  292,  143  S.  W'. 
603. 

19.  XJ.  S.— Allen  &  Co.  v.  Thompson, 
10  Fed.  116;  United  States  v.  Griswold, 
8  Fed.  556.     Ala. — Milhous  v.  Aicardi, 


51  Ala.  594;  Gates  i).  Parish,  47  Ala. 
157.  Ark. — Young  v.  Stevenson,  73 
Ark.  480,  84  S.  W.  623.  Cal.— Santa 
Eosa  Bank  v.  White,  139  Cal.  703,  73 
Pac.  577.  Ga. — Brady  v.  Brady,  71  Ga. 
71.  m.— Eoss-Lewin  v.  Goold,  211  111. 
384,  71  N.  E.  1028.  Ind.— Wiley  v. 
Pavey,  61  Ind.  457,  28  Am.  Eep.  677. 
Ky. — Thurmond  v.  Andrews,  10  Bush 
400.  La. — Andrus  v.  Cornwell,  134  La. 
403,  64  So.  221.  Me. — Corey  v.  Eipley, 
57  Me.  69,  2  Am.  Eep.  19;  Stetson  v. 
Bangor,  56  Me.  274.  Md.— Talbott  v. 
Suit,  68  Md.  443,  13  Atl.  356.  Mass. 
Fuller  V.  Pease,  144  Mass.  390,  11  N. 
E.  694;  Way  v.  Howe,  108  Mass.  502, 
11  Am.  Eep.  386.  Miss. — Stevens  v. 
Brown,  49  Miss.  597.  Mo. — ^Brown  v. 
Covenant  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  86  Mo. 
51;  Thornton  v.  Hogan,  63  Mo.  143;-. 
Shelton  v.  Pease,  10  Mo.  473.  Neb. 
Seymour  v.  Street,  5  Neb.  85.  N.  H. 
Parker  v.  Atwood,  52  N.  H.  181.  N.  Y. 
Ocean  Nat.  Bank  v.  Oloott,  46  N. .  Y. 
12;  Sutherland  v.  Lasher,  41  Misc.  249, 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  56;  Lutz  v.  Kalmus,  115 
N.  Y.  Supp.  230.  N.  C— Williams  v. 
Scott,  122  N.  C.  545,  29  S.  E.  877. 
Ohio. — Howland  v.  Carson,  28  Ohio  St. 
625;  Collins  v.  Davidson,  16  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  (N.  S.)  12.  Okla.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Masterson,  29  Olda.  76,  116 
Pac.  162.  Pa. — Sheets  v.  Hawk,  14 
Serg.  &  E.  173,  16  Am.  Dec.  486.  Tenn. 
Hennessee  v.  Mills,  1  Baxt.  38;  Morris 
D.  Creed,  11  Heisk.  155.  Tex. — Brown 
v:  Causey,  56  Tex.  340;  Alston  v. 
Bobinett,  37  Tex.  56;  Cooper  Grocclry 
Co.  V.  Gaddy  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S. 
W.  82^;  Hoskins  v.  Velasco  Nat.  Bank, 
4if  Tex.  Civ.  App.  246,  107  S.  W.  598; 
Fields  V.  Bust,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  350, 
82  S.  W.  331.  Wash.— Delta  County 
Bank  v.  McfGranahan,  37  Wash.  307,  79 
Pac.  796.  Wis.— Thomas  v.  Jones,  39 
Wis.   124. 

20.  U.  S.— Lively  v.  Picton,  218  Fed. 
401,  134  C.  C.  A.  189;  Taylor  v.  Easton, 
180  Fed.  363,  103  C.  C.  A.  509;  Gunby 
V.  Armstrong,  133  Fed.  417,  66  C.  C.  A. 
627;  Shinney  v.  North  American  Sav., 
Loan  &  Bldg.  Co.,  97  Fed.  9;  Olmstead 
V.  Distilling  &  Cattle-Feeding  Co.,  73 
Fed.  44.  Ala,.— Ex  parte  Hurt,  157  Ala. 
368,  47  So.    264.      Oal.— Title    Ins.    & 
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the  orders  made  in  receivership  proceedings  are  equally  invulnerable 
collaterally.^^ 

(F.)  Attachment  and  Garnishment.  — Proceedings  in  attachments^ 
and  garnishment^^  have  the  «ame  conclusive  effect  when  attacked  col- 
laterally as  other  proceedings. 

(G.)  FoEBCLosuKE  OP  MORTGAGES. — A  decrce  rendered  in  a  proceeding 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  unless  for  some  reason  invalid,  may  only  be 
questioned  in  a  direct  proceeding.^* 


Trust  Co.  «.  Grider,  152  Cal.  746,  94 
Pao.  601;  Painter  v.  Painter,  138  Cal. 
231,  71  Pac.  90;  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav- 
ings Bank  v.  Pacific  Ey.  Co.,  115  Cal. 
285,  47  Pac.  60.  .  Colo.— Powell  v.  Na- 
tional B^nk,  19  Colo.  App.  57,  74  Pac. 
536.  Del. — Harned  v.  Beacon  Hill  Real 
Estate  Co.,  9  Del.  Ch.  232,  80  Atl.  805. 
©a. — Graves  v.  Denny,  15  Ga.  App.  718, 

84  8.  E.  187.  ni.— Eoby  v.  Title  Guar- 
antee &  Trust  Co.,  166  111.  336,  46  N. 
E.  1110;  Broch  v.  French,  116  111.  App. 
15.  Ind. — Marshall  v.  Matson,  171  Ind. 
238,  86  N.  E.  339;  Hatfield  v.  Cum- 
mings,  152  Ind.  280,  50  N.  B.  817,  53 
N.  E.  231;  Bodkin  v.  Merit,  102  lud. 
293,  1  N.  E.  625;  Pressley  v.  Harrison, 
102  Ind.  14,  1  N.  E.  188.  li.— Mfetro- 
politan  Nat.  Bank  v.  CommerQial  State 

"Bank,  104  Iowa  682,  74  N.  W.  26. 
Kan. — Bowman  v.  Hazen,  69  Kail.  682, 
77  Pac.  589;  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Love,  61  Kan.  433,  59  Pac.  1072.  Md. 
Forest  Lake  Cemetery  v.  Baker,  113 
Md.  529,  77  Atl.  853;  James  Clark  .Co. 
V.  Colton,  91  Md.  195,  46  Atl.  386. 
Mich. — Nichol  v.  Murphy,  145  Mich. 
424,  108  N.  W.  704;  McKay  v.  Van 
Kleeck,  133  Mich.  27,  94  N.  W.  367. 
Miss. — ^Benjamin  v.  Staples,  93  Miss. 
507,  47  So.  425.  Mo.— State  ex  rel. 
Connors  v.  Shelton,  238  Mo.  281,  142"" 
S.  W.  417;  Neun  v.  Blackstone  Bldg. 
&  Loan  Assn.,  149  Mo.  74,  50 "  S.  W. 
436;  Thompson  v.  Greeley,  107  Mo.  577, 
17  S.  W.  962;  Block  v.  Estes,  92  Mo. 
318,  4  S.  W.  731.  Neh.— Gibson  v.  Sex- 
son,  82  Neb.  475,  118  N.  W.  77;  Mur- 
phy V.  Fidelity  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  69 
Neb.  489,  95  N.  W.  1022;  Andrews  v. 
Steele  City  Bank,  57  Neb.  173,  77  N.  W. 
342.  N.  Y.— Eabbe  v.  Astor  Trust  Co., 
61  Misc.  650,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  131. 
N.  C— Eousseau  v.  Call,  169  N.  C.  173, 

85  S.  E.  414.  Okla.— Threadgill  v.  Col- 
cord,  16  Okla.  447,  85  Pac.  703.  Pa. 
Baokenstoe  v.  Kline,  31  Pa.  Super.  268. 
S.  D.— Thurber  v.  Miller,  11  S.  D.  124, 
75  N.  W.  900.  Tenn.— Troughber  v. 
Akin,    109   Tenn.   451,   73   S.   "W.   118; 
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Slaughter  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  125  Tenn.  292,  143  S.  W.  603. 
Tex; — New  Britain  Machine  Co.  v. 
Watt  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W.  624; 
American  Const.  Co.  v.  Seelig  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  131  S.  W.  655;  American 
Bonding  Co.  v.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  131  S.  W.  652;  Holland  v.  Pres- 
ton (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W.  374. 
Wash. — Carroll  v.  Pacific  Nat.  Bank,  19 
Wash.  639,  54  Pac.  32. 

21.  Authorizing  Suit  by  Beceiver. 
Graves  v.  Denny,  15  Ga.  App.  718,  84 
S.  E.  187. 

22.  TJ.  S. — Pensacolo  State  Bank  v. 
Thornberry,  226  Fed.  611,  141  C.  C. 
A.  367;  Butterfield  v.  Miller,  195  Fed. 
200,  115  C.  C.  A.  152;  Eltonhead  v. 
Allen,  119  Fed.  126,  55  C.  C.  A.  671; 
Needham  v.  Wilson,  47  Fed.  97.  Ala. 
McMahau  v.  Browne,  185  Ala.  272,  64 
So.  553.  Cal.— Title  Ins.  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  California  Development  Co.,  171  Cal. 
173,  152  Pac.  542.  Colo.— Van  Wagenen 
V.  Carpenter,  27  Colo.  444,  61  Pac.  698. 
Fla. — ^Lucy  v.  Deas,  59  Fla.  552,  52  So. 
515.  Ind. — Treharne  v.  Matson,  46  Ind. 
App.  705,  93  N.  E.  558.  Mich.— Gill 
V.  Backus,  108  Mich.  417,  66  N.  W. 
347.  N.  J.— Diehl  v.  Page,  3  N.  J. 
Eq.  143.  N.  Y.— Ledoux  v.  East  Eiver 
Silk  Co.,  19  Misc.  440,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
489.  N.  C. — Harrison  v.  Pender,  44 
N.  C.  78.  Ore. — Sehlosser  v.  Beemer, 
40  Ore.  412,  67  Pac.  299. 

23.  U.  S.— Baltimore  &  Ohio  E.  Co. 
V.  Hostetter,  240  U.  S.  620,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
475;  Harris  v.  Balk,  198  U.  S.  215,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  625,  49  L.  ed.  1023.  Cal. 
Bronzan  v.  Drobaz,  93  Cal.  647,  29  Pac. 
254.  Ind. — Northern  Indiana  E.  Co. 
v.  Lincoln  Nat.  Bank,  47  Ind.  App. 
98,  92  N.  E.  384.  Mo.— Norman  v. 
Eastburn,  230  Mo.  168,  130  S.  W.  276. 
Neb. — Cooper  v.  Speiser,  34  Neb.  500, 
52  N.  W.  403. 

24.  U.  S.— Bull  V.  Campbell,  225  Fed. 
923,  141  C.  C.  A.  47;  Cohen  v.  Portland 
Lodge  No.  142  B.  P.  O.  E.,  152  Fed. 
^57,  81  C.  C.  A.  483;  Andrews  v.  Na- 
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(H.)  Tax  Judgments.  — A  judgment  foreclosing  a  tax  lien  is  of  the 
same  validity  collaterally  as  any  other  judgment,  and  only  jurisdiction- 
al objections  can  be  collaterally  urged  against  it.^^ 


tional  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works,  77  Fed. 
774,  23  0.  C.^  A.  454,  36  L.  E.  A.  153. 
Ark. — Carpenter  v.  Zarbuck,  74  Ark. 
474,  86  S.  W.  229;  Boyd  v.  Eoane,  49 
Ark.  397,  5  S.  W.  704.  Cal.— Hibernia 
Sav.  &  Loan  Society  v.  Boyd,  155  Cal. 
193,  100  Pac.  239-;  Johnson  v.  Friant, 
140  Cal.  260,  73  Pac.  993;  Hansen  v. 
Wagner,  133  Cal.  69,  65  Pac.  142; 
Wood  V.  Jordan,  125  Cal.  261,  57  Pac. 
997;  Klumpke  v.  Henley,  24  Cal.  App. 
35,  140  Pac.  313.  Golo. — Empire  Eancli 
&  Cattle  Co.  V.  Gibson,  23  Colo.  App. 
476,  130  Pac.  615.  HI.— Eeedy  v.  Cam- 
field,  159  HI.  254,  42  N.  E.  833;  Vail 
V.  Arkell,  146  HI.  363,  34  N.  E.  937; 
Chicago  Dock  &  Canal  Co.  v.  Kinzie, 
93  HI.  415.  Ind.— White  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  56  Ind.  App.  708,  104  N.  E.  60; 
White  V.  Bradfute,  56  Ind.  App.  708, 
104  N.  E.  123;  White  v.  Suggs,  56  Ind. 
App.  572,  104  N.  E.  55;  Hanley  v. 
Mason,  42  Ind.  App.  312,  85  N.  B.  381, 
732.  la.— Ostby  v.  Secor,  94  JST.  W. 
571.  Kan. — Hartz  v.  Fitts,  89  Kan. 
751,  132  Pac.  1187;  Brenholts  v.  Miller, 
80  Kan.  185,  101  Pae.  998.  Md.— >George 
Long  C.  Co.  V.  Albert,  116  Md.  Ill,  81 
Atl.  265,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  1259.  Mich. 
Kerr  v.  Weeks,  158  N.  W.  131;  Miller 
V.  Peter,  158  Mich.  336,  122  N.  W. 
780.  Mo.— Bryan  v.  McCaskill,  175  S. 
W.  961;  Halter  v.  Leonard,  223  Mo.  286, 
122  S.  W.  706;  Jones  v.  Edeman,  223 
Mo.  312,  122  S.  W.  1047.  Neb.— Bresee 
V.  Seberger,  88  Neb.  632,  130  N.  W. 
264.  N.  Y.— Hope  v.  Seaman,  119  N. 
T.  Supp.  713.  N.  D. — Borden  v.  Mc- 
Namara,  20  N.  D.  225,  127  N.  W.  104. 
Ore. — ^Northwest  Townsite  Co.  v.  Conn., 
74  Ore.  484,  145  Pac.  1058.  Wis. 
Minneapolis  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Ashauer,  142  Wis.  646,  126  N.  W.  113. 
25.  U.  S. — Wilfong  v.  Ontario  Land 
Co.,  171  Fed.  51,  96  C.  C.  A.  293; 
United  States  Trust  Co.  v.  Mercantile 
Trust  Co.,  88  Fed.  140,  31  C.  C.  A. 
427.  Ala. — Driggers  p.  Cass^ady,  71  Ala. 
529;  Gunn  v.  Howell,  27  Ala.  663,  62 
Am.  Dec.  785.  Ark. — Clay  v.  Barnes, 
181  S.  W.  303;  Price  v.  Gunn,  114  Ark. 
551,  170  S.  W.  247;  O'Barr  v.,  Sanders, 
113  Ark.  449,  169  S.  W.  249;  Hall  v. 
Morris,  94  Ark.  519,  127  S.  W.  7.18; 
Boynton  v.  Ashabranner,  75  Ark.  415, 
91  S.  W.  20;  Arbuekle  v.  Matthews,  73 


Ark.  27,  83  S.  W.  326;  Clay  v.  SiAy, 
72  Ark.  101,  78  S.  W.  749;  Burcham 
V.  Terry,  55  Ark.  398,  18  S.  W.  458; 
McCarter  v.  Neil,  50  Ark.  188,  6  S.  W. 
731;  Scott  V.  Pleasants,  21  Ark.  364. 
Cal. — Crane  v.  Cummings,  137  Cal.  201, 
69  Pae.  984;  Wood  v.  Jordan,  125  Cal. 
261,  57  Pac.  997;  Hayward  v.  Pimen- 
tal,  107  Cal.  386,  40  Pae.  545;  Bran- 
son V.  Caruthers,  49  Cal.  374;  Crall  v. 
Poso  Irr.  Dist.,  87  Cal.  140,  26  Pae. 
797;  Mayo  v.  Foley,  40  Cal.  281;  Eitel 
V.  Foote,  39  Cal.  439;  People  v.  Doe, 
36  Cal.  220;  Mayo  v.  Ah  Loy,  32  Cal. 
477,. 91  Am.  Dec.  595.  HI.— People  v. 
Weber,  164  HI.  412,  45  N.  E.  723;  New- 
man V.  Chicago,  153  111.  469,  38  N.  B. 
1053;  Clark  v.  People  ex  rel.  Kern,  146 
111.  348,  35  N.  E.  60;  Drake  v.  Ogden, 
128  HI.  603,  21  N.  E.  511;  Mix  v.  Peo- 
ple, 116  111.  265,  4  N.  E.  783;  Chesnut 
V.  Marsh,  12  HI.  173.  Ind.— Daly  v. 
Ctubbins,  170  Ind.  105,  82  N.  E.  659; 
Duncan  v.  Lankford,  145  Ind.  145,  44 
N.  B.  12;  Ellison  v.  Branstrator,  34 
Ind.  App.  410,  73  N.  E.  146.  Mich. 
Loud  V.  O'Brien,  167  Mich.  206,  132 
N.  W.  495;  Owens  v.  Auditor  General, 
147  Mich.  683,  111  N.  W.  354;  Carpen- 
ter V.  Auditor  General,  144  Mich.  251, 
107  ISr.  W.  878;  Peninsular  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Ward,  il8  Mich.  87,  79  N.  W.  911. 
Minn. — State  ex  rel.  Coburn  v.  Eies, 
123  Minn.  397,  143  N.  W.  981;,Gribble 
V.  Livermore,  64  Minn.  396,  67  N.  W. 
213;  Hennessy  v.  St.  Paul,  54  Minn. 
219,  55  N.  W.  1123.  Mo.— Skillman  v. 
Clardy,  256  Mo.  297,  165  S.  W.  1050; 
South  Missouri  Pine  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Car- 
roll, 255  Mo.  357,  164  S.  W.  599; 
Miller  «.  Keaton,  236  Mo.  694,  139  8. 
W.  158;  Sanzenbacher  1).  Santhuff,  220 
Mo.  274,  119  S.  W.  395;  Charley  v. 
Kelly,  120  Mo.  134,  25  S.  W.  571;  Gibbs 
V.  Southern,  116  Mo.  204,  22  S.  W.  713; 
Wellshear  v.  Kelley,  69  Mo.  343.  N.  D. 
Hanson  v.  Franklin,  19  N.  D.  259,  123 
N.  W.  386.  Ore. — Clinton  v.  Portland, 
26  Ore.  410,  38  Pac.  407.  Pa.— Cadmus 
V.  Jackson,  52  Pa.  295.  Tenn. — Neely 
V.  Buchanan  (Tenn.  Ch.),  54  S.  W.  995; 
Eeinhardt  v.  Nealis,  101  Tenn.  169,  46 
S.  W.  446.  Tex. — Adams  v.  West  Lumb. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  162  S.  W.  974; 
H  ollingswdrth  v.  Wm.  Cameron  &  Co. 
(Tex.    Civ.    App.),    160    S.    W.    6'44; 
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(I.)  Eminent  Domain.  —  Judgments  condemning  property  under  the 
power  of  eminent  domain  unless  void  on  their  face  are  conclusive 
against  collateral  attack.^® 

(J.)  Highway  and  Drainage  Pkoceedings.  —  Immunity  from  collateral 
impeachment  extends  to  orders  and  judgments  rendered  by  courts  and 
tribunals  in  highway  and  drainage  proceedings.^' 


Jameson  ■».  O'Neall  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
145  8.  W.  680;  Mangum  v.  Kenley 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  316;  Carr 
V.  Miller,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  57,  123 
S.  W.  1158;  Gibbs  v.  Scales,  54  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  96,  118  S.  W.  188;  Harris  v. 
Hill,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App.  437,  117  S.  "W. 
907.  Wash. — Timmerman  v.  McCullagh, 
55  Wash.  204,  104  Pac.  212. 

[a]  "The  validity  of  a  judgment  in 
a  tax  suit  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the 
same  tests,  has  the  benefit  of  the  same 
presumptions,  and  is  subject  to  attack 
in  the  same  mode,  and  by  the  same 
means,  as  a  judgment  in  an  action  of 
any  other  class."  Eitel  v.  Foots,  39 
Cal.  439. 

[b]  Where  a  right  of  redemption 
from  tax  sale  Is  foreclosed  by  a  court 
without  jurisdiction  the  same  is  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack.  McNamara 
V.  Gunderson,  89  Neb.  112,  131  N.  W. 
183. 

26.  U.  S. — ^Robinson  v.  Sea  View  E. 
Co.,  169  Fed.  319.  Ala.— Leath  v. 
Cobia,  175  Ala.  435,  57  So.  972.  Ark. 
McDonald  v.  Ft.  Smith  &  W.  E.  Co., 
105  Ark.  5,  150  S.  W.  135.  D.  C. 
Briscoe  v.  MacFarland,  32  App.  Cas. 
167.  HI. — Newman  v.  City  of  Chicago, 
153  HI.  469,  38  N.  E.  1053.  Ind.— Dar- 
row  V.  Chicago,  L.  S.  &  S.  B.  E.  Co., 
169  Ind.  99,  81  N.  E.  1081;  Indiana, 
B.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Allen,  113  Ind. 
308,  15  N.  E.  451.  Md.— Pettit  v.  Coun- 
ty Commissioners,  123  Md.  128,  90  Atl. 
993;  Hamilton  v.  Annapolis  &  E.  E. 
Co.,  1  Md.  Ch.  107.  Mo.— Lovitt  v. 
Eussell,  138  Mo.  474,  40  S.  W.  123; 
Evans  v.  Haefner,  29  Mo.  141.  N.  Y. 
Farrington  v.  New  York,  83  Hun  124, 
31  N.  Y.  Supp.  371,  63  N.  Y.  St.  820; 
In  re  Flatbush  Ave.  Extension,  167 
App.  Div.  908,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  766. 
Ohio. — Tenney  v.  Cincinatti,  24  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  237.  Ore. — Chase  h.  Oregon 
City,  72  Ore.  112,  143  Pac.  629.  S.  D. 
Weiland  v.  Ashton,  18  8.  D.  331,  100 
N.  W.  737.  Tex. — Hopkins  v.  Cravey, 
85  Tex.  189,  19  S.  W.  1067;  Mundy  v. 
Hart  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  Ill  S.  W.  236. 
Va. — Justice  «.' Georgia  Industrial  Eeal- 
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ty  Co.,  109  Va.  366,  63  S.  E.  1084. 
Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Murhard  Est.  Co. 
t).  Superior  Court,  49  Wash.  392,  95 
Pac.  488;  In  re  City  of  Seattle,  49 
Wash.  109,  94  Pac.  1075,  95  Pac.  862. 
Wyo. — Edwards  v.  Cheyenne,  19  Wyo. 
110,  114  Pac.  677. 

[a]  An  order  confirming  an  award, 
in  condemnation  proceedings,  cannot 
be  questioned  in  an  action  against  the 
city  to  recover  the  aggregate  amount 
of  the  awards.  Hudson  Eiver  Tel.  Co. 
V.  City  of  New  York,  210  N.  Y.  394, 
104  N.   E.  935. 

27.  Xr.  S.— Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Gottlieb,  190  V.  S.  412,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
730,  47  L.  ed.  1116;  Stanley  v.  Super- 
visors of  Albany,  121  U.  S.  535,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  1234,  30  L.  ed.  1000;  United  States 
Trust  Co.  V.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.,  88 
Fed.  140,  31  C.  C.  A.  427;  Balfour  v. 
City  of  Portland,  28  Fed.  738.  Ala. 
Kirby  v.  Court  of  Comrs.,  186  Ala.  611, 
65  So.  163.  Ark. — ^Improvement  Eoad 
Dist.  No.  2  Pulaski  County  v.  Winkler, 
145  S.  W.  209;  Brumley  v.  State,  83 
Ark.  236,  103  S.  W.  615.  Cal.— Gra- 
ham V.  Bailard,  157  Cal.  96,  106  Pac. 
215;  Sacramento  County  v.  Glann,  14 
Cal.  App.  780,  113  Pac.  360.  HI.- Peo- 
ple V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co., 
266  HI.  98,  107  N.  E.  251;  Spring  Creek 
Drainage  Dist.  v.  Comrs.  of  Highways, 
238  HI.  521,  87  N.  E.  394;  Glover  v. 
People  ex  rel.  Eaymond,  188  HI.  576, 
59  N.  E.  429;  Eieh  v.  City  of  Chicago, 
187  111.  396,.  58  N.  E.  306;  Perisho  v. 
People  ex  rel.  Gannaway,  185  HI.  334, 
56  N.  E.  1134;  Chicago  v.  Gage,  232 
HI.  169,  83  N.  E.  663;  Young  v.  People 
ex  rel.  Koohersperger,  171  HI.  299,  49 
N.  E.  503;  Cas'ey  v.  People  ex  rel. 
Koohersperger,  165  HI.  49,  46  N.  E.  7; 
People  ex  rel.  Koohersperger  v.  Lingle, 
165  111.  65,  46  N.  E.  10;  Sehertz  v. 
People,  105  111.  27;  Murphy  v.  People, 
120  111.  234,  11  N.  E.  202;  Gage  v. 
Parker,  103  HI.  528;  Prout  v.  People, 
83  HI.  154;  People  v.  Sargent,  252  HI. 
104,  96  N.  E.  847.  Ind.— Bailey  v. 
Driver,  57  Ind.  App.  285,  107  N.  E. 
38;  Williams  v.  Osborne,  181  Ind.  670, 
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6.  As  Affected  by  Person  Attacking.  —  As  to  the  scope  of  the  doc- 
trine of  collateral  attack  with  respect  to  the  persons  as  to  whom  it 
may  be  applicable  there  is  some  confusion  in  the  cases.  It  seems  ob- 
vious that  as  to  persons  against  whom  the  judgment  is  not  operative 
as  an  adjudication  of  the  matters  determined  by  it,  either  conclusively 
or  presumptively,  the  term  collateral  attack  can  logically  have  no 
application,  since  it  is  wholly  unnecessary  for  them  to  attack  a  judg- 
ment which  as  to  them  adjudicates  nothing.  The  general  rule  is  that 
a  judgment  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  an  adjudication  of  facts,  only 
against  the  parties  thereto  and  those  persons  in  privity  with  them,^^ 
and  therefore  generally  the  rules  as  to  collateral  attack  have  no  ap- 


104  N.  E.  27;  Smith  v.  Pyle,  44  Ind. 
App.  150,  88  N.  E.  733;  Southern  In- 
diana E.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Comrs.,  172 
Ind.  113,  87  N.  E.  966;  American  Steel 
Dredge  Co.  v.  Board  of  Comrs,  (Ind.), 
85  N.  E.  1;  Harrod  v.  Littell,  51  Ind. 
App.  418,  99  N.  E.  817.  la.— Appeal 
of  Head,  141  Iowa  651,  118  N.  W.  884. 
Ky.— Com.  v.  Helm,  169  Ky.  194,  183 
S.  W.  502.  Me. — Blaisdell  v.  Inhabitants 
of  Town  of  York,  110  Me.  500,  87  Atl. 
361;  Bliss  v.  Junkins,  106  Me.  128,  75 
Atl.  386;  Gushing  v.  Webb,  102  Me. 
157,  66  Atl.  719.  Mich.— Troost  v.  Fel- 
lows, 169  Mich.  66,  134  N.  W.  1011; 
Hoffman  v.  Shell,  151  Mich.  669,  695, 
115  N.  W.  974;  Auditor  General  v. 
Bolt,  147  Mich.  283,  111  N.  W.  74. 
Minn. — Martin  County  v.  Kampert,  129 
Minn.  151,  151  N.  W.  897;  In  re  Mor- 
rison County  (Minn.),  139  N.  W.  286; 
Merritt  v.  Duluth,  103  Minn.  236,  114 
N:  W.  758.  Miss.— Wheeler  &  Silber 
V.  Bogue  Phalia  Braii;iage  Dist.,  106 
Miss.  619,  64  So.  375.  Mo.— State  ex 
rel.  Roberts  v.  Eicher  (Mo.),  178  S.  W. 
171;  Halter  v.  Leonard,  223  Mo.  286, 
122  S.  W.  706;  State  v.  Schenkel,  129 
Mo.  App.  224,  108  S.  W.  635;  Mulligan 
V.  Martin,  125  Mo.  App.  630,  102  S.  W. 
59.  Neb. — Wyman  v.  Searle,  88  Neb. 
26,  128  N.  W.  801;  Qmaha  &  N.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Sarpy  County,  82  Neb.  140, 
117  N.  W.  116.  N.  D.— Ekwortzell  v. 
Blue  Grass  Tp.,  28  N.  D.  20,  147  N.  W. 
726;  Alstad  v.  Sim,  15  N.  D.  629,  109 
N.  W.  66.  Wash. — Eeichling  v.  Coving- 
ton Lumber  Co.,  57  Wash.  225,  106  Pac. 
777;  State  ex  rel.  Pagett  v.  Superior 
Court,  47  Wash.  11,  91  Pac.  241.  Wis. 
Eraser  v.  Mulaney,  129  Wis.  377,  109 
N.  W.  139. 

See  also  11  Standaed  Peoc.  56,  113, 
128. 

Proceedings  of  Quasi  Judicial  Bodies. 
See  supra,  XTII,  A,  5,  a,  (VIII). 


[a]  Order  Establishing  Highway. 
Golden  v.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  235,  64 
So.  517. 

[b]  Order  Vacating  a  Street. — Bing- 
ham V.  Kollman,  256  Mo.  573,  165  S.  W. 
1097. 

[c]  An  order  organizing  a  drainage 
district  is  final  and  its  legality  cannot 
be  reviewed  on  an  appeal  from  the  con- 
firmation of  the  assessments.  Ziegler 
V.  Gilliatt,  263  111.  587,  105  N.  E.  707. 

[d]  A  decision  approving  change  of 
plans  by  a  ^rainage  district  is  not  sub- 
ject to  attack  in  proceedings  to  ascer- 
tain the  power  of  the  district  to  make 
the  change.  People  v.  Spring  Lake 
Drainage  &  Levee  Dist.,  253  111.  479,  97 
N.  E.  1042.     , 

[e]  Confirmation  of  Assessment. 
Briscoe  v.  Rudolph,  221  TJ.  S.  547,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  679,  55  L.  ed.  848;  People  v. 
Belz,  252  HI.  296,  96  N.  E.  910;  Daly 
V.  Gubbins,  170  Ind.  105,  82  N.  E.  659. 

[f]  When  the  report  of  viewers  as- 
sessing the  costs  of  constructing  a  sewer 
system  is  confirmed  by  a  court  having 
jurisdiction,  the  confirmation  is  con- 
elusive  collaterally.  In  re  Winton  Bor- 
ough's Sewer,  46  Pa.  Super.  502. 

[g]  Judgment  Laying  a  Special 
Bridge  Levy. — Pleasants  County  Court 
V.  Brammer,  68  \\.  Va.  25,  69  S.  E.  450. 

[h]  Locating  Drainage  Ditch. — ^Bon- 
newell  v.  Lowe,  80  Kan.  769,  104  Pac. 
853. 

[i]  Order  Establishing  an  Irrigation 
District. — ^People  eh  rel.  Fogg  v.  Perris 
Irr.  Dist.,  132  Cal.  289,  64  Pac.  399. 
See  also  Sowerwine  ;.  Central  Irr.  Dist., 
85  Neb.  687,  124  N.  W.  118. 

[j]^  Order  Establishing  Levee  Dis- 
trict.— Keech  v.  Joplin,  157  Cal.  1,  106 
Pac.    222. 

28.    See  the  title  "Ees  Judicata." 
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plication  to  persons  who  are  neither  parties  nor  privies.^'  In  some 
classes  of  cases,, however,  it  seems  to  be  held  by  some  authorities  that 
a  judgment,  though  not  in  rem,  is  at  least  prima  facie,  and  sometimes 
even  conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts  adjudicated,  against  third  per- 
sons who  are  neither  parties  nor  privies,^"  in  which  event,  of  course, 
it  becomes  necessary  for  such  persons  to  attack  the  judgment  if  they 
wish  to  avoid  its  consequences.  The  limits  within  which  attack  is  per- 
mitted in  such  cases  seems  to  depend  upon  whether  the  adjudication 
is  regarded  as  conclusive  or  as  merely  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
facts  adjudged.'^ 


29.  Ala. — Shamblin  v.  Hall,  123  Ala. 
541,  26  So.  285.  Ind.— Thompson  v.  Mc- 
Gorkle,  136  Ind.  484,  34  N.  B.  813,  86 
N.  B.  211.  Me.— Caswell  v.  Caswell, 
28  Me.  232,-  Pierce  v.  Strickland,  26 
Me.  277.  See  Buffum  v.  Eamsdell,  55 
Me.  252,  92  Am.  Dec.  589.  Mass. 
Downs  V.  FvJler,  2  Met.  135,  35  Am. 
Dec.  393;  Pond  1).  Makepeace,  2  Met. 
114.  Mich.— Eureka  Iron  &  Steel  Wks. 
V.  Bresnahan,  66  Mich.  489,  33  N.  W. 
834.  Mo.— Eussell  v.  Grant,  122  Mo. 
161,  26  S.  W.  958.  Pa.— See  The  Build- 
ing Association  v.  O'Connor,  3  Phila. 
453.  S.  0. — Gregg  v.  Bigham,  1  Hill 
299,  26  Am.  Dec.  181.  Vt.— Atkinson 
V.  Allen,  12  Vt.  619,  36  Am.  Dee.  361. 
Va. — Staunton  Perpetual  B.  &  L.  Co.  v. 
Haden,  92  Va.  201,  23  S.  E.  285.  Eng. 
Eandal's  Case,  2  Mod.  308,  86  Bng. 
Eeprint  1090;  Warter  v.  Perry,  Cro. 
Eliz.  199,  78  Eng.  Eeprint  454. 

[a]  Though  no  fraud  or  collusion 
was  practiced  in  obtaining  the  judg- 
ment a  third  party  may  award  it.  In 
an  early  case  in  Massachusetts  the  court 
expressed  itself  upon  this  point  thus: 
"Although  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  present  case,  was 
not  Recovered  by  collusion  with  his 
debtor,  or  with  any  fraudulent  inten- 
tion, yet  we  think  the  defendant  has 
a  right  to  avoid  it  in  the  same  man- 
ner; because  he  is  neither  party  nor 
privy  to  the  plaintiff's  judgmentj  and 
is  not  entitle.d  by  the  rules  of  law  to 
reverse  it  by  a  writ  of  error.  .  .  . 
This  rule  of  law  does  not  appear,  in 
any  ease,  to  have  been  controverted, 
and  it  seems  reasonable  and  just,  that 
where  a  judgment  is  recovered  con- 
trary to  law,  and  prejudicial  to  a  third 
party,  he  should  have  a  right  to  avoid 
it."  Downs  V.  Fuller,  2  Met.  (Mass.) 
135,  35  Am.  Dec.  393. 

[b]  Recitals  of  evidentiar  facts  in 
a   judgment    may   be    contradicted   by 
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third  persons  even  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding. Shamblin  v.  Hall,  123  Ala. 
541,  26  So.  285. 

[c]  A  trustee  who  is  not  a  party  to 
an  action  at  common  law  against  the 
cestui  que  trust  is  as  a  rule  not  bound 
by  the  judgment,,  and  he,  in  an  action 
that  seeks  to  subject  the  trust  estate 
to  the  satisfaction  of  that  judgment 
may  contest  the  correctness  of  the 
judgment  and  show  that  it  is  void,  in 
order  to  protect  the  trust  property. 
Eoberts  v.  Yancey,  94  Ky.  243,  21  S. 
W.  1047. 

[d]  A  mortgagee  of  land  on  which 
a  building  is  subsequently  erected  may 
collaterally  attack  a  judgm^t  fore- 
closing a  mechanic's  lien  against  the 
building  for  materials,  he  not  having 
been  a  party  to  the  foreclosure  pro- 
ceedings. Eussell  V.  Grant,  122  Mo. 
161,  26  S.  W.  958. 

[e]  In  an  action  to  recover  for  sup- 
port furnished  an  alleged  pauper,  the 
plaintiff  attempted  to  show  by  a  cer- 
tain probate  decree  the  fact  that  the 
person  was  a  pauper.  The  defendants 
were  allowed  to  impeach  the  probate 
judgment  because  they  were  neither 
parties  nor  privies  to  it.  Cook  v.  Town 
of  Morris,  66  Conn.  137,  33  A.tl.  594. 

[f ]  Parties  interested  in  property 
subject  to  a  mechanic's  lien,  who  are 
not  made  parties  to  the  suit  to  enforce 
the  lien  may,  in  a  suit  upon  the  title 
under  the  lien,  object  to  the  regularity 
of  the  proceedings.  Hauser  v.  Hoffman, 
32  Mo.  334. 

[g]  A  judgment  declaring  a  ditch 
assessment  to  be  a  lien  upon  certain 
land  may  be  collaterally  attacked  by 
one  who  is  attempting,  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  which  is  a  prior  lien  on  the 
same  land.  Deisner  v.  Simpson,  72  Ind. 
435. 

SO.    See  the  title  "Res  Judicata.'! 
31.    See  the  following  cases:   U.  S. 
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Injury  to  Third  Persons.  —  Statements  are  sometimes  made  that  a  third 
person  or  stranger  to  the  record  will  not  be  permitted  to  collaterally 
attack,  a  judgment  unless  he  has  been  injured  by  it.'^  The  cases  in 
which  these  statements  appear  are  almost  invariably  cases  in  which 
the  so-called  third  person  or  stranger  is  in  reality  in  privity  with  a 
party  to  the  previous  proceedings  or  in  which,  contrary  to  the  general 


Secrist  v.  Green,  3  Wall.  744,  18  L.  ed. 
153;  Gregg  v.  Forsyth,  24  How.  179, 
16  L.  ed.  731.  la. — Lathrop  v.  Amer- 
ican Emigrant  Co.,  41  Iowa  547.  Mass. 
Wellington  v.  Gale,  13  Mass.  4§3.  S.  C. 
Martin  v.  Bowie,  37  S.  C.  102,  15  S.  E. 
736. 

[a]  In  Vose  v.  Morton,  4  Cush. 
(Mass.)  27,  50  Am.  Dec.  750,  it  was 
sought  to  recover  land  levied  on  and 
sold  under  an  execution  on  a  judgment. 
The  defendant  in  possession  of  the  land 
claimed  under  a  deed  from  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  whicli  deed  was  executed 
prior  to  but  not  recorded  till  after  the 
attachment  of  the  land  in  the  pre- 
vious action.  In  permitting  the  de- 
fendant to  attack  the  judgment  on  the 
ground  ^hat  there  was  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  parties  acquired  the  court  used 
this  language:  ''At  the  time  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered,  the  tenant  (de- 
fendant) had  no  reason,  no  occasion, 
and  no  right,  to  question  its  validity. 
Being  neither  a  party  nor  privy  to  the 
judgment,  he  can  not  have  a  writ  of 
error  to  reverse  it,  although  it  may  be 
erroneous  and  void;  but  when  such 
judgment  is  set  up  collaterally  to  de- 
feat the  tenant's  title,  which  is  other- 
Wise   good,   and   the   tenant    can   show 

•■  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous,  either 
in  matter  of  law  or  fact,  he  may  do 
so  by  proof.  It  is  a  general  and  estab- 
lished rule  of  law,  that  when  a  party's 
right  may  be  collaterally  affected  by  a 
judgment,  which  for^  any  cause  is  er- 
roneous and  void,  but  which  he  can 
not  bring  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse, 
he  may,  without  reversing,  prove  it  so 
erroneous  and  void,  in  any  suit,  in 
which  its  validity  is  drawn  in  ques- 
tion." The  court  cites  Alexander  v. 
Gould,  1  Mass.  165;  Smith  v.  Saxton,  6 
Pick.  (Mass.)  483;  Pond  v.  Makepeace, 
2  Met.  (Mass.)  114;  Leonard  «.  Bryant, 
11  Met.  (Mass.)  370. 

[b]  One  having  the  naked  possession 
of  land  cannot  collaterally  attack  a  de- 
cree divesting  the  title  to  that  land 
out  of  the  original  patentee  and  vest- 
ing it  in  another,  though  the  decree  be 


erroneous.     Mylar  v. 
105. 


Hughes,    60    Mo. 


[c]  Unauthorized  Appearance. — ^Ina 
collateral  proceeding  a  third,  party  can- 
not interpose  the  objection  that  the  at- 
torney had  no  authority  to  appear  and 
confess  the  judgment.  Martin  v,  Judd', 
60'  111.  78. 

32.  XT.  S. — Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Wright,  105  Fed.  155,  44  C.  0.  A. 
421.  Idaho. — Harpold  v.  Doyle,  16  Idaho 
671,  102  Pae.  158.  lU.— Allison  v. 
Drake,  145  HI.  500,  32  N.  E.  537.  Ind. 
Owen  County  Council  v.  State,  175  Ind. 
610,  95  N.  E.  253.  La.— Wolfe  t7.  Jou- 
bert,  45  La.  Ann.  1100,  13  So.  806; 
Collins  V.  Batterson,  3  La.  242;  Quine 
V.  Mayes,  2  Eob.  510;  Mass.— Welling- 
ton V.  Gale,  13  Mass.  483.  Mich. 
Eureka  Iron  &  Steel  Wks.  v.  Bresnahan, 
66  Mich.  489,  33  N.  W.  834.  Miss. 
Bergman  v.  Hutcheson,  60  Miss.  872. 
Mo.— Eussell  V.  Grant,  122  Mo.  161,  26 
S.  ,W.  958.  Neb.— Colby  v.  Brown,  10 
Neb.  413,  6  N.  W.  474.  N.  C— Bailey 
V.  Hopkins,  152  N.  C.  748,  67  S.  E. 
569.  Pa.— Hanika's  Estate,  138  Pa. 
330,  22  Atl.  90;  Glass  v.  Gilbert,  58 
Pa.  266.  See  Lair  v.  Hunsicker,  28  Pa. 
115.  S.  C— Martin  «.v  Bowie,  37  S.  C. 
102,  15  8.  E.  736;  Darby  &  Co.  v.  Shan- 
non, 19  S.  C.  526;  Gregg  v.  Bigham,  1 
Hill  299,  26  Am.  Dec.  181..  Va.— Staun- 
ton Perpetual  B.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Haden, 
92  Va.  201,  23  S.  B.  ^85. 

[a]  The  regulairity  of  a  judgment 
on  a  scire  facias  obtained  on  a  mort- 
gage cannot  be  questioned  collaterally 
by  one  not  connected  with  the  mort- 
gagor's title  as  grantee,  mortgagee, 
judgment  creditor,  etc.  Glass  v.  Gil- 
bert, 58  Pa.  266. 

[b]  In  Freydendall  v.  Baldwin,  103 
HI.  325,  judgment  creditors  attempted 
to  impeach  prior  judgments  against 
their  debtor  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  fraudulent.  In  denying  them  the 
relief  prayed  for  the  court  said:  "Cer- 
tainly they  can  not  demand  that  the 
judgments  at  law  in  favor  of  defend- 
ants against  the  common  debtors  shall 
be  set  aside,  unless  they  are  in  some 
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rule,  fSie  judgment  is  given  prima  faeie'  or  conclusive  effect  as  an 
adjudication,  against  persons  who  are  neither  parties  nor  privies;  the 
typical  instances  being  where  an  attack  is  made  by  a  creditor  upon 
an  execution  sale  as  a  fraudulent  conveyance,  or  a  judgment  is  relied 
upon  as  a  link  in  a  chain  of  title.^^ 

The  parties  and  their  privies  being  equally  bound  by  the  judgment 
the  rules  as  to  collateral  impeachment  are  the  same  whether  the  attack 
be  by  a  party  or  privy.^*    There  is  an  apparent  exception,  however, 


way  injuriously  affected  by  them,  and 
then  only  to  the  extent  such  judgments 
^  interfere  with  their  prior  or  superior 
equities.  Whether  such  judgments  are 
absolutely  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
in  the  court  to  render  them,  is  a  mat- 
ter in  which  complainants  have  no 
concern.  That  question  can  only  be 
made  by  a  party  to  the  record.  A 
judgment  or  decree  absolutely  void  for 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court,  if  it 
affects  his  prior  or  superior  equities, 
may  be  assailed  by  a  stranger  to  the 
record.  Otherwise  he  may  not  inter- 
meddle with  it."  . 

33.  See  the  cases  cited  in  preceding 
note,  the  title  "Ees  Judicata,"  and 
infra. 

[a]  Prior  Grantee.  —  In  ejectment 
where  the  plaintiff's  title  depended 
upon  the  levy  of  an  execution  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant's 
grantor,  made  subsequent  to  the  con- 
veyance, ■  the  defendant  was  not  per- 
mitted to  impeach  the  judgment  upon 
which  the  execution  issued,  since  he 
could  not  show  that  there  was  a  want 
of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  rendering 
the  judgment,  or  that  it  was  obtained 
through  fraud  or  collusion.  Sidens- 
parker  v.  Sidensparker,  52  Me.  481,  83 
Am.  Dec.  527. 

[b]  In  trover  by  a  prior  mortgagee 
against  a  sheriff  and  a  purchaser  at  an 
execution  sale  for  the  value  ^  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  which  had  been 
seized  on  several  executions  issued  in 
favor  of  judgment  creditors  of  the 
mortgagor  and  on  one  of  which  it  had 
been  sold,  the  defendants  justified  un- 
der the  judgment  and  execution  sale. 
The  plaintiff  offered  evidence  to  show 
that  the  judgment  was  obtained  by 
fraud  and  collusion.  The  appellate 
court  after  noticing  the  jurisdiction 
over  the  parties  and  subject-matter  ap- 
peared of  record,  said:  "The  record, 
therefore,  imported  absolute  varity, 
and  could  not  be  contradicted.  But  this 
rule  applies  only  to  parties  and  their 
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privies.  It  does  not  apply  to  such 
third  persons,  or  strangers  to  the  rec- 
ord, as  would  be  prejudiced  in  regard 
to  some  pre-existing  right  if  the  judg- 
ment were  given  full  credit  and  ef-- 
fect."  Eureka  Iron,  etc.  Works  ■». 
Bresnahan,  66  Mich.  489,  33  N.  W.  834. 
34.  Cal. — Agoure  v.  Peck,  17  Cal. 
App.  759,  121  Pae.  706.  lU.— Wright 
V.  Wilson,  183  111.  App.  255.  La — ^Wolfe 
V.  Joubert,  45  La.  Ann.  1100,  13  So. 
806.  N.  C— Bailey  v.  Hopkins,  152  N. 
C.  748,  67  S.  B.  569.  Pa.— Lewis  v. 
Rogers,  16  Pa.  18.  Tex. — Young  v. 
Bank  of  Miami  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  175 
S.  W.  1102. 

[a]  That  the  debt  on  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered  was  usurious 
may  not  be  urged  by  a  subsequent 
grantee  of  the  judgment  debtor  by  way 
of  attack  upon  the  judgment.  Black 
«.  Pattison,  61  Mias.  599. 

[b]  Assignees  are  bound  by  the 
judgment.  HI. — Buckmaster  v.  Eyder, 
12   111.  207.     Mass. — Johnson  v.  Thax- 

ter,     7     Gray     242.       Ore ^Finley     v. 

Houser,  22  Ore.  562,  30  Pae.  494.  Tenn. 
People's  Bank  v.  Williams  (Tenn.  Oh.), 
36  S.  W.  983. 

[c]  One  who  interpleads  in  a  gar- 
nishment cannot  collaterally  attack  the 
judgment.  Steinbaker  v.  Congregation 
Brith-Seholom  (Mo.  App.),  181  S.  W. 
1039. 

[d]  Purchasers. — ^When  land  or  an 
interest  therein  is  in  litigation,  a  pur- 
chaser from  or  under  one  of  the  parties 
is  as  conclusively  bound  by  the  results 
of  the  litigation  as  if  he  had  become 
an  actual  party,  and  cannot  collateral- 
ly attack  the  proceedings.  D.  0. — ^Meril- 
lat  V.  Hensey,  34  App.  Cas.  398,  401. 
Ind. — Hogg  V.  Link,  90  Ind.  346.  la. 
Johns  V.  Pattee,  55  Iowa  665,  8  N.  W. 
663.  La. — Gallanger's  Heirs  v.  Hebrew 
Congregation,  35  La.  Ann.  829.    ' 

[e]  One  for  whose  benefit  certain 
petitioners  in  a  suit  in  equity  prose- 
cuted their  claims,  is  bound  by  the  de- 
cree and  may  not    collaterally    attack 
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in  the  case  of  a  creditor  or  other  person  who  would  be  injured  by  a 
judgment  obtained  through  the  fraud  and  collusion  of  the  parties  to 
the  proceeding.'^ 

7.  Grounds  of  Attack.  —  a.  Invalidity  or  Voidaiility  in  General. 
A  judgment  or  decree,  void  on  its  face,  binds  no  one ;  it  may  be  dis- 
regarded by  anyone  against  whom  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced  whether 
parties  or  strangers  to  the  record.'^    But  to  be  open  to  successful  at- 


the  same.  Sanders  v.  Peek,  87  Fed.  61, 
30  C.  C.  A.  530. 

[£]  The  indorser  of  a  writ  is  privy 
to  a  judgment  against  the  plaintifE  on 
such  writ  and  cannot  upon  scire  facias 
dispute  the  validity  of  such  judgment. 
Pullman's  Palace-Oar.  Co.  v.  Washburn, 
66  Fed.  790. 

[g]  Holders  of  stock  in  a  corpora- 
tion, as  eollateral  security,  standing  in 
their  own  names  on  the  company's 
books,  and  who  participate  actively  in 
the  management  of  such  corporation 
are  privies  to  a  judgment  against  it 
and  are  concluded  thereby.  National 
Foundry  &  Pipe  Works  v.  Oconto  Water 
Co.,  68  Fed.  1006;  Larkin  v.  Hagan,  14 
Ariz.  63,  126  Pac.  268. 

[h]  An  auditor  appointed  to  dis- 
tribute money  cannot  inquire  into  a 
judgment  where  there  has  been  no 
fraudulent  collusion  against  creditors. 
In  re  Thompson's  Appeal,  57  Pa.  175; 
Dyott's  Estate,  2  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  557. 

[i]  Adverse  claimants  who  do  not 
appear  in  the  interest  of  the  insane 
ward,  may  not  collaterally  attack  the 
order  appointing  a  guardian  for  him. 
White's  Guardian  v.  Martin,  2  Alaska 
495. 

[j]  The  wife  and  children  for  whose 
benefit  a  homestead  was  set  apart,  can- 
not attack  its  validity  collaterally  be- 
cause of  mere  formal  defects  in  the 
application  or  in  the  judgment  setting 
apart  the  homestead.  Brooks  v.  Tinsley, 
13  Ga.  App.  268,  79  S.  B.  160. 

[k]  Ordinary  judgment  creditors  of 
a  succession  cannot  collaterally  attack 
a  judgment  homologating  an  adminis- 
trator's account.  Succession  of  P.  G. 
Quiii,  30  La.  Ann.  947. 

[1]  "A  third  possessor  holding  title 
to  property  judicially  mortgaged  for 
his  vendor's  debt  may  collaterally  at- 
tack the  validity  of  the  judgment, 
which  is  the  foundation  of  the  judicial 
mortgage  which  is  sought  to  be  en- 
forced against  it  (Bernard  v.  Vignaud, 
10  Mart.  O.  S.  [La.]  482),  and  show 
that  same  is  nidi  for  any  cause  in- 


herent to  the  judgment  itself  (Peets  v. 
Wilson,  19  La.  478),;  yet  his  rights,  in 
this  respect,  are  just  the  same  as  those 
of  his  vendor  as  judgment  debtor — no 
greater,  and  nothing  less."  Wolfe  v. 
Joubert,  45  La.  Ann.  1100,  13  So-  806. 

[m]  SubsecLueut  execution  creditors 
cannot  collaterally  attack  the  judgment 
upon  which  a  prior  execution  issued 
because  of  mere  irregularities  therein. 
Lowber's  Appeal,  8  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.) 
387,  42  Am.  Dec.  302. 

[n]  The  heirs  at  law  cannot  as 
against  bona  fide  purchasers  collaterally 
attack  a  judgment  foreclosing  a  mort- 
gage against  an  insane  person,  though 
no  guardian  ad  litem  •  was  appointed. 
Dunn  V.  Dunn,  114  Cal.  210,  46  Pac.  5. 

[o]  Persons  claiming  through  the 
heirs  may  not  attack  a  judgment  fore- 
closing a  mortgage  against  the  deced- 
ent's lands,  when  the  same  is  intro- 
duced in  evidence  to  prove  plaintiff's 
title  in  ejectment,  when  the  judgment 
is  merely  voidable  and  not  void.  Swig- 
gart  V.  Harber,  5  111.  364,  39  Am.  Dec. 
418. 

[p]  A  subsequent  judgment  creditor 
(1)  may  not  attack  a  judgment  by  con- 
fession against  his  debtor  though  the 
same  was  entered  without  authority, 
there  being  no  collusion  in  the  case. 
D,rexel's  Appeal,  6  Pa.  272.  (2)  Nor 
can  he  attack  such  a  judgment  for  ir- 
regularities and  defects  in  the  form 
thereof.  Breading  v.  Boggs,  20  Pa. 
3^. 

[q]  A  partner  of  the  judgment  debt- 
or may  not  collaterally  attack  the  judg- 
ment under  which  the  firm  property 
was  levied  upon,  on  the  ground  that  the 
court  fixed  the  damages  on  an  unliqui- 
dated .demand  without  the  intervention 
erf  a  jury.  Carter  v.  Roland,  53  Tex. 
54S). 

35.  See  infra,  XVII,  A,  7,  d,  (II). 
See  also  10  Standard  Proc.  182. 

36.  U.  S. — Thompson  v.  Whitman, 
18  Wall.  457,  21  L.  ed.  897;  Johnson 
V.  North  Star  Lumb.  Co ,  206  Fed.  624, 
125  C.  C,  A.  118;  John!  II  Estate  v. 
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tack  in  a  collateral  proceeding  the  invalidity  of  the  judgment  must 
appear  on  its  face."    The  affirmance  on  appeal  of  such  void  judgment 


Brown,  201  Eed.  224,  119  C.  C.  A.  458; 
Lincoln  v.  Tower,  2  McLean  473,  15 
Fed.  Gas.  Ko.  8,355.  Ark.— Borden  v. 
State,  11  Ark.  519,  44  Am.  Dee.  217; 
Evans  v.  Percifull,  5  Ark.  424.  Cal. 
Pioneer  Land  Go.  ».  Maddux,  109  Cal. 
633,  42  Pac.  295;  Smith  v.  Los  Angeles 
&  P.  E.  Co.,  99  Cal.  xix,  34  Pae.  242; 
Forbes  v.  Hyde,  81  Gal.  342.  Colo. 
Eiley  v.  Lemieux,  24  Colo.  App.  184, 
132  Pae.  699;  Empire  Eanch  &  Cattle 
Co.  V.  Farmer,  24  Colo.  App.  45,  131 
Pac.  799;  Bloomer  v.  Jones,  22  Golo. 
App.  404,  125  Pac.  541;  Mentzer  v. 
Ellison,  7  Golo.  App.  315,  43  Pac.  464; 
Buchanan  v.  Scandia  Plow  Co.,  6  Colo. 
Ap^.  34,  39  Pac.  899.     Conn.— Clark  v. 

Piatt,  30  Conn.  282.     Del Prankel  v. 

Satterfield,  9  Houst.  201,  19  Atl.  898. 
Fla.— McGehee  v.  Wilkins,  31  Fla.  83, 
12  So.  228.  Ga. — Jordan  v.  J.  A.  Calla- 
way &  Co.,  138  Ga.  209,  75  S.  E.  101; 
HoUinshead  v.  "Woodard,  128  Ga.  7,  57 
S.  E.  79;  Jones  v.  Smith,  120  Ga.  642, 
48  S.  E.  134;  Parish  v.  Parish,  32  Ga. 
653;  Garter  v.  Atkinson,  12  Ga.  App. 
390,  77  S.  E.  370;  Bedingfield  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  4  Ga.  App.  197,  61  S.  E. 
30;  Weaver '».  Webb,  Gait  &  Kellogg, 

3  Ga.  App.  726,  610  S.  E.  367.  Idaho. 
Leland  v.  Isenbeck,  1  Idaho  469.  HI. 
People  V.  Clark,  268  HI.  156,  108  N.  E. 
994;  People  v.  Evans,  262  HI.  235,  104 
N.  E.  646;  Freydendall  v.  Baldwin,  103 
111.  325;  Bannon  v.  People,  1  111.  App. 
496.  Ind. — Cavanaugh  v.  Smith,  84  Ind. 
380;  Deisner  v.  Simpson,  72  Ind.  435; 
White  V.  Suggs,  56  Ind.  App.  572,  104 
N.  E.  55.  la. — ^Beeman  v.  Kitzman, 
124  Iowa  86,  99  N.  W.  171.  Kan. 
North  V.  Moore,  8  Kan.  143.  Ky.^Car- 
penter  v.  Moorelock,  151  Ky.  506,  152 
S.  W.  575;  Dorsey  v.  Kendall,  8  Bush 
a94.  La. — Quine  v.  Mayes,  2  Bob.  510. 
Me.— Winslow  v.  Troy,  97  Mfe.  130,  53 
Atl.  1008;  Sidensparker  i;.  Sidensparker, 
52  Me.  481,  83  Am.  Dec.  527;  Caswell 
V.  Caswell,  28  Me.  232.  Mass. — Mercier 
1).  Chaoe,  9  Allen  242;  Vose  V.  Morton, 

4  Gush.  27,  50  Am.  Dec.  750.  Minn. 
Jewett  V.  Iowa  Land  Co.,  64  Minn.  531, 
67  N.  W.  639.  Miss.— Campbell  v. 
Brown,  6  How.  106.  Mo.-v-Jewett  v. 
Boardman,  181  Mo.  647,  81  S.  W.  186. 
Neb.— Aldrich  v.  Steen,  71  Neb.  33,  98 
N.  W.  445,  100  N.  W.  311;  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  V.  Hitchcock  XJounty, 
60  Neb.  722,  84  N.  W.  97j    Colby    v. 
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Brown,  10  Neb.  413,  6  N.  W.  474.  Nev. 
Long  V.  Tighe,  36  Nev.  129,  133  Pac. 
60;  Coffin  v.  Bell,  22  Nev.  169,  37  Pac. 
240,  58  Am.  St.  Kep.  738.  N.  H.— Gay 
V.  Smith,  38  N.  H.  171.  N.  J.— Elmen- 
dorf  V.  Elmendoi-f,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  113, 
44  Atl.  164.  .  N".  Y. — Denman  v.  Mc- 
Guire,  101  N.  Y.  161,  4  N.  B.  278; 
Gage  V.  Hill,  43  Barb.  44;  Callahan  v. 
Gerbereux,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  996.  N.  0. 
Hintou  V.  Penn  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  126 
N.  C.  18,  35  S.  E.  182;  Bernhardt  v. 
Brown,  118  N.  C.  700,  24  8.  E.  527, 
715;  Carter  v.  Bountree,  109  N.  G.  29, 
13  S.  E.  716.  Ohio.— Fahs  v.  Taylor,  10 
Ohio  104;  Bryans  v.  Taylor,  Wright  245. 
Ore. — ^Furgeson  v.  Jones,  17  Ore.  204, 
20  Pac.  842.  Pa. — Fisher  v.  Longneck- 
er,  8  Pa.  410.  E.  I. — Providence  Coun- 
ty Sav.  Bank  v.  Hughes,  26  E.  I.  73, 
58  Atl.  254.  S.  C— Woods  v.  Bryan, 
41  S.  G.  74,  19  S.  E.  218;  Martin  v. 
Bowie,  37  S.  C.  102,  15  S.  E.  736-. 
Tenn. — Summar  v.  Jarrett,  3  Baxt.  23. 
Tex. — Hill  &  Jahns  v.  Lofton  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  165  S.  W.  67.  Va.— Staunton 
Perpetual  Bldg.,  etc.  Go.  v.  Haden,  92 
Va.  201,  23  S.  E.  285.  Wis.— O 'Malley 
V.  Fricke,  104  Wis.  280,  80  N.  W.  436. 
Wyo.— Holt  V.  City  of  Cheyenne,  22 
Wyo.  212,  137  Pac.  876.  Eng.— Briscoe 
V.  Stephens,  2  Bing.  213,  130  Eng.  Ee- 
print   288. 

[a]  Creditors  of  a  debtor  against' 
whom  the  clerk  entered  a  judgment 
without  acquiring  jurisdiction  are  not 
restricted  to  the  remedy  by  motion  to 
vacfeite  such  judgment  but  may  attack 
it  collaterally.  Oppenheimer  ».  Gier- 
shofer,  54  111.  App.  38. 

37.  U.  S. — ^Pensacola  State  Bank  v. 
Thornberry,  226  Fed.  611,  141  0.  C.  A. 
367;  Hatch  v.  Ferguson,  68  Fed.  43,  15 
C.  C.  A.  201,  33  L.  E.  A.  759.  Cal. 
Eogers  v.  Cady,  104  Gal.  288,  38  Pac. 
81;  Forbes  v.  Hyde,  31  Cal.  342.^  Del. 
Green  v.  Clawson,  5  Houst.  159,*  162. 
Ga. — Owens  v.  Gocroft,  14  Ga.  App. 
322,  80  S.  E.  906.  Idaho.— Leland  v. 
Isenbeck,  1  Idaho  469.  HI. — Pbople  v. 
Clark,  268  HI.  156,  108  N.  E.  994; 
Aldridge  v.  Matthews,  257  HI.  202,  100 
N.  E.  536;  Miller  v.  Eowan,  251  HI. 
344,  96  N.  E.  285;  O'Connor  v.  Board 
of  Trustees,  247  HI.  54,  93  N.  E.  124; 
Desnoyers  Shoe  Go.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
188  111.  312,  58  N.  E.  994;  Eich  v.  City 
of  Chicago,  187  HI.  396,  58  N.  E.  306; 
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does  not  render  it  any  the  less  vulnerable  collaterally,^'  particularly 
if  such  affirmance  is  put  upon  grounds  not  touching  its  validity.^' 
Nor  will  an  order  of  revivor  impart  any  validity  to  it.*" 

VoidaWe  Judgment — Where  the  judgment  is  not  void  but  merely 
voidable,  it  is  not  subject  to  collateral  attack  by  the  parties  or  their 
privies,  but  may  only  be  questioned  in  some  direct  proceeding.*^ 


Gardner  v.  Bunn,  132  111.  403,  23  N.  E. 
1072;  Drake  v.  Ogden,  128  111.  603,  21 
N.  E.  511;  Anderson  v.  Hawhe,  115  111. 
33,  3  N.  E.  566;  Harris  v.  Lester,  80 
HI.  307;  Martin  v.  Judd,  60  111.  78; 
Chase  v.  Tuckwood,  86  111.  App.  70; 
Bannon  v.  People,  1  111.  App.  496.  Ind. 
Beavers  v.  Bess,  58  Ind.  App.  287,  108 
N.  E.  266.  la.— Oziak  v.  Howard,  149 
Iowa  199,  128  N.  W.  364.  Ky — Inter- 
national Harvester  Co.  v.  Com.,  185  S. 
W.  102;  Gullett  v.  Blanton,  157  Ky. 
457,  163  S.  W.  465;  Puekett  v.  Jameson, 
157  Ky.  172,  162  S.  W.  801;  Carpenter 
V.  Moorelock,  151  Ky.  506,  152  S.  W. 
575;  Robinson  v.  Carlton,  123  Ky.  419, 
96  S.  W.  549;  Bean  v.  Everett,  21  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  1790,  56  S.  W.  403.  La.— Jacobs 
V.  Kansas  City,  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  134  La. 
389,  64  So.  150.  Miss. — Lake  v.  Perry, 
95  Miss.  550,  49  So.  569.  Mont. — Evans 
V.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.,  51  Mont. 
107,  149  Pao.  715.  N.  C— Pinnell  v. 
Burroughs,  168  N.  C.  315,  84  S.  B.  364; 
MeKeUar  v.  McKay,  156  N.  C.  283,  72 
S.  E.  375.  Okla. — JefBerson  v.  Gallagher, 
150  Pae.  1071.  Tex. — San  Bernardo 
Townsite  Co.  v.  Hoeker  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  176  S.  W.  644.  Wis.— Minne- 
apolis Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Ashauer, 
142  Wis.  646,  126  N.  W.  113. 

[a]  Conviction  Under  Anti-Pooling 
Act. — A  conviction  and  fine  for  vio- 
lation of  an  anti-pooling  act  which 
the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States 
has  declared  unconstitutional  may  be 
successfully  attacked  collaterally.  In- 
ternsttioual  Harvester  Co.  v.  Com. 
(Ky.),   185   S.  W.    102. 

38.  Cal. — Pioneer  Land  Co.  v.  Mad- 
dux, 109  Cal.  633,  42  Pae.  295.  Miss. 
Wilson  V.  Montgomery,  14  Smed.  &  M. 
205.  Tex.— Chambers  v.  Hodges,  23  Tex. 
104. 

39.  Pioneer  Land  Co.  v.  Maddux,  109 
Cal.  633,  42  Pae.  295. 

40.  Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
L'Heureux,  82  Neb.  692,  118  N.  W.  565. 

41.  U.  S. — Christiansen  v.  King 
Countv,  239  U.  S.  356,  36  Sup.  Ct.  114; 
Simmons  v.  Saul,  138  V.  S.  439,  11  Sup. 
Ct.   369,   34  L.   ed.    1054;    Cooper    v. 


Reynolds,  10  Wall.  308,  19  L.  ed.  931; 
Bull  V.  Campbell,  225  Fed.  923,  141  C. 
C.  A.  47;  Sheflfey  v.  Davis  Colliery  Co., 
219  Fed.  465,  135  C.  C.  A.  177;  Lively 
V.  Picton,  218  Fed.  401,  134  C.  C.  A. 
189;  Jarrell  v.  Cole,  215  Fed.  315,  131 
C.  C.  A.  589;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Goodrich,  213  Fed.  339,  129  C.  C. 
A.  599;  Harrison  v.  Gillespie,  204  Fed. 
384,  122  C.  C.  A.  554;  Butterfield  v. 
Miller,  195  Fed.  200,  115  C.  C.  A.  152; 
Lake  County  v.  Piatt,  79  Fed.  567,  25 
G.  C.  A.  87;  In  re  HefCron  Co.,  216 
Fed.  642;  Ex  parte  Richards,  117  Fed. 
658;  National  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works 
V.  Oconto  Water  Co.,  68  Fed.  1006; 
Pullman's  Palace-Car  Co.  v.  Washburn, 
66  Fed.  790;  Nettleton  v.  Mosier,  3 
Fed.  387.  Ala. — McLaughlin  v.  Hard- 
wick  (Ala.  App.),  70  So.  305;  Foster 
V.  Thompson,  10  Ala.  App.  365,  65  So. 
414.  Alaska. — White's  Guardian  v. 
Martin,  2  Alaska  495;  Ebner  v.  Held, 
2  Alaska  600;  In  re  Decker's  Estate,  3 
Alaska  106;  Sylvester's  Admx.  v.  Will- 
son's  Admx.,  2  Alaska  325.  Ariz. 
Tube  City  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Otter- 
son,  16  Ariz.  305,  146  Pae.  203.  Ark. 
Jones  v.  Ainell,  186  S.  W.  65; 
Citizens'  Bank  v.  Commercial  Nat. 
Bank,  107  Ark.  142,  155  ,S.  W.  102; 
Lewis  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co., 
107  Ark.  41,  154  S.  W.  198;  McDonald 
r.  Ft.  Smith  &  W.  R.  Co.,  105  Ark.  5, 
150  S.  W.  135.  Cal. — Pall  v.  Brittain, 
171  Cal.  424,  153  Pae.  906;  Title  Ins. 
&  Tr.  Co.  V.  California  Develop.  Co., 
171  Cal.  173,  152  Pae.  542;  Crouch  v. 
H.  L.  Miller  &  Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146 
Pae.  880;  Cellulose  Package  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Calhoun,  166  Cal.  513,  137  Pae.  238; 
Bennett  v.  Wilson,  133  Cal.  379,  65  Pae. 
880;  Hodgdon  v.  Southern  Pae.  R.  Co., 
75  Cal.  642,  17  Pae.  928;  Drake  r. 
Duvenick,  45  Cal.  455;  Carpentier  v. 
Oakland,  30  Cal.  439;  Klumpke  v.  Hen- 
ley, 24  Cal.  App.  35,  140  Pae.  289,  313; 
Frey  v.  Superior  Court,  22  Cal.  App. 
421,  134  Pae.  733;  Shirran  v.  Dallas, 
21  Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pae.  454,  462; 
Agoure  v,  Peck,  17  Cal.  App.  759,  ,121 
Pae.  706.     Colo. — Arnold  v.  Roup,  157 
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b.    Legality  of  Tribunal.  —  A  valid  judgment  presupposes  a  legal 
tribunal  having  jurisdiction  in  the  cause.    If,  therefore,  the  court  or 


Pac.  206;  In  re  Hayes'  Estate,  55  Colo. 
340,  135  Pac.  449;  Pinnacle  Gold  Min. 
Co'.  V.  Popst,  54  Colo.  451,  131  Pac.  413; 
Clarke  v.  Asher,  53  Colo.  313,  125  Pac. 
538;  Boss  v.  Newsom,  25  Colo.  App. 
393,  138  Pae.  1015;  Brown  v.  Whet- 
stone, 25  Colo.  App.  371,  138  Pac.  61; 
Austin  V.  King,  25  Colo.  Apj).  363,  138 
Pac.  57.  D.  C. — Degge  v.  Baxter,  41 
Ap^.  Cas.  169.  Fla. — Lucy  v.  Deas,  59 
Fla.  552,  52  So.  515.  Ga.— Wade  r. 
Hurst,  143  Ga,.  26,  84  S.  E.  65;  Flanders 
V.  Sutton,  143  Ga.  764,  85  S.  E.  914; 
Ketterer  v.  Stringfleld,  142  Ga.  441,  83 
S.  E.  116;  Williams  v.  Martin,  7  Ga. 
877;  Graves  v.  Denny,  15  Ga.  App.  718, 
84  S.  E.  187;  Owens  v.  Cocroft,  14  Ga. 
App.  322,  80  S.  E.  906;  Brooks  v. 
Tinsley,.13  Ga.  App.  268,  79  S.  E.  160; 
Chapman  v.  Taliaferro,  1  Ga.  App.  235, 
58  S.  E.  128.  Idaho. — Harpold  v.  Doyle, 
16  Idaho  671,  102  Pac.  158;  McCorniek 
V.  Friedman,  7  Idaho  686,  65  Pac.  440. 
111. — Waller  v.  Village  of  Eiver  Forest, 
259  111.  223,  102  N.  E.  290;  O'Connor 
V.  Board  of  [Trustees,  247  111.  54,-  93  N. 
E.  124;  Spring  Creek  Dist.  v.  Joliet, 
238  111.  521,  87  N.  E.  394;  Highway 
Comrs.  r.  Drainage  Dist.,  207  111.  17, 
6fr  N.  E.  576;  Rich  v.  City  of  Chicago, 
187  111.  396,  58  N.  E.  306;  Clark  v. 
People  ex  rel.  Kern,  146  HI.  348,  35 
N.  E.  60;  Burton  v.  Perry,  146  Jll.  71, 
34  N;  E.  60;  Claflin  v.  Dunne,  129  lU. 
241,  21  N.  B.  834;  Wright  v.  Wilson, 
183  ni.  App.  255;  Larimer  v.  Snell,  181 
111.  App.  50;  Trogdon  v.  Cleveland 
Stone  Co.,  53  111.  App.  206.  Ind.— Long 
V.  Schowe,  181  Ind.  13,  103  N.  E.  785; 
Young  V.  Wiley,  102  N.  E.  54;  Shultz 
v.  Shultz,  136  Ind.  323,  36  N.  E.  126; 
Mannix  v.  State,  115  Ind.  245,  17  N.  E. 
565;  Weiss  v.  Guerineau,  109  Ind.  438, 
9  N.  E.  399;  Dilling  v.  Murray,  6  Ind. 
324,  68  Am.  Dec.  385;  Fidler  v.  Gil- 
christ (Ind.  App.),  109  N.  E.  796; 
Larimer  v.  Krau,  57  Ind.  App.  33,  103 
N.  E.  1102,  105  N.  E.  936;  White  v. 
Suggs,  56  Ind.  App.  572,  104  N.  E.  55. 
la. — Edmundson  v.  Independent  School 
Dist.,  98  Iowa  369,  67  N.  W.  671;  Smith 
v.  Smith,  22  Iowa  516;  Mason  v.  Mes- 
sengei',  17  Iowa  261.  Kan. — Hartz  v. 
Fitts,  89  Kan..  751,  132  Pac.  1187.  Ky. 
Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167  Ky.  308,  180 
S.  W.  797;  Baker  v.  Baker,  Eccles  & 
Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173  S.  W.  109;  An- 
derson's     Committee     V.      Anderson's 
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Admx.,  161  Ky.  18,  170  8.  W.  213; 
Board  of  Prison  Comrs.  v.  De  Moss,  157 
Ky.  289,  163  S.  W.  183;  Cox  v.  Inter- 
state Coal  Co.,  157  Ky.  373,  163  S.  W. 
231;  Houser  v.  Paducah  Lands  Co.,  157 
Ky.  252,  162  S.  W.  1113;  Clark  County 
V.  Ecton,  150  Ky.  774,  150  S.  W.  1016; 
Duff  V.  Hagins,  146  Ky.  792,  143  S.  W. 
378;  Buchanan  v.  Henry,  143  Ky.  628, 
137  S.  W.  222;  Staples  v.  Shiver,  122 
S.  W.  826.  Me. — Wflson  ex  rel.  Welch 
v.  Lacroix,  111  Me.  324,  89  Atl.  69; 
Davis  V.  Davis,  61  Me.'  395,  399;  Smith 
V.  Abbott,  40  Me.  442;  Granger  v. 
Clark,  22  Me.  128.  Md.— Mister  v. 
Thomas,  122  Md.  445,  89  Atl.  844. 
Mass. — Johnson  v.  Thaxter,  7  Gray  242: 
Greene  v.  Greene,  2  Gray  361,  61  Am. 
Dec.  454;  McEae  v.  Mattoon,  13  Pick. 
53,  57;  Homer  v.  Fish,  1  Pick.  435,  11 
Am.  Dec.  218.  Mlcli. — ^Kerr  v.  Weeks, 
158  N.  W.  131;  Rohrabacher  v.  Walsh, 
170  Mich.  59,  135  N.  W.  907;  Dunlap 
V.  Byers,  110  Mich.  109,  67  N.  W.  1067; 
Eureka  Iron  &  Steel  Wks.  v.  Bresnahau, 
66  Mich.  489,  33  N.  W.  834.  Minn. 
Martin  County  v.  Kampert,  129  Minn. 

151,  151  N.  W.  897;  State  ex  rel.  Coburn 
V.  Eies,  123  Minn.  397,  143  N.  W.  981. 
Mo.— Harter  v.  Petty,  266  Mo. '296,  181 
S.  W.  39;  Skillman  v.  Clardy,  256  Mo. 
297,  165  S.  W.  1050;  Wilson  v.  Wilson, 
255  Mo.  528,  164  S.  W.  561;  Davidson 
V.  Laclede  Land  &  Imp.  Co.,  253  Mo. 
223,  161  S,  W.  686;  Carter  v.  Carter, 
237  Mo.  624,  141  S.  W.  873;  Field  v. 
Sanderson,  34  Mo.  542,  86  Am.  Dee. 
124;  Callahan  v.  Griswold,  9  Mo.  784; 
Steinbaker  v.  Congregation  Brith-Sho- 
lom  (Mo.  App.),  181  S.  W.  1039;  Gunby 
v.  Cooper,  177  Mo.  App.  354,  164  S.  W. 

152.  Mont. — ^Edgerton  v.  Edgerton,  12 
Mont.  122,  29  Pac.  966.  Neb.— George 
V.  Dijl,  83  Neb.  825,  120  N.  W.  447^ 
Jones  V.  Danforth,  71  Neb.  722,  99  N. 
W.  495.  -Nev. — Daly  v.  Lahontan  Mines 
Co.,  151  Pac.  514.  N.  H.— Holland  v. 
Laconia  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.,  68  N.  H. 
480,  41  Atl.  178;  Blanohar^  v.  Webster, 
62  N.  H.  467.  N.  J.— Crawford  v.  Lees, 
84  N.  J.  Eq.  324,  93  Atl.  201-;  Mc- 
Devitt  V.  Connell,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  119,  63 
Atl.  504.  N.  Y.— Curtis  v.  Dunkirk 
Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.,  163  App.  Div.  469, 
148  N.  Y.  Supp.  860;  Schwabe  v.  Her- 
zog,  161  App.  Div.  712,  146  N.  Y. 
Supp.  644';  Kurzweil  v.  Story  &  Clark 
Piano  Co.,  159  N.  Y.  Supp.  231.    N.  O. 
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tribunal  rendering  the  judgment  lacked  even  a  de  facto  organization,*^ 
or  the  judge  sitting  in  the  case  wanted  even  a  colorable  right  to  act,*^ 
the  judgmjent  would  be  a  nullity  and  open  to  collateral  impeach- 
ment. It  is  otherwise,  however,  where  the  judgment  was  rendered 
by  a  de  facto  court**  or  judge.*^ 


Pinnell  v.  Burroughs,  168  N.  C.  315,  84 
S.  E.  364;  Eawls  v.  Mayo,  163  N.  C. 
177,  79  S.  B.  298.  N.  D.— St.  Anthony 
&  Dakota  Elev.  Co.  v.  Martineau,  30 
N.  D.  425,  153  N.  W.  416;  Shane  i). 
Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188,  141  N.  W.  737; 
Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.  v.  Paulson,  10 
N.  D.  440,  87  N.  W.  977.  Okla.— Black- 
well  V.  McCall,  153  Pac.  815;  Coblentz 
V.  Cochran,  44  Okla.  158,  143  Pao. 
658;  Bo  wen  v.  Carter,  42  Okla.  565, 
144  Pac.  170;  Edwards  v.  Smith,  42 
Okla.  544,  142  Pac.  302;  Eice  v.  "Wool- 
ery,  38  Okla.  199,  132  Pae.  817.  Ore. 
Northwest  Townsite  Co.  v.  Conn.,  74 
Ore.  484,  145  Pae.  1058;  Finley  v. 
Houser,  22  Ore.  562,  30  Pae.  494;  Mor- 
rill V.  Morrill,  20  Ore.  96,  25  Pac.  362. 
Pa.— Ire  re  Gottesfeld,  245  Pa.  314,  91 
Atl.  494;  In  re  Metzger's  Estate,  242 
Pa.  69,  88  Atl.  915;  Brundred  v.  Eg- 
bert, 164  Pa.  615,  30  Atl.  503;  Ogle 
V.  Baker,  137  Pa.  378,  20  Atl.  998; 
Otterson  v.  Middleton,  102  Pa.  78,  86; 
Meokley's  Appeal,  102  Pa.  536;  Lewis 
V.  Rogers,  16  Pa.  18.  E.  I. — Gilbert  v. 
Hayward,  37  R.  I.  303,  92  Atl.  625. 
S.  C. — Norton  v.  "Wallace,  2  Rich.  L. 
460.  Tenn. — Puckett  v.  Wynns,  132 
Tenn.  513,  178  S.  W.  1184;  Robertson 
v.  Winchester,  85  Tenn.  171,  1  S.  W. 
781;  Kelley  v.  Mize,  3  Sneed  59.  Tex. 
Young  V.  Bank'  of  Miami,  175  S.  W. 
1102;  Erisby  v.  Withers,  61  Tex.  134; 
Brown  v.  Poster  Lumb.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  178  S.  W.  787;  Baker  v.  Stephen- 
son (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W.  970; 
White  V.  Bedell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173 
S,  W.  624;  Clarke  v.  A.  B.  Frank  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168  8.  W.  492;  Wil- 
liams V.  Abilene  Independent  Tel.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168  S.  W.  402;  Les- 
ter V.  Gatewood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166 
S.  W.  389;  Hills  &  Jahns  v.  Lofton 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.  67.  Utah. 
Salt  Lake  County  v.  Salt  Lake  City, 
42  Utah  548,  134  Pac.  560.  Vt.— Corey 
V.  Morrill,  71  Vt.  51,  42  Atl.  976.  Va. 
Avant  V.  Cook,  86  S.  E.  903;  Saunders 
V.  Link,  114  Va.  285,  76  S.  E.  327; 
Alvis  V.  Saunders,  113  Va.  208,  74  S. 
E.  153.  W.  Va. — Jarrell  v.  Laurel  Coal 
&  Land  Co.,  75  W.  Va.  752,  84  S.  E. 
933.    Wis.— Cody  v.  Cody,  98  Wis.  445, 


74  N.  W.  217.     Wyo.— Holt  v.  City  of 
Cheyenne,  22  Wyo.  212,  137  Pae.  876. 

42.  Oal.— People  v.  Toal,  85  Cal.  333, 
24  Pac.  603.  Ga.— BedingfieM  v.  Eirst 
Nat.  Bank,  4  Ga.  App.  197,  61  S.  E. 
30.  N.  J.— Hildreth's  Heirs  v.  Mcln- 
tire's  Devisee,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  206,  19 
Am.  Dec.  61.  N.  Y. — People  v.  Albert- 
son,  8  How.  Pr.  363.  Tex.— Hill-  & 
Jahns  V.  Lofton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165 
S.  W.  67, 

43.  m.— Hoagland  v.  Creed,  81  HI. 
506.  Kan.— 7»  re  Hinkle,  31  Kan.  712, 
3  Pac.  531.  Ky.— Dixon  v.  Melton,  137 
Ky.  689,  126  S.  W.  358.  La.— State  v. 
Fritz,  27  La.  Ann.  689;  State  v. 
Phillips,  27  La.  Ann.  663.  IVEch.- Bliss 
V.  Tyler,  113  N.  W.  317.  Tex.- An- 
drews V.  Beck,  23  Tex.  455. 

[a]  Proceedings  at  an  adjourned 
term  of  a  board  of  supervisors  are 
coram  non  judice  when  the  board  has 
no  power  to  adjourn  its  sessions  to  such 
a  time.  Grimmett  v.  Askew,  48  Ark. 
151,  2  S.  ;W.  707.  • 

44.  U.  S. — Comstock  v.  Tracey,  46 
Fed.  162.  Mich.— Connine  v.  Smith,  157 
N.  W.  450.  Minn. — Burt  v.  Winona  &' 
St.  P.  R.  Co.,  31  Minn.  472,  18  N.  W. 
285,  289.  Mo.— Bouldin  v.  Bwart,  63 
Mo.  330;  State  v.  Peyton,  32  Mo.  App. 
522.  Tex.— Watts  v.  State,  22  Tex. 
App.  ,572,  3  S.  W.  769. 

[a]  Unconstitutional  Statute.  —  To 
the  effect  that  a  court  based  on  an  un- 
constitutional statute  is  a  de  facto 
tribunal,  see  Burt  v.  Winona  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.,  31  Minn.  472,  18  N.  W.  285, 
289.  To  the  contrary,  see  Hildreth's 
Heirs  v.  M'Intire's  Devisee,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.   (Ky.)   206,  19  Am.  Dec.  61. 

45.  U.  S.—In  re  Ah  Lee,  6  Sawy. 
410,  5  Fed.  899.  Conn.- Brown  v.  O'Con- 
nell,  36  Conn.  432,  4  Am.  Rep.  89. 
Haw.— Hind  v.  Wilders'  S.  S.  Co.,  14 
Hawaii  215.  Ind. — Smurr  v.  State,  105 
Ind.  125,  4  N.  E.  445;  Cage  v.  State, 
5  Ind.  1.  la. — Guthrie  v.  Guthrie,  .71 
Iowa  744,  30  N.  W.  779;  Baboock  v. 
Wolf,  70  Iowa  676,  28  N.  W.  490.  Kan. 
Higby  V.  Ayres,  14  Kan.  331;  Hunter's 
Admr.  -w.  Ferguson's  Admr.,  13  Kan. 
462.  Mass. — Sheehan's  Case,  122  Mass. 
445,  23  Am.  Rep.  374.    Minn.— Carli  v. 
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c.  Want  of  Jurisdiction. — (I.)  Generally.  — The  existence  of  a 
legally  organized  tribunal  appearing,  it  is  equally  essential  that  such 
tribunal  possess  jurisdiction*"  of  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter. 
J^or  if  a  want  of  such  jurisdiction  is  disclosed  by  an  inspection  of  the 
record  the  judgment  is  a  nullity  and  open  to  successful  attack  in  any 
collateral  proceeding.*^ 


Ehener,  27  Minn.  292,  7  N.  W.  139. 
Mo.— State  v.  Douglass,  50  Mo.  593. 
Nev.— Mallett  v.  Uncle  Sam  G.  &  S. 
Min.  Co.,  1  Nev.  188,  90  Am.  Dee.  484. 
N.  Y. — Morris  v.  People,  3  Denio  381; 
People  V.  White,  24  Wend.  520.  Ohio. 
Ex  parte  Strang,  21  Ohio  St.  610.  Ore. 
Hamlin  v.  Kassafer,  15  Ore.  456,  15 
Pac.  778.  Pa. — Campbell  v.  Com.,  96 
Pa.  344.  S.  C— Taylor  v.  Skrine,  3 
Brev.  516. 

[a]  A  judge  selected  by  the  clerk 
to  try  the  cause  is  a  special  judge  de 
facto,  whose  proceedings  are  not  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack.  Hunter's 
Admr.  v.  Ferguson's  Admr.,  13  Kan. 
462. 

46.  Jurisdiction  is  the  power  to  hear 
and  determine  and  give  the  judgment 
rendered.  U.  S. — Ex  parte  Eeed,  100 
U.  S.  13,  25  L.  ed.  538;  Rhode  Island 
V.  Massachusetts,  12  Pet.  657,  9  L.  ed. 
1233;  United  States  v.  Arredondo,  6  Pet. 
691,  8  L.  ed.  547.  Conn. — Shelton  v. 
Hadlock,  62  Conn.  143,  25  Atl.  483. 
Haw. — The  King  v.  Lee  Fook,  7  Hawaii 
249.  Ind.— Quarl  v.  Abbett,  102  Ind. 
233,  1  N.  E.  476.  Mo.— Babb  v.  Bruere, 
23  Mo.  App.  604.  N.  J. — ^Perrine  v. 
Farr,  22  N.  J.  L.  356.  N.  Y.— Hunt 
V.  Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217,  28  Am.  Eep. 
129;  People  v.  Sturtevant,  9  N.  Y.  263, 
59  Am.  Dec.  536.  Wis. — ^Pollard  v. 
Wegener,  13  Wis.  569;  Sitzman  «. 
Pacquette,  13  Wis.  291. 

47.  XT.  S.— Priest  v.  Las  Vegas,  232 
U.  S.  604,  34  Sup.  Ct.  443,  58  L.  ed. 
751;  Wetmore  v.  Karrick,  205  U.  S. 
141,  27  Sup.  Ct.  434,  51  L.  ed.  745; 
Gagnon  v.  United  States,  193  U.  S. 
451,  24  Sup.  Ct.  510,  48  L.  ed.  745; 
Hovey  v.  Elliott,  167  U.  S.  409,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  841,  42  L.  ed.  215;  Webster  v. 
Eeid,  11  How.  437,  13  L.  ed.  761;  Wil- 
liamson V.  Berry,  8  How.  495,  12  L.  ed. 
1170;  Lessee  of  Hickey  v.  Stewart,  3 
How.  750,  11  L.  ed.  814;  Shriver's 
Lessee  v.  Lynn,  2  How.  43,  11  L.  ed. 
172;  Wilcox  v.  Jackson,  13  Pet.  498, 
10  L.  ed.  264;  Elliott  v.  Peirsol's 
Lessee,  1  Pet.  328,  7  L.  ed.  164;  Eose 
V.  Himely,  4  Cranch  241,  2  L.  ed.  608; 
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The  Betsy,  3  Dall.  6,  1  L.  ed.  485; 
Johnson  v.  North  Star  Lumb.  Co.,  206 
Fed.  624,  125  C.  C.  A.  118;  Audas  v. 
Highland  Land  &  Bldg.  Co.,  205  Fed. 
862,  125  C.  C.  A.  62;  Eitchie  v.  Sayers, 
100  Fed.  520;  Nettleton  v.  Mosier,  3 
Fed.  387;  Basso  v.  United  States,  40 
Ct.  CI.  202.  Ala.— Hiroky  v.  Stallworth, 
143  Ala.  535,  39  So.  267.  Ark.— Mc- 
Donald V.  Ft.  Smith  &  W.  E.  Co.,  105 
Ark.  5,  150  S.  W.  135;  Crittenden  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  McDougal,  101  Ark.  390,  142  S. 
W.  836;  Whitford  v.  Whitf  ord, '  100 
Ark.  63,  139  S.  W.  653;  Flowers  v. 
Eeeee,  92  Ark.  611,  123  S.  W.  773; 
M'Connell  v.  Day,  61  Ark.  464,  33  S. 
W.  731;  Boyd  v.  Eoane,  49  Ark.  397, 
5  S.  W.  704;  CuUey  v.  Edwards,  44 
Ark.  423,  4216,  51  Am.  Eep.  614;  Adams 
V.  Thomps,  44  Ark.  267,  270.  Cal. 
Crouch  1).  H.  L.  Miller  &  Co.,  169  Cal. 
341,  146  Pac.  880;  Parsoiis  v.  Weis,  144 
Cal.  410,  77  Pac.  1007.  Colo.— Con- 
solidated Home  Supply,  etc.  Co.  v.  Town 
of  Evans,  59  Colo.  482,  149  Pac.  834; 
Pinnacle  Gold  Miu.  Co.  v.  Popst,  54 
Colo.  451,  131  Pae.  413;  Kavanagh  v. 
Hamilton,  53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512; 
Symes  v.  People,  17  Colo.  App.  466,  69 
Pac.  312;  Venner  v.  Denver  Union 
Water  Co.,  15  Colo.  App.  495,  63  Pac. 
1061.  D.  O. — Morse  v.  United  States, 
29  App.  Cas.  433.  Ga. — Jones  v.  Smith, 
120  Ga.  642,  48  S.  E.  134;  Owens  V.  Co- 
croft,  14  Ga.  App.  322,  80  S.  E.  906. 
Idaho. — McCornick  v.  Friedman,  7 
Idaho  686,  65  Pae.  440.  111.— People  v. 
Evans,  262  111.  235,  104  N.  E.  646; 
Thompson  v.  People,  207  111.  334,  69 
N.  E.  842;  Osgood  r.  Blackmore,  59  HI. 
261.  Ind.— Young  v.  Wiley,  183  Ind. 
449,  107  N.  E.  278;  Lowery  v.  State 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  153  Ind.  100,  54  N.  E. 
442;  Cavanaugh  v.  Smith,  84  Ind.  380; 
Beavers  v.  Bess,  58  Ind.  App.  287,  108 
N.  E.  266.  la. — ^Beeman  v.  Kitzman, 
124  Iowa  86,  99  N.  W.  171;  Thornily 
V.  Prentice,  121  Iowa  89,  96  N.  W. 
728.  Kan. — Watkins  Land  Mtg.  Co.  v. 
Mullen,  8  Kan.  App.  705,  54  Pac.  921. 
Ky.— Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167  Ky.  308, 
180  S.  W.  797.    Me.— Inhab.  of  Winslow 
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(11.)  Jurisdiction  Exceeded.  —  (A).  Generally. — It  is  equally  essen- 
tial that  the  relief  actually  granted  be  not  in  excess  of  the  power  of 
the  court.  A  judgment  in  excess  of  the  power  which  the  court  may 
lawfully  exercise  in  any  case  is  void,  at  least  as  to  the  excess,**  and 


V.  Inhab.  of  Troy,  97  Me.  130,  53  Atl. 
1008.  Mass. — Cook  v.  Darling,  18  Pick. 
393;  Mercier  v.  Chaee,  9  Allen  242; 
Jochumsen  v.  Suffolk  Sav.  Bank,  3  Al- 
len 87;  Peters  d.  Peters,  8  Cush.  529. 
Mich. — Tremble  v.  Hoffman,  130  Mich. 
676,  90  N.  W.  694;  Peninsular  Sav. 
Bank  v.  "Ward,  118  Mich.  87,  76  N.  W. 
161,  79  N.  W.  911;  Nugent  v.  Nugent, 
70  Mich.  52,  37  N.  W.  706;  Green- 
vault  V.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Bank, 
2  Doug.  498.  Minn. — Hadley  v.  Bour- 
deaux,  90  Minn.  177,  95  N.  W.  1109; 
Schmitt  V.  Dahl,  88  Minn.  506,  93  N.  W. 
665;  Duxbury  v.  Dahle,  78  Minn.  427, 
81  N.  W.  198;  Gulickson  v.  Bodkin,  78 
Minn.  33,  80  N.  W.  783.  Mo.— State 
V.  Wood,  155  Mo.  425,  56  S.  W.  474; 
Cox  V.  Boyce,  152  Mo.  576,  54  S.  W. 
467;  Hope  v.  Blair,  10^  Mo.  85,  16 
S.  W.  595;  MeClanahan  v.  West,  100 
Mo.  309,  13  S.  W.  674;  Adams  v.  Cowles, 
95  Mo.  501,  8  S.  W.  711;  Cloud  v.  Inhab. 
of  Pierce  City,  86  Mo.  357,  366;  Hux- 
ley V.  Harrold,  62  Mo.  516;  State  v. 
Stephenson,  12  Mo.  178;  Hedrix  v.  Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  By.,  103  Mo.  App. 
40,  77  S.  W.  495;  Caffery  v.  Choctaw 
Coal  &  Min.  Co.,  95  Mo.  App.  174. 
Mont. — Evans  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  E. 
Co.,  51  Mont.  107,  149  Pac.  715;  Burke 
V.  Inter-State  Sav.  &  L.  Assn.,  25  Mont. 
315,  64  Pac.  879.  Neb.— Minnesota 
Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  L'Heureux,  82 
Neb.  692,  118  N.  W.  565;  Gibson  v. 
Sexson,  82  Neb.  475,  118  N.  W.  77; 
Banking  House  v.  Dukes,  70  Neb.  648, 
97  N.  W.  805;  Eice  v.  Allen,  69  Neb. 
349,  95  N.  W.  704;  Fogg  v.  Ellis,  61 
Neb.  829,  86  N.  W.  494;  Bradley  v. 
Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  51  Neb.  653,  71 
N.  W.  282.  N.  J — Crawford  v.  Leea, 
84  N.  J.  Bq.  324,  93  Atl.  201.  N.  Y. 
Stuyvesant  v.  Weil,  41  App.  Div.  551, 
58  N.  Y.  Supp.  697.  N.  C— Balk  v. 
Harris,  122  N.  C.  64,  30  S.  E.  318. 
N.  D.— Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188, 
141  N.  W.  737.  Okla.— First  State  Bank 
V.  Lattimer,  149  Pac.  1099.  S.  C. — Beau- 
drot  V.  Murphy,  53  S.  C.  118,  30  S.  E. 
825.  S.  D.— Stearns  v.  Wright,  13  S.  D. 
544,  83  N.  W.  587.  Tex. — ^Hopkins  v. 
Cain,  105  Tex.  591,  143  S.  W.  1145; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Chenault, 
24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  481,  60  S,  W.  55, 


Vt. — Alexander  &  Hutchinson  v.  City 
of  Montpelier,  81  Vt.  549,  71  Atl.  720. 
Va. — Lawson  v.  Moorman,  85  Va.  880, 
9  S.  E.  150.  Wis.— Cowie  v.  Stroh- 
meyer,  150  Wis.  401,  136  N.  W.  956, 
137  N.  W.  778. 

[a]  A  judgment  of  naturalization 
nunc  pro  tunc  may  be  collaterally  im- 
peached as  being  rendered  without  jur- 
isdiction, where  it  is  entered  many 
years  after  the  original  judgment  and 
no  memorandum  whatever  of  the  orig- 
inal judgment  exists.  Gagnon  V,  United 
States,  193  U.  S.  451,  24  Sup.  Ct.  510, 
48  L.  ed.  745. 

48.  U.  S.—Ex  pqrte  Cuddy,  131  IT. 
S.  280,  9  Sup.  Ct.  703,  33  L.  ed.  154; 
Ex  parte  Nielsen,  131  U.  S.  176,.  9 
Sup.  Ct.  672,  33  L.  ed.  118;  Lamaster 
V.  Keeler,  123  U.  S.  376,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
197,  31  L.  ed.  238;  United  States  v. 
Walker,  109  U.  S.  258,  3  Sup.  Ct.  277, 
27  L.  ed.  927;  Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93 
U.  S.  274,  23  L.  ed.  914;  Day  v.  Micou, 
18  Wall.  156,  21  L.  ed.  860;  Ex  parte 
Lange,  18  Wall.  163,  21  L.  ed.  872; 
Bigelow  V.  Forrest,  9  Wall.  339,  19  L. 
ed.  696;  Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How. 
495,  12  L.  ed.  1170;  Elliott  v.  Peirsol's 
Lessee,  1  Pet.  328,  7  L.  ed.  164;  Eose 
V.  Himely,  4  Cranch  241,  2  L.  ed.  608; 
Eitchie  v.  Sayers,  100  Fed.  520;  United 
States  V.  Labette  County,  7  Fed.  318. 
Colo. — Newman  v.  Bullock,  23  Colo.  217, 
47  Pac.  379.  D.  ,0. — ^Morse  v.  United 
States,  29 'App.  C'as.  433.  HI. — People 
V.  Seelye,  146  111.  189,  32  N.  E.  458. 
Ind. — licFaddeu  v.  Boss,  108  Ind.  512, 
8  N.  E.  161.  Kan.— Watkins  Land 
Mtg.  Co.  V.  Mullen,  8  Kan.  App.  705, 
54  Pac.  921.  Me.— Lane  v.  Crosby,  42 
Me.  327.  Mass. — ^Folger  v.  Columbian 
Ins.  Co.,  99  Mass.  267.  Minn. — Sache 
V.  Gillette,  101  Minn.  169,  112  N.  W. 
386;  State  ex  rel.  Holland  v.  Miesen, 
98  Minn.  19,  106  N.  W.  1134,  108  N. 
W.  513.  Neb — ^Banking  House  of  A. 
Castetter  v.  Dukes,  70  Neb.  648,  97  N. 
W.  805;  Cizek  v.  Cizek,  69  Neb.  797, 
96  N.  W.  657,  99  N.  W.  28.  N.  H. 
State  V.  Fowler,  28  J^.  H.  184.  N.  J. 
Muuday  v.  Vail,  34  N.  J.  L.  418.  Ohio. 
Spoors 'v.  Coen,  44  Ohio  St.  497,  9  N.  B. 
132.  Tex. — Sandoval  v.  Eosser,  86  Tex. 
682,  26  S.  W.  933,  935.    Va.— Seamster 
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consent  of  the  parties  to  the  exercise  of  such  jurisdiction  cannot  add 
anything  to  the  validity  of  the  judgment.** 

(B.)  Judgment  Beyond  the  Issues.  —  The  mere  fact  that  a  judgment 
is  outside  the  issues  should  not  invalidate  it  on  collateral  attack,  pro- 
viding the  court  hate  kept  within  the  power  it  might  exercise  in  a 
proper  case.     "While  many  .of  the  decisions  sustain  this  view,^"  there 


V.  Blackstoek,  83  Va.  232,  2  S.  E.  36. 
W.  Va.— Waldron  v.  Harvey,  54  W.  Va. 
608,  46  S.  E.  603. 

[a]  It  is  not  the  result  reached 
which  determines  whether  or  not  the 
judgment  is  void  but  the  power  or 
authority  which  lies  behind  the  mere 
conclusipn  that  determines  the  question. 
To  decide  wrong  where  authority  exists 
to  pronounce  judgment  is  error  which 
can  only  be  corrected  in  a  direct  pro- 
ceeding.     To'   decide   wrong   where    no 

'  jurisdiction  exists  to  pronounce  judg- 
ment of  the  character  involved  renders 
the  adjudication  void  and  it  ,  can  be 
attacked     anywhere     and     collaterally. 

.  Crew  V.  Pratt,  119  Cal.  139,  51  Pac.  38. 

[b]  A  justice  judgment  in  excess  of 
the  highest  limit  which  the  statute 
allows,  is  void  and  collaterally  attack- 
able. Jones  V.  Jones,  14  N.  C.  360; 
Houser  v.  McKennon,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 
287. 

[c]  Excessive  Fine. — A  fine  which  is 
greater  than  the  court  could  in  any 
case  impose  is  a  nullity.  People  v. 
Carter,  48  Hun  165,  14  Civ.  Proc.  241, 
15  N.  Y.  St.  640;  People  ex  tel.  Stokes 
V.  Eiseley,  38  Hun  280.  But  see  Clark 
V.  Holdridge,  58  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  61,  40 
How.  Pr.  320. 

[d]  Judgment  of  imprisonment  where 
no  power  is  given  by  statute  to  im- 
prison is  void.  Ala. — Mx  parte  Mc- 
Kivett,  55  Ala.  236.  'Cal. — Ex  ■parte 
Baldwin,  60  Cal.  432.  HI — Newton  v. 
Locklin,  77  HI.  103.-  N.  J.— Ehinehart 
V.  Lance,  45  "N.  J.  L.  311,  39  Am.  Eep. 
592. 

[e]  An  award  of  real  estate  as  ali- 
mony, being  not  merely  erroneous  but 
in  excess  of  the  court's  jurisdiction 
under  the  statute,  will  render  the  de- 
cree subject  to  collateral  impeachment. 
Cizek  V.  Cizek,  69  Neb.  797,  96  N.  W. 
,657,  99  N.  W.  28. 

[f]  A  probate  court's  judgment  or- 
-  dering  a   sale   and   seizure   of  land   is 

void  as  to  such  seizure  when  the  court 
had  no  power  to  order  it.  Wisdom  v. 
Buckner,  31  La.  Ann.  52.  , 

[g]  A   judgment    of    condemnation 
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and  sale  of  the  fee  to  land  is  void  for 
the  excess  above  a  life  estate  when  the 
statute  expressly  prohibits  the  court 
from  condemning  any  rights  outlasting 
the  life  estate.  Bigelow  v.  Forrest,  9 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  339,  19  L.  ed.  696. 

[h]  In  all  special  statutory  proceed- 
ings, (1)  the  measure  of  the  court's 
power  is  the  statute  its'elf,  and  the 
exercise  in  such  proceedings  of  power 
not  authorized  by  the  statute  renders 
the  judgment  null  and  void  and  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack.  Murray  «. 
American  Surety  Co.,  70  Fed.  341,  17 
C.  C.  A.  138.  (2)  The  fact  that  the 
court  might  have  power  to  appoint  a 
receiver  for  a  bank  under  other  pro- 
ceedings which  the  code  authorizes,  does 
not  give  it  power  to  appoint  a  receiver 
in  proceedings  instituted  by  the  attor- 
ney general  on  behalf  of  the  people  to 
enjoin  an  insolvent  bank  from  the  fur- 
ther transaction  of  any  business.  Mur- 
ray V.  American  Surety  Co.,  70  Fed. 
341,  17  C.  C.  A.  138;  People's  Home 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Superior  Court,  103  Cal. 
27,  36  Pac.  1015. 

49.  Cizek  v.  Cizek,  69  Neb.  797,  96 
N.  W.  657,  99  N.-  W.  28. 

50.  Cal. — ^Bond  v.  Pacheco,  30  Cal. 
530;  Shirran  v.  Dallas,  21  Cal.  App. 
405,  132  Jae.  454,  462.  HI. — Tolman  v. 
Jones,  114  HI.  147,  28  N.  E.  464.  la. 
Davenport  Mut.  Sav.  Fund  &  Loan 
Assn.  V.  Schmidt,  15  Iowa  213..  Mo. 
Lewis  V.  Morrow,  89  Mo.  174,  1  S.  W. 
93;  Eeal  Estate  Sav.  Inst.  «.  Collonious, 

63  Mo.  290;  O'Eeilly  v.  Nicholson,  45 
Mo.  160;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hughes, 
10  Mo.  App.  7.  Neb. — ^Bannard  v.  Dun- 
can, 65  Neb.  179,  90  N.  W.  947.  Tex. 
Kendall  v.  Mather,  48  Tex.  585.  Vt. 
Chaffee  v.  Hooper,  54  Vt.  513.  Wis. 
Board  of  Supervisors  v.  Mineral  Point 
E.  E.  Co.,  24  Wis.  93;  Allie  v.  Sehmitz, 
17  Wis.  169. 

[a]  In  excess  of  the  prayer  of  the 
complaint  or  petition.  Cal. — Chase  i). 
Christiansen,  41  Cal.  253,  Ga. — Buice 
V.  Lowmau  -  Gold  &  Silver  Mining  Co., 

64  Ga.  769.  la.— Ketehum  v.  White, 
72  Iowa  193,  33  N.  W.  627.  Me.— Smith 
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are  numerous  decisions  to  the  effect  that  a  judgment  not  warranted 
by  the  pleadings  is  void  collaterally.^^ 


V.  Keen,  26  Me.  411.  Minn. — Gillett  v. 
Truax,  27  Minn.  528,  8  N.  W.  767. 
N.  J. — Van  Dyke  v.  Bastedo,  15  N.  J. 
L.  224.  N.  O. — Savage  v.  Hussey,  48 
N.  C.  149.  Wis.— Ire  re  Graham,  74 
Wis.  450,  43  N.  W.  148;  Baizer  v.  Lasch, 
28  Wis.  268. 

[b]  A  default  judgment  in  excess  of 
the  relief  demanded  is  merely  erro- 
neous. Cal. — Chase  v.  Christianson,  41 
Cal.  253;  Bond  v.  Pacheco,  30  Cal.  530. 
la.— Ketehum  v.  White,  72  Iowa  193,  33 
N.  W.  627.  N.  Y. — Harrison  v.  Union 
Trust  Co.,  144  N.  Y.  326,  39  N.  E.  353. 
S.  D. — Mach  V.  Blanchard,  15  S.  D. 
432,  90  N.  W.  1042.  Wis.— Jones  v. 
Jones,  78  Wis.  446,  47  N.  W.  728. 

[c]  Consent  Judgment. — In  regard 
to  a  consent  judgment  attacked  col- 
laterally on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
authorized  by  the  pleading,  the  court 
said:  "We  can  conceive  of  no  reason 
why  a  judgment  entered  by  agreement, 
by  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  hav- 
ing power  in  a  proper  case  to  render 
such  a  judgment,  and  having  the  parties 
before  it,  should  not  bind  those  by 
whose  agreement  it  is  entered,  notwith- 
standing the  pleadings  would  not,  in  a 
contested  case,  authorize  such  a  judg- 
ment. The  object  of  a  complaint  is  to 
inform  the  defendant  of  the  nature  of 
the  plaintiff 's  case.  It  is  for  his  pro- 
tection that  it  is  required.  If  he  wishes 
to  waive  it,  or  agree  to  the  granting 
of  greater  relief  than  could  otherwise 
be  given  under  its  averments,  without 
amendment,  and  such  relief  is  given  by 
his  consent,  we  think  that  the  judg- 
ment is  not  even  erroneous,  much  less 
void,  as  to  him. ' '  Fletcher  v.  Holmes, 
25  Ind.  458. 

51,  U.  S. — Reynolds  v.  Stockton,  140 
TT.  S.  254,  11  Sup.  Ct.  773,  35  L.  ed. 
464.  Cal. — Ex  parte  Zeehandelaar,  71 
Cal.  ,238,  12  Pac.  259;  Remington  v. 
Superior  Court,  69vCal.  633,  11  Pac.  252; 
Waterman  v.  Lawrence,  19  Cal.  210, 
79  Am.  Dec.  212.  HI.— Frankfurter  v. 
Bryan,  12  111.  App.  549.  See  Silsb'e  v. 
Lucas,  36  HI.  462.  Ind.— Knopf  v. 
Morel,  111  Ind.  570,  13  N.  E.  51;  Mc- 
Fadden  v.  Ross,  108  Ind.  512,  8  N.  E. 
161.  la.— Gaylord  v.  ScarfE,  6  Iowa  179. 
Minn.— Sache  v.  Gillette,  101  Minn.  169, 
112  N".  'W.  386.  Miss.^Williams  «. 
Childress,  25  Miss.  78.  Mo.— State  ex 
rel.  McManus  v.  Muench,  117  S.  W.  25. 


Neb. — Banking  House  of  A.  Castetter 
V.  Dukes,  70  Neb.  648,  97  N.  W.  805; 
Cizek  V.  Cizek,  69  Neb.  797,  96  N.  W. 
657,  99  N.  W.  28.  N.  J — Munday  v. 
Vail,  34  N.  J.  L.  418.  N.  Y.— Butler 
V.  Mayor,  7  Hill  329.  Ohio. — Spoors  v. 
Coen,  44  Ohio  St.  497,  9  N.  E.  132. 
Tex. — Sandoval  v.  Rosser,  86  Tex.  682, 
26  S.  W.  933,  935;  Holman  v.  Mayor, 
34  Tex.  668.  Va. — Seamster  v.  Black- 
stock,  83  Va.  232,  2  S.  E.  36;  Lavell  v. 
McCurdy's  Exrs.,  77  Va.  763.  Wis. 
Strobe  v.  Downer,  13  Wis.  10,  80  Am. 
Dec.  709.  Eng. — Groome  v.  Forrester, 
5  Maule  &  S.  314,  105  Eng.  Reprint 
1066. 

[a]  A  judgment  for  the  recovery  of 
possession  of  .real  estate,  rendered  in  an 
action  whose  pleadings  disclose  only  a 
claim  •  for  the  possession  of  personal 
property,  cannot  be  sustained,  although 
personal  service  was  made  upon  the  de- 
fendant. Reynolds  v.  Stockton,  140  U. 
S.  254,  11  Sup.  Ct.  773,  35  L.  ed.  464. 

[b]  An  order  establishing  highway 
terminii  different  from  the  terminii  de- 
scrij)ed  in  the  petition  has  been  held 
invalid  at  least  as  to  the  excess.  la. 
State  V.  Molly,  18  Iowa  525.  N.  H. 
Fames  v.  Northumberland,  44  N.  H. 
67;  Clement  v.  Burns,  43  N.  H.  609. 
But  see  Davenport  Mut.  Sav.  Fund  & 
Loan  Assn.  v.  Schmidt,  15  Iowa  213. 

[c]  An  order  allowing  an  adminis- 
trator's sale  is  void  if  it  contains  land 
not  described  in  the  petition.  Town- 
send  V.  Gordon,  19  Cal.  188;  Verry  v. 
McClellan,  6  Gray '  (Mass.)  535,  66  Am. 
Dee.  423. 

[d]  An  assignment  of  dower  is  void 
which  includes  land  not  contained  in 
the  petition  for  the  assignment.  Falls 
V.  Wright,  55  Ark.  562,  18  S.  W.  1044; 
Corwithe  v.  Griflang,  21  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
9. 

[e]  Trustee's  sale  void  which  con- 
tains land  not  described  in  the  petition. 
Shriver's  Lessee  v.  Lynn,  2  How.  (U. 
S.)  43,  11  L.  ed.  172. 

[f]  Retention  of  Jurisdiction.  —  A 
petition  asking  for  the  appointment  of 
a  new  trustee  and  that  he  be  vested 
with  the  trust  property  empowers  the 
court  to  decide  only  the  issues  thereby 
framed.  When  that  is  done,  the  court's 
power  is  exhausted  and  it  may  not  by 
a  clause  in  the  decree  retain  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  estate  for  further  purposes 
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(III.)  Judgment  Premature.  — A  judgment  rendered  in  advance  of  the 
time  at  which  the  court  lawfully  acquires  jurisdiction  is  void.^^  But 
the  premature  entry  of  a  judgment  after  the  court  has  acquired  juris- 
diction in  the  case  is  at  most  an  irregularity  which  must  be  availed 
of  in  a  direct  proceeding.^^ 

(IV.)  How  the  Question  of  Jurisdiction  Determined.  —  (A.)  Inspection  op 
THE  Eecoed.  — Whether  or  not  the  court  rendering  the  judgment  had 


of  administration.  State  ex  rel.  Mc- 
Manus  v.  Muench  (Mo.),  117  S.  W.  25. 
[g]  "The  courts  cannot,  ex  mero 
motu,  set  themselves  in  motion,  nor 
have  they  power  to  decide  questions 
except  such  as  are  presented  by  the 
parties  in  their  pleadings.  The  parties, 
by  their  attorneys,  make  the  record,  and 
what  fs  decided  within  the  issue  is  res 
adjudicata;  anything  beyond  is  coram 
non  judice  and  void."  State  ex  rel. 
McManus  v.  Muench,  217  Mo.  124,  117 
S.  W.  25. 

52.  Prior  to  Date  Set  for  Appear- 
ance.— A  decree  pro  confesso  taken 
against  npn-resideut  defendants  before 
the  date  fixed  by  the  order  of  publica- 
tion for  the  appearance  of  such  de- 
fendants is  void.  Morse  v.  United 
States,  29  App.  Gas.   (D.  C.)   433. 

[a]     The  appointment  of  a  receiver 

before  the  date  specified  in  the  notice 

of  hearing  is  void  where  there  was  no 

appearance   or   stipulation.     Gibson    v. 

■  Sexson,  82  Neb.  475,  118  N.  W.  77. 

53.  U.  S.— Sheffey  v.  Davis  Colliery 
Co.,  219  Fed.  465,  135  C.  C.  A.  177. 
Cal. — In  re  Newman's  Estate,  75  Cal. 
213,  16  Pac.  887.  lU.— Town  of  Lyons 
V.  Cooledge,  89  HI.  529.  Kan. — Mitch- 
ell V.  Aten,  37  Kan.  33,  14  Pac.  497. 
Mich. — Granger  v.  Judge  of  Superior 
Court,  44  Mich.  384,  6  N.  "W.  848.  Mo. 
Sims  V.  Gray,  66  Mo.  613;  Murray  v. 
Purdy,  66  Mo.  606;  Bailey  v.  McGiu- 
niss,  57  Mo.  362.  Neb. — Bokhoof  v. 
Stewart,  89  N.  W.  759.  N.  J.— Craw- 
ford V.  Lees.  84  N.  J.  Eq.  324,  93  Atl. 
201.  S.  D. — Weiland  v.  City  of  Ashton, 
18  S.  D.  331,  100  N.  "W.  737. 

[a]  A  decree  appointing  an  admin- 
istrator before  the  time  authorized  by 
the  notice  is  such  an  irregularity.  Han- 
son V.  Nygaard,  105  Minn.  30,  117  N. 
W.  235. 

[b]  Entry  of  Default. — It  is  not  a 
valid  objection  collaterally  that  the  de- 
cree was  taken  before  the  default  was 
actiially  entered.  Drake  v.  Duvenick, 
45  Cal.'  455.  ■* 

[c]  Prior  to  Verdict.— It  is  not  fatal 
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collaterally  that  the  judgment  was  en- 
tered and  recorded  before  the  verdict 
was  filed.  Weiland  v.  City  of  Ashton, 
18  S.  D.  381,  100  N.  W.-  737. 

[d]  A  justice's  judgment  by  default 
rendered  before  the  expiration  of  three 
hours  does  not  render  the  judgment 
void.  Wise  v.  Loring,  54  Mo.  App.  258; 
Klein  v.  Wielandy,  15  Mo.  App.  581. 

[e]  That  before  an  appeal  is  dis- 
missed garnishment  on  the  original 
judgment  issued  is  an  irregularity 
which  does  not  render  the  garnishment 
proceedings  nor  the  judgment  on  the 
replevy  bond  void.  Cariker  v.  DiU  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  140  8.  W.  843. 

[f]  Judgment  on  Claim  Not  Due. 
Where  the  statute  permits  an  attach- 
ment suit  on  claims  not  due  but  forbids 
judgment  until  they  become  due,  a 
judgment  rendered  before  that  time  is 
void.  King  v.  Prazer,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Tex.)    §788. 

[g]  Before  Petition  Filed. — A  de- 
cree cannot  be  collaterally  attacked 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  rendered 
before  the  formal  filing  of  the  petition. 
Pollard  v.  American  Freehold  Land 
Mtg.  Co.,  103  Ala.  289,  295,  16  So.  801. 

[h]  That  a  note  sued  upon  was  not 
filed  with  the  clerk  when  default  was 
entered  is  a  mere  irregularity.  West 
Duluth  Land  Co.  v.  Bradley,  75  Minn. 
275,  77  N.  W.  964. 

[i]  Time  For  Answer  Not  Expired. 
Where  the  court  has  acquired  jurisdic- 
tion it  is  not  a  fatal  defect  that  the 
judgment  is  entered  prior  to  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  allowed  for  answer. 
Crawford  v.  Lees,  84  N.  J.  Bq.  324,  93 
Atl.  201. 

[j]  A  judgment  in  attachment  en- 
tered before  the  expiration  of  the  de- 
lay required  by  statute  is  not  open  to 
collateral  attack.  Stephenson  v.  New- 
comb,  5  Harr.  (Del.)  150;  Porter  v. 
Partee,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  168.  But 
see  People  v.  Jarrett,  7  HI.  App.  566. 

[k]  Approval  of  Sale. — Though  by 
statute  an  administrator's  or  guardian's 
sale  must  be  approved  at  the  term  fol- 
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jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter  must  be  ascertained 
from  an  inspection  of  the  record,^*  even  though  the  record  be  irregular 
and  defective.^^     The  record  imports  verity  and  cannot  be  contra- 


lowing  that  in  which  it  took  place,  the 
approval  of  such  sale  at  the  term  when 
made  does  not  invalidate  it  on  collat- 
eral attack.  Henry  v.  McKerlie,  78 
Mo.  416;  Wilkerson  v.  Allen,  67  Mo. 
502. 

[1]  An  order  to  sell  land  is  valid 
collaterally  though  made  before  the  ad- 
ministrator has  rendered  a  final  ac- 
count- of  personal  assets.  Snyder  v. 
Markel,  8  Watts  (Pa.)  416. 

54.    U.  S. — Galpin  v.  Page,  85  Wall. 

350,  21  L.  ed.  959.  Ark.— Crittenden 
Lbr.  Co.  V.  McDougal,  101  Ark.  390, 
142  S.  W.  836;  McConnell  v.  Day,  61 
Ark.  464,  33  S.  W.  731;  Boyd  v.  Eoane, 
49  Ark.  397,  5  S.  W.  704;  Apel  v.  Kel- 
sey,  47  Ark.  413,  2  S.  W.  102;  Adams 
V.  Thomas,  44  Ark.  267.  Colo. — Kavan- 
agh  V.  Hamilton,  53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac. 
512;  Bruckman  v.  Taussig,  7  Colo.  561, 

5  Pac.  152;  Austin  v.  King,  25  Colo. 
App.  363,  138  Pae.  57;   Empire  Eaneh 

6  Cattle  Co.  V.  Coleman,  23  Colo.  App. 

351,  129  Pac.  522;  La  Pitte  v.  Salisbury, 
22  Colo.  App.  641-,  126  Pac.  1104.  Ga. 
Ketterer  v.  Stringfield,  142  Ga.  441,  83 
S.  E.  116;  Curtis  v.  Town  of  Mansfield, 
132  Ga.  441,  64  S.  E.  327.  Haw.— Carey 
V.  Hawaiian  Lbr.  Mills,  Ltd.,  21  Ha- 
waii 311.  Idaho.— O'Neill  v.  Potvin, 
13  Idaho  721,  93  Pac.  20,  257.  lU. 
Spring  Creek  Drainage  Dist.  v.  Comrs. 
of  Highways,  238  HI.  521,  87  N.  E.  394; 
Horn  V.  Metzger,  234  111.  240,  84  N.  E. 
893;  Bank  of  Eau  Claire  v.  Eeed,  232 
111.  238,  83  N.  E.  820;  Harris  v.  Lester, 
80  HI.  307;  Swearengen  v.  Gulick,  67 
111.  208;  Botsford  v.  O 'Conner,  57  111. 
72;  Jackson  v.  Mulzer,  174  111.  App. 
272.  Ind.— young  v.  Wiley,  183  Ind. 
449,  107  N.  E.  278;  Friebe  v.  Elder,  181 
Ind.  597,  105  N.  E.  151;  Sims  v.  Gay, 
109  Ind.  501,  9  N.  E.  120;  Eeid  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 93  Ind.  469;  Goar  v.  Maranda,  57 
Ind.  339;  Larimer  v.  Krau,  57  Ind.  App; 
33,  103  N.  E.  1102,  105  N.  E.  936;  Baker 
V.  Osborne,  55  Ind.  App.  518,  104  N.  E. 
97.  Ky. — Anderson's  Committee  v.  An- 
derson's Admr.,  161  Ky.  18,  170  S.  W. 
213;  Bamberger  v.  Green,  146  Ky.  258, 
142  S.  W.  384.  Me.— Wilson  e^  rel. 
Welch  V.  Lacroix,  111  Me.  324,  89  Atl. 
69.  Mass. — Tufts  v.  Hancox,  171  Mass. 
148,  50  N.  E.  459.  Minn.— Davis  v.  Hud- 
son, 29  Minn.  27,  11  N.  W,  136;  State 


V.  Macdonald,  24  Minn.  48.  Mo. — Bing- 
ham ».  Kollman,  256  Mo.  573,  165  S. 
W.  1097;  McClanahan  v.  West,  100  Mo. 
309,  13.  S.  W.  674;  Potter  v.  Whitten, 
161  Mo.  App.  118,  142  S.  W.  453.  N.  C. 
Pinnell  v.  Burroughs,  168  N.  C.  315,  84 
S.  E.  364.  N.  D.— Shane  v.  Peoples,  25 
N.  D.  188,  141  N.  W.  737.  Okla.— Ed- 
wards V.  Smith,  42  Okla.  544,  142  Pac. 
302;  Hocker  v.  Johnson,  131  Pac.  1094. 
Ore. — Moore  Eealty  Co.  v.  Carr,  61  Ore. 
34,  120  Pac.  742;  Underwood  v.  French, 
6  Ore.  66,  25  Am.  Eep.  500.  S.  D.— Car- 
ter V.  Frahm,  31  S.  D.  379,  141  N.  W. 
370.  Tenn. — Pope  v.  Harrison,  16  Lea 
82.  Tex. — Crawford  v.  McDonald,  88 
Tex.  626,  630,  33  S.  W.  325;  Martin  v. 
Burns,  80  Tex.  676,  16  S.  W.  1072; 
Bradley  v.  Love,  60  Tex.  472;  Tennell 
V.  Breedlove,  54  Tex.  540;  Murchison 
V.  White,  54  Tex.  78,  83;  Pitch  v.  Boyer, 
51  Tex.  336;  Mitchell  v.  Menley,  32  Tex. 
460;  Waterman  Lumber  &  Supply  Co. 
V.  Eobins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W. 
360;  Oliver  v.  Bordner  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
145  S.  W.  656.  Vt.— Spaulding  v.  Cham- 
berlin,  12  Vt.  538,  36  Am.  Dee.  358; 
Sparhawk  v.  Admx.  of  Buell,  9  Vt.  41. 
Va.— Hill  V.  Woodward,  78  Vt.  765. 
W.  Va.— Central  Dist.  &  P.  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Parkersburg  &  O.  V.  E.  Ey.  Co.,  85 
S.  E.  65. 

[a]  Conclusiveness  of  Record. 
"The  record  of  a  court  can  never  be 
contradicted,  varied  or  explained  by 
evidence  beyond  or  outside  of  the  rec- 
ord itself.  Any  other  rule  would  be 
most  disastrous  in  itp  results.  A  judi- 
cial record  contains  evidence  of  its 
own  validity,  and  should  testimony  de- 
hors the  record  itself  be  admitted  to 
contradict  or  vary  its  recitals  it  would 
render  such  records  of  no  avail,  and 
definite  sentences  would  afford  but 
slight  protection  to  the  rights  of  part- 
ies once  solemnly  adjudicated.  Hence 
all  records  must  be  tried  and  construed 
by  themselves."  Harris  v.  Lester,  80 
HI.  307. 

[b]  Parol  Evidence. — See  Butter- 
field  V.  Miller,  195  Fed.  200,  115  C.  0. 
A.  152;  Eyan  v.  Staples,  76  Fed.  721, 
23  C.  C.  A.  541.  See  10  Ency.  op  Ev. 
936. 

55,  Cal. — ^Mesnager  v.  De  Leonis,  140 
Cal.  402,  73  Pac.  1052.     Ky.— Bamber- 
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dieted  by  extraneous  evidenee,^^  although  in  some  jurisdictions  it  is 
permissible  to  show  in  contradiction  of  the  record  that  jurisdiction 
over  the  parties  was  wantlng.^^ 

(B.)  Presumptions  Where  Eecobd  Silent.  —  (1.)  Generally.  —  It  may  be,, 
however,  that  the  jurisdictional  facts  do  not  appear  on  the  record. 
In  such  case  it  becomes  important  to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  juris- 
diction exercised  by  the  court.  Certain  presumptions  operate  in  aid 
of  the  judgments  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  which  are  withheld 
from  those  of  inferior  tribunals.^* 

(2.)  Courts  of  General  Jv/risdiction. —  (a.)  E«k  Stated. — The  rule  of  uni- 
versal application  is  that  every  intendment  consistent  with  the  record 
will  be  indulged  to  sustain  the  proceedings  of  domestic  courts  of  gen- 
eral and  superior  jurisdiction.^^    Consequently  the  mere  silence  of  the 


ger  V.  Green,  146  Ky.  258,  142  S.  W. 
384.  N.  D.— Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  D. 
188,  '  141  N.  W.  737.  Ore.— Moore 
Eealty  Co.  v.  Carr,  61  Ore.  34,  120  Pae. 
742. 

56.  V:  S. — Old  Wayne  Life  Assn.  v. 
MeDonough,-  204  U.  S.  8,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
236, -51  L.  ed.  345;  Galpin  v.  Page,  18 
Wall.  350,  21  L.  ed.  959.  Ariz.— Miller 
17.  Miller,  7  Ariz.  316,  64  Pac.  415;  Bryan 
V.  Kales,  3  Ariz.  423,  31  Pac.  517.  Oal. 
Drake  v.  Duvenick,  45  Cal.  455;  Hahn 
V.  Kellv,  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am.  Dee.  742. 
lU.— B^tsford  V.  O'Conuer,  57  111.  72. 
Tex. — Hopkins  v.  Cain,  105  Tex.  591, 
143  S.  W.  1145;  Hill  &  Jahns  v.  Lofton 
(T'ex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.  67. 

[a]  False  Return. — The  return  of  an 
officer  showing  due  service  of  summons 
can  as  a  rule  be  contradicted  only  in 
a  direct  proceeding  against  the  officer 
for  a  false  return  and  not  by  way  of 
collateral  attack.  Lancaster  v.  Snow, 
184  HI.  534,  56  N.  E.  813;  DufEey  v. 
Frankenberg,  144  111.  App.  103;  Camp- 
bell Prtg.  Press  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marder- 
Luse  &  Co.,  50  Neb.  283,  69  N.  W.  774; 
Wilson  V.  Shipman,  34  Neb.  573,  52  N. 
W.  576;  Holliday  v.  Brown,  33  Neb. 
657,  50  N.  W.  1042. 

57.  Ark.— Griffin  v.  State,  37  Ark. 
437.  D.  0. — Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1  App. 
Cas.  223.  Ga. — ^Dozier  v.  Richardson, 
25  Ga.  90.  la. — State  Ins.  Co.  v.  Water- 
house,  78  Iowa  674,  43  N.  W.  611.  Kan. 
Thorn  v.  Salmouson,  37  Kan.  441,  15 
Pac.  588;  Mastin  v.  Gray,  19  Kan.  458, 
27  Am.  Eep.  149.  Me. — Bailey  v.  Mer- 
chants' Ins.  Co.,  110  Me.  348,  86  Atl. 
328.  Minn. — Thelen  v.  Thelen,  75  Minn. 
433,  78  N.  W.  108.  N.  J.— Jones  v. 
Manganese  Iron  Ore  Co.  (N.  J.  Eq.), 
3  Atl.  517.  N.  y. — Ferguson  v.  Craw- 
ford, 86  N;  Y.  609;  Bonnet  v.  Lachman, 
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65  Hun  554,  20  -N.  T.  Supp.  514;  But- 
ton V.  Smith,  10  App.  Div.  566,  42  N- 
Y.  Supp.  80.  Ohio. — Kingsborough  v. 
Tousley,  56  Ohio  St.  450,  47  N.  E.  541. 
Wis. — Pollard  v.  Wegener,  13  Wis.  569. 
[a]  A  distinction  (1)  has  been  made 
between  a  proceeding  in  rem  and  one 
that  involves  merfely  a  determination  of 
the  personal  liability  of  the  defendant. 
Kingsborough  f.  Tousley,  56  Ohio  St. 
450,  47  N.  E.  541.  (2)  "In  an  action 
on  a  personal  judgment,  whether  rend- 
ered by  a  court  of  this  state  or  else- 
where, it  is  competent  to  plead  and 
prove  in  defense,  though  it  be  in  con- 
tradiction of  the  record,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  served  with  process, 
nor  jurisdiction  of  his  person  other- 
wise obtained  by  the  court  rendering 
the  judgment."  Paulin  v.  Sparrow,  91 
Ohio  St.  279,  110  N.  E.  528. 

58.  Superior  Jurisdiction  Defined. 
"To  constitute  a  court,  a  superior 
court,  as  to  any  class  of  actions,  its  jur- 
isdiction of  such  actions  must  be  un- 
conditional, so  that  the  only  thing  es- 
sential, to  enable  the  court  to  take  cog- 
nizance of  them,  is  the  acquisition  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of  the  part- 
ies." Simons  v.  De  Bare,  8  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  269,  4  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  547. 

[a]  A  court  of  general  jurisdiction 
is  one  "which  is  competent  by  its  con- 
stitution to  decide  on  its  own  jurisdic- 
tion, and  to  exercise  it  to  a  final  judg- 
ment, without  setting  forth  in  their  pro- 
ceedings the  facts  and  evidence  on 
which  it  is  rendered,  whose  record  is 
absolute  verity,  not  to  be  impugned  by 
averment  or  proof  to  the  contrary." 
Lessee  of  Grignon  v.  Aster,  2  How. 
(U.  S.)   319,  11  L.  ed.  283. 

59.  U.  S.— Foster  v.  Givens,  67  Fed. 
684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625.    Ala Johnson  v. 
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record  as  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  conferring  jurisdiction  is  not 
fatal  to  the  judgments  of  such  courts;  for  it  will  be  conclusively  pre- 


Johnson,  182  Ala.  376,  62  So.  706;  Ala- 
bama Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Gulf  Coal  & 
Coke  Co.,  171  Ala.  544,  54  So.  685; 
Duncan  v.  Williams,  89  Ala.  341,  7  So. 
416;  Matthews  v.  McDade,  72  Ala,  377; 
fJx  parte  Eodgers,  12  Ala.  App.  218,  67 
So.  710;  Miller  v.  Miller,  7  Ariz.  316, 
64  Pac.  415;  Bryan  v.  Kales,  3  Ariz. 
423,  31  Pac.  517.  Ark.— Crittenden  Lbr. 
Co.  V.  McDougal,  101  Ark.  390,  142  S. 
W.  836;  Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi,  90 
Ark.  166,  118  S.  W.  250;  Briggs  v.  Man- 
ning, 80  Ark.  304,  97  S.  W.  289;  Clay  v. 
Bilbv,  72  Ark.  101,  78  S.  W.  749;  Mc- 
Connell  v.  Day,  61  Ark.  464,  33  S.  W. 
731;  McLain  v.  Duncan,  57  Ark.  49,  20 
S.  W.  597.  CaL — Morrissey  v.  Gray, 
162  Cal.  638,  124  Pac.  246;  Johnson  v. 
Canty,  162  Cal.  391,  123  Pac.  263;  In  re 
Eichhoff's  Estate,  101  Cal.  600,  36  Pac. 
11;  Hahn  v.  Kelly,  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am. 
Dec.  742;  Frey  •;;.  Superior  Court,  22 
Cal.  App.  421,  134  Pac.  733;  Shirran  v. 
Dallas,  21  Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pac.  454, 
462;  Bagley  v.  City  &  County  of  San 
Francisco,  19  Cal.  App.  255,  125  P^c. 
931.  Colo. — Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton,  53 
Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512;  Hughes  v.  Web- 
ster, 52  Colo.  475,  122  Pae.  789;  Ross, 
V.  Newsom,  25  Colo.  App.  393,  138  Pac. 
1015;  Empire  EanCh  &  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Coleman,  23  Colo.  App.  351,  129  Pac. 
522.  Haw. — Hx  parte  Smith,  14  Ha- 
waii 245.  Idaho.— O'Neill  v.  Potvin,  13 
Idaho  721,  93  Pac.  20,  257.  lU.— Dick- 
inson V.  Belden,  268  111.  105,  108  N. 
E.  1011;  Peters  v.  Dicus,  254  111.  379, 
98  N.  E.  560;  Horn  v.  Metzger,  234  111. 
2'40,  84  N.  E.  893;  Beneiield  v.  Albert, 
132  HI.  665,  24  N.  E.  634;  Wenner  v. 
Thornton,  98  111.  156;  Swearengen  v. 
Gulick,  67  ni.  208;  Jackson  v.  Mulzer, 
174  111. 'App.  272;  Cigler  v.  Keinath, 
167  HI.  App.  65.  Ind. — White  v.  Suggs, 
56  Ind.  App.  572,  104  N.  E.  55;  Baker 
«,  Osborne,  55  Ind.  App.  518,  104  N. 
E.  97;  Young  v.  Wiley  (Ind.  App.),  102 
-  F.  E.  54.  la.^Hawk  v.  Day,  148  Iowa 
47,  126  N..W.  955;  Boker  v.  Chapline, 
12  Iowa  204;  Wright  v.  Marsh,  2  G. 
6r.  94.  Kan. — Hillyard  v.  Banohor,  85 
Kan.  516,  118  Pac.  67.  Ky.— Kreiger 
V.  Sonne,  151  Ky.  739,  152  S.  W.  936; 
Steel  V.  Stearns  Coal  &  Lbr.  Co.,  148 
Ky.  429,  146  S.  W.  721;  Duff  v.  Hagins, 
146  Ky.  792,  143  S.  W.  378;  Feltner  v. 
Huff,  118  S.  W.  936;  Northington  v. 
Eeid^  75  S.  W.  206;  Boss  v.  McGrath's 


Admr.,  27  Ky.  L.  Eep.  723,  86  S.  W. 
555;  Berry  v.  Foster,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
745,  58  S.  W.  709.  La. — Gentile  v.  Foley, 
3  La.  Ann.  146.  Me. — Austin  v.  Aus- 
tin, 50  Me.  74,  79  Am.  Dec.  597;  Bat- 
tles V.  Holley,  6  Greenl,  145.  Mass. 
Gray  v.  Gardner,  3  Mass.  399.  Minn. 
Hadlev  v.  Bourdeaux,  90  Minn.  177, 
95  N.'  W.  1109;  Gulickson  v.  Bodkin, 
78  Minn.  33,  80  N.  W.  783.  Miss.— Mar- 
tin V.  Miller,  103  Miss.  754,  60  So.  772; 
Stevenson's  Heirs  v.  McEeary,  12 
Smed.  &  M.  9,  51  Am.  Dec.  102.  Mo. 
Conway  v.  Eobinson,  178  S.  W.  154; 
Brvan  v.  McCaskill,  175  S.  W.  961;  Wil- 
son V.  Wilson,  255  Mo.  528,  164  S.  W. 
561;  Vasquez  v.  Eichardson,  19  Mo.  96; 
Davison  v.  Bankers  Life  Assn.,  166  Mo. 
App.  625,  150  S.  W.  713.  Neb.— Herter 
V.  Herter,  97  Neb.  260,  149  N.  W.  795. 
N.  D.— Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188, 
141  N.  W.  737.  Ohio.— Paulin  v.  Spar- 
row, 91  Ohio  St.  279,  110  N.  E.  528; 
Kingsborough  v.  Tousley,  56  Ohio  St. 
450,  47  N.  E.  541.  Okla.— First  State 
Bank  v.  Lattimer,  149  Pac.  1099;  Hock- 
er  V.  Johnson,  131  Pac.  1094.  Ore. 
Claypool  V.  O'Neill,  65  Ore.  511,  133 
Pae.  349.  S.  D.— Phillips  v.  Phillips,  13 
S.  D.  231,  83  N.  W.  94.  Tenn.— Puckett 
v.  Wynns,  132  Tenn.  513,  178  S.  W. 
1]84.  Tex — Martin  v.  Burns,  80  Tex. 
676,  679,  16  S.  W.  1072;  Brockenbor- 
ough  V.  Melton,  55  Tex.  493;  Hill  & 
Jahns  V.  Lofton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165 
S.  W.  67;  Gibson  v.  Oppenheimer  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  154  S.  W.  694;  Wilkin  v. 
Simmons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W. 
1145;  Cain  v,  Hopkins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
141  S.  W.  834;  Earnest  v.  Glaser,  32 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  378,  74  S.  W.  605.  Utah. 
In  re  Evans,  42  Utah  282,  130  Pac.  217. 
Vt.— Giddings  v.  Smith,  15  Vt.  344; 
Hazard  v.  Martin,  2  Vt.  77,  84.  Wash. 
Kline  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  North  Coast  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  80  Wash.  609,  142  Pac.  7;  Jor- 
genson  v.  Winter,  69  Wash.  573,  125 
Pac. '957.  Wis. — Minneapolis  Threshing 
Maeh.  Co.  v.  Ashauer,  142  Wis.  646,  126 
N.  W.  113. 

[a]  Judgment  Entered  by  Clerk. 
The  same  presumption  does  not  attend 
a  judgment  entered  by  the  clerk  as  is  • 
indulged  in  favor  of  one  entered  pur- 
suant to  judicial  action  by  the  court. 
Shirran  v.  Dallas,  21  Cal.  App.  405,  132 
Pac.  454,  462. 

[b]  From  the  identity  of  names  of 
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sumed,  where  the  record  is  silent  that  jurisdiction  was  duly  acquired 
and  properly  exercised  in  a  manner  consistent  with  its  retention.^" 

(b.)    Presumption's  as  to  Process  or  Appearance.  —  This     presumption     ex- 
tends to  all  matters  going  to  the  authority  of  the  court  to  render  the 


plaintiff  and  defendant  it  will  not  be 
presumed  on '  a  collateral  attack  that 
the  parties  were  the  same,  where  such 
presumption  would  invalidate  a  judg- 
ment regular  on  its  face  and  entered  in 
a  cause  of  which  the  court  had  juris- 
diction. Allen  V.  Evans,  7  Ariz.  354, 
64  Pae.  414. 

[e]  The  entry  of  judgment  by  cog- 
novit under  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
confess  judgment  is  a  proceeding  which 
the  courts  entertain  in  the  ordinary 
exercise  of  their  authority  as  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction.  The  fact  that 
the  statute  has  regulated  the  mode  of 
prbcedure,  does  not  convert  the  proceed- 
ing into  one  of  such  a  special  character 
that  the  same  presumptions  do  not  ob- 
tain as  in  the  case  of  ordinary  judg- 
ments of  superior  courts  of  general  jur- 
isdiction. Bush  V.  Hanson,  70  111.  480. 
'  [d]  Judgments  of  the  court  of  first 
instance,  a  tribunal  established  during 
the  early  history  of  California  prior  to 
its  admission  into  the  union,  were  aided 
by  the  same  presumption  as  affected 
the  judgments  of  other  courts  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction.  Eyder  v.  Cohn,  37  Cal. 
69. 

60.  U.  S.— McGoon  v.  Scales,  9  Wall. 
23,  19  L.  ed.  545;  Foster  v.  Givens,  67 
Fed.  684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625.  Al?,.— Pol- 
lard V.  American  Freehold  Land  Mtg. 
Co.,  103  Ala.  289,  295,  16  So.  801.  Ark. 
aav  V.  Barnes,  isi  S.  W.  303;  Price  v. 
Gunn,  114  Ark.  551,  170  S.  W.  247; 
Crittenden  Lbr.  Co.  v.  McDougal,  101 
Ark.  390,  395,  142  S.  W.  837;  Pattison 
r.  Smith,  94  Ark.  588,  127  S.  W.  983; 
Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi,  90  Ark.  166, 
118  S.  W.  250;  M'Connell  v.  Day,  61 
.^.rk.  464,  33  S.  W.  731;  Culley  &  Son 
r..  Edwards,  44  Ark.  423,  51  Am.  Eep. 
614;  Adams  v.  Thomas,  44  Ark.  267, 
270;  Borden  v.  State,  11  Ark.  519,  44 
Am.  Dec.  217;  McKnight  v.  Smith,  5 
Ark.  409.  Cal. — Crouch  v.  H.  L.  Miller 
&  Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac.  880;  Mes- 
nager  v.  De  Leonis,  144  Cal.  402,  73  Pae. 
3052;  Parsons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77 
Pac.  1007;  Drake  v.  Duvenick,  45  Cal. 
455;  Quivey  v.  Porter,  37  Cal.  458; 
Hahn  v.  Kelly  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am. 
Dec.  742.  Colo. — Consolidated  Home 
Supply  etc.  Co.  v.  Town  of  Evans,  59 
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Colo.  482,  149  Pae.  834;  Pinnacle  Gold 
Min.  Co.  V.  Popst,  54  Colo.  451,  131  Pac. 
413;  Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton,  53  Colo. 
157,  125  Pac.  512;  Empire  Eaneh  &  Cat- 
tle Co.  V.  Coleman,  23  Colo.  App.  351, 
129  Pac.  522.  Ga.— Hood  v.  Hood,  143 
6a.  616,  85  S.  E.  849.  HI.— Dickinson 
V.  Belden,  268  111.  105,  108  N.  E.  1011; 
Kuzak  V.  Anderson,  267  111.  609,  108 
'N.  E.  662;  Bradley  v.  Drone,  187  111. 
175,  58  N.  E.  304;  Figge  v.  Eowlen,  18') 
111.  234,  57  N.  E.  195;  Nickrans  v.  Wilk, 
161  HI.  76,  43  N.  E.  741;  Eeedy  v.  Cam- 
field,  159  111.  254,  42  N.  E.  833;  Hunt- 
iiigton  V.  Metzger,  158  111.  272,  41  N. 
E.  881;  Benefield  v.  Albert,  132  111.  665, 
24  N.  E.  634;  Matthews  v.  Hofl,  113 
111.  90;  Swearengeu  v.  Gulick,  67  HI. 
208;  Goudy  v.  Hall,  30  111.  109;  Young 
V.  Lorain,  11  111.  624,  52  Am.  Dec.  463; 
Gigler  v.  Keinath,  167  HI.  App.  65; 
Kanorowski  v.  People,  113  111.  App.  46S; 
Calhoun  v.  Eoss,  60  111.  App.  309;  Aus- 
tin V.  Austin,  43  HI.  App.  488.  Ind. 
Young  V.  "Wiley,  183  Ind.  449,  107  N. 
E.  278;  Castetter  v.  State,  112  Ind.  445, 
14  N.  E.  388;  Hays  v.  Ford,  55  Ind.  52. 
la.— Hawk  v.  Day,  148  Iowa  47,  126  N. 
W.  955;  Boker  v.  Chapline,  12  Iowa  204; 
Wright  V.  Marsh,  2  G.  Gr.  94.  Ky. 
Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167  Ky.  308,  180 
S.  W.  797;  Baker  v.  Baker,  Eecles  & 
Co,.  162  Ky.  683,  173  8.  W.  109;  Bam- 
berger v.  Green,  146  Ky.  258,  142  S. 
W.  384;  Crown  Eeal  Estate  Co.  v.  Eog- 
er's  Committee,  132  Ky.  790,  117  S.  W. 
'275;  Dennip  v.  Alves,  117  S.  W.  287. 
Minn. — Hadley  v.  Bourdeaux,  90  Minn. 
177,  95  N.  W.  1109;  Gulickson  v.  Bod- 
kin, 78  Minn.  33,  80  N.  W.  783.  Mo. 
Conway  v.  Eobinson,  178  S.  W.  154; 
Bryan  v.  McCaskill,  175  S.  W.  961. 
Mont. — Burke  v.  Inter-State  Sav.  &  L. 
Assn.,  25  Mont.  315,  64  Pae.  879.  Neb. 
Banking  House  of  A.  Castetter  v.  Dukes, 
70  Neb.  648,  97  N.  W.  805;  Chicago, 
B.  &  q.  E.  Co.  V.  Hitchock  County.  60 
Neb.  722,  84  N.  W.  97.  Nev.— Daly  i". 
Lahontan  Mines  Co.,  151  Pac.  514.  N.  J. 
McDevitt  V.  Co'nnell,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  119, 
63  Atl.  504;  Mount  v.  Manhattan  Co., 
41  N.  J.  Eq.  211,  3  Atl.  726;  Dean  v. 
Thatcher,  32  N.  J.  L.  470.  N.  D. 
Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188,  141  N. 
W.  737.    Okla.— Hocker  v.  Johnson,  131 
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judgment  attacked,  including  the  acquirement  of  jurisdiction  over  the 
parties  and  subject-matter  by  process,  appearance  or  otherwise.^^ 

Personal  Service.  —  Where  actual  service  is  relied  upon  to  sustain  the 
judgment  it  will  be  presumed  that  regular  process  issued  and  was 
duly  served  or  that  jurisdiction  was  acquired  by  appearance."^ 


Pao.  1094.  Ore.— First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Manassa,  150  Pac.  258;  Moore  Realtv 
Co.  V.  Carr,  61  Ore.  34,  120  Pac.  742"; 
Allen  V.  Norton,  6  Ore.  344.  S.  D. 
Carter  v.  Prahm,  31  S.  D.  379,  141  N. 
W.  370;  Stearns  v.  Wright,  13  S.  D. 
544,  83  N.  W.  587;  Phillips  v.  Phillips, 
13  S.  D.  231,  83  N.  W.  94;  Stoddard 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Matties,  10  S.  D.  253,  72 
N.  W.  891.  Tenn. — Pope  v.  Harrison, 
16  Lea  82.  Tex. — Wilkin  v.  Simmons 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  1145; 
Blunt  V.  Houston  Oil  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  146  S.  W.  248;  Mangum  v.  Ken- 
ley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  316. 
Wis.— Minneapolis  Threshing  Maeh.  Co. 
V.  Ashauer,  142  Wis.  646,  126  N.  W.  113. 
61.  XJ.  S.— Mayor,  etc.  of  City  of 
Helena  v.  United  States,  104  Fed.  113, 
43  C.  C.  A.  429;  Texas  &  P.  By.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  91  Fed.  483,  33  C.  C.  A.  648; 
Foster  V.  Givens,  67  Fed.  684,  14  C.  C. 
A.  625;  In  re  Gibbons,  225  Fed.  420; 
Kelley  v.  Morrell,  29  Fed.  736.  Ala. 
Alabama  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Guli  Coal 

6  Coke  Co.,  171  Ala.  544,  54  So.  685; 
Matthews  v.  McDade,  72  Ala.  377.  Ark. 
Clav  V.  Barnes,  181  8.  W.  303;  Price  »;. 
Gunn,  114  Ark.  551,  170  S.  W.  247;  Crit- 
tenden Lbr.  Co.  V.  McDowgal,  101  Ark. 
390,  395,  142  S.  W.  837;  Pattison  v. 
Smith,  94  Ark.  588,  127  S.  W.  983; 
L|ivingston  v.  New  England  Mortgage 
Co.,  77  Ark.  379,  91  S.  W.  752;  Kelly 
V.  Laconia  Levee  Dist.,  74  Ark.  202,  85 
S.  W.  249,  87  S.  W.  638.  Cal.— Hahn 
V.  Kelly,  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am.  Dee.  742. 
Colo. — Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton,  53  Colo. 
157,  125  Pac.  512;  Hughes  v.  Webster, 
52  Colo.  475,  122  Pac.  789;  Farmers' 
Union  T>.  Co.  v.  Eio  Grande  Canal  Co., 
37  Colo.  512,  86  Pac.  1042;  Fletcher  v. 
Stowell,  17  Colo.  94,  28  Pac.  326;  Behy- 
mer  v.  Nordloh,  12  Colo.  352,  21  Pac. 
37;  Pennington  v.  McNally,  11  Colo. 
.557,  19  Pac.  503;  Hughes  v.  Cummings, 

7  Colo.  138,  2  Pac.  289.  Ind.— Young 
V.  Wilej-,  183  Ind.  449,  107  N.  E.  278; 
Markel  v.  Evans,  47  Ind.  326;  Brown- 
field  v.  Weicht,  9  Ind.  394;  Spangle  v. 
Spangle,  41  Ind.  App.  297,  83  N.  E. 
720,  la,.— In  re  Head's  Appeal,  141 
Iowa  651,  118  N.  W.  884.  Ky — Torian 
V.  Caldwell,  167  Ky.  670,  181  8.  W.  373;, 


Kreiger  v.  Sonne,  151  Ky.  739,  152  S. 
W.  936:  Steel  v.  Stearns  Coal  &  Lum- 
ber Co.,  148  Ky.  429,  146  S.  W.  721; 
Duff  V.  Hagins,  146  Ky.  792,  143  S.  W. 
378;  Bamberger  v.  Green,  146  Ky.  258, 
142  S.  W.  384;  Crown  etc.  Co.  v.  Eog- 
ers,  132  Ky.  790,  117  S.  W.  275.  La. 
Gentile  v.  Foley,  3  La.  Ann.  146.  Mass. 
Gray  v.  Gardner,  3  Mass.  399.  Miss. 
Stevenson's  Heirs  v.  McEeary,  12  Smed. 
&  M.  9,  51  Am.  Dec.  102.  Mo.— Vas- 
quez  V.  Eichardson,  19  Mo.  96.  N.  D. 
Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188,  141  N. 
W.  737.  Tex. — ^Brockenboroiigh  v.  Mil- 
ton, 55  Tex.  493.  Vt. — Doolittle  v.  Hel- 
ton, 28  Vt.  819,  67  Am.  Dec.  745;  Gid- 
dings  V.  Smith,  15  Vt.  344;  Hazard  v. 
Martin,  2  Vt.  77,  84;  Judge  of  Probate 
V.  Fillmore,  1  D.  Chip.  420.  Wis. 
Chandler  v.  Munkwitz  Eealty  &  Inv. 
Co.,  148  Wis.  5,  134  N.  W.  148;  Min- 
neapolis Threshing  Maeh.  Co.  v.  Ash- 
auer, 142  Wis.  646,  126  N.  W.  113. 

62.  Ala. — Weaver  v.  Brown,  87  Ala. 
533,  6  So.  354.  Ark.- Waldron  v.  Taen- 
zer,  79  Ark.  16,  94  S.  W.  925;  Johnson 
V.  Lesser,  76  Ark.  465,  91  S.  W.  763; 
Boyd  V.  Eoane,  49  Ark.  397,  5  S.  W. 
704.  Cal.— Bagley  v.  Devlin,  19  Cal. 
App.  274,  125  Pac.  939;  Bagley  v.  Lili- 
enthal,  19 'Cal.  App.  273,  125  Pac.  938; 
Bagley  v.  City  &  County  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, 19  Cal.  App.  255,  125  Pac.  931. 
Ga.— Mayer  v.  Hover,  81  Ga.  308,  7  S. 
E.  562.  ni.— Horn  v.  Metzger,  234  111. 
240,  84  N.  E.  893;  Nickrans  «.  Wilk, 
161  HI.  76,  43  N.  E.  741;  Searle  v.  Gal- 
braith,  73  111.  269;  Eeddick  v.  Presi- 
dent of  State  Bank,  27  111.  145.  Ind. 
Young  V.  Wiley,  183  Ind.  449,  107  N. 
E.  278;  Indianapolis  &  C.  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
State,  105  Ind.  37,  4  N.  E.  316;  Bloom- 
field  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Burress,  82  Ind.  83; 
Crane  v.  Kimmer,  77  Ind.  215;  Ilea  v. 
Watson,  76  ftid.  359;  Anderson  v. 
Spence,  72  Ind.  315,  37  Am.  Eep.  162; 
Dwiggins  v.  Cook,  71  Ind.  579;  Ayers 
V.  Harshman,  66  Ind.  291;  Abdil  v.  Ab- 
dil,  33  Ind.  460;  Harkrider  v.  Harvey, 
3  Ind.  Ibi.  la.— See  Hawk  v.  Day,  148 
Iowa  47,  126  N.  W.  955  (apparently 
holding  that  the  presumption  is  not  con- 
clusive); In  re  Head's  Appeal,  141  Iowa 
651,    118    N.    W.    884;     Oekendon    v. 
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Constructive  Service.  -^  A  judgment  entered  on  coiistruetive  service 
by  publication  is  generally  given  the  same  conclusive  effect  as  judg- 
ments on  personal  service  and  so  where  the  record  fails  to  disclose  the 
steps  taken  to  acquire  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  it  will  be  presumed 
that  jurisdiction  was  properly  acquired.*^     If,  however,  the  statute 


Barnes,  43  Iowa  615.  Ky. — Kreiger  i;. 
Sonne,  151  Ky.  739,  152  S.  W.  936; 
Carpenter  v.  Moorelock,  151  Ky.  506, 
152  8.  W.  575;  Farnsworth  v.  Barret, 
146  Kv.  556,  142  S.  W.  1049;  Feltner  v. 
Hufe,  118  S.  W.  936;,  Jones  v.  Edwards, 
78  Ky.  6.  Minn. — Turrell  v.  Warren, 
25  Minn.  9.  Mo. — Conway  v.  Robinson, 
178  S.  W.  154.  N.  H.— Wingate  v.  Hay- 
wood, 40  N.  H.  437.  N.  J — Stokes  v. 
Middleton,  28  N.  J.  L.  32.  N.  Y.— Ray 
V.  Rowley,  1  Hun  614,  4  Thomp.  &  C. 
43.  Ohio. — ^Lessee  of  Morgan  v.  Bur- 
nett, 18  Ohio  535.  Pa.— WUlis  v.  Willis ' 
Admr.,  12  Pa.  159.  S.  D.— Stearns  v. 
Wright,  13  S.  D.  544,  83  N.  W.  587; 
Stoddard  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mattiee,  10  S.  D. 
253,  72  N.  W.  891.  Tenn.— Hopper  v. 
Fisher,  2  Head.  253.  Tex. — Guilford  v. 
Love,  49  Tex.  715;  Cariker  v.  Dill  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  140  S.  W.  843.  Va.— Fergu- 
son 's  Admr.  v.  Teel,  82  Va.  690.  Wis. 
Tallman  v.  Ely,  6  Wis.  244. 

[aj  That  summons  was  issued  and 
served  in  time  to  give  the  court  juris- 
diction to  hear  and  determine  the  cause 
will  be  presumed.  Horn  v.  Metzger, 
234  111.  240,  84  N.  E.  893. 

[b]  Service  on  infant  will  be  pre- 
sumed where  the  record  shows  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  guardian  ad  litem.  Ark. 
Clay  V.  Bilby,  72  Ark.  101,  78  S.  W. 
749;  Beddinger  v.  Smith,  13  S.  W.  734; 
Boyd  V.  Roane,  49  Ark.  397,  5  S.  W. 
704.     lU.— Benefield  v.  Albert,  132  111. 

065,  24  N.  E.  634.     Ind Braekenridge 

V.'  Dawson,  7  Ind.  383;  Horner  v.  State 
Bank,  1  Ind.  130.  S.  D.— Phillips  v. 
Phillips,  13  S.  D.  231,  83  N.  W.  94. 
Tex. — McAnear  v.  Epperson,  54  Tex. 
220,  38  Am.  Rep.  625.  But  see  Norris 
V.  Stephens,  9  Baxt.  433. 

63.  Ala. — Seelye  v.  Smith,  85  Ala. 
25,  4  So.  664.  Ark.— Price  v.  Gunn, 
314  Ark.  551,  170  S.  W.  247;  Critten- 
den Lumb.  Co.  V.  McDougal,  101  Ark. 
390,  395,  142  S.  W.  836;  Pattisrfn  r. 
Smith,  94  Ark.  588,  127  S.  W.  983.  Cal. 
Hahn  v.  Kelly,  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am.  Dec. 
742.  Idaho.— O 'Neill  v.  Potvin,  13 
Idaho  721,  93  Pac.  20,  257.  la.— Hawk 
V.  Day,  148  Iowa  47,  126  N.  W.  955; 
Loving  V.  Pairo,  10  loV/a  282;  Wright 
V.  Marsh,  2  G.  Gr.  94.    Ky. — Kreiger  v. 
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Sonne,  151  Ky.  739,  152  S.  W.  936; 
Carr's  Admr.  v.  Carr,  92  Ky.  552,  18 
S.  W.  453;  Ross  v.  McGrath's  Admr., 
27  Ky.  L.  Rep.  723,  86  S.  W.  555.  Minn. 
Gemmell  v.  Bice,  \3  Minn.  371.  Ore. 
Bank  of  Colfax  v.  Richardson,  34  Ore. 
518,  54  Pac.  359.  Tex. — Martin  v. 
Burns,  80  Tex.  676,  16  S.  W.  1072; . 
Lawler's  Heirs  v.  White,  27  Tex.  250; 
Carr  v.  Miller,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  57, 
123  S.  W.  1158.  Utah.— Hoagland  v. 
Hoagland,  19  Utah  103,  57 '  Pac.  20. 
Wis.— Nash, «;.  Church,  10  Wis.  ^03,  78 
Am.  Dec.  678. 

[a]  Proper  affidavit  for  publication 
will  be  presumed.  Wenner  •;;.  Thornton, 
98  HI.  156;  Carey  v.  Reeves,  32  Kan. 
718,  5  Pac.  22. 

[b]  Due  publication  presumed.  Ap- 
plegate  v.  Lexington  &  C.  Co.  Min.  Co., 
117  U.  S.  255,  269,  6  Sup.  Ct.  742,  29 
L.  ed.  892;  Bradley  v.  Drone,  187  HI. 
175,  58  N.  B.  304. 

[e]  The  supreme  court  of  the  Uni- 
ted States  in  Applegate  «.  Lexington  & 
C.  Co.  Min.  Co.,  117  F.  S.  269,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  742,  29  L.  ed.  892,  endorses  the  rule. 
The  language  of  that  ease  is:  "The 
result  of  the  authorities  and  what  we 
decide  is,  that  where  a  court  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction  is  authorized  in  a  pro- 
ceeding, either  statutory  or  at  law  or 
in  equity,  to  bring  in,  by  publication 
or  other  substituted  service,  non-resi- 
dent defendants  interested  in,  or  hav- 
ing a  lien  upon  property  lying  within 
its  territorial  jurisdiction,  but  is  not 
required  to  place  the  proof  of  service 
upon  the  record,  and  the  court  orders 
such  substituted  service,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction,  that 
ser,vice  was  made  as  ordered,  although 
no  evidence  thereof  appears  of  reebrd, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  court  so  far  as 
it  affects  such  property,  will  be  valid. 
The  case  of  Galpin  v.  Page,  18  Wall. 
350  [85  TJ.  S.  350,  21  L.  ed.  959],  cited 
by  coijnsel  for  defendant,  is  not  in  con- 
flict with  this  proposition.  The  judgment 
set  up  on  one  side  and  attacked  on  the 
other  in  that  case  was  rendered  on  serv- 
ice by  piiblication.  The  law  permitted 
service  to  be  made  by  publication  only 
where  certain  facts  were  made  to  ap- 


JUDGMENTS 


431 


either  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication  requires  the  steps  taken 
to  secure  jurisdiction  by  publication  to  be  spread  upon  the  record,  the 
silence  of  the  record  in. this  respect  would  be  fatal."* 

(e.)  Attachment  Proceedings.  —  Jurisdiction  over  attachment  proceed- 
ings is  part  of  the  general  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  courts  in 
which  they  are  cognizable,  and  that  jurisdiction  is  supported  by  the 
same  presumptions  as  in  other  cases."^ 

■(3.)  Courts  of  General  Jurisdiction  Over  Particular  Matters.  —  The  court  may 
possess  a  general  jurisdiction  over  a  limited  number  of  matters.  In 
such  case  if  the  record  discloses  a  subject-matter  falling  within  that 
class,  the  usual  presumptions  of  jurisdiction  and  regularity  apply."" 


pear  to  the  satisfactioii  of  the  court, 
and  the  court  by  a  precedent  order, 
which  must  necessarily  appear  of  rec- 
ord, authorized  service  to  be  made  by 
publication.  But  the  record  showed  no 
order,  and  the  publication,  therefore, 
was  the  unauthorized  act  of  the  party, 
and  appeared  afiirmatively  to  be  in- 
valid and  ineffectual.". 

64.  U.  S.— Galpin  v.  Page,  18  Wall. 
350,  21  L.  ed.  959;  Harvey  v.  Tyler,  2 
WaU,  328,  332,  17  L.  ed.  871;  Cohen  v. 
Portland  Lodge  No.  142,  B.  P.  O.  E., 
152  Ted.  357,  81  C.  0.  A.  483;  Foster  v. 
Givens,  67  Fed.  684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625; 
Preston  v.  Walsh,  10  Fed.  315.  Ark. 
Clay  V.  Bilby,  72  Ark.  101,  7'8  S.  W. 
749.  Fla. — Myakka  Co.  v.  Edwards,  68 
Fla.  372,  67  So.  217.  lU.— Bradley  v. 
Drone,  187  111,  175,  58  N.  E.  304;  Wen- 
ner  v.  Thornton,  98  111.  156;  Haywood 
V.  Collins,  60  HI.  328;  Donlin  v.  Hettin- 
ger, 57  HI.  348;  Boyland  v.  Boylaud, 
18  HI.  551.  la.— Hawk  v.  Day,  148  Iowa 
47,  126  N.  W.  955.  Ky.— Brownfield  v. 
Dyer,  7  Bush  505.  Mo.— Conway  v. 
Robinson,  178  S.  W.  154.  N.  H.— Morse 
V.  Presby,  25  N.  H.  299,  302.  N.  V. 
-  Hallett  V.  Bighters,  13  How.  Pr.  43. 
Ohio. — Lessee  of  Adams  v.  Jeffries,  12 
Ohio  253. 

[a]  A  mere  recital  of  proper  serv- 
ice does  not  change  the  rule.  Gregory 
V.  Bartlett,  55  Ark.  30,  17  S.  W.'  344. 
Compare,  infra.  XVII,  B,  7,  c,  (IV), 
(0),  (5). 

[b]  Strict  Compliance  Necessary. 
"The  statute  provides,  in  case  of  ab- 
sent and  non-resident  defendants,  for 
constructive  service  of  process  by  pub- 
liea,tion.  It  requires  an  order  of  the 
court;  ...  it  designates  the  facts 
which  must  exist  to  authorize  the  order, 
the  manner  in  which  such  facts  must 
be  made  to  appear,  the  period  for  which 
publication  must  be  had,  and  the  mode 


in  which  the  publication  must  be  estab- 
lished. These  provisions,  .  .  .  must  be 
strictly  pursued,  for  the  statute  is  in 
derogation  of  the  common  law."  Gal- 
pin V.  Page,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  350,  21  L. 
ed.  959. 

[c]  The  order  which  is  the  sole  au- 
thority for  the  publication,  and  which 
by  statute  must  prescribe  the  period! 
and  designate  the  paper  in  which  the 
publication  is  to  be  made,  should  ap- 
pear in  the  record  with  proof  of  com- 
pliance with  its  direction,  unless  its  ab- 
sence is  supplied  by  proper  averment. 
Galpin  v.  Page,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  350,  21 
L.  ed.  959. 

65.  U.  S. — Thompson  v.  Whitman,  18 
Wall.  457,  21  L.  ed.  897;  Cooper  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 10  Wall.  308,  19  L.  ed.  931;  Voor- 
hees  V.  Jackson,  10  Pet.  449,  9  L.  ed. 
490.  Mo. — Huxley  v.  Harrold,  62  Mo. 
516.     N.  J. — Thompson  v.  Eastburn,  16 

N.  J.  L.  100.     Tex Willis  &  Bro.  v. 

Mooring  &  Blanchard,  63  Tex.  340. 

[a]  That  the  affidavit  was  filed  will 
be  presumed.  U.  S. — Biggs  v.  Blue,  5 
McLean  148,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,403. 
Ind.— Doc  V.  Eue,  4  Blaekf.  263.  ^Mo. 
Sloan  V.  Mitchell,  84  Mo.  546. 

[b]  That  the  bond  was  given  will 
be  presumed.  Seelye  v.  Smith,  85  Ala. 
25,  4  So.  664;  Doe  v.  Rue,  4  Blaekf. 
(Ind.)  263. 

66.  TJ.  S. — Edelstein  v.  United 
States,  149  Fed.  636,  79  C.  C.  A.  328. 
Ala.— Coltart  v.  Allen,  40  Ala.  155,  88 
Am.  Dec.  757;  Gray's  Admr.  v.  Cruise, 
36  Ala.  559;  Ikelheimer  v.  Chapman's 
Admr.,  32  Ala.  '676;  Lyon  v.  Odom,  31 
Ala.  234.  Cal. — Johnson  v.  Canty,  162 
Cal;  391,  123  Pac.  263.  lU.— People  v. 
Medart,  166  111.  348,  46  N.  E.  1095; 
Henline  v.  People,  81  HI.  269;  Bostwick 
V.  Skinner,  80  111.  147;  Barnett  v.  Wolf, 
70  HI.  76;  Moffitt  v.  Moffltt,  69  111.  641; 
Propst  V.  Meadows,  13  111.  157;  Nealy 
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(4.)  Courts  Exercising  Special  Statutory  Powers.  —  When  the  COUrt  is 
exercising  a  special  statutory  power,  the  record  must  as  a  rule  disclose 
the  circumstances  of  its  acquisition  since  the  presumption  of  jurisdic- 
tion does  not  obtain.^^    It  is  otherwise  where  the  method  of  acquiring 


V.  Brown,  6  HI.  10.  Ky. — Williams  «. 
Morgan,  1  Litt.  167;  McGuire  v.  Jus- 
tices of  Owsley,  7  B.  Mon.  340;  Jacobs 
V.  Louisville  E.  E.  Co.,  10  Bush  263. 
N.  J. — See  Den  ex  dem.  Obert  v.  Ham- 
mel,  18  N.  J.  L.  73. 

See  infra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e,  (IV),  (B), 
(7). 

[a]  "There  is  a  marked  distinction 
between  a  court  having  general  and  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  over  a  limited  num- 
ber of  subjects  and  a  court  having  no 
jurisdiction  over  certain  subjects  ex- 
cept in  cases  in  which  certain  essential 
and  indispensable  facts  shall  exist.  In 
the  latter  case  the  rule  that  the  facts 
conferring  the  jurisdiction  must  appear 
in  the  record  of  the  proceedings  ap- 
plies to  all  courts,  circuit  as  well  as 
county.  The  rule  does  not  grow  out  of 
nor  depend  upon  the  fact  that  the  court 
.  .  .  has  not  full  and  complete  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  about 
which  it  assumes  to  act.  If  the  juris- 
diction over  the  subject-matter  is  com- 
plete and  unlimited,  the  action  of  the 
court  will  always  be  taken  to  be  within 
its  authority  and  jurisdiction,  unless  the 
contrary  appears."  Jacobs'  Admr.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.,  10  Bush 
(Ky.)  263. 

67.  U.  S.— Harvey  v.  Tyler,  2  Wall. 
328,  17  L.  ed.  871;  Thatcher  v.  Powell, 
6  Wheat.  11,9,  5  L.  ed.  221.  Ala.— Good- 
win V.  Sims,  86  Ala.  102,  5  So.  587; 
Graham  v.  Eeynolds,  45  Ala.  578;  Gunn 
V.  Howell,  27  Ala.  663,  62  Am.  Dec. 
785.  Ark. — Gibney  v.  Crawford,  51 
Ark,  34,  9  S.  W.  309.  HI.— Spring  Creek 
Drainage  Dist.  v.  Comrs.of  Highways,  238 
111.  521,  87  N.  E.  394;  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Gait,  133  111.  657,  23  N. 
E.  425,  24  N.  E.  674;  Haywood  v.  Col- 
lins, 60  111.  328;  Donlin  v.  Hettinger,  57 
III.  348;  Young  v.  Lorain,  11  HI.  624, 
52  Am.  Dec.  463.  Ind.— Cone  v.  Cot- 
ton, 2  Blackf.  82.  la.— Hunger  v.  Bar- 
low, 39  Iowa  539.  Me. — Prentiss  v. 
Parks,  65  Me.  559.  Md. — Shivers  v. 
Wilson,  5  Har.  &  J.  130,  9  Am.  Dec. 
497.  Mass. — Kelley  v.  Kelley,  161  Mass. 
1 11,  36  N.  E.  837.  Mich.— Wight  v.  War- 
ner, 1  Doug.  384.  Mo. — Bingham  V. 
Kollman,  256  Mo.  573,  165  S.  W.  1097; 
Allen  V.  MeCabe,  93  Mo.  138,  6  S.  W. 
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62;  Brown  v.  Walker,  11  Mo.  App.  226. 
N.  Y.— Embury  v.  Conner,  3  N.  Y.  511, 
53  Am.  Dee.  325;  Denning  v.  Corwin, 
11  Wend.  647;  Striker  v.  Kelly,  7  Hill 
9.  Ore. — ^Furgeson  v.  Jones,  17  Ore.  204, 
20  Pac.  842;  Northcut  v.  Lemery,  8 
Ore.  316.  Tenn. — ^Barry  v.  Patterson,  3 
Humph.  313;  Earthman's  Admrs.  v. 
Jones,  2  Yerg.  484.  Tex. — ^Brown  v. 
Wheelock,  75  Tex.  385,  12  S.  W.  Ill, 
841;  Bruhn  &  Williams  v.  National 
Bank,  54  Tex.  152;  Mitchell  v.  Eunkle, 
25  Tex.  Supp.  132.  Va.— Chesterfield 
Co.  V.  Hall's  Exr.,  80  Va.  321;  Pulaski 
County  V.  Stuart,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.) 
872. 

[a]  "A  court  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion, .  .  .  may  have  special  and  sum- 
mary powers,  wholly  derived  from 
statutes,  not  exercised  according  to  the 
course  of  the  common  law,  and  which 
do  not  belong  to  it  as  a  court  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction.  In  such  cases,  its  de- 
cisions must  be  regarded  and  treated 
likfl  those  of  courts  of  limited  and 
special  jurisdiction.  The  jurisdiction 
in  such  cases,  both  as  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  judgment,  and  as  to  the 
persons  to  be  afEected  by  it,  must  ap- 
pear by  the  record;  and  everything  will 
be  presumed  to  be  without  the  jurisdic- 
tion which  does  not  distinctly  appear 
to  be  within  it."  Galpin  v.  Page,  18 
Wall.   (U.  S.)   350,  21  L.  ed.  959. 

[b]  An  order  authorizing  publica- 
tion in  a  tax  proceeding  must  appear  on 
the  record,  otherwise  the  publication 
confers  no  jurisdiction  to  sell  the  lands. 
Gregory  v.  Bartlett,  55  Ark.  30,  17  S. 
W.  344. 

[c]  Jurisdiction  of  county  court  to 
confirm  a  special  assessment  will  not  be 
presumed  but  must  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  record.  Spring  Creek  Drainage 
Dist.  V.  Comrs.  of  Highways,  238  111., 
521,  87  N.  E.  394. 

[d]  Foreign  Attachment. — The  cir- 
cuit court  in  a  foreign  attachment  pro- 
ceeding is  exercising  a  special  statu- 
tory power  and  its  jurisdiction  must  be 
shown  on  the  record.  Haywood  v.  Col- 
lins, 60  HI.  328;  Young  v.  Lorain,  11 
111.  624,  52  Am.  Dec.  463. 

[e]  Jurisdiction  over  the  subject  of 
divorce  is  a  special  authority  not  ree- 
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jurisdiction  in  such  cases  is  not  required  by  the  statute  to  be  spread 
upon  the  record.^*  And  where  these  special  statutory  powers  are 
exercised  pursuant  to  the  usual,  common  law  and  chancery  practice  of 
personal  service  or  seizure  of  the  property,  the  usual  presumption  of 
jurisdiction  applies.*^ 

(5.)  Inferior  Courts.  —  (a.)  In  General.  —  A  distinction  is  recognized 
between  courts  of  general  and  those  of  special  and  inferior  juris- 
diction/" Unless  given  by  statute,'^  no  presumption  exists  in  favor 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  these  latter  courts,  and  if  the  record  does  not 
afSrmatively  show  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  the  judgment  is 
subject  to  collateral  attack  on  this  ground/^ 


ognized  by  the  common  law,  and  when 
a  foreign  divorce  judgment  of  a  com- 
mon law  court,  though  of  general  jur- 
isdiction, is  offered,  its  proceedings  in 
relation  to  divorce  stand  on  the  same 
footing  with  those  of  courts  of  limited 
and  inferior  jurisdiction,  so  that  its 
powers  in  the  case  must  be  shown  and 
appear  to  have  been  strictly  pursued. 
Com.  V.  Blood,  97  Mass.  538.  See  also 
Lawrence's  Case,  18  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
347;  Northcut  v.  Lemery,  8  Ore.  316. 

68.  U.  S. — Applegate  v.  Lexington  & 
C.  Min.  Co.,  117  V.  S.  255,  269,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  742,  29  L.  ed.  892;  Eltohhead 
V.  Allen,  119  Fed.  126,  55  C.  C.  A.  671. 
Cal.— Hahn  v.  Kelly,  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am. 
Dec.  742.  Ky. — Newcomb's  Bxrs.  v. 
Newcomb,  13  Bush  544,  26  Am.  Eep. 
222.  Wis. — In  re  Marchant's  Estate, 
121  Wis.  526,  99  N.  W.  320;  Falkner  v. 
Guild,  10  Wis.  563. 

[a]  The  commissioner's  court  in  the 
exercise  of  its  statutory  power  to  es- 
tablish stock  districts  is  now  a  court  of 
general  jurisdiction  to  which  -the  pre- 
sumption applies.  McLaughlin  v.  Hard- 
wick  (Ala.  App.),  70  So.  305. 

69.  U.  S.— Galpin  x,.  Page,  18  Wall. 
350,  21  L.  ed.  959;  Voorhees  v.  Jackson, 
10  Pet.  449,  9  L.  ed.  490.  lU.— Nichols 
v.  Mitchell,  70  111.  258;  Goudy  v.  Hall, 
36  111.  313,  87  Am.  Dec.  217.  la. 
Cooper  V.  Sunderland,  3  Iowa  114,  66 
Am.  Dec.  52.  N.  Y. — Denning  ».  Cor- 
win,  11  Wend.  647.  Va. — Pulaski  Coun- 
ty V.  Stuart,  28  Gratt.  (69  Ya.)  872. 

[a]  A  proceeding  to  sell  land  free 
from  dower  rights  of  an  insane  wife  is 
a  proceeding  in  equity  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  wife's  inchoate  dower  rights 
and  does  not  come  within  the  rule  as 
to  statutory  powers  wholly  derived  from 
statute.  Conway  v.  Robinson  (Mo.), 
178  S.  W.  154. 

70.  A  court  of  special  jurisdiction  is 


one  which  "is  so  constituted  that  its 
judgment  can  be  looked  through  for 
the  facts  and  evidence  which  are  neces- 
sary to  sustain  it,  whose  decision  is  not 
evidence  of  itself  to  show  jurisdiction 
and  its  lawful  exercise."  Grignon's 
Lessee  v.  Astor,  2  How.  (IT.  S.)  319,  11 
L.  ed.  283. 

[a J  Limited  and  Special  Jurisdic- 
tion Distinguished. — "I  apprehend  the 
terra,  'limited  jurisdiction,'  to  be  some- 
what ambiguous,  and  that  the  books 
sometimes  use  it  without  due  precision. 
Our  supreme  court  is  limited  by  acts 
of  the  legislature;  so  likewise  is  the 
court  of  common  pleas;  and  the  newly 
constituted  circuit'  courts;  yet  each  of 
them  exercises  a  general  jurisdiction. 
The  word  limited,  seems  to  be  used 
sometimes  carelessly  instead  of  the  term 
special,  for  I  take  the  true  distinction 
between  courts  to  be  such  as  possess 
a  general,  and  such  as  have  only  a 
special  jurisdiction  for  a  particular 
purpose,  or  clothed  with  special  powers 
for  the  performance  of  specific  duties, 
beyond  which  they  have  no  manner  of 
authority:  and  these  special  powers  to 
be  exercised  in  a  summary  way;  either 
by  a  tribunal  already  existing  for  gen- 
eral purposes,  or  else  by  persons  ap- 
pointed or  to  be  appointed  in  some  def- 
inite form.  .  .  .  XJnless  their  proceed- 
ings, on  the  face  of  them,  show  a  com- 
pliance with  the  directions  required  by 
the  statute  under  which  they  act,  it 
never  could  be  known  whether  they 
acted  within  their  .jurisdiction,  or  ex- 
ceeded it. ' '  Den  ex  dem.  Obert  v.  Hara- 
mel,  18  N.  J.  L.  73. 

71.  In  re  Head's  Appeal,  141  Iowa 
651,  118  N.  W.  884. 

72.  U.  S. — Comstock  v.  Crawford,  3 
Wall.  396,  18  L.  ed.  34;  Grignon's  Les- 
see V.  Astor,  2  How.  319,  11  L.  ed.  283. 
Ala. — Martin  v.  Martin,  173   Ala.   106, 
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(b.)  Justice  Cowts.  —  The  court  pf  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  generally 
considered  an  inferior  court  whose  judgments  are  not  aided  by  any 
presumptions  as  to  jurisdiction.'^  In  a  few  states  justices  of  the  peace 
are  deemed  to  exercise  general  jurisdiction  over  certain  matters  and 
whejn  acting  within  those  defined  limits  their  judgments  are  attended 
by  the  same  presumptions  of  jurisdiction  as  are  those  of  superior 
courts.''* 

(6.)    Quasi-Judicial  Tribunals.  —  No  presumption  of  jurisdiction  exists 


55  So.  632;  Goodwater  Warehouse  Co.  v. 
Street,  137  Ala.  621,  34  So.  903.  Ark. 
Latham  v.  Jones,  6  Ark.  371;  Pendleton 
V.  Fowler,  6  Ark.  41.  Oal. — Ex  parte 
Kearny,  55  Cal.  212;  Hahn  v.  Kelly,  34 
Cal.  391,  94  Am.  Dec.  742.  Ga.— Tucker 
V.  Harris,  13  Ga.  1,  58  Am.  Dee.  488. 
111.— Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Go.  v.  Cham- 
berlain, 84  HI.  333;  Osgood  v.  Black- 
more,  59  111.  261;  Shufeldt  v.  Buckley, 
45  m.  223.  Ind.— Cauldwell  v.  Curry, 
93  Ind.  363;  Newman  v.  Manning,  89 
Ind.  422;  Argo  «;..  Barthand,  80  Ind.  63; 
Stoddard  i).  Johnson,  75  Ind.  20;  Nich- 
olson V.  Stephens,  47  Ind.  185;  Board  of 
Comrs.  V.  Markle,  46  Ind.  96.  la. — ^I'ut- 
sley  V.  Hayes,  22  Iowa  11,  92  Am.  Dec. 
350;  iCooper  v.  Sunderland,  3,  Iowa  114, 
66  Am.  Dec.  52.  Kan. — Case  v.  Han- 
nahs, 2  Kan.  490.  Ky. — Crown  Eeal 
Estate  Co.  v.  Eogers'  Committee,  132 
Ky.  790,  117  S.  W.  275.  Me.— Dodge  v. 
Kellock,  13  Me.  136.  Md.— Fahey  v. 
Mottu,  67  Md.  250,  10  Atl.  68.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Downey,  9  Mass.  520;  Bridge 
V.  Ford,  4  Mass.  641;  Eossiter  v.  Peck, 
3  Gray  538.  Mich.^Saunders  v.  Tioga 
Mfg.  Co.,  27  Mich.  520;  Allen  v.  Car- 
penter, 15  Mich.  25;  Clark  v.  Holmes, 
1  Doug.  390;  Wight  V.  Warner,  1  Doug. 
384.  Minn. — Clagup  v.  Hodgson,  16 
Minn.  329.  Miss. — Adams  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  103  Miss.  744,  60  So.  770;  Hin- 
tou  V.  Bd.  of  Suprs.,  84  Miss.  536,  36 
So.  565;  Moore  v.  Hoskins,  66  Miss. 
496,  6  So.  500;  Steen  v.  Steeu,  25  Miss. 
513;  Saffarans  v.  Terry,  12  Smed.  & 
M.  690,  Mo.— Karnes  v.  Alexander, -92 
Mo.  660,  4  S.  W.  518;  McCloon  v.  Beat- 
tie,  46  Mo.  391;  Bersch  v.  Schneider, 
27  Mo.  101;  State  v.  Edwards,  192  "Mo. 
App.  413,  182  S.  W.  816.  N.  H.— Gould- 
in^  v.  Clark,  34  N.  H.  148.  N.  J.— Den 
ex  derm,.  Obert  v.  Hammel,  18  N.  J.  L. 
73.  N.  Y. — Morse  v.  Cloyes,  11  Barb. 
100;  Brown  v.  Cady,  19  Wend.  477.  Ore. 
Bewley  v.  Graves,  17  Ore.  274,  20  Pac. 
322.  Pa.— Fowler  v.  Jenkins,  28  Pa. 
176.  Tex.— Hill  &  Jahns  v.  Lofton  (Tex. 
Civ.    App.),    165    S.   W.    67;    Young   v. 
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Jackson,  50  Tex.  Civ.  App.  351,  110  S. 
W.  74. 

[a]  Tax  Proceedings.— The  proceed- 
ings of  a  district  court  to  collect  de- 
linquent taxes  depends  solely  upon  the 
statute  and  its  jurisdiction  in  this  par- 
ticular is  limited  and  special.  Hill  & 
Jahns  v.  Lofton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165 
S.  W.  67. 

[b]  The  recital  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
decree  is  not  suf£,cient  in  such  cases. 
Martin  v.  Martin,  173  Ala.  106,  55  So. 
632;  Neville  v.  Kennedy,  125  Ala.  149, 
28  So.  452;  Pollard  v.  Hanrick,  74  Ala. 
334. 

[e]  What  Jurisdictional  Facts. — ^The 
rule  that  jurisdiction  must  be  appar- 
ent on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  is 
limited  to  those  jurisdictional  facts 
which  the  law  directs  the  court  to  set 
forth  on  its  record.  Levy  v.  Ferguson 
Lbr.  Co.,  51  Ark.  317,  11  S.  W.  284; 
Visart  v.  Bush,  46  Ark.  153. 

73.  U.  S. — Den  ex  dem.  Walker  v. 
Turner,  9  Wheat.  541,  6  L.  ed.  155.  Cal. 
Jolley  V.  Foltz,  34  Cal.  321.  Conn. 
Starr  v.  Scott,  8  Conn.  480.  Ind.— Tre- 
harne  v.  Matson,  46  Ind.  App.  705,  93 
N.  ,E.  553.  Mass. — Bridge  v.  Ford,  4 
Mass.  641.  Mich. — Van  Kleek  v.  Eg- 
gleston,  7  Mich.  511;  Spear  v.  Carter,  1 
Mich.  19,  48  Am.  Dec.  688.  Mo.— Car- 
penter V.  Eoth,  192  Mo.  658,  91  S.  W. 
540;  Fulkerson  v.  Davenport,  70  Mo. 
541;  Baker  v.  Baker,  70  Mo.  134;  State 
ex  rel.  Bolster  v.  Miles,  149  Mo.  App. 
638,  129  S.  W.  731;  Heman  v.  Larkin, 
99  Mo.  App.  294,  73  S.  W.  218;  Wise 
V.  Loring,  54  Mo.  App.  258.  N.  H. 
State  V.  Weare,  38  N,  H.  314.  N.  D. 
Phelps  V.  McCollam,  10  N.  D.  536,  88 
N.  W.  292.  Wis.— Storm  v.  Adams,  56 
Wis.  137,  14  N.  W.  69;  Baizer  v.  Lasch, 
28  Wis.  268. 

See  cases  in  preceding  note. 

74.  N.  J.— Eussell  v.  Works,  35  N. 
J,  L.  316.  N.  C— Hiatt  v.  Simpson,  35 
N.  C.  72.  Pa.— Billings  v.  Eussell,  23 
Pa.  189,  62  Am.  Dec.  330.  Tenn.— Tur- 
ner V.  Ireland,  11   Humph.  447.     Tex. 
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in  favor  of  the  various  boards' and  officers  acting  in  a  quasi- judicial 
capacity.  Unless  the  record  affirmatively  shows  their  power  to  act  in 
the  particular  case  their  orders  are  a  nullity J° 

(7.)  Probate  Courts.  —  The  jurisdiction  of  probate  courts  is  usuajly 
general  as  to  certain  matters  and  its  orders  and  decrees  with  reference 
to  any  such  matter  are  entitled  to  the  same  presumptions  of  integrity 
as  those  of  superior  courts  of  unlimited  jurisdiction.'^     The  record 


Clayton  v.  Hurt,  88  Tex.  595,  32  S.  W. 
876;  Heck  v.  Martin,  75  Tex.  469,  471, 
13  S.  W.  51;  Williams  v.  Ball,  52  Tex. 
603,  36  Am.  Eep.  730;  Wakefield  v. 
King,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.,  §695.  Vt. 
Wright  V.  Hazen,  24  Vt.  143. 

[a]  The  language  of  the  constitu- 
tion that  justices  of  the  peace  shall 
have  jurisdiction,  etc.,  confers  upon 
them  the  general  judicial  powers  of  the 
government  over  the  subjects  therein 
specified,  subject  to  the  limitations 
therein  prescribed,  and  such  jurisdic- 
tion is  as  general  and  exclusive  as  is 
that  of  the  various  other  courts  men- 
tioned in  the  constitution  over  the  sub- 
jects committed  to  them,  etc.  Brooks 
V.  Powell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W. 
809. 

fb]  Bule  in  Massachusetts. — "A  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  exercises  his  jurisdic- 
tion mainly  according  to  the  course  of 
the  common  law;  his  court  is,  for  many 
purposes,  a  court  of  record,  to  which  a 
writ  of  error  will  lie.  .'  .  .In  our  view, 
the  rule  which  makes  the  judgment  of 
a  court  of  record  binding  upon  the  part- 
ies, until  reversed  by  proper  proceed- 
ings therefor,  although  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  was  not  properly  obtained, 
is  applicable  as  well  to  a  judgment  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace."  Hendrick  v: 
Whittemore,  105  Mass.  23. 

75.  Ala.— Golden  v.  State,  10  Ala. 
App.  235,  64  So.  517.  Me.— Blaisdell  .v. 
Inhab.  of  Town  of  York,  110  Me.  500, 
87  Atl.  361.  N.  M.— Van  Patten  v.  Boyd, 
?0  N.  M.  250,  150  Pac.  917. 

fa]  County  Commissioneis.  —  Hen- 
line  V.  People,  81  111.  269;  Dumoss  v. 
Francis.  15  III.  543;  Ferris  v.  Ward,  9 
HI.  499;  Nealy  v.  Brown,  6  111.  10; 
Rhode  V.  Davis,  2  Ind.  53;  Larimer  v. 
Krau.  57  Ind.  App.  33,  103  N.  E.  1102, 
105  N.  E.  936. 

[b]  In  laying  out  highways  the 
court  of  county  commissioners  is  an  in- 
ferior tribunal  within  the  rule.  Small 
V.  Pennell,  31   Me.  267. 

'[c]    A  board  of  supervisors  having 
only  limited  jurisdiction  and  only  jur- 


isdiction touching  back  taxes  when  such 
assessments  are  made  in  the  manner 
provided  by  statute,  by  either  the  tax 
collector  or  the  county  assessor,  its 
order,  containing  the  record  of  what 
was  done  by  the  board  in  the  matter 
of  a  back  tax  assessment  must  set  out 
sijflScient  facts  to  show  that  it  had  jur- 
isdiction of  the  person  and  the  subject 
matter.  Adams  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  103 
Miss.  744,  60  So.  770;  Wright  v.  Ed- 
wards Hotel  &  City  E.  Co.,  101  Miss. 
470,  58  So.  332. 

[d]  Court,  , Martial. — Crawford  v, 
Howard,  30  Me.  422. 

7S.  U.  S.  —  Christiansen  v.  King 
County,  239  TJ.  S.  356,  36  Sup.  Ct.  114; 
Cornett  v.  Williams,  20  Wall.  226,  22 
L.  ed.  254;  Grignon's  Lessee  v.  Astor, 

2  How.  319,  11  L.  ed.  283;  Kelley  v. 
Morrell,  29  Fed.  736.  Ala.— Barclift  v.- 
Treeee,  77  Ala.  528;  Acklen  v.  Good- 
man, 77  Ala.  521;  Burke  i;.  Mutch,  66 
Ala.  568;  Wyman  v.  Campbell,  6  Port. 
219,  31  Am.  Deo.  677.  Ark.— Flowers 
V.  Reeee,  92  Ark.  611,  123  S.  W.  773; 
Hare  v.  Shaw,  84  Ark.  32,  104  S.  W. 
931;  Currie  v.  Franklin,  51  Ark.  338, 
11  S.  W.  477;  Montgomery  v.  Johnson, 
31  Ark.  74;  George  v.  Norris,  23  Ark. 
121.  Cal.— Burris  v.  Kennedy,  108  Cal. 
331,  41  Pac.  458;  Hahn  v.  Kelly,  34 
Cal.  391,  94  Am.  Dec  742;  Lucas  v. 
Todd,  28  Cal.  182.  Conn. — Dickinson 
V.  Haves,  31  Conn.  417.  Fla. — Epping, 
Bellas'  &  Co.  v.  Robinson,  21  Fla.  36. 
Ga. — Davie  v.  McDaniel,  47  Ga.  195; 
Bush  V.  Lindsey,  24  Ga.  245,  71  Am. 
Dec.  117;  Wood  v.  Crawford,  18  Ga. 
526.  Idaho. — Clark  v.  Rossier,  10  Idaho 
348,  78  Pac.  358.  HI. — Balsewiez  v.  Chi- 
cago, B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  240  111.  238,  88 
N.  E.  734;  Goodbody  v.  Goodbody,  95 
111.  456;  Logan  v.  Williams,  76  HI.  175. 
Ind. — Doe  ex  dem.  Harkrider  v.  Harvey, 

3  laid.  104.  la. — Read  v.  Howe,  39  Iowa 
553;  Cowins  v.  Tool,  36  Iowa  82.  Kan. 
Higgins  «.  Reed,  48  Kan.  272,  29  Pac. 
389.  Ky. — Master's  Exr.  v.  Bienker, 
87  Ky.  1,  7  S.  W.  158.  La.— Wisdom 
V.  Parker,  31  La.  Ann.  52;  Sizemore  v. 
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need  only  show  an  adjudication  upon  some  matter  within  the  probate 
court's  power  such  as  the  appointing  or  removing  of  an  excecutor^'  or 


Wedge,  20  La.  Ann.  124.  Me. — Eecord 
V.  Howard,  58  Me.  225.  Mass. — Sever 
i>.  Eussell,  4  Gush.  513,  5(5  Am.  Dec. 
811.  Mich. — Osman  v.  Traphagen,  23 
Mich.  80;  Coon  «.  Fry,  6  Mich.  506. 
Minn. — Curran  v.  Kuby,  87  Minn.  330, 
33  N.  W.  907;  Davis  v.  Hudson,  29 
Minn,  27,  11  N.  "W.  136;  Moreland  v. 
Lawrence,  23  Minn.  84.  Miss. — Ames 
1).  Williams,  72  Miss.  760,  17  So.  762; 
Eoot  V.  McPerrin,  37  Miss.  17,  75  Am. 
Dee.  49;  Jones  v.  Coon,  5  Smed.  &  M. 
751.  Mo. — Bingham  v.  KoUman,  256 
Mo.  573,  165  S.  W.  1097;  Wilson  v. 
Wilson,  255  Mo.  528,  164  S.  W.  561; 
Spicer  v.  Spicer,  249  Mo.  582,  155  S. 
W.  832;  Carter  v.  Carter,  237  Mo.  624, 
141  S.  W.  873;  Smith  v.  Black,  231  Mo. 
681,  132  S.  W.  1129;  Desloge  ».  Tucker, 
196  Mo.  587,  94  S.  W.  283;  Bobbins 
V.  Boulware,  190  Mo.  33,  88  S.  W.  674; 
Maeey  v.  Stark,  116  Mo.  481,  21  S.  W. 
1088;  Sherwood  v.  Baker,'  105  Mo.  472, 
16  S.  W.  938;  Price  v.  Springfield  Eeal. 
Estate  Assn.,  101  Mo.  107,  14  S.,W. 
57;  Henry  v.  McKerlie,  78  Mo.  416, 
427;   Johnson  v.  Beazley,  65  Mo.   250, 

27  Am.  Eep.  276;  State  ex  rel.  Gardiner 
V.  Dickman,  175  Mo.  App.  543,  157  S. 
W.  1012;  Nelson  v.  Troll,  173  Mo.  App. 
51,  156  S.  W.  16;  Deweese  v.  Yost,  161 
Mo.  App.  10,  143  S.  W.  72.  Neb. 
Herter-v.  Herter,  97  Neb.  260,  149  N. 
W.  795.  N.  H.— Gordon  v.  Gordon,  55 
N.  H.  399.  3Sr.  J.— Clark  v.  Costello,  59 
N.  J.  L.  234,  36  Atl.  271.  N.  C. 
Overton  v.  Cranford,  52  N.  C.  415,  78 
Am.  Dec.  244.  Ohio. — Children's  Home 
of  Marion  County  v.  Fetter,  90  Ohio 
St.  110,  106  N.  E.  761;  Sheldon's  Lessee 
V.  Newton,  3  Ohio  St.  494.  Okla. 
Homer  v.  McCiirtain,  40  Okla.  406,  138 
Pac.  807.  S.  D. — Matson  «.  Swenson,  5 
S.  D.  191,  58  N.  W.  570.  Tenn.— State 
V.  AndeTson,  16  Lea  321;  Brien  v. 
Hart,  6  Humph.  131.  Tex. — Martin  v. 
Eobinson,  67  Tex.  368,  3  S.  W.  550; 
Guilford  v.  Love,  49  Tex.  715;  Menifee 
V.  Hamilton,  32  Tex.  495;  Waterman 
Lurab.  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Eobins  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  159  8.  W.  360;  Caruthers 
V.  Hadley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  134  S.  W. 
757.  Vt. — Townsend  v.  Downer's  Es- 
tate,  32   Vt.   183;   Doolittle  v.   Holton, 

28  Vt.  819,  67  Am.  Dec.  745;  Spar- 
hawk  V.  Buell's  Admr.,  9  Vt.  41;  Judge 
of  Probate  v.  Fillmore,  1  D.  Chip.  420. 
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Va. — Ridgely  v.  Bennett,  13  Lea  210. 
Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Neal  v.  Kauffman, 
86  Wash.  172,  149  v  Pac.  656.  Wis.' 
Portz  V.  Schantz,  70  Wis.  497,  36  N.  W. 
249.  Wyo. — Lethbridge  v.  Lauder,  13 
Wyo.  9,  76  Pac.  682. 

[a]  Surrogate  court  of  New  York 
City.    Beams  v.  Gould,  77  N.  Y.  455. 

[b]  Court  of  Ordinary. — ^Bowen  v. 
Gaskins,  144  Ga.  1,  85  S.  E.  1007. 

[c]  Orphans'  Court.  —  Newby  v. 
Blakely,  85  N.  J.  L.  728,  90  Atl.  318. 

[d]  By  statute  the  decrees  of  pro- 
bate counts  are  sometimes  given  the 
same  presumptions  that'  attach  to 
superior  courts.  Providence  County 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Hughes,  26  K.  I.  73,  58 
Atl.  254. 

77.  U.  S.— Mutual  Benefit  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Tisdale,  91  U.  S.  238,  23  L.  ed. 
314;  Hurlburt  v.  Van  Wormer,  14  Fed. 
709.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Kyser,  127  Ala. 
309,  27  So.  784;  Bean  v.  Chapman,  73 
Ala.  140;  Goltart  v.  Allen,  40  Ala.  155, 
88  Am.  Dec.  757;  Gray's  Admr.  v. 
Cruise,  36  Ala.  559;  Ikelheimer  v.  Chap- 
man's Admr.,  32  Ala.  676;  Lyon  v. 
Odom,  31  Ala.  234.  Cal. — Dennis  v. 
Bint,  122  Cal.  39,  54  Pac.  878.  Ga. 
Thompson  v:  Chapeau,  132  Ga.  847,  65 
S.  B.  127.  Ky. — Master's  Exr.  v.  Bien- 
ker,  87  Ky.  1,  7  S.  W.  158;  Stevenson 
V.  Huddleson,  13  B.  Mon.  299.  La. 
Duson  V.  Dupre,  32  La.  Ann.  896.  Md. 
Wilson  V.  Ireland,  4  Md.  444.  Mich. 
Benjamin  v.  Early,  123  Mich.  93,  81 
N.  W.  973.  Minn.— J»  re  Hanson,  105 
Minn.  30,  117  N.  W.  235.  Ohio.— Chil- 
dren's Home  of  Marion  County  v.  Fet- 
ter, 90  Ohio  St.  110,  106  N.  E.  761. 
Tex. — Mills  V.  Herndon,  60  Tex.  353; 
Willis  &  Bro.  v.  Ferguson,  59  Tex.  172; 
Dancy  v.  Stricklinge,  15  Tex.  557,  65 
Am.  Dee.  179.  Vt. — Steen  v.  Bennett, 
24  Vt.  303. 

[a]  The  reason  for  appointing  a  new 
administrator  need  not  be  shown  by 
the  record.  Saltonstall  v.  Eiley,  28  Ala. 
164. 

[b]  That  there  was  a  general  ad- 
ministrator will  be  presumed  from  the 
appointment  of  an  administrator  de 
bonis  non.    Sims  v.  Waters,  65  Ala.  442. 

[c]  Acceptance  of  Administrator's 
Resignation. — Where  a  second  adminis- 
trator is  appointed,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  the  court  had  duly  accepted  the 
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administrator,  or  guardian;'^  the  sale  of  a  decedent's,'^  or  ward's, 
property,^"  final  distribution,**  or  some  other  matter  of/  probate  cog- 
nizance. In  certain  jurisdictions,  however,  the  probate  court  is  one 
of  inferior  jurisdiction  whose  orders  and  decrees  are  entitled  only 
to  the  presumptions  that  attach  to  the  proceedings  of  such  inferior 
eourts.^^  A  judgment  of  a  probate  court  on  matters  not  within  its 
general  authority  is  accompanied  by  no  presumption  of  jurisdiction.^^ 

(8.)  Circuit  Courts.  —  Judgments  and  decrees  of  circuit  courts  pro- 
nounced in  the  exercise  of  their  general  jurisdiction  in  law  and  equity 
are  supported  by  all  intendments  as  to  jurisdiction  and  regularity.^* 

(9.)  County  Courts.  —  The  orders  and  judgments  of  county  courts, 
made  in  the  exercise  of  their  general  powers  are  entitled  to  the  same 
favorable  presumptions  which  are  accorded  to  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction.^^    Where  such  courts  are  of  general  unlimited  jurisdiction 


resignation  of  the  first  administrator 
and  settled  his  account.  Jennings  v. 
Le  Breton,  80  Cal.  8,  21  Pae.  1127. 

78.  Md.— Fridge  v.  State,  3  GiU  & 
J.  103,  20  Am.  Dee.  463.  Mich. — Palmer 
V.  Oakley,  2  Doug.  433,  47  Am.  Dec. 
41.  Mo. — Strouse  v.  Drennan,  41  Mo. 
289.  Ohio. — Shroyer  v.  Eichmond,  16 
Ohio  St.  455. 

79.  V.  S.— Cornett  v.  Williams,  20 
Wall.  226,  22  L.  ed.  254.  Ark.— George 
V.  Norris,  23  Ark.  121.  Ga.— Barclay 
V.  Kimsey,  72  Ga.  725.  Idaho. — Clark 
V.  Eossier,  10  Idaho  348,  78  Pac.  358. 
Mo. — Eowden  v.  Brown,  91  Mo.  429,  4 

S.  W.  129.     N.  y Sheldon  v.  Wright, 

7  Barb.  39.  Tex. — Tom  v.  Sayers,  64 
Tex.  339;  Moody  v.  Butler,  63  Tex. 
210;  Hurley  v.  Barnard,  48  Tex.  83; 
Menifee  v.  Hamilton,  32  Tex.  495; 
Lynch  v.  Baxter,  4  Tex.  331,  51  Am. 
Dec.  735.  Vt.— Doolittle  v.  Holton,  28 
Vt.  819,  67  Am.  Dec.  745.  Va.— Wood- 
house  «.  Fillbates,  77  Va.  317.  Wis. 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Grignon  V.  Astor,  1 
Pin.  137. 

[a]  Special  Power. — ^The  probate's 
power  to  sell  lands  to  pay  debts  is 
sometimes  regarded  as  special  and  lim- 
ited. Ala. — Sermon  v.  Black,  79  Ala. 
507;  Wyatt's  Admr.  v.  Eambo,  29  Ala. 
510,  69  Am.  Dec.  89.  Idaho.— Ethell  v. 
Nichols,  1  Idaho  741.  Miss. — ^Laugh- 
man  V.  Thompson,  6  Smed.  &  M.  259. 

80.  Eedmond  v.  Anderson,  18  Ark. 
449. 

81.  U.  S.— Hiller  v.  Ladd,  85  Fed. 
703,  29  C.  C.  A.  394.  Cal. — Johnson  v. 
Canty,  162  Cal.  391,  123  .  Pae.  263; 
Kaufifman  v.  Gries,  141  Cal.  295,  74 
Pac.  846;  Jewell  v.  Pierce,  120  Cal.  79, 
52  Pac.  132.    Minn.— Eddy  v.  Kelly,  72 


Minn.  32,  74  N.  W.  1020.  Mo.— Tapley 
V.  McPike,  50  Mo.  589.  Ore.— Yeatou 
V.  Barnhart,  150  Pac.  742. 

82.  Alaska. — In  re  Decker's  Estate, 
3  Alaska  106;  White's  Guardian  v. 
Martin,  2  Alaska  495;  Sylvester's 
Admr.  v.  Willson's  Admr.,  2  Alaska 
325.  Mass. — Thayer  v.  Winchester,  133 
Mass.  447;  Holyoke  v:  Haskins,  5  Pick. 
20,  16  Am.  Dec.  ,372.  R.  I.— People 's 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Wilcox,  15  E.  I.  258,  3 
Atl.  211. 

83.  Vogelsang  v.  Dougherty,  46  Tex. 
466;  Bowser  v.  Williams,  6  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  197,  25  S.  W.  453. 

84.  U.  S. — Foster  v.  Givens,  67  Fed. 
684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625.  Ala,.— Ex  parte 
Bodgers,  12  Ala.  App.  218,  67  So.  710. 
HI.— Peters  v.  Dicus,  254  111.  379,  98 
N.  E.  560.  Mo. — ^Adams  v.  Cowles,  95 
Mo.  501,  8  S.  W.  711;  Potter  v.  Whit- 
ten,  161  Mo.  App.  118,  142  S.  W.  453.     ' 

See  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e,  (IV),  (B), 
(2). 

[a]  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  County. 
Maginn  v.  Standard  Equipment  Co.,  150 
Fed.  139,  80  C.  C.  A.  15. 

[b]  Circuit  Court  of  St.  Louis. 
Bryan  v.  McCaakill  (Mo.),  175  S.  W. 
961. 

85.  la. — State  v.  Berry,  12  Iowa  58. 
Ky.— Elliott  V.  Treadway,  10  B.  Mon. 
22.  Mo. — Bingham  v.  Kollman,  256  Mo. 
578,  165  S.  W.  1097;  Zimmerman  v. 
Snowden,  88  Mo.  218.  N.  D.— Shane  v. 
Peoples,  25  N.  D.  188,  141  N.  W.  737. 
Tex.— Taffinder  v.  Merrell,  95  Tex.  95, 
65  S.  W.  177;  Weems  v.  Masterson,  80 
Tex.  45,  15  S.  W.  590;  Poor  v.  Boyce, 
12  Tex.  440;  Lynch  v.  Baxter,  4  Tex. 
431,  51  Am.  Dec.  735;  White  v.  Bedell 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W.  624;  Wil- 
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exery  presumption  accorded  any  court  upholds  their  judgments.'" 
(10.)  Federal  Courts.  — When  a  judgment  of  a  federal  court  is  at- 
tacked collaterally,  the  presumption  of  jurisdiction  as  well  as  every 
other  presumption  which  upholds  the  judgments  of  courts  of  general 
jurisdiction  accompanies  it.*' 


kin  V.  Simmons   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151 
S.  W.  1145. 

[a]  The  county  court  in  Illinois 
though  of  limited  jurisdiction,  is  not 
strictly  speaking  one  of  inferior  juris- 
diction and  when  acting  within  the 
sphere  of  its  jurisdiction  as  liberal  in- 
tendments will  be  indulged  in  favor  of 
its  judgments  and  decrees  as  those  of 
circuit  courts.  Barnett  v.  Wolf,  70  111. 
76;  Propst  v.  Meadows,  13  111.  157. 

86.  U.  S.— Harvey  v.  Tyler,  12  Wall. 
328,  17  L.  ed.  871.  Cal.— Barrett  v. 
Carney,  33  Cal.  530.  lU.— Matthews  v, 
Hoff;  113  111.  90.  Va.— De  Vaughn  v. 
Devaughn,  19  Gratt.  (60  Va.)  556. 

87.  XT.  S.— Evers  v.  Watson,  156  TT. 
S.  527,  15  Sup.  Ct.  430,  39  L.  ed.  520; 
Dowell  v.  Applegate,  152  U.  S.  327,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  611,  38  L.  ed.  463;  Watson 
V.  Bonfils,  116  Fed.  157,  53  C.  C,  A. 
535;  Skirving  v.  National  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  59  Fed.  742,  8  C.  C.  A.  241.  Ala. 
Hundley  v.  Chadwiek,  109  Ala.  575,  19 
So.  845.  Ark,— Byers  v.  Fowler,  12 
Ark.  218.  Ind.— Hays  v.  Ford,  55  Ind. 
52.  Mich. — Arnold  v.  Nye,  23  Mich. 
286.  Minn. — Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Earl,  56  Minn.  390,  57  N.  W.  938; 
Turrell  V.  Warren,  25  Minn.  9.  Miss. 
Goodsell  V.  Delta  &  Pine  Land  Co.,  72 
Miss.  580,  18  So.  452.  Mo.— Eeed  v. 
Vaughn,  15  Mo.  137,  55  Am.  Dec.  133. 
Nev.— Ea  parte  Hill,  5  Nev.  154.  N.  Y. 
Euckman  v.  Cowell,  1  N.  Y.  505;  Gris- 
wojd  V.  Sedgwick,  1  Wend.  126.  Okla. 
Bowen  v.  Carter,  42  Okla.  565,  144 
Pae.  170. 

As  to  effect  of  judgments  of  federal 
courts  in  state  courts  and  vice  versa, 
see  infrOi  XVIII. 

[a]  "The  courts  of  the  United 
States  (1)  are  all  of  limited  jurisdic- 
tion, and  their  proceedings  are  erro- 
neous, if  the  jurisdiction  be  not  shown 
upon  them.  Judgments  rendered  in 
such  cases  may  certainly  be  reversed, 
but  this  court  is  not  prepared  to  say 
that  they  are  absolute  nullities,  which 
may  be  totally  disregarded."  Marshall 
in  Kempes  Lessee  v.  Kennedy,  5  Cranch 
173,  3  L.   ed.  70;   MeCormiek  v.  Sul- 
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livan,  10  Wheat.  192,  199,  6  L.  ed.  300. 
(2)  Their  jurisdiction,  though  limited 
to  certain  subject-matter,  is'  general  as 
to  all  such  matters,  and  their  judgments 
upon  such  subject-matter  are  entitled 
to  the  same  presumptions  as  other 
courts  of  general  jurisdiction.  See 
Grignon's  Lessee  v.  Astor  2  How.  (IT. 
S.)  319,  11  L.  ed.  283. 

[b]  "Although  the  presumption  in 
every  stage  of  a  cause  in  a  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  is  that  the 
court  is  without  jurisdiction  unless  the 
contrary  affirmatively  appears  from  the 
record,  .  .  .  yet,  if  such  jurisdiction 
does  not  so  appear,  the  judgment  or 
final  decree  cannot,  for  that  reason,  be 
collaterally'  attacked,  or  treated  as  a, 
nullity."  Dowell  v.  Applegate,  152  U. 
S.  327,  14  Sup.  Ct.  611,  38  L.  ed.  463. 

[c]  As  to  Both  Subject-Matter  and 
Parties. — Ex  parte  Cuddy,  131  U.  S.  280, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  703,  33  L.  ed.  154. 

fd]  The  United  States  courts  in  the 
Indian  Territory-  were  courts  of  superior 
jurisdiction  whose  judgments  were  en- 
titled to,  every  presumption  as  to  juris- 
diction and  regularity.  Steele  V.  Kelley, 
32  Okla.  547,  122  Pac.  934. 

[e]  The  district  court  as  a  court  of  / 
bankruptcy  is  a  court  of  limited  juris- 
diction, but  its  judgments  upon  ques- 
tions specially  made  subject  to  its  jur- 
isdiction by  section  2  of  the  bankruptcy 
act,  possess  all  the  incidents  and  qual- 
ities of  finality  and  conclusiveness  ap- 
pertaining to  judgments  of  courts  of 
general  jurisdiction.  Edelstein  v. 
United  States,  149  Fed.  636,  79  C.  0.  A. 
328. 

[f]  Admiralty  court  proceedings 
have  been  denied  this  presumption  of 
jurisdiction.  Gould  v.  Jacobson,  58 
Mich.  288,  25  N.  W.  194. 

[g]  Confiscation  Proceedings. — A  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States,  has 
been  held  a  court  of  limited  jurisdic- 
tion in  confiscation  proceedings  and  its 
judgment  held  void  where  the  record 
showed  neither  an  order  for  seizure  nor 
an  actual  seizure  of  the  laud.  Mason 
c.  Tuttle,  75  Va_.  105. 
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(11.)  Foreign  Judgments.  —  The  application  of  the  rules  hereinbefore 
discussed,  to  foreign  judgments  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  article.^* 

(C.)  Wheke  Jueismctional  Matters  Shown  on  Eecoi^d.. —  (1.)  Generally. 
The  presumptions  of  jurisdiction  heretofore  discussed  are  predicated 
uppn  a  silent  record.  They  cannot  arise  in  opposition  to  the  record 
itself  for  it  is  presumed  to  speak  the  truth.^®  Where,  therefore,  the 
record  shows  what  was  done  by  way  of  obtaining  jurisdiction  there  can 
be  no  presumption  that  anything  different  was  done,^"  and  if  the  facts 


88.  See  infra,  XVIII. 

89.  See  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (IV), 
(B). 

90.  U.  S.— Old  Wayne  Mut.  Life 
Assn.  V.  MeDonough,  204  TJ.  S.  8,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  236,  51  L.  ed.  345;  Diek  v. 
Poraker,  155  U.  S.  404,  15  Sup.  Ot.  124, 
39  L.  ed.  201;  Cheely  v.  Clayton,  110 
U.  S.  701,  4  S^p.  Ct.  328,  28  L.  ed. 
298;  Settlemier  v.  Sullivan,  97  U.  S. 
444,  24  L.  ed.  1110;  Galpin  v.  Page,  18 
Wall.  350,  21  L.  ed.  959;  Pensacola 
State  Bank  v.  Thornbeiry,  226  Fed. 
611,  141  C.  C.  A.  367;  Butterfield  v. 
MiUer,  195  Fed.  200,  115  C.  0.  A.  152; 
Indiana  &  Arkansas  Lumb.  &  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Brinkley,  164  Fed.  963,  91  C.  C.  A. 
91;  Johnson  v.  Hunter,  147  Fed.  133,  77 
C.  C,  A.  359.  Ala.— Medley  v.  Shipes, 
58  So.  304.  Ark.— Crittenden  Lumb, 
Co.  V.  McDougal,  101  Ark.  390,  142  S. 
W.  836;  Winn  v.  Campbell,  94  Ark.  338, 
126  S.  W.  1059;  Grlmmett  «.  Askew, 
48  Ark.  151,  2  S.  W.  707;  Evans  v. 
PercifuU,  5  Ark.  424.  Cal.— Hahn  v. 
Kelly,  34  Cal.  391,,  94  Am.  Dec.  742. 
Colo. — Empire  Ranch  &  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Farmer,  24  Colo.  App.  45,  131  Pac.  799. 
Del.— Prankel  v.  Satterfield,  9  Houst. 
201,  19  Atl.  898.  Ga. — Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Cooper,  2  Ga.  App.  376,  58 
S.  E.  517.  m. — ^Aldridge  v.  Matthews, 
2S7  HI.  202,  100  N.  E.  536;  Miller  v. 
Rowan,  251  111.  344,  /96  N.  B.  285; 
iPeople  ex  rel.  Raymond  v.  Talmadge, 
194  m.  67,  61  N.  E.  1049;  Lancaster 
V.  Snow,   184  111.   534,   56  N.   E.    813; 

,  Dickey  v.  Chicago,  152  111.  468,  38  N. 
E.  932;  'Anderson  v.  Hawhe,  115  Jll. 
33,  3  N.  E.  566;  Clark  v.  Thompson,  47 
m.  25,  95  Am.  Dec.  457;  SViggart  v. 
Harber,  ,5  Bl.  364,  39  Am.  Dec.  418; 
Buckmaster  v.  Carlin,  4  111.  104.  Ind. 
Beavers  v.  Bess,  58  Ind.  App.  287,  108 
N.  E.  266.  la.— Oziah  v.  Howard,  149 
Iowa  199,  128  N.  W.  364;  Mahoney  v. 
State  Ins.  Co.,  133  Iowa  570,  110  N.  W. 
1041;  Thornily  v.  Prentice,  121  Iowa 
89,  96  N.  W.  728.  Kan.— Mickel  v. 
Hicks,  19  Kan.  578,  27  Am.  Rep.  161. 


Ky.— Baker  v.  Baker,  Eccles  &  Co.,  162 
Ky.  683,  173  S.  W.  109.  Mich.— 7m  re 
Phillips,  158  Mich.  155,  122  Ni  W. 
554;  Tromble  v.  Hoffman,  130  Mich. 
676,  90  N.  W.  694;  Peters  v.  Youngs, 
122  Mich.  484,  81  N.  W.  263.  Minn. 
Barber  v.  Morris,  37  Minn.  194,  33  N. 
W.  559.  Mo.— Kunzi  v.  Hickman,  243 
Mo.  103,  147  S.  W.  1002;  Smith  v. 
Young,  136  Mo.  App.  65,  117  S.  W.  628. 
Neb.— Jm  re  Nelson 's  Est.,  81  Neb.  363, 
115  N.  W.  1087;  Banking  House  v. 
Dukes,  70  Neb.  648,  97  N.  W.  805; 
Cizek  V.  Cizek,  69  Neb.  797,  99  N.  W. 
28;  Fogg  V.  Ellis,  61  Neb.  829,  86  N. 
W.  494;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hitchcock  County,  60  Neb.  722,  84  N. 
W.  97.  S.  D.— Carter  v.  Frahm,  31  S. 
D.  379,  141  N.  W.  370.  Tex.— Houston 
Oil  Co.  V.  Davis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  132 
S.  W.  808.  Vt.— Hopkins  v.  Heywood, 
86  Vt.  486,  86  Atl.  305.  Wis.- O'Mal- 
ley  V.  Pricke,  104  Wis.  280,  80  N.  W. 
436. 

[a]  The  United  States  supreme  court 
has  stated  the  rule  thus :  "  .  .  .  Such 
presumptions,  .  .  .  only  arise  with 
respect  to  jurisdictional  facts  concern- 
ing which  the  record  is  silent.  Pre- 
sumptions are  only  indulged  to  supply 
the  absence  of  evidence  or  averments 
respecting  the  facts ,  presumed.  They 
have  no  place  for  consideration  when 
the  evidence  is  disclosed  or  the  aver- 
ment is  made.  When,  therefore,  the 
record  states  the  evidence  or  makes  an 
averment  with  reference  to  a  jurisdic- 
tional fact,  it  will  be  understood  to 
speak  the  truth  on  that  point,  and  it 
will  not  be  presumed  that  there  was 
■  other   or   different   evidence   respecting 

the  fact,  or  that  the  fact  was  other- 
wise than  as  averred. ' '  Galpin  v.  Page, 
18  Wall.   (TT.  8.)   350,  21  L.  ed.  959. 

[b]  Reason  for  the  Rule. — "Were 
not  this  so  it  would  never  be  possible 
to  attack  collaterally  the  judgment  of 
a  superior  court,  although  a  want  of 
jurisdiction  might  be  apparent  upon  its 
face;  the  answer  to  the  attack  would 
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thus  affirmatively  disclosed  upon  the  record  are  insufScient  to  confer 
jurisdiction  the  judgment  is  a  nullity  and  subject  to  collateral  attack." 

(2.)  Jurisdiction  of  Sulject-Matter.  —  Want  of  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  appearing  affirmatively  upon  the  record  renders  the 
judgment  a  nullity  and  the  parties  may  disregard  it.*^ 

(3.)  Jwrisdiction  of  Parties. —  (a.)  In  General.  —  A  failure  of  the  COUrt 
to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  parties,  when  disclosed  by  an  examina- 
tion of  the  record  itself,  renders  a  personal  judgment  subject  to  col- 
lateral attack.** 


always  be  that,  notwithstanding  the 
evidence  or  the  averment,  the  neces- 
sary facts  to  support  the  judgment  are 
presumed."  Galpin  v.  Page,  18  Walll 
(U.  S.)  350,  -21  L.  ed.  959. 

91.  TJ.  S.— Galpin  v.  Page,  18  Wall. 
350,  21  L.  ed.  959;  Pensacola  State 
Bank  v.  Thornberry,  226  Fed.  611; 
Cohen  v.  Portland  Lodge  No.  142,  B.  P. 
O.  E.,  152  Fed.  357,  81  C.  C.  A.  483. 
Ark.— Price  v.  Gunn,  170  S.  W.  247; 
McDonald  v.  Ft.  Smith  &  W.  E.  Co., 
105  Ark.  5,  150  S.  W.  135;  Crittenden 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  McDougal,  101  Ark.  390, 
142  S.  W.  836;  Winn  v.  Campbell,  94 
Ark.  338,  126  S.  W.  1059;  Ayers  v. 
Anderson-Tully  Co.,  89  Ark.  160,  116 
8.  W.  199;  Greenstreet  v.  Thornton,  60 
Ark.  369,  30  S.  W.  347;  Ex  parte 
Woods,  3  Ark.  532.  Oal. — Crouch  v.  H.  L. 
Miller  &  Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac.  880; 
Parsons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal.  410,  77  Pac. 
1007.  Colo. — Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton,  53 
Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512;  Empire  Eaneh  & 
Cattle  Co.  V.  Farmer,  24  Colo.  App.  45, 
131  Pac.  799;  Empire  Ranch  &  Cattle 
Co.  V.  Coleman,  23  Colo.  App.  351,  129 
Pac.  522;  Empire  Eanch  &  Cattle  Co. 
V.  Irwin,  23  Colo.  App.  206,  128  Pac. 
867;  Gibson  v.  Austin,  23  Colo.  App. 
220,  128  Pac.  859;  Bloomer  v.  Jones, 
22  Colo.  App.  404,  125  Pac.  541.  D61. 
Frankel  v-  Satterfield,  9  Houst.  201,  19 
Atl.  898.  D.  C— Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1 
App.  Cas.  223.  Ga.— Bedingfield  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  4  Ga.  App.  197,  61 
S.  E.  30.  111. — Aldridge  v.  Matthews, 
257  111.  202,  100  N.  E.  536;  Swearengen 
V.  Gulick,  67  111.  208;  Clark  v.  Thomp- 
son, 47  111.  25,  95  Am.  Dec.  457.  la. 
Hawk  V.  Day,  148  Iowa  47,  126  N.  W. 
955.  Kan. — ^Mickel  v.  Hicks,  19  Kan. 
578,  27  Am.  Eep.  161.  Ky.— Baker  v. 
Baker,  Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173 
S.  W.  109;  Carpenter  v.  Moprelock,  151 
Ky.  506,  152  S.  W.  575.  Mich.— In  re 
Phillips,  158  Mich.  155,  122  N.  W.  554. 
Minn. — Jewett  v.  Iowa  Land  Co.,    64 
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Minn.  531,  67  N.  W.  639;  Barber  v. 
Morris,  37  Minn.  194,  33  N.  W.  559.' 
Mo. — Kunzi  v.  Hickman,  243  Mo.  103, 
147  S.  W.  1002.  Neb. — Minnesota 
Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  L'Heureux, 
82  Neb.  692,  118  N.>  W.  565; 
Aldrich  v.  Steen,  71  Neb.  33, 
98  N.  W.  445,  100  N.  W.  811; 
Banking  House  of  A.  Castett'er  v. 
Dukes,  70  Neb.  648,  97  N.  W.  805. 
Tex. — Lufkin  v.  Galveston,  73  Tex.  340, 
11  S.  W.  340;  Hill  &  Jahns  v.  Lofton 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.  67;  Water- 
man Lumber  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Eobins 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W.  360;  Hous- 
ton Oil  Co.  V.  Davis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
132  8.  W.  808.  Wis — Minneapolis 
Threshing  Machine  Co.  v.  Ashauer, 
142  Wis.  646,  126  N.  W.  113;  O'Malley. 
V.  Fricke,  104  Wis.  280',  80  N.  W.  436. 
[a]  A  decree  of  insolvency  will  not 
be  presumed  valid,  where  it  shows  on 
its  face  that  it  was  rendered  several 
years  after  the  court  had  lost  juris- 
diction of  the  estate.  Medley  v.  Shipes, 
177  Ala.  94,  58  So.  304. 

92.  XT.  S. — Johnson  v.  North  Star 
Lumb.  Co.,  206  Fed.  624,  125  G.  C.  A. 
118;  John  II  Estate  v.  Brown,  201  Fed. 
224,  119  C.  C.  A.  458.  Ga.— Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  2  Ga.  App. 
376,  58  8.  E.  517.  lU.— People  v.  Clark, 
268  HI.  156,  108  N.  E.  994.  Minn. 
Thelen  v.  Thelen,  75  Minn.  433,  78  N. 
W.  108.  Mont. — Evans  v.  Oregon  Short 
Line  E.  Co.,  51  Mont.  107^^149  Pac. 
715.  N.  J.— Crawford  v.  Lees,  84  N.  J. 
Eq.  324,  93  Atl.  201.  Okla.— I»  re 
Moore's  Guardianship,  152  Pac.  378; 
First  State  Bank  v.  Lattimer,  149  Pac. 
1099.  Tex. — ^Waterman  Lumb.  &  Sup- 
ply Co.  V.  Eobins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159 
S.  W.  360. 

93.  U.  S.— Priest  v.  Board  of  Trus- 
tees of  Las  Vegas,  232  IT.  8.  604,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  443,  58  L.  ed.  751.  Ark.— Ea; 
parte  Woods,  34  Ark.  291.  La. — Jacobs 
V.   Kansas  City,  ,S.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  134 


JUDGMENTS 


441 


(b.)  Process  Wanting  m  Defective.  —  Unless  process  is  waived  by  ap- 
pearance or  otherwise,  a  personal  judgment  would  not  be  bindingxon 
the  parties,  when  the  record  affirmatively  shows  that  no  process  was 
ever  issued  in  the  case  or  that  one  was  issued  which  contained  a  fatal 
defect.^*  But  the  judgment  is  not  open  to  collateral  attack  merely  be- 
cause the  record  shows  a  defect  or  irregularity  in  the  summons  which 
does  not  render  the  judgment  void.*" 


La.  389,  64  So.  150.  Mo. — Givens  v. 
Harlow,  251  Mo.  231,  158  S.  W.  355. 
Okla. — Jefferson  v.  Gallagher,  150  Pae. 
1071. 

[a]  Personal  Judgment  on  Con- 
structive Service. — A  general  and  per- 
sonal judgment  rendered  against  the 
defendant  is  void  where  the  record  af- 
firmatively shows  that  it  was  rendered 
on  constructive  service  and  defendant 
defaulted.  Givens  v.  Harlow,  251  Mo. 
■231,  158  S.  W.  355. 

94.  U.  S. — ^Prawley,  Bundy  &  Wilcox 
V.  Pennsylvania  Casualty  Co.,  124  Fed. 
259;  Citizens  Bank  v.  Brooks,  23 
Blatchf.  137,  23  Fed.  21.  Cal.— Pioneer 
Land  Co.  v.  Maddux,  109  Cal.  633,  42 
Pac.  295.  Conn. — Porter  v.  Orient  Ins. 
Co.,  72  Conn.  519,  45  Atl.  7.  Fla. 
MeGehee  v.  "Wilkins,  31  Fla.  83,  12  So. 
228.  BL— Dickey  v.  Chicago,  152  111. 
468,  38  N.  B.  932;  Haywood  v.  Collins, 
60  111.  328;  Oppenheimer  v.  Giershofer, 
54  111.  App.  38.  Ind. — Cavanaugh  v. 
Smith,  84  Ind.  380.  la.— Beeman  v. 
Kitzman,  124  Iowa  86,  99  N.  W.  171; 
Kitsmiller  v.  Kitchpn,  24  Iowa  163.  Ky. 
Neweomb  v.  Newcomb,  13  Bush  544, 
26  4m.  Eep.  222.  La. — Williams  v. 
Clark,  11  La.  Ann.  761.  Me.— Inhab.  of 
Winslow  V.  Inhab.  of  Troy,  97  Me.  130, 
53  Atl.  1008.  Mass. — Needham  v. 
Thayer,  147  Mass.  536,  18  N.  E.  429; 
Downs  V.  Fuller,  2  Mete.  135,  35  Am. 
Dec.  393.  Miss. — Harrington  v.  Wof- 
ford,  46  Miss.  31;  Enos  v.  Smith,  7 
Smed.  &  M.  85.  Mo. — Kunzi  v.  Hick- 
man, 2*43  Mo.  103,  147  S.  W.  1002; 
Childs  V.  Shannon's  Admr.,  16  Mo.  331; 
Stuckert  v.  Thompson,  181  Mo.  App. 
518,  164  S.  W.  692;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hughes,  10  Mo.  App.  7.  Nel). — Min- 
nesota Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  L'Heureux, 
82  Neb.  692,  118  N.  W.  565;  Aldrich 
V.  Steen,  71  Neb.  33,  98  N.  W.  445,  100 
N.  W.  311;  Jaster  v.  Currie',  69  Neb. 
4,  94  N.  W.  995;  Fogg  v.  Ellis,  61  Neb. 
829,  86  N.  W.  494;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
E.  Co.  V.  Hitchcock  County,  60  Neb. 
722,  84  N.  W.  97;  Kaufmann  v.  Drexel, 
56  Neb.  229,  76  N.  W.  559;   Campbell 


Printing  Press  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Harder, 
Luse  &  Co.,  50  Neb.  283,  69  N.  W.  774; 
Enewold  v.  Olsen,  39  Neb.  59,  57  N. 
W.  765;  Haynes  v.  Aultman,  etc.  Co., 
36  Neb,  257,  54  N.  W.  511.  N.  Y. 
Bonnet  ».  Lachman,  65  Hun  554,  20  N. 
Y.  Supp.  514,  48  N  Y.  St  749;  Callahan 
V.  Gerbereux,  153  App.  Div.  71,  137 
N.  Y.  Supp.  996;  McGill  v.  Weill,  10 
N.  Y.  Supp.  246.  Okla. — Jefferson  v. 
Gallagher  150  Pac.  1071.  S.  C— Stan- 
ley V.  Stanley,  35  S.  C.  94,  14  S.  E. 
675.  Tex. — San  Bernardo  Townsite 
Co.  V.  Hocker,  176  S.  W.  644;  Parker 
V.  Spencer,  61  Tex.  155;  Earnest  v. 
Glaser,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  378,  74  S.. 
W.  605;  Caplen  v.  Compton,  5  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  410,  27  S.  W.  24.  W.  Va.— Fowler 
V.  Lewis'  Admr.,  36  W.  Va.  112,  14  S. 
E.  447;  Hall  v.  Hall,  30  W.  Va.  779, 
5  S.  'E.  260. 

[a]  Notice  of  Inquisition.7— A  decree 
of  the  probate  court,  upon  application 
of  municipal  offi,cers,  adjudging  a  per- 
son to  be  of  unsound  mind  and  ap- 
pointing a  guardian  for  him,  is  void 
and  collaterally  attackable,  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  fourteen  days  prior  notice 
authorized  by  statute  was  not  given 
to  him  and  no  inquisition  was  had. 
Inhab.  of  Winslow  v.  Inhab.  of  Troy, 
97  Me.  130,  53  Atl.  1008. 

[b]  A  personal  judgment  against  a 
non-resident  upon  service  of  process 
beyond  the  state  is  subject  to  collateral 
attack.  U.  S. — Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95 
U,  S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  565.  Conn.— Por- 
ter V.  Orient  Ins.  Co.,  72  Conn.  519,  45 
Atl.  7.  Mass. — Needham  v.  Thayer,  147 
Mass.  536,  18  N.  E.  429.  Tex.— San 
Bernard  Townsite  Co.  v.  Hocker 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  176  S.  W.  644. 

[c]  A  judgment  restoring  a  lost 
record  without  notice  to  the  parties  to 
be  affected  thereby  and  on  an  ex  parte 
affidavit,  is  a  nullity  and  binding  on  no 
one.     Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111.  307. 

95.  Ala. — Foster  v.  Thompson,  10 
Ala.  App.  365,  65  So.  414.  Cal.— Zm  re 
James'  Estate,  99  Cal.  374,  33  Pae. 
1122.     Ky.— Farnsworth  v.  Barret,  146 

Vol.  XV 


442 


JUDGMENTS 


(c.)  Defects  in  Service. —  In  the  absence  of  a  voluntary  appearance, 
an  entire  failure  to  serve  the  summons,  or  a  wholly  inadequate  service 
when  shown  by  the  irecord,  would  avoid  the  judgment  collaterally.®* 


Ky.   556,   142   S.   W.     1049.      W.    Va. 
Ambler  v.  Leaeh,  15  W.  "Va.  677. 
See  generally  the  title  "Process." 

[a]  The  process  is  sufficient  col- 
laterally if  it  informs  the  defendant 
of  the  nature  of  the  proceedings,  of 
the  interest  he  has  in  them  and  of  the 
court  where  the  hearing  will  take  place. 
111.— Goudy  V.  Hall,  36  Dl.  313,  87  Am. 
Dee.  217.  Ind. — Montgomery  v.  "Wasem, 
116  Ipd.  343,  15  N.  e:  795,  19  N.  E. 
184.  Mo. — Thompson  v.  Chicago,  etc. 
Ey.  I  Co.,  110  Mo,  147,  19  S.  W.  77. 
Jb]  Matters  of  Form.  —  That  the 
process  does  not  conform  to  the  statute 
in  matters  of  mere  form  is  of  no  im- 
portance collaterally.  Me. — ^Boynton  v. 
Fly,  12  Me.  17.  N".  Y. — ^Denman  v.  Mc- 
Guire,  101  N.  Y.  161,  4  N.  B.  278.  Vt. 
Allen  V.  Huntington,  2  Aiken  249,  16 
Am.  Dee.  702. 

[c]  An  error  in  the  date  of  the  sum- 
mons is  not  fatal  collaterally.  Chicago 
Dock  &  Canal  Co.  «.  Kiuzie,  93  111. 
415. 

[d]  Omission  of  Clerk's  Signature. 
Ambler  v.  Leach,  15  W.  Va.  677. 

[e]  Amendable  Defects. — Where  the 
defendant  has  notice  of  the  suit  and 
fails  to  object  to  defects  in  process, 
he  is  estopped  by  the  judgment  from 
thereafter  questioning  them.  Baker  v. 
Thompson,  "75  Ga.  164. 

[f]  An  incorrect  designation  in  the 
process  will  not  affect  the  proceedings 
when  attacked  collaterally.  Thus  a 
summons  against  "Miss  Sue  Dixon"  is 
sufficient  to  support  a  judgment  against 
"Sue  E.  Dixon."  Dixon  v.  Melton,  137 
^j.  689,  126  S.  W.  358.  See  also 
Farnsworth  v.  Barret,  146  Ky.  556;  142 
S.  W.  1049;  Ordean  v.  Grannis,  118 
Minn.  117,  136  N.  W.  575. 

[g]  An  erroneous  return  day  in 
the  summons  does  not  render  the 
process  void  (Jones  v.  Danforth,  71 
Neb.  722,  99  N.  W.  495),  a  process 
requiring  the  defendant  to  answer  in 
an  interval  less  than  that  to  which  he 
is  by  law  entitled.  Whitwell  v.  Barbier, 
7  Cal.  54,  63. 

[h]  The  praecipe  serves  as  a  guide 
to  the  clerk  in  issuing  the  summons 
and  likewise  serves  to  mark  the  time 
when  the  action  begins  even  though 
the  clerk  should  be  dilatory  in  issuing 
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the  summons.  Its  filing  is  not  jurisdic- 
tional and  defects  in  it  do  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  proceedings.  Me- 
Millon  V.  Harrison,  66  Fla.  200,  63  So. 
427.  ,    ; 

96.  U.  S.— Webster  v.  Eeid,  11  How. 
437,  13  L.  ed.  761.  Fla — Haddock  v. 
Wright,  25  Fla.  202,  5  So.  813.  Ind. 
Anderson  v.  Miller,  4  Blatchf.  417. 
Kan. — Pray  v.  Jenkins,  47  Kan.  599, 
28  Pac.  716.  La. — Simpson  v.  Hope,  23 
La.  Ann.  557;  Gaiennie  v.  Akins'  Exr., 
17  La.  .42,  36  Am.  Dec.  604;  Pilie  v. 
Kenner,  16  La.  570;  Thomas  v.  Breed- 
love,  6  La.  573.  Me. — Penobscot  E.  Co. 
V.  Weeks,  52  Me.  456.  Mo. — Feurt  v. 
Caster,  174  Mo.  289,  73  S.  W.  576; 
McClanahan  v.  West,  100  Mo.  309,  13 
S.  W.  674;  Smith  v.  Eoss,  7  Mo.  463. 
Neb. — Gibson  v.  Sexson,  82  Neb.  475, 
118  N.  W.  77.  N.  Y.—In  re  Stilwell's 
Estate,  139  N.  Y.  337,  34  N.,  E.  777; 
Baldwin  v.  Kimmel,  16  Abb.  Pr.  353,  1 
Eobt.  109;  Porter  v.  Bronson,  19  Abb. 
Pr.  236,  29  How.  Pr.  292.  N.  C— Isley  • 
V.  Boon,  113  N.  C.  249,  18  S.  E.  174; 
Grubb  V.  Lookabill,  100  N.  C.  267,  6 
S.  B.  390.  S.  D.— Phillips  v.  PhUlips, 
13  S.  D.  231,  83  N.  W.  94.  Tex.— Gal- 
loway V.  Bank,  56  S.  W.  236;  Roller 
V.  Eied,  87  Tex.  69,  26  S.  W.  1060. 

See  generally  the  title  "Service  of 
Process  and  Papers." 

[a]  On  Former  Agent. — SeWice  upon 
a  person  who  had  at  one  time  been 
an  agent  of  the  defendant  but  who  at 
the  time  of  service  was  no  longer  such, 
confers  no  jurisdiction.  Eureka  Mer- 
cantile Co.  V.  California  Ins.  Co.,  130 
Cal.  153,  62  Pac.  393.  \ 

[b]  Attempted  service  upon  a  cor- 
poration by  serving  persons  who  at  the 
time  were  not  officers  of  the  corpora- 
tion will  not  give  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion, and  its  decree  is  subject  to  col- 
lateral attack.  Campbell  Printing 
Press  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marder,  Luse  & 
Co.,  50  Neb.  283,  69  N.  W.  774. 

[c]  Where  the  statute  requires  serv- 
ice by  the  sheriff  of  one  county  and  the 
record  shows  service  by  the  sheriff  of 
another  county  the  judgment  is  col- 
laterally- attackable  notwithstanding  a 
general  recital  of  due  and  legal  service. 
Munson  «.,  Pawnee  Cattle  Co.,  53  Colo. 
337,  126  Pac.  275. 
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An  irregularity  in  the  manner  of,  service  is  not  available  on  collateral 
attack  where  it  appears  that  the  defendant  was  in  fact  served.'^ 

(d.)  Setum  Defective.  —  The  return  appearing  upon  the  record  may 
show  such  want  of  jurisdiction  as  to  invalidate  the  judgment.^^  An 
informal  or  imperfect  return,  however,  which  does  not  defeat  the 
court's  jurisdiction  will  not  subject  the  judgment  to  impeachment  in 
a  collateral  proceeding,^^  particularly  where  the    adgment  recites  that 


[d]  Service  upon  minor  under  four- 
teen years  made  upon  the  minor  per- 
sonally will  not  confer  jurisdiction, 
where  the  statute  requires  such  service 
to  be  made  upon  the  minor's  father, 
mother  or  guardian.  Herdlicka  v. 
Evans,  165  Iowa  207,  145  N.  W.  84. 
See  generally  the  title  "Infants." 

[e]  Iieaving  a  Copy  at  Defendant's 
Late  Besidence. — ^Minnesota  Thresher 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Li'Heureux,  82  Neb.  692, 
118  N,  W.  565. 

97.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Howard-Harrison 
Iron  Co.,  119  Ala.  484,  24  So.  516; 
Foster  v.  Thompson,  10  Ala.  App.  365, 
65  So.  414.  Ark. — Webster  v.  Daniel, 
47  Ark.  131,  14  S.  W.  550.  Ind. 
Hawkins  v.  McDougal,  126  Ind.  539,  25 
N.  E.  820.  la.— Thornily  v.  Prentice, 
121  Iowa  89,  96  N.  W.  728;  Longue- 
ville  V.  May,  115  Iowa  709,  87  N.  W. 
432;  Ballinger  v.  Tarbell,  16  Iowa  491, 
85  Am.  Dec.  527.  Miss. — Harrington  v. 
"Wofford,  46  Miss.  31.  Neb.— Campbell 
Printing  Press  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marder, 
I/use  &  Co.,  50  Neb.  283,  69  N.  W. 
774;  Gandy  v.  Jolly,  35  Neb.  711,  53 
N.  W.  658.  Tex. — Batjer  v.  Eoberts 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  W.  841.  Vt. 
Allen  V.  Hall,  8  Vt.  34. 

[a]  Service  two  days  before  return 
day  when  the  statute  requires  service 
to  be  made  three  days  before  the  re- 
turn day,  will  not  render  the  judgment 
subject  to  collateral  attack.  Foster  v. 
Thompson,  10  Ala.  App.  365,  65  So. 
414. 

[b]  That  process  was  served  after 
the  return  day  does  not  invalidate  the 
judgment,  where  defendant  could  have 
answered  long  before  judgment.  Batjer 
V.  Eoberts  (Tex.),  148  S.  "W.  841. 

[c]  Beading  the  summons  instead  of 
delivering  it  to  defendant  is  a  mere 
irregularity.  Gandy  v.  Jolly,  35  Neb. 
711,  53  N.  W.  658. 

[d]  Service  on  the  agent  of  a  for- 
eign corporation  designated  to  accept 
process  was  good  on  collateral  attack 
although  made  in  a  county  where  no 
designation  of   agency  was  filed,   and 


though  there  was  no  agent  in  the  coun- 
ty where  the  land  in  suit  was  situated. 
Austin  V.  King,  25  Colo.  App.  363,  138 
Pac.  57. 

[e]  Service  in  Wrong  County. — That 
the  service  of  process  was  made  upon 
defendant  in  a  county  other  than  that 
of  his  residence  is  not  ground  for  col- 
lateral attack  on  a  judgment  of  a  court 
of  general  jurisdiction.  Wing  v.  Little, 
163  III.  App.  468. 

98.  Cal. — Hyde  v.  Redding,  74  Cal. 
493,  16  Pac.  380.  Del. — ^Frankel  v. 
Satterfield,  9  Houst.  201,  19  Atl.  898. 
Mo. — Givens  v.  Harlow,  251  Mo.  231, 
158  S.  W.  355;  Priest  v.  Capitain,  236 
Mo.  446,  139  S.  W.  204;  Stuckert  v. 
Thompson,  181  Mo.  App.  518,  164  S.  W. 
692. 

[a]  An  unsworn  return  by  a  con- 
stable will  rebut  the  presumption  of 
jurisdiction  arising  from  recitals  in  the 
decree,  where  the  statute  requires  such 
return  to  be  verified.  Herdlicka  v. 
Evans,  165  Iowa  207,  145  N.  W.  84. 

[b]  Affidavit  by  Deputy  in  His  Own 
Name. — Where  proof  of  extraterritorial 
service  is  made  by  a  deputy  in  his  own 
name,  the  judgment  is  thereby  in- 
validated; the  process  being  directed  to 
the  sheriff.  Stuckert  v.  Thompson,  l'81 
Mo.  App.  518,  164'  S.  W.  692. 

[e]  A  return  mad©  before  a  deputy 
clerk  is  fatally  defective,  and  confers 
no  jurisdiction,  where  the  statute  re- 
quires service  of  process  in  a  sister 
state  shall  be  proved  by  an  afldavit-  of 
an  oflcer  of  the  sister  state  making 
the  service,  made  before  the  clerk  or 
judge  of  the  court  of  which  affiant  is 
an  officer. '  Givens  v.  Harlow,  251  Mo. 
231,  158  S.  W.  355;  Priest  v.  Capitain, 
236  Mo.  446,  139  S.  W.  204. 

99.  Ark. — Scott  v.  Pleasants,  21  Ark. 
364.  Cal.-^Newman's  Estate,  75  Cal. 
213,  16  Pac.  887;  Drake  v.  Duvenick, 
45  Cal.  455;  Peck  v.  Strauss,  33  Cal. 
678;  Musser  v.  Fitting,  26  Cal.  App. 
746,  148  Pac.  536;  Shirran  v.  Dallas, 
21  Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pac.  454,  462. 
Conn.— Morey  v.  Hoyt,  62  Conn.  542, 
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tHe  complaint   and   summons  in  the   case   had   been   duly   served.^ 
(e.)     Where  Appearance  Shown. — (AA,)    In  General. —  A  party  who  sur- 
renders himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  not  in  position  to 
attack  the  judgment  collaterally  for  lack  of  jurisdiction  over  him- 

self.2 


26  Atl.  127.  Ha.— McMillon  v.  Har- 
rison, 66  na.  200,  63  So.  427.  HI. 
.Lancaster  v.  Snow,  184  111.  534,  56  N. 
E.  813.  Ind.— Hollingsworth  v.  State, 
111  Ind.  28a,  12  N.  B.  490.  la.— Wil- 
son V.  Call,  49  Iowa  463'.  Kan. — Ax- 
man  V.  Dueker,  45  Kan.  179,  25  Pae. 
582.  Minn. — Gribble  v.  Livermore,  64~^ 
Minn.  396,  67  N.  W.  218;  Brown  v.  At- 
water,  25  Minn.  520.  Miss. — Kelly  v. 
Harrison,  69  Miss.  856,  12  So.  261; 
Eigby  V.  Lefevre,  58  Miss.  639;  Crizer 
V.  Gorren,  41  Miss.  563;  Campbell  v. 
'Hays,  41  Miss.  561.  N.  C— McElrath 
V.  Butler,  29  N.  C.  398.  N.  D.— Han- 
son V.  Franklin,  19  N.  D.  259,  123  N. 
W.  386.  Ohio. — Paulin  v.  Sparrow,  91 
Ohio  St.  279,  110  N.  E.  528.  Ore. 
Bank  of  Colfax  v.  Richardson,  34  Ore. 
518,  54  Pac.  359.  Pa.— Brundred  v.  Eg- 
bert, 164  Pa.  615,  30  Atl.  503;   Sloan 

V.  McKinstry,  18  Pa.  120.    Tex Batjer 

V.  Roberts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  "W. 
841.    Va.— Ferguson  v.  Teel,  82  Va.  690. 

[a]  It  is  not  a  good  objection  that 
the  return  omits  to  state  a  delivery  of 
the  process  upon  the  defendant  named 
therein  "in  person."  Brooks  v.  Powell 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  "W.  809. 

[b]  Made  Too  Late, — A  return  upon 
the  summons  not  made  within  the 
period  required  by  statute  will  not  ren- 
der the  judgment  impeachable  col- 
laterally. Sacramento  Bank  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 146  Cal.  .-745,  81  Pac.  138; 
Eivard  v.  Gardner,  39  HI.  125. 

[c]  That  the  place  of  service  is  not 
state  is  not  fatal.  Stoddard  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Mattice,  10  S.  D.  253,  72  N.  "W. 
891. 

[d]  Variance. — (1)  An  immaterial 
variance  in  the  return  is  not  ground  for 
collateral  attack.  Kavanagh  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512.  (2) 
Spelling  defendant's  name  "George  B. 
Hamilton"  in  the  return  whereas  her 
name  was  Georgie  B.  Hamilton,  will  not 
overcome  a  recital  of  proper  service  in 
the  judgment.  Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton, 
53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512. 

[e]  Verification. — (1^  It  is  not  a 
good  objection  that  the  return  is  not 
verified  (Ostby  v.  Secor  [Iowa],  94  N. 
W.  571;  Muchmore  V.  Guest  [Neb.],  96 
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N.  W.  194),  (2)  unless  a  sworn  return 
is  made  indispensable  by  the  statute, 
Herdlicka  v.  Evans,  165  Iowa  207,  145 
N.  "W.  84. 

[f]  Age  of  Server.— Where  the  af- 
fidavit of  service  does  not  state  that 
the  affiant  was  twenty-one  years  of 
age  at  the  time  of  the  service,  the 
defect  is  not  fatal  collaterally.  Peck 
V.  Strauss,  33  Cal.  678. 

[g]  That  a  joint  service  instead  of 
a  several  one  is  shown  by  the  return 
does  not,  make  it  void.  McMillon  v. 
Harrison,  66  Fla.  200,  63  So.  427. 

[h]  Copy  of  Complaint. — ^Failure  of 
the  return  to  show  that  a  copy  of  the 
complaint  was  served  with  the  sum- 
mons is  not  fatal  to  default  judgment 
when  questioned  collaterally.  Shirran 
V.  Dallas,  21  Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pac. 
454,  462. 

1.  Peck  V.  Strauss,  33  Cal.  678; 
Musser  v.  Fitting;  26  Cal.  App.  746,  148 
Pac.  536. 

2.  IT.  S. — McGoon  v.  Scales,  9  Wall. 
23,  19  L.  ed.  545.  Ark. — ^Ederheimer  v. 
Carson  Dry  Goods  Co.,  105  Ark.  488, 
152  S.  W.  142.  Cal.— Harvey  v.  Foster, 
64  Cal.  296,  30  Pac.  849.  Neb.- Radii 
V.  Sawyer,  84  Neb.  143,  120  N.  W.  957; 
David  Bradley  &  Co.  v.  Matley,  83  Neb. 
589,  119  N.  W.  958. 

[a]  A  party  who  appears  to  object 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  court 
on  the  ground  that  the  appellate  pro- 
ceedings were  not  instituted  within  the 
statutory  period,  cannot  collaterally  at- 
tack the  court's  erroneous  decision  that 
it  had  jurisdiction.  Radii  v.  Sawyer, 
84  Neb.  143,  120  N.  W.  957,     ' 

[b]  A  mere  intruder  who  volun- 
tarily intervenes  in  the  action  before 
being  summoned  and  who  is  not  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint  or  process  is 
bound  by  the  judgment  and  cannot  at- 
tack it  collaterally.  Tyrrell  v.  Bald- 
win, 67  Cal.  1,  6  Pac.  867. 

[c]  Attacking  Manner  of  Service. 
One  who  specially  appears  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  to  attack  the  man- 
ner of  the  service  of  process  cannot 
collaterally  impeach  an  adverse  judg- 
ment there  rendered.    David  Bradley  & 
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(BB.)  Authority  of  Attorney.  —  Since  the  court  in  proceeding  with  the 
cause  necessarily  determines  the  attorney's  right  to  act  for  a  party,  a 
number  of  decisions  regard  this  as  conclusive  collaterally  and  refuse 
to  entertain  any  objection  based  on  the  attorney's  authority  to  make 
appearance  in  the  case.''  There  are  cases,  however,  holding  a  judg- 
ment upon  unauthorized  appearance  of  an  attorney  without  service, 
to  be  void  and  collaterally  attackable,*  particularly  in  the  case  of  a 
foreign  judgment.® 

(f.)  Service  hy  Publieation.  —  (AA.)  In  General.  —  To  sustain,  against 
collateral  attack,  a  judgment  based  on  substituted  service  through 
publication,  the  steps  disclosed  ty  the  record  as  constituting  the  service 


Co.  V.  Matley,  83  Neb.  589,  119  N.  W. 
958. 

[d]  Though  sued  by  fictitious  name 
and  no  amendment  changing  the  name 
is  made.  Johnston  v.  San  Francisco 
Sav.  Union,  75  Cal.  134,  16  Pac.  753. 

3.  U.  S. — Landes  v.  Brant,,  10  IIow. 
348,  13  L.  ed.  449;  White  i;.Xrow,  17 
Fed.  98;  Field  v.  Gibbs,  Pet.  C.  C.  155, 
9  Fed.  Gas.  No.  4,766.  Ark. — Marks 
V.  Matthews,  50  Ark.  338,  7  S.  "W.  303; 
Denton  v.  Roddy,  ~"34  Ark.  642.  Cal. 
Carpentier  v.  Oakland,  30  Cal.,  439. 
Conn. — ^Butler  v.  Butler,  1  Root  275. 
Fla.— Haddock  v.  Wright,  25  Fla.  202, 
5  So.  813.  ni.— Martin  v.  Judd,  60  111. 
78;  Cigler  v.  Keinath,  167  HI.  App.  65. 
Ind.— Wiley  v.  Pratt,  23  Ind.  628.  la. 
Willenburg  v.  Hersey,  104  Iowa  699,  74 
N.  W.  1;  Maeomber  v.  Peck,  39  Iowa 
351;  Aultman  v.  McLean,  27  Iowa  129; 
Prince  v.  Griffin,  16  Iowa  552.  La. 
Brigot's  Heirs  v.  Brigot,  47  La.  Ann. 
1304,  17  So.  825.  Mass. — Finneran  v. 
Leonard,  7  Allen  54,  83  Am.  Dec.  665. 
Mich. — Rohrabacher  v.  Walsh,  170 
Mich.  59,  135  N.  W.  907;  Mayhew  v. 
Snell,  33  Mich.  182;  Reed  v.  Gage,  33 
Mich.  179.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Ponath 
V.  Muench,  230  Mo.  236,  130  S.  W.  282; 
Scott  f.  Eoyston,  223  Mo.  568,  123  S.  W. 
454;  Cochran  v.  Thomas,  131  Mo.  258, 
33  S.  W.  6;  Baker  v.  Stonebraker,  34 
Mo.  172.  Neb. — Wabaska  Elec.  Co.  v. 
Blue  Spring,  84  Neb.  577,  122  N.  W. 
21.  Nev. — Deegan  v.  Deegan,  22  Nev. 
185,  37  Pac.  360.  N.  H.— Everett  v. 
Warner  Bank,  58  N.  H.  340.  N.  J. 
Dickinson  v.  Trenton,  33  N.  J.  Bq.  63. 
N.  Y.— Vilas  V.  Plattsburgh  &  M.  R. 
Co.,  123  N.  Y.  440,  25  N.  E.  941; 
Brown  v.  Nichols,  42  N.  Y.  26,  9  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  1;  Reed  v.  Pratt,  2  Hill 
64.  N.  p. — Edwards  v.  Moore,  99  N. 
C.  1,  5  S.  E.  13.  Ohio.— Pillsbury's 
Lessee  v.  Dugan's  Admr.,  9  Ohio  117, 


34  Am.  Dec.  427.  Pa. — Cyphert  v.  Mc- 
Clune,  22  Pa.  195.  Vt. — Mussey  ■;;. 
White,  58  Vt.  45,  3  Atl.  319;  Abbott 
&  Co.  V.  Button,  44  Vt.  546,  8  Am. 
Rep.  394;  Hubbard  v.  Dubois,  37  Vt. 
94,  86  Am.  Dec.  690.  W.  Va.— Wand- 
ling  V.  Straw,  25  W.  Va.  692. 

[a]  A  third  party  may  not  raise 
such  objection.  Martin  v.  Judd,  60  111. 
78. 

[b]  Consent  Judgment. — ^Where  an 
attorney  appears  without  authority  and 
consents  to  a  judgment  the  same  is 
only  voidable.  Ark. — Denton  v.  Roddy, 
34  Ark.  642.  D.  C— The  United  States 
Elec.  Lighting  Co.  v.  Leiter,  8  Mackey 
575.  Neb. — Wabaska  Electric  Co.  v. 
Blue  Springs,  84  Neb.  577,  122  N.  W. 
21. 

[c]  Authority  Exceeded. — ^If  the  at- 
torney has  authority  to  appear  for  a 
party  and  to  consent  to  judgment,  it 
cannot  be  urged  collaterally  that  the 
attorney  had  no  authority  to  consent  to 
the  judgment  which  was  actually  ren- 
dered. Lewis  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  & 
S.  R.  Co.,  107  Ark,  41,  154  S.  W.  198; 
Beliveau  v.  Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.,  68  N. 
H.  225,  40  Atl.  734.  But  see  Chase  v. 
Dana,  44  111.  262. 

4.  Anderson  v.  Hawhe,  115  Bl.  33, 
3  N.  E.  566;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co. 
V.  Hitchcock  County,  60  Neb.  722,  84 
N.  W.  97. 

fa]  No  presumptions  will  be  in- 
dulged as  to  the  authority  of  an  at- 
torney to  confess  judgment  in  vaca- 
tion;   Martin  v.  Judd,  60  111.  78, 

[b]  A  confession-  of  judgment  on  a 
different  note  from  that  upon  which 
the  attorney  was  authorized  to  confess 
judgment  is  a  nullity.  Chase  ».  Dana, 
44  m.  262. 


5.    See  infra,  XVIII. 
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must -show  a  substantial,®  if  not  a  strict^  compliance  with  the  statute. 
(BB.)  Affldavit  Wanting  or  Defective.  —  Where  the  afSdavit  required  by 
statute  as  a  basis  for  such  publication  is  jurisdictional  the  decree  is 
void  collaterally  when  the  record  shows  that  none  was  filed,®  or  one 
was  filed  which  omitted  some  fact  made  essential  by  statute.*  A  judg- 
ment rendered  on  constructive  service  may  be  attacked  collaterally 
unless- facts  showing  the  existence  of  a  cause  of  action  for  which  pub- 
lication is  authorized  are  stated  in  the  afSdavit.^"  And  the  same  is 
true  unless  it  appears  also,  at  least  inferentially,^^  that  the>  circum- 
stances warranted  constructive  service,  as  that  due  diligence  was  used 


6.  U.  S.— Guaranty  Trust,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Green  Cove  S.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  139 
U.  S.  137,  11  Sup.  Ct.  512,  35  L.  ed. 
116;  Galpin  v.  Page,  18  Wall.  350,  21 
L.  ed.  959;  Indiana  &  Arkansas  Lumb. 
&  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Brinkley,  164  Fed.  963. 
Cal.— Hyde  v.  Redding,  74  Cal;  493,  16 
Pac.  380;  McMinn  v.  Whelan,  27  Cal. 
300.  Ky.— Kreiger  v.  Sonne,  151  Ky. 
739,  152  S.  W.  936.  Mo.— Kunzi  v. 
Hickman,  243  Mo.  103,  147  S.  W.  1002; 
State  V.  Leonard  (Mo.  App.),  116  S.  "W. 
14.  Neb. — Vandervort  v.  Finnell,  96 
Neb.  515,  148  N.  W-.  332.  N.  D.— At- 
wood  V.  Boan,  26  N.  D.  622,  145  N.  W./ 
587;  Penton  v.  Minnesota  Title  Ins.  & 
Trust  Co.,  15  N.  D.  365,  109  N.  W. 
363.  Tex. — Houston  Oil  Co.  v.  Davis 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  132  S.  W.  808;  Gibbs 
V.  Scales  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  118  S.  W. 
188;  Harris  v.  Hill,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
437,  117  'S.  W.  907. 

7.  Gibson  v.  Wagner,  25  Colo.  App. 
129,  136  Pac.  93;  Kunzi  v.  Hickman, 
243  Mo.  103,  147  S.  W.  1002. 

8. ;  North  Star  Lumber  Co.  v.  John- 
son, 196  Fed.  56. 

[a]  Filing  the  affidavit  too  late 
'(1)  may  reiider  the  judgment  void. 
Thus  where  it  is  filed  after  the  publica- 
tion no  jurisdiction  is  acquired.  Mich. 
Steere  v.  Vanderberg,  67  Mich.  530,  35 
N.  W.  110.  Minn.— Brown  v.  St.  Paul 
&  N.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  38  Minn.  506,  38  N.  W. 
698.  Neb. — Murphy  v.  Lyons,  19  Neb. 
689,  28  N.  W.  328.  (2)  And  the  same 
is  true  where  it  is  filed  four  days  after 
verification  (Wilson  v.  Arnold,  5  Mieh. 
98),  (3)  or  three  years  after  verifica- 
tion (Allen  V.  Carpenter,  15  Mich.  25), 
(4)  or  on  the  day  of  judgment.  Barber 
V.  Morris,  37  Minn.  194,  33  N.  W.  559. 

[b]  A  warning  order  (1)  made  be- 
fore affidavit  filed  is  not  void.  Wilson 
V.  Teague,  95  Ky.  47,  23  S,  W.  656. 
,(2)  Nor  is  one  made  several  years  after 
the  filing  of  the   affidavit.      Steel    v. 
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Stearns  Coal  &  Lumb.  Co.,  148  Ky.  429, 
146   S.  W.   721. 

9.  CaL— Hyde  v.  Redding,  74  Cal. 
493,  16  Pae.  380.  Colo. — Gibson  v.  Wag- 
ner, 25  Colo.  App.  129,  136  Pac.  93; 
Gibson  v.  Austin,  23  Colo.  App.  220, 
128  Pac.  859.  Minn. — Duxbury  v.  Dahle, 
78  Minn.  427,  81  N.  W.  198.  Neb. 
Atkins  V.  Atkins,  9  Neb.  191,  2  N.  W. 
466.  S.  D. — Carter  v.  Prahm,  31  S.  D. 
379,  141  N.  W.  370. 

[a]  Improper  Authentication.  —  An 
order  of  publication  is  a  nullity  when 
based  on  an  affidavit  made  in  another 
state  and  not  properly  authenticated. 
North  Star  Lumb.  Co.  vl  Johnson,  196 
Fed.  56. 

10.  Cal.— Forbes  v.  Hyde,  31  Cal. 
342.  Kan.— Harris  v.  Claflin,  36  Kan. 
543,  13  Pae.  830;  Shields  v.  Miller,  9 
Kan.  390.  Mo. — Kunzi  v.  Hickman,  243 
Mo.  103,  147  S.  W.  1002.  Wis.— Nelson 
V.  Rountree,  23  Wis.  367. 

[a]  Insufficient  Statement. — ^The  fol- 
lowing statement  has  been  considered 
insufficient:  "That  this  is  one  of  the 
causes  of  action  foi*  which  the  statute 
authorizes  notice  by  publication."  At- 
kins V.  Atkins,  9  Neb.  191,  2  N.  W. 
466. 

11.  Cal.— Forbes  v.  Hyde,  31  Cal. 
342.  Kan.— Harris  v.  Claflin,  36  Kan. 
543,  13  Pac'  830;  Carey  v.  Reeves,  32 
Kan.  718,  5  Pae.  22;  Ogden  v.  Walters, 
12  Kan.  282.  Mich.— Pettiford  v.  Zoell- 
ner,  45  Mich.  358,  8  N.  W.  57,  N.  Y. 
Kennedy  v.  New  York  Ins.  &  Trust 
Co.,  101  N.  Y.  487,  5  N.  E.  774;  Howe 
Machine  Co.  v.  Pettibone,  74  N.  Y.  68; 
Welles  V.  Thornton,  45  Barb.  390; 
M'Cracken  v.  Flanagan,  52  Hun  614,  5 
N.  Y.  Supp.  338;  Simpson  v.  Burch,  4 
Hun  315.  Ore. — Pike  v.  Kennedy,  15 
Ore.  420,  15  Pac.  637. 

[a]  Defendant's  post  office  address 
must  be  given  or  it  must  appear  that 
the  same  is  unknown.    Empire  R.  &  C. 
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to  find  defendant,^^  and  that  he  could  not  be  found  within  the  state,^^ 
or  that  he  was  a  non-resident.^*  Where  the  statute  requires  a  positive 
affidavit,  one  made  merely  on  information  and  belief  is  not  sufficient 
even  collaterally.^^ 

But  where  the  affidavit  is  merely  defective,  as  in  the  mode  of  stating 
a  material  fact  or  in  the  degree  of  proof  furnished,  the  resulting  judg- 
ment even  though  erroneous  is  not  subject  to  collateral  attack.^® 


Co.  V.  Coldren,  51  Colo.  115,  117  Pae. 
1005;  Gibson  v.  Wagner,  25  Colo.  App. 
129,  136  Pac.  93  (not  stated  positive- 
ly); Empire  Eaneh  &j  Cattle  Co.  v.  Ir- 
win, 23  Colo.  App.  206,  128  Pae.  867; 
Eippire  Eaneh  &  Cattle  Co.  v.  Gibson, 
-23  Colo.  App.  344,  129  Pac.  520;  Em- 
pire Eaneh  &  Cattle  Co.  v.  Mason,  22 
Colo.  App.  612,  126  Pac.  1129.  But 
see  Carr's  Admr.  v,  Carr,  92  Ky.  552, 
IS  S.  W.  453. 

12.  U.  S.— Bull  V.  Campbell,  225  Fed. 
923,  141  C.  C.  A.  47.  Ky.— Kreiger  v. 
Sonne,  151  Ky.  739,  152  S.  W.  936. 
Mont. — Alderson  v.  Marshall,  7  Mont. 
288,  16  Pac.  576. 

[a]  Degree  of  Diligence. — ^Where  the 
affidavit  must  show  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court  that  due  diligence  was 
used  to  find  the  defendant,  it  cannot 
be  urged  to  impeach  the  judgment  col- 
laterally that  the  affidavit  fails  to  state 
what  diligence  had  been  used.  Pen- 
Boyer  v.  Nefe,  95  U.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed. 
565;  Bull  v.  Campbell,  225  Fed.  923,  141 
C.  C.  A.  47. 

13.  U.  S. — McDonald  v.  Cooper,    13 

Sawy.  86,  32  Fed.  745.     Cal ^Braly  «. 

Seaman,  30  Cal.  610;  Swain  v.  Chase, 
12  Cal.  283.  la. — Games  v.  Mitchell, 
82  Iowa  601,  48  N.  W.  941;  Chase  v, 
Kaynor,  78  Iowa  449,  43  N.  W.  269; 
Abell  V.  Cross,  17  Iowa  171.  Kan. 
Shields  v.  Miller,  9  Ean.  390.  Minn. 
Harrington  v.  Loomis,  10  Minn.  366; 
Mackubin  v.  Smith,  5  Minn.  367.  Neb. 
McGavock  v.  Pollack,  13  Neb.  535,  14 
N.  W.  659.  N.  Y.— Cook  v.  Farren,  12 
Abb.  Pr.  359,  34  Barb.  95,  21  How. 
Pr.  286;  Bixby  v.  Smith,  3  Hun  60. 

[a]  Applicableto  Corporations  Only. 
The  requirement  that  the  affidavit  state 
that  defendants  "cannot  be  served  in 
this  state  in  the  manner  prescribed  in 
this  chapter,"  refers  to  corporations 
of  another  state,  kingdom  or  country 
and  not  to  natural  persons  who  were 
or  are  non-residents  of  the  state.  Jones 
V.  Edeman,  223  Mo.  312,  122  S.  W. 
1047. 

14.  Butterfield  v.  Miller,    195    Fed. 


200,  115  C.  C.  A.  152;  Baker  v.  Baker, 
Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173  S.  W. 
109.  But  see  Palmer  «?.  McCormick,  30 
Fed.  82;  Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111.  307. 

15.  Lougee  v.  Beeney,  22  Colo.  App. 
603,  126  Pac.  1102. 

[a]  Post  Office  Address. — An  affi- 
davit that  affiant  is  informed  and  be- 
lieves that  the  post  office  addresses  of 
the  defendants  are  unknown  will  not 
give  the  court  jurisdiction.  Gibson  v. 
Wagner,  25  Colo.  App.  129,  136  Pac. 
93. 

[b]  If  not  required  by  statute  to  be 
stated  positively,  an  affidavit  on  in- 
formation and  belief  will  suffice.  The 
circumstance  that  the  affidavit  is  thus 
made  affects  merely  the  degree  of 
proof.  Consequently  where  the  court 
accepts  it  as  legal  evidence,  it  must 
be  deemed  sufficient  on  collateral  at- 
tack to  confer  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter.  Thompson  v.  Thomp- 
son, 226  U.  S.  551,  33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57 
L.  ed.  347.  And  see  Armstrong  v.  Mid- 
dlestadt,  22  Neb.  711,  36  N.  W.  151; 
Van  Wyck  v.  Hardy,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
T.)  473,  20  How.  Pr.  222  {affirmed,  4 
Abb.  Dec.  496,  39  How.  Pr.  392). 

16.  V.  S. — Thompson  v.  ^Thompson, 
226  U.  S.  551,  33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57  L. 
ed.  347;  Marx  v.  Ebner,  180  U.  8.  314, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  376,  45  L.  ed.  547;  Pen- 
noyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714,  721,  24 
L.  ed.  565;  Bower  v.  Stein,  177  Fed. 
673,  101  C.  C.  A.  299;  Cohen  v.  Port- 
land Lodge,  152  Fed.  357,  81  C.  C.  A. 
483.    Ark.— Clay  v.  Bilby,  72  Ark.  101, 

78  S.   W.   749.     lU.— Kruse  v.  Wilson, 

79  HI.  233.  Kan. — Harris  v.  Burbery, 
85  Kan.  201,  116  Pac.  206;  Long  v. 
Fife,  45  Kan.  271,  25  Pac.  594.  Ky. 
Sears'  Heirs  ■;;.  Sears'  Heirs,  95  Ky. 
173,  25  8.  W.  600;  Hynes  v.  Oldham, 
3  T.  B.  Mon.  266;  Benningfield,  etc. 
V.  Eeed,  8  B.  Mon.  102.  Mich — Adams 
V.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge,  98  Mich.  51, 
56  N.  W.  1051;  Pettiford  v.  Zoellner, 
45  Mich.  358,  8  N.  W.  57.  Mo.— Davi- 
son V.  Bankers'  Life  Assn.,  166  Mo. 
App,  625,  150  S.  W.  713.    Neb.— Jones 
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(CC.)  Order  for  Publication.  —  The  order  for  publication  appearing  on 
the  record  may  disclose  a  fa,tal  insufficiency,  rendering  the  judgment 
impeachable  collaterally,^'  but  mere  irregularities  and  omissions  there- 
in, not  going  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  can  have  no  effect  col- 
laterally;^* 

(DD.)  The  Puhlioation.  —  The  publication  as  shown  by  the  affidavit  of 
publication  or  other  part  of  the  record  should  substantially  comply 
with  the  law  in  order  to  support  the  judgment  collaterally." 


V.  Danforth,  71  Neb.  722,  99  N.  W. 
495;  Atkins  v.  Atkins,  9  Neb.  191,  2 
N.  W.  466.  N.  Y.— Belmont  v.  Cornen, 
82  N.  Y.  256. 

[a]  Post  Office  Address  Incorrectly 
Stated. — Moore  Realty  Co.  v.  Carr,  61 
Ore.  34,  120  Pac.  742. 

[b]  Affidavit  Not  Entitled. — Harris 
V.  Lester,  80  111.  307;  Cason  v.  Casoni 
31  Miss.  578. 

[e]  Venue  omitted  in  the  affidavit. 
Crowell  V.  Johnson,  2  Neb.  146. 

[d]-  Jurat  Not  Signed. — The  fact 
that  the  jurat  to  an  affidavit  of  at- 
tachment wanted  the  officer's  signature, 
is  not  ground  for  collateral  attack. 
Kruse  v.  Wilson,  79  HI.  233;  Steel  v. 
Stearns  Coal  &  Lumber  Co.,  148  Ky. 
429,  146  S.  W.  721. 

[e]  Authority  of  Notary. — ^It  is  not 
fatal  that  the  notary  who  swore  to 
the  affidavit  of  non-residence  did  not 
state  in  his  certificate  that  he  was 
authorized  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
to  administer  oaths.  Figge  v.  Eowlen, 
185  m.  234,  57  N.  E.  195. 

[f]  Affidavit  Amendable.— If  the 
affidavit  in  attachment  is  amendable, 
it  is  not  void  and  no  objection  can 
be  based  on  it  in  a  collateral  proceed- 
ing. Kruse  v.  Wilson,  79  HI.  233; 
Davison  v.  Bankers'  Life  Assn.,  166 
Mo.  App.  625,  150  S.  W.  713. 

[g]  Fact  of  Agency. — A  judgment 
is  not  invalid  and  subject  to  collateral 
attack  because  the  affidavit  for  pub- 
lication fails  to  recite  that  deponent 
was  plaintiff's  agent  where  he  was  in 
fact  such  agent.  Davison  v.  Bankers' 
Life  Assn.,  166  Mo.  App.  625,  150  S. 
W.  713. 

[h]  Though  sworn  to  before  the  at- 
torney for  plaintiff,  the  affidavit;  is 
nevertheless  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
judgment  upon  collateral  attack.  Har- 
ris V.  Burbery,  85  Kan.  201,  116  Pac. 
206;  Swearingeu  v.  Howser,  37  Eau. 
126,  14  Pac.  436. 

17.  Hedrix  v.  Hedrix,  103  Mo.  App. 
40,  77  S.  W.  495. 
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[a]  Directions  for  Mailing. — ^When 
required  by  statute  the  order  should 
to  be  valid  contain  directions  for  mail- 
ing or  that  mailing  be  omitted.  O'Mal- 
ley  V.  Fricke,  104  Wis.  280,  80  N.  W. 
436;  Anderson  v.  Coburn,  27  Wis.  558. 

18.  Davidson  v.  Laclede  Land  & 
Imp.  Co.,  253  Mo.  223,  161  S.  W.  686. 

[a]  Order  Not  Dated. — An  objec- 
tion that  the  order  of  publication  is 
not  dated  and  that  therefore  it  does 
not  appear  that  such  order  was  made 
before  publication  cannot  be  sustained 
where  the  publisher's  certificate  is  an- 
nexed to  the  order  and  states  that  it 
was  published,  as  the  order  must  have 
been  made  before  it  could  have  been 
published.  Foster  v.  Givens,  67  Fed. 
684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625. 

19.  Ark. — Price  v.  Gunn,  114  Ark. 
551,  170  S.  W.  247;  Johnson  v.  Lesser, 
76  Ark.  465,  91  S.  W.  763.  Mo.— Kunzi 
'V.  Hickman,  243  Mo.  103,  147  S.  W. 
1002.  S.  D.— Carter  v.  Frahm,  31  S. 
D.  379,  141  N.  W.  370.  Tex.— Hopkins 
V.  Cain,  105  Tex.  591,  143  S.  W.  1145. 

[a]  As  to  Period  of  Publication. 
Guaranty  Trust,  etc.  Co.  «.  Green  Cove 
8.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  139  U.  S.  137,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  512,  35  L.  ed.  116;  HopHns  v. 
Cain,  105  Tex.  591,  143  S.  W.  1145; 
Houston  Oil  Co.  v.  Davis  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),   132   S.   W.   808. 

[b]  Where  one  of  several  statutory 
methods  of  publication  is  designated 
by  the  court's  order,  and  the  affidavit 
of  publication  shows  that  another 
method  was  followed,  the  court  will 
acquire  no  jurisdiction.  Carter  v. 
Frahm,  31  S.  D.  379,  141  N.  W.  370. 

[c]  No  Publication  as  to  Minor 
Heirs. — Vandervort  ».  Finnell,  96  Neb. 
515,  148  N.  W.  332. 

[d]  Description  of  Land. — ^In  an 
aetioa  to  quiet  title  a  notice  by  pub- 
lication which  does  not  describe  the 
land  is  not  sufficient  notice  to  adverse 
claimants  not  named  in  the  notice  and 
they  may  attack  the  judgment  col- 
lateralljr.     Fentpn  p.   Minnesota   Title 
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(EE.)  Proof  of  Publication.  —  That  the  certificate  of  publication  is 
defective  is  of  no  consequence  collaterally,^"  unless,  perhaps,  the  court 
be  one  of  special  jurisdiction  and  jurisdiction  does  not  otherwise 
appear.^^ 

(4.)  Pleadings  and  Deficiencies  Therein.  —  (a.)  Necessity  of  Complaint  or 
Petition.  ■ —  The  court  's  power  to  proceed  in  a  ease  is  called  into  opera- 
tion by  the  declaration,  complaint,  petition,  affidavit,  or  other  state- 
ment of  the  party  seeking  relief.  It  is  thus  that  the  court's  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject-matter  of  the  cause  is  invoked.^^    Where  the  statute 


Ins.   &   Trust   Co.,   15   N.   D.   365,   109 
N.  W.  363. 

[e]  If  insufficient  to  advise  defend- 
ants that  a  suit  was  pending  against 
them  the  notice  will  not  confer  juris- 
diction. For  example  a  notice  in  a 
tax  suit  for  taxes  due  on  the  "A. 
Netherly"  survey,  which  is  directed  to 
the  unknown  owners  of  the  "A. 
Wetherby"  survey  is  not  sufficient,  and 
the  judgment  based  thereon  is  subject 
to  collateral  attacli.  Harris  v.  Hill,  54 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  437,  117  S.  "W.  907. 

[f]  Variance. — Where  the  order  of 
publication  recites  that  "the  defend- 
ant has  deserted  the  plaintiff,  and  has 
absented  himself  froni  his  usual  place 
of  abode  in  this  state,  so  that  the 
ordinary  process  of  law  cannot  be 
served  upon  him,"  and  the  affidavit  re- 
cites that  the  defendant  was  a  non- 
resident of  the  state  arid  for  that '  rea- 
son the  ordinary  process  of  law  could 
not  be  served  upon  him  the  publication 
is  void.  Kunzi  v.  Hickman,  243  Mo. 
103,  147  S.  "W.  1002. 

[g]  Mere  Irregularities.  —  That  a 
published  process  required  the  person 
to  appear  "before"  instead  of  "at" 
the  day  fixed  in  the  order  was  a  harm- 
less irregularity  not  affecting  the 
court's  jurisdiction.  Wilson  ».  Wilson, 
255  Mo.  528,  164  S.  W.  561. 

[h]  Before  Filing  of  Petition. — A 
notice  in  drainage  proceedings  has  been 
considered  sufficient  though  published 
before  petition  was  filed.  Deegan  v. 
State,  108  Ind.  155,  9  N.  E.  148. 

[i]  ITaming  Defendants. — A  decree 
in  a  proceeding  in  personam  to  enforce 
a  levee  assessment  against  heirs  of  a 
deceased  person  is  void  where  neither 
the  complaint  nor  the  warning  order 
contains  the  names  of  such  persons. 
Indiana  &  Arkansas  Lumb.  &  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Brinkley,  164  Fed.  963,  91  C.  C.  A. 
91. 

[j]  Idem  Sonans. — If  the  true  name 
of  defendant   and   the   name   given  in 


the  publication  be  substantially  alike 
when  printed,  it  matters  not  that  they 
are  not  strictly  idem  sonans.  Ordean 
V.  Grannis,  118  Minn.  117,  136  N.  W. 
575. 

20.  Ark. — Johnson  v.  Lesser,  76  Ark. 
465,  91  S.  W.  763;  Clay  v.  Bilby,  72 
Ark.  lOi;  78  S.  W.  749;  Scott  v.  Pleas- 
ants, 21  Ark.  364.  Colo.— Gibson  v. 
Wagner,  25  Colo.  App.  129,  136  Pac. 
93.  m.— Casey  v.  People,  165  111.  49, 
46  N.  E.  7. 

[a]  That  affiant  styles  himself  "pro- 
prietor" of  the  paper  in  which  the 
publication  was  made  instead  of 
"printer"  is  immaterial.  Quivey  v. 
Porter,  37  Cal.  458. 

21.  Haywood  v.  Collins,  60  111.  328. 
fa]    Not    Signed    by    Publisher    or 

Printer. — Where  the  certificate  of  pub- 
lication is  not  signed  by  the  publish- 
er or  priiiter  as  required  by  statute, 
and  jurisdiction  does  not  otherwise 
Appear,  the  judgment  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. Haywood  v.  Collins,  60  111. 
328. 

22.  U.  S.^Erwin  v.  Lowry, -7  How. 
172,  12  L.  ed.  655.  Cal.— Crouch  v.  H. 
L.  Miller  &  Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac. 
880;  Le  Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal. 
463,  77  Pac.  988;  Richardson  v.  Butler, 
82  Cal.  174,  33  Pac.  9;  Friedlander  v. 
Loucks,  34  Cal.  18;  Stuart  v.  Allen,  16 
Cal.  473,  76  Am.  Dec.  551.  ,  Colo.— Pin- 
nacle Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Popst,  54  Colo. 
451,  131  Pac.  413;  Kavanagh  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512.  Conn. 
Dime  Sav.  Bank  v.  McAlenney,  78  Conn. 
208,  61  Atl.  476.  HI.— Lavin  v.  Board 
of  Comrs.,  245  HI.  496,  92  N.  B.  291; 
O'Brien  v.  People,  216  111.  354,  75  N. 
E.  108;  Schroeder  v.  Merchants  k  Meeh. 
Ins.  Co.,  104  111.  71;  Looby  v.  Austin, 
19  111.  App.  325.  Ind.— Heagy  v.  Black, 
90  Ind.  534;  Eicketts  v.  Spraker,  77 
Ind.  371;  Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Hall,  70 
Ind.  469;  Faris  v.  Reynolds,  70  Ind. 
359.  la. — Mengel  v.  Mengel,  145  Iowa 
737,   120   N.   W.   72,   122   N.    W.    899. 
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requires  written  pleadings,  the  record  must  disclose  a  complaint  or 
petition  of  some  kind;  its  failure  to  do  so,  though  not  perhaps  fatal 
to  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  whose  proceedings 
are  supported  by  every  intendment,^^  would  render  the  judgment  of 
other  courts  subject  to  collateral  attack.^* 

(b.)    Informalities   in  the  complaint  or  petition,  not  going  to  the  juris- 
diction, can  in  no  wise  affect  the  validity  of  the  judgment  collaterally.^^ 
Thus  it  is  of  no  consequence  collaterally  that  there  were  mere  defects  , 
and  irregularities  in  such  formal  parts  of  the  pleading  as  tlie  caption^^ 


Kan. — McGregor  v.  Morrow,  40  Kan. 
730,  21  Pac.  157.  Md.— Bolgiano  v. 
Cooke,  19  Md.  375.-  Mass. — ^Betts  v. 
Bagley,  12  Pick.  572.  Mich. — Curtis  v. 
Board  of  Supervisors,  154  Mich.,  646, 
118  N.  W.  618;  Peninsular  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Ward,  79  N.  W.  911.  Mo.— Smith 
V.  Black,  231  Mo.  681,  132  S.  W.  1129; 
Hope  V.  Blair,  105  Mo.  85,  89,  16  S. 
W.  595;  Jones  v.  Driskill,  94  Mo.  190, 
7  S.  W.  Ill;  Grayson  v.  Weddle,  63 
Mo.  523,  537;  State  v.  Edwards,  192 
Mo.  App.  413,  182  S.  W.  816.  Neb. 
Bradley  v.  Missouri  P.  By.  Co.,  51  Neb. 
653,  71  -N.  W.  282;  Moore's  Estate  v. 
Moore,  33  Neb.  509,  50  N.  W.  443. 
N.  H.— State  v.  Eye,  35  N.  H.  368; 
Huntress  v.  Effingham,  17  N.  H.  584. 
N.  Y. — Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  V.  Barnard, 
96  N.  Y.  525,  531,  14  Abb.  N.  C.  502; 
"Whittlesey  v.  Trantz,  74  N.  Y.  456; 
Barnes  v.  Harris,  4  N.  Y.  374.  N.  D. 
Shane  v.  Peoples,  25  N.  p.  188,  141 
N.  W.  737.  Pa.— Haines  v.  Hall,  209 
Pa.  104,  58  Atl.  125.  S.  D.^Carter  v. 
Frahm,  31  S.  D.  379,  141  N.  W.  370. 
Tex. — Weems  v.  Masterson,' 80  Tex.  45, 
15  S.  W.  590;  Poor  v.  Boyce,  12  Tex. 
440;  Lynch  v.  Baxter,  4  Tex.  431,  51 
Am.  Dec.  735;  Wilkin  v.  Simmons  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  1145.  Wis. 
Darling  v.  Conklin,  42  Wis.  478;  State 
V.  Gary,  33  Wis.  93.  Eng. — Beg.  v.  Bol- 
ton, 1  Ad.  &  El.  (N.  S.)  66,  41  E.  C. 
L.  439;  Cave  v.  Mountain,  1  Man.  &  G. 
257,  39  E.  C.  L.  747,  133  Eng.  Eeprint 
330. 

See  also  14  Standard  Proc.  788,  et 
seq.  * 

[a]  What  the  controversy  or  issue, 
in  any  case  is  can  only  be  determined 
from  the  pleading.  When  the  court 
has  cognizance  of  the  controversy  as 
it  appears  from  the  pleadings,  and  has 
the  parties  before  it,  then  the  judg- 
ment or  order  which  is,  authorized  by 
the  pleadings,  however  erroneous,  ir- 
regular or  informal  it  may  be,  is  valid 
until'  set  aside  or  reversed  upon  appeal 
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or  writ   of  error.     Hope  v.  Blair,   105 
Mo.  85,  89,  16  S.  W.  595. 

23.  U.  S.— Hall  V.  Law,  102  TJ.  S. 
461,  26  L.  ed.  217;  Foster  v.  Givens, 
67  Fed.  684,  14  G.  C.  A.  625.  Ind. 
Brownfield  v.  Weicht,  9  Ind.  394. 
N.  J. — Vanderveere  ■y.  Gaston,  24  N.  J. 
L.  818. 

24.  Ark. — Reeves  v.  Clark,  5  Ark. 
27.  111. — Evans  v.  Bouton,  85  HI.  579. 
Ind.— Poulk  V.  Sloeum,'3  Blaekf.  421. 
Me. — Small  v.  Pennell,  31  Me.  267. 
Mich. — Borland  v.  Kingsbury,  65  Mich. 
51,  59,  31  N.  W.  620;  Wilson  v.  Davis, 
1  Mich.  156;  Spear  v.  Carter,  1  Mich. 
19,  48  Am.  Dec.  688.  Mo. — Wilson  v. 
Darrow,  ,223  Mo.  520,  122  S.  W.  1077. 
N.  H.— State  v.  Morse,  50  N.  H.  9. 
N.  Y. — Corwin  v.  Merritt,  3  Barb.  341; 
Vosburgh  v.  Welch,  11  Johns.  175; 
Adkins  v.  Brewer,  3  Cow.  206,  15  Am. 
Dec.  '  264;  Harrington  v.  People,  6 
Barb.  607. 

[a]  Administrator's  Sale. — An  or- 
der authorizing  an  administrator  to  sell 
lands  made  without  the  written  peti- 
tion required  by  statute  is  subject  to 
collateral  impeachment.  Teverbaugh  v. 
Hawkins,  82  Mo.  180;  Finch  v.  Edmon- 
son, 9  Tex.  504.  But  see  Emerson  v. 
Boss,  17  Fla.  122;  Robertson  v.  John- 
son, 57  Tex.  62. 

25.  U.  S. — Christiansen  v.  King 
County,  239  U.  S.  356,  372,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  114.  Ga.— Brooks  v.  Tinsleyj  13 
Ga.  App.  268,  79  S.  E.  160.  la.— War- 
then  V.  Himstreet,  112  Iowa  605,  84  N. 
W.  702.  Ky.— Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167 
Ky.  308,  180  S.  W.  797.  Mo.— Sanzen- 
bacher  v.  Santhuff,  220  Mo.  274,  119 
S.  W.  395.  Pa.— Day  v.  Allen,  224  Pa. 
385,  73  Atl.  456. 

26.  U.  S.— Cooper  v.  Reynolds,  10 
Wall.  308,  19  L.  ed.  931.  III.— Goudy 
V.  Hall,  36  111.  313,  87  Am.  Dec.  217. 
Ind. — Anderson,  v.  Wilson,  100  Ind.  402. 
la. — State  v.  Barlow,  61  Iowa  572,  16 
N.  W.  733.  Ky.— Harrod  v.  Harrod, 
167    Ky.    308,    180    S.    W.    797;    Clark 
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or  title,  the  prayer,"  the  signature,^^  or  the  verification,   which   latter 
may  have  been  irregular,^^  or  not  sufficiently  positive,   being  made 


County  V.  Eeton,  150  Ky.  774,  150  S. 
W.  1016;  Earnsworth  v.  Barret,  146  Ky. 
556,  142  S.  W.  1049.  N.  Y.— People 
ex  rel.  Mace  v.  Oliver,  66  Barb.  570. 
OMo. — Cadwallader  v.  Evans,  1  Disney 
i)86,  12  Ohio  Dee.  811.  Tex. — Williams 
*.  Abilene  Ind.  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  168  S.  W.  402. 

[a]  Parties  Not  Named. — A  decree 
is  not  subject  to  collateral  attack  be- 
cause the  parties  duly  summoned  were 
not  name,d  in  the  caption.  Jarrell  v. 
Laurel  Coal  &  Land  Co.,  75  W.  Va. 
752,  84  S.  E.  933;  MuUins  v.  Laurel 
Coal  &  Land  Co.,  75  W.  Va.  783,  84 
S.  E.  937. 

[b]  Infant  defendant  not  named  in 
caption.  Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167  Ky. 
308,  180  S.  "W.  797. 

[e]  Uncertainty  as  to  the  defendant, 
in  the  caption,  not  objectionable  col- 
laterally where  the  body  of  the  petition 
naines  him.  Farnsworth  v.  Barret,  146 
Ky.  556,  142  S.  "W.  1049. 

[d]  Misnomer. — (1)  A  person  er- 
roneously sued  by  an  improper  name  is 
nevertheless  bound  collaterally.  Wil- 
liams V.  Abilene  Independent  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168  S.  W. 
402.  (2)  Thus  a  judgment  forfeited 
the  charter  of  the  "C.  &  M.  Turnpike 
Company"  it  is  immaterial  collaterally 
that  the  defendant  was  described  in 
the  caption  as  the  "C.  &  M.  Turnpike 
Road  Company."  Clark  County  v. 
Eeton,  150  Ky.  774,  150  S.  W.  1016. 

[e]  A  petition  addressed  to  the 
"judge"  instead  of  to  the  "court" 
does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. Brewster  v.  Ludekins,  19 
Cal.  162. 

[f]  Entitling  the  pleading  in  the 
vnrong  court  is  not  a  ground  for  col- 
lateral attack,  as  for  example  where 
the  petition  is  entitled  in  the  "Su- 
preme court  of  the  county  of  Yuba," 
where  there  is  no  such  court.  Ex  parte 
Pil  Ki,  79  Cal.  584,  21  Pac.  974. 

[■g]  Where  addressed  to  the  court 
of  ordinary  instead  of  to  the  ordinary, 
as  it  should  be,  an  application  for 
homestead  is  nevertheless  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  judgment  setting  apart  the 
homestead.  Brooks  v.  Tinsley,  13  Ga. 
App.  268,  79  S.  E.  160. 

27.  U.  S.— Butterfield  v.  Miller,  195 
Ted.   200,   115    C.    C.    A.    152.      Cal. 


Stuart  V.  Allen,  16  Cal.  473,  76  Am. 
Dec.  551.  N.  Y. — Eookwell  v.  Ferine, 
5  Barb.  573. 

[a]  Prayer  Omitted.—  (1)  Ark. 
Sannoner  r.  Jaeobson,  47  Ark.  31,  14 
S.  W.  45P,  la.— State  v.  Barlow,  61 
Iowa  572,  16  N.  W.  733.  N.  H.— Fer- 
nald  V.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39.  (2)  A 
decree  dissolving  a  corporation  is  not 
subject  to-  collateral  attacli  on  the 
ground  that  the  prayer  for  dissolution 
was  omitted  from  the  petition.  James 
Clark  Co.  v.  Calton,  91  Md.  195,  46  Atl. 
386. 

[b]  Demand  Excessive.  —  Hart  v. 
Waitt,  3  Allen  (Mass.)  532. 

[c]  Failure  to  ask  for  personal 
judgment  against  the  defendants  with 
execution  for  the  balance  uncollected 
under  the  attachment  does  not  render 
the  proceedings  void.  Butterfield  v. 
Miller,  195  Fed.  200,  115  C.  C.  A.  152'. 

28.  Perisho  V.  People,  185  HI.  334,  56 
N.  E.  1134. 

[a]  The  signature  of-  householders 
to  a  petition  to  establish  a  highway 
though  required  by  statute,'  is  not  an 
indispensable  requisite  collaterally. 
Keyes  v.  Tait,  19  Iowa  123. 

[b]  A  petition  for  adoption,  though 
not  signed,  will  not  invalidate  the  judg- 
ment. Jones  V.  Leeds,  41  Ind.  App. 
164,  83  N.  E.  526. 

29.  Cal.— Stow  V.  SchiefEerly,  120 
Cal.  609,  52  Pac.  1000.  HI.— Bennett 
V.  Roys,  212  111.  232,  72  N.  E.  380. 
Miss. — Redus  v.  Wofford,  '4  Smed.  &  M. 
579.  Tenn. — ^West  Tenn.  Agricultural 
Assn.  V.  Ma:dison,  9  Lea  407.  Tex. — Gan- 
non V.  McDaniel,  46  Tex.  303. 

[a]  A  guardian's  petition  to  sell 
land  improperly  verified  by  attorney. 
Castleman  v.  Relfe,  50  Mo.  583. 

[b]  The  omission  of  the  jurat  does 
not  affect  the  jurisdiction.  HI. — Kruse 
V.  Wilson,  79  111.  233.  N.  Y.— Sheldon 
V.  Wright,  5  N.  Y.  497.  Wis.— Royston 
V.  Wilson,  53  Wis.  625,  11  N.  W.  41. 

[c]  Though  sworn  to  before  the 
wrong  ofScial  the  pleading  is  not  in- 
sufficient collaterally.  Cal. — Kohlman 
V.  Wright,   6   Cal.   230.     Ind. — Pickens 

V.  Hill,  3.0  Ind.  269.     N.  J Obert  v. 

Hammel,  18  N.  J.  L.  73.  But  see 
Baker  v.  Bverhart,  65  Cal.  27,  2  Pac. 
495;  Small  v.  Wheaton,  4  E.  D.  Smith 
(N.  T.)  306,  2  Abb.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   175. 
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merely  on  information  and  belief,'"  or  may  have  been  omitted  entire- 
ly^^  without  affecting  (the  binding  force  of  the  judgment  when  ques- 
tioned collaterally. 

(c.)  Sufficiency  in  Substance.  —  (AA.)  Generally.  —  Jurisdiction  does  not 
depend  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  allegations  as  a  matter  of  law.  All 
that  is  required  is  that  the  pleading  show  a  subject-matter  and  a  de- 
mand for  relief  that  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.^^  "^JVTiether 
a  complaint  does  or  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action  is,  so  far  as  con- 
cerns the  question  of  jurisdiction,  of  no  importance  collaterally,  for, 
if  it  states  a  case  belonging  to  a  general  class  over  which  the  authority 


[d]  That  the  wrong  party  made  the 
verification  is  not  generally  fatal  on 
collateral  attack.  Ala. — Spragins  v. 
Taylor,  48  Ala.  520.  Kan.— See  Man- 
ley  V.  Headley,  10  Kan.  88.  Mo. 
Gilkeson  v.  Knight,  71  Mo.  403;  Engle 
V.  Webster,  55  Mo.  246;  Castleman  v. 
Eelfe,  50  Mo.  583.  N.  J.— Westcott,' f. 
Sharp,  50  N.  J.  L.  392,  13  Atl.  243. 
Wis.— -See  Miller  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Ey., 
58  Wis.  310,  17  N.  W.  130;  Wiley  v. 
0.  Aultman  &  Co.,  S3  Wis.  560,  11  N. 
W.  32. 

30.  Sannoner  v.  Jacobson,  47"  Ark. 
31,   14  S.   W.   458;   Booth  v.  Eees,   26 

•111.  45. 

[a]  That  an  attachment  or  affidavit 
based  on  information  and  belief  is  void 
see  Streissguth  v.  Eeigelman,  75  Wis. 
212,  43  N.  W.  1116;  Talbot  v.  Woodle, 
19  Wis.  174;  Ex  parte  Moore,  23  New 
Bruns.   (Can.)    229. 

31.  Ala. — Spragins  v.  Taylor,  48  Ala. 
520.  la. — Myers  v.  Davis,  47  Iowa  325; 
MoCraney  v.  McCraney,  5  Iowa  232,'  68 
Am.  Dee.  702.  Ky.— EichardsOn  v. 
Parrott's  Heirs,  7  B.  Mon.  379;  Lanjp- 
ton  V.  Usher's  Heirs,  7  B.  Mon.  57. 
Mich.— Ellsworth  v.  Hall,- 48  Mich.  407, 
12  N.  W.  512.  Neb.— Trumble  v.  Wil- 
liams, 18  Neb.  144,  24  N.  W.  716; 
Johnson  v.  Jones,  2  Neb.  126.  N.  Y. 
Sheldon  v.  Wright,  7  Barb.  39;  Co<iman 
V.  Board  of  Education,  37  Hun  96;  Mil- 
ler V.  Adams,  7  Lans.  131;  Fleming  v. 
Tourgee,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  2.  N.  0. 
Overton  v.  Cranford,  52  N.  C.  415,  78 
Am.  Dec.  244.  Ore. — Moore  v.  William- 
ette  Trans.,  etc.  Co.,  7  Ore.  359.  Pa. 
Waters  «.  Bates,  44  Pa.  473.  S.  C. 
Peake  v.  Cantey  &  Johnson,  3  McCord 
107.  Tex. — Pleasants  v.  Dunkin,  47  Tex. 
343;   Pirie  v.  Hughes,  43  Wis.  531. 

32.  Ala. — Martin  v.  Martin,  173  Ala. 
106,  55  So.  632.  Ariz.— Tube  City  Min. 
^  Mill.  Co.  V.  Otterson,  16  Ariz.  305, 
146  Pac.   203.     Cal.— Crouch  c.  H.  L. 
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Miller  &  Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac. 
880;  Le  Mesnager  v.  Variel,  144  Cal. 
463,  77  Pac.  988;  In  re  James'  Estate, 
99  Cal.  374,  33  Pac.  1122.  Colo.— Pin- 
nacle Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Popst,  54  Colo. 
451,  131  Pac.  413;  Kavanagh  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512.  lU. 
Mulford  V.  Stalzenback,  46  HI.  303; 
Fitzgibbon  v.  Lake,  29  111.  165,  81  Am. 
Dec.  302;  Galena,  etc.  Ey.  v.  Pound,  22 
111.  399;  Young  v.  Lorain,  11  HI.  624, 
52  Am.  Dec.  463.  Ind.— Eictetts  v. 
Spraker,  77  Ind.  371.  la. — Mengel  v. 
Mengel,  145  Iowa  737,  120  N.  W.  72, 
122  N.  W.  899;  Euppin  v.  McLachlan, 
122  Iowa  343,  98  N.  W.  153.  Kan. 
McGregor  v.  Morrow,  40  Kan.  730,  21 
Pac.  157.  Mich. — Peninsular  Sav.  Bank 
«,  Ward,  79  N.  W.  911.  Neb.— Bradley 
V.  Missouri  P.  Ey.  Co.,  51  Neb.  653, 
71  N.  W.  282;  Moore's  Estate  v.  Moore, 
33  Neb.  509,  50  N.  W.  443.  N.  Y. 
Erwin  v.  Lowry,  7  How.  172,  12  L.  ed. 
655.  Tex.— TafSuder  v.  Me'rrell,  95  Tex. 
95,  65  S.  W.  177;  Weems  v.  Master- 
son,  80  Tex.  45,  15  S.  W.  590;  Poor 
V.  Boyce,  12  Tex.  440;  Lynch  v.  Baxter, 
4  Tex.  431,  51  Am.  Dee.  735;  Wilkin 
V.  Simmons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W. 
1145.  W.  Va.— Mullins  v.  Laurel' Coal 
&  Land  Co.,  75  W.  Va.  783,  84  S.  B. 
937;  Jarrell  v.  Laurel  Coal  &  Land 
Co.,  75  W.   Va.   752,  84  S.  E.  933. 

fa]  The  rule  was  stated  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Hlinois  thus:  "It  is 
well  settled  that  jurisdiction  ,does  not 
depend  upon  the.  sufficiency  of  the  bill. 
If  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  and  of  the  parties  noth- 
ing further  is  required.  The  cause  of 
action  may  be  defectively  stated,  but 
that  does  not  destroy  jurisdiction.  A 
bill  may  state  conclusions,  but  if  not 
demurred  to  and  the  evidence  supports 
a  decree  conforming  to  the  general  al- 
legations of  t;he  bill  and  the  decree  is 
within  the  power  of  the  court  to  ren- 
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of  the  court  extends,  jurisdiction  attaches  and  the  court  has  the  power 
to  decide  whether  the  pleading  is  good  or  bad.**  The  complaint  or 
petition  might  have  been  uncertain,  irregular  or  entirely  insufficient 
upon  demurrer  or  motion, ,  but  the  judgment  is  nevertheless  binding 
collaterally.**  And,  providing  the  pleading  is  suiBeient  to  invoke  such 
jurisdiction  as  the  court  possesses  over  the  subject-matter  it  cannot 
be  objected  collaterally  that  the  complaint  fails  tO  make  material 
averments,  such  as  the  completion  of  steps  preliminary  to  suit,*°  aver- 


der,  the  court  has  jurisdiction.  Juris- 
diction is  the  power  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  subject-matter  in  controversy 
between  the  parties  to  a  suit.  If  the 
law  confers  the  power  to  render  a  judg- 
ment or  decree,  then  the  court  has 
jurisdiction."  O'Brien  i>.  People,  216 
HI.  354,  75  N.  E.  108. 

[b]  "It  would  be  difficult,"  says 
the  court  in  Euppin  v.  McLachlan,  122 
Iowa  343,  98  N.  W.  153,  "to  imagine 
a  case  where  the  court,  having  juris- 
diction in  other  respects,  could  not  ren- 
der ...  a  judgment  proof  against 
collateral  attack  because  of  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  petition." 

[c]  That  the  legal  conclusion  which 
the  pleader  sought  to  have  drawn  from 
his  complaint  is  not  supported  by  the 
fadts  is  not  a  valid  objection  col- 
laterally. Euppin  V.  McLachlan,  122 
Iowa  343,  98  N.  W.  153. 

[d]  That  the  relief  awarded  by  the 
judgment  is  other  than  the  facts  stated 
in  the  complaint  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to,  cannot  be  set  up  in  a  collateral  at- 
tack.    Poor  V.  Boyce,  12  Tex.  440. 

33.  Ariz.— Tube  City  Min.  &  Milling 
Co.  V.  Otterson,  16  Ariz.  305,  146  Pac. 
203.  Cal.— Crouch  v.  H.  L.  Miller  & 
Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac.  880.  lU. 
O'Connor  v.  Board  of  Trustee^s,  247  111. 
54,  93  N.  E.  124.  '  Mo. — Winningham  v. 
Trueblood,  149  Mo.  572,  51  S.  W.  399; 
Holt  County  v.  Cannon,  114  Mo.  514, 
21  S.  W.  851;  Potter  v.  Whitten,  161 
Mo.  App.  118,  142  S.  W.  453.  Neb. 
In  re  JSTelson's  Est.,  81  Neb.  363,  115 
N.  W.  1087;  Logan  County  v.  Carnahan, 
95  N.  W.  812;  Howell  v.  Eoss,  69  Neb. 
1,  94  N.  W.  955;  Bannard  v.  Duncan, 
65  Neb.  179,  90  N.  W.  947;  Dryden  v. 
Parrotte,  61  Neb.  339,  85  N.  W.  287. 
N.  y.— Hallock  V.  Doming,  69  N.  Y. 
238. 
,  Compare,  14,Standard  Pkoc.  789. 

[a]  Assessment  Lien  Expired. — On 
collateral  attack  of  a  judgment  fore- 
closing a  street  assessment  lien  it  is 
immaterial  that  the  complaint  in  the 


foreclosure  suit  may  show  that  the  lien 
had  expired.  Crouch  v.  H.  L.  Miller 
&  Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac.  880. 

34.  U.  S.— Goodman  v.  City  of  Ft. 
Collins,  164  Fed.  970,  91  C.  C.  A.  98; 
Edelstein  v.  United  States,  149  Fed. 
636,  79  C.  C.  A.  328  (certiorari  denied, 
205  U.  S.  543,  51  L.  ed.  922).  Ala. 
Doe  ess  dem.  Hamilton  v.  Hardy,  52  Ala. 
291.  Cal. — Town  of  Hayward  v.  Piinen- 
tel,  107  Cal.  386,  40  Pac.  545;  Tyrrell 
v.  Baldwin,  67  Cal.  1,  6  Pac.  867; 
Aucker  v.  McCoy,  56  Cal.  524.  HI; 
Moore  v.  Mauck,  79  111.  391;  Kruse  v. 
Wilson,  79  111.  233;  Thomson  v.  Morris, 
57  ni.  333;  Booth  v.  Eees,  26  lU.  45. 
Ind. — St.  Joseph  Hydraulic  Co.  v.  Cin- 
cinatti,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  109  Ind.  172,  9 
N.  E.  727;  Griffin  v.  Cox,  30  Ind.  242. 
Mo — ^Dollarhide  v.  Parks,  92  Mo.  178, 
5  S.  W.  3;  Burnett  v.  McCluey,  92  Mo. 
230,  4  S.  W.  694.  Ohio. — Spoors  v. 
Coen,  44  Ohio  St.  497,  9  N.  E.  132. 

[a]  Averments  Inconsistent.  —  Eup- 
pin V.  McLachlan,  122  Iowa  343,  98  N. 
W.  153. 

[b]  Tax  Proceedings. — ^It  is  not 
ground  for  collateral  attack  upon  a  tax 
judgment  that  the  petition  to  sell  the 
land  for  delinquent  taxes  does  not 
properly  describe  the  ownership.  Hall 
V.  Morris,  94  Ark.  519,  127  S.  "W.  718. 
See  generally  the  title  "Taxation." 

[c]  Where  the  original  action  was 
to  assess  property  alleged  to  have  been 
omitted  from  taxation  it  does  not  in- 
validate the  judgment  on  collateral  at- 
tack, that  the  property  sought  to  be 
assessed  -  was  described  in  general  in- 
stead of  special  terms.  Com.  v.  Helm, 
169  Ky.  194,  183  S.  W.  502. 

[d]  Mere  .irregularities  in  an  ap- 
plication for  a  homestead  will  not  ren- 
der, the  judgment  of  the  ordinary  set- 
ting aside  the  homestead,  void.  Brooks 
V.  Tinsley,  13  Ga.  App.  268,  79  S.  E. 
160. 

35.  Ariz.— tube  City  Min.  &  Mill. 
Co.  V.  Otterson,  16  Ariz.  305,  146  Pac. 
203.     OaL— Barrett  v.  Carney,  33  Cal. 
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ments  as  to  incorporation,''  consideration,"  as  to  the  right  to  proceed 
in  equity,^'  and  as  to  other  matters,'' 

(BB.)  Jurisdictional  Facts.  —  Where  the  court  is  one  possessing  juris- 
diction over  a  limited  class  of  cases,  it  is  imperative,  even  on  collateral 
attack,  that  the  pleadings  set  forth  a  subject-matter  -within  one  of 
those  classes,*"  though  mere  deficiencies  in  the  pleadings  will  not  sup- 
port a  collateral  attack.*^    These  rules  have  been  applied  to  collateral 


530.     Mo.— Potter  v.  Whitten,  161  Mo. 
App.  118,  142  S.  W.  453. 

[a]  That  prior  to  stockholders  bring- 
ing suit  for  the  corporation,  he  had 
endeavored  to  procure  action  by  the 
corporation,  need  not  be  alleged.  Gris- 
wold  V.  Hazard,  141  U.  S.  260,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  972,  999,  35  L.  ed.  678. 

36.  MeFall  v.  Buckeye  Grangers' 
Warehouse  Assn.,  122  Cal.  468,  55  Pae. 
253,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  47;  Glenn  v. 
Augusta  Drug  Co.,  127  Ga.  5,  55  S.  E. 
1032. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  corporate  exist- 
ence not  being  necessary  to  jurisdic- 
tion, its  omission  in  the  complaint  is 
not  available  in  a  collateral  attack  on 
the  judgment.  Crouch  v.  H.  L.  Miller 
&  Co.,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac.  880. 

37.  Lee  v.  Pigg,  37  Cal.  328;  Bostie 
V.  Love,  16  Cal.  69;  Lauman's  Appeal,, 
8  Pa.  473. 

38.  'Comer  v.  Bray,  83  Ala.  217,  3 
So.  554. 

[a]  Remedy  at  Law. — Where  a  bill 
in  equity  fails  to  show  that  petitioner 
did  not  have  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law  the  defect  is  not  available  col- 
laterally. Thomson  v.  Morris,  57  HI. 
333. 

39.  Oal.— Aucker  v.  McCoy,  56  Cal. 
524.  lU.— Bradley  v.  Drone,  187  111. 
175,  58  N.  E.  304;  Cody  v.  Hough,  20 
HI.  43.  N.  H.— Proctor  v.  Andover,  42 
N.  H.  348. 

[a]  Possession. — In  an  action  to 
quiet  title  against  a  mortgagee,  the 
omission  of  an  allegation  thdt  complain- 
ant is  in  possession  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  is  not  a  ground  for  collateral 
attack.  Pigge  v.  Eowlen,  185  HI.  234, 
57  N.  E.  195. 

[b]  A  partition  judgment  is  not 
void  because  it  was  not  alleged  that 
plaintiff  was  '  of  full  a'ge  (Lessee  of 
Glover's  Heirs  v.  Euffin,  6  Ohio  255), 
nor  because  of  a  failure  to  giVe  the 
names  of  those  who  were  of  full  age. 
Thompson  v.  Tolmie,  2  Pet.  (U.  S.)  157, 
164,  7  L.  ed.  381. 

[c]  Defects  lu   an  original   assess- 
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ment  petition,  not  appearing  upon  the 
record  of  the  confirmation  proceedings, 
cannot  be  availed  of  in  an  application 
for  an  order  of  sale  for  non-payment 
of  the  assessment.  Perisho  v.  People, 
185  111.  834,  56  N.  E.  1134. 

[d]  A  judgment  imposing  a  lien 
upon  lands,  in  favor  of  one  who  has 
paid  the  taxes  thereon,  is  not  void  even 
where  the  petition  fails  to  aver  that 
the  plaintiff  was  seized  of,  or  had  the 
care  of  the  lands,  although  in  view  of 
the  statute  upon  which  the  proceeding 
is  based  such  averments  would  seem  to 
be  material.  Moore  v.  Woodall,  40  Ark. 
42. 

[e]  The  citizenship  of  parties  in  a 
petition  in  a  United  States  court.  Mc- 
Cormick  v.  Sullivan,  10  Wheat.  192,  6 
L.  ed.  300. 

40.  TJ.  S.— Poster  v.  Givens,  67  Fed. 
684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625.  Ala.— Martin  v. 
Martin,  173  Ala.  106,  55  So.  632.  Ind. 
Brownfield  v.  Weicht,  9  Ind.  394. 

As  to  presumptions  in  favor  of  the 
judgments  of  such  courts,  see  supra, 
XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (IV),  (B),  (3)  to  (5). 

41.  See  preceding  section. 

fa]  Pailure  of  a  creditor's  petition 
to  have  a  debtor  declared  bankrupt  to 
aver  that  the  debtor  was  not  a  wage 
earner  or  a  person  engaged  chiefly  in 
farming  or  in  tilling  the  soil  as  re- 
quired by  the  bankruptcy  act,  is  not 
available  collaterally.  Edelstein  v. 
United  States,  149  Fed.  636,  79  C.  C. 
A.  328,  writ  of  certiorari  denied,  205 
U.  S.  543,  27  Sup.  Ct.  791,  51  L.  ed. 
922. 

[b]  "Attached  on  Contract." 
Where  the  petition  in  involuntary  bank- 
ruptcy did  not  show  that  the  estate 
of  the  debtor  had  been  "attached  on 
contract"  it  is  not  fatal  collaterally. 
Partridge  v.  Haunum,  2  Mete.  (Mass.) 
569. 

[c]  Consent  of  Creditors. — A  peti- 
tion for  discharge  in  bankruptcy  need 
not  show  the  consent  of  those  holding 
the  necessary  amount  of  debts  to  be 
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aitaefes  on  adjudications  in  probate  proceedings  to  appoint  executors 
and  administrators,*^  to  sell  decedent's  property,*^  or  distribute  the 
estate,**  or  for  a  guardian^s  sale.*^ 

(5.)  Beoitals  of  Jurisdiction.  —  (a.)  Generally.  —  Recitals  in  a  judgment, 
decree  or  other  adjudication,  to  be  evidence  of  jurisdiction  on  col- 
lateral attack,  need  not  set  forth  the  fact  showing  how  jurisdiction 
was  acquired,  but  it  is  sufficient  that  they  state  in  some  general  way, 
the  fact  that  jurisdiction  was  duly  and  regularly  obtained  in  accord- 


good   on   collateral   attack.      Frary    v. 
Dakin,  7  Johns.   (N.  Y.)   75. 

[d]  Conditions  precedent  such  as 
residence  for  six  months,  need  not  be 
shown.    Barrett  v.  Carney,  33  Cal.  530. 

42.  Johnson  v.  Johnson's  Estate,  66 
Mich.  525,  33  N.  W.  413;  Shane  v. 
Peoples,^25  N.  D.  188,  141  N.  "W.  737. 

[a]  The  amount  and  value  of  an 
estate  are  not  .jurisdictional.  Lucas  v. 
Todd,  28  Cal.  182. 

43.  Howell  V.  Hughes,  168  Ala.  460, 
53  So.  105;  Smith  v.  Black,  231  Mo. 
681,  132  S.  W.  1129;  Grayson  v.  Wed- 
dle,  63  Mo.  523,  537;  Pattee  v.  Thomas, 
58  Mo.  163;  Overton  v.  Johnson,  17 
Mo.  442. 

[a]  Necessity  of  Showing  Statutory 
G-rouuds. — The  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
does  not  depend  upon  the  showing  in 
the  application  of  one  of  the  statutory 
causes  for  the  sale.  The  absence  of 
such  showing  or  the  statement  of  a 
reason  which  would  not  authorize  the 
sale  might  make  the  order  of  sale  er- 
roneous but  not  void.  Abernathy  v. 
O'Reilly,  90  Ala.  495,  7  So.  919;  Taf- 
finger  v.  Merrell,  95  Tex.  95,  65  S.  W. 
177;  Weems  v.  Masterson,  80  Tex.  45, 
15  S.  W.  590;  Poor  v.  Boyce,  12  Tex. 
440;  Finch's  Heirs  v.  Edmonson,  9  Tex. 
504;  Lynch  v.  Baxter,  4  Tex.  431,  51 
Am.  Dec.  735;  Wilkin  v.  Simmons  (TesT. 
Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  1145.  But  see 
MoNally  v.  Haynes,  59  Tex.  583. 

[b]  Failure  of  the  petition  to  al- 
lege the  estate  on  hand  and  the  amount 
of  claims  allowed  and  paid,  though  ir- 
regular, does  not  make  the  sale  at- 
tackable collaterally.  HI. — Bradley  -v. 
Drone,  187  HI.  175,  58  N.-  E.  304;  Mof- 
fitt  V.  Moffltt,  69  HI.  641.  la.— Myers 
r.  Davis,  47  Iowa  325;  Eead  v.  Howe, 
39  Iowa  553.  N.  Y. — Germon  v.  Swart- 
wout,  3   Wend.  282. 

[c]  Negativing  Power  of  Sale. 
Where  such  a  petition  shows  the  exist- 
ence of  a  will,  it  must  negative  a  power 
of  sale  in  the  will  for  under  the  statute 
that  is  the  only  contingency  in  which 


the  court  has  power  to  order  the  sale. 
Howell  V.  Hughes,  168  Ala.  460,  53  So. 
105;  Wilson  v.  Holt,  83  Ala.  528,  3  So. 
321;  Arnett  v.  Bailey,  60  Ala.  435; 
Hall's  Heirs  v.  Hall,  47  Ala.  290,  298. 

[d]  Piling  Inventory. — It  is  not 
necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  sale  of 
decedent's  property  that  the  inventory 
appraisement,  lists  and  accounts  of  the 
estate  be  filed  with  the  petition  as  re- 
quired by  statute.  Smith  v.  Black,  231 
Mo.  681,  132  S.  W.  1129;  Grayson  v. 
Weddle,  63  Mo.  523;  Pattee  v.  Thomas, 
58  Mo.  163;  Overton  v.  Johnson,  17  Mo. 
442. 

[e]  A  request  for  allotmient  of  dower 
in  a  proceeding  for  the  sale  of  land, 
though  not  authorized  by  statute,  will 
not  affect  the  court's  jurisdiction  to 
order  the  sale.  Swearegen  v.  Gulick, 
67  m.  208. 

44.  Carter  v.  Frahm,  31  S.  D.  379, 
141  N.  W.  .370. 

fa]  Heirs  Unknown.  —  Where  the 
statute  authorizes  the  issue  and  service 
by  publication  of  a  warning  order  to 
unknown  heirs  when  the  fact  appears 
in  the  complaint  that  the  names  of 
such  heirs  are  unknown  to  plaintiff,  an 
averment  in  the  complaint  to  that  ef- 
fect is  indispensable  to  the  validity  of 
such  an  order  and  service.  Indiana  & 
Arkansas  Lumb.  &  Mfg.  Co.  e.  Brink- 
ley,  164  Fed.  963,  91  C.  C.  A.  91. 

45.  Young  V.  Lorain,  11  HI.  624,  52 
Am.  Dec.  463;  Watts  v.  Cook,  24  Kan. 
278. 

[a]  Failure  to  state  a  case  within 
court's  authority  will  not  render  the 
decree  selling  infant's  property  a  mere 
nullity.  Hine  v.  Morse,  218  U.  S.  493, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  37,  54  L.  ed.  1123. 

[b]  That  statutory  grounds  (1)  are 
not  averred  does  not  avoid  the  sale 
(Weems  i).  Masterson,  80  Tex.  45,  15 
S.  W.  590),  (2)  but  failure  to  set  out 
a  debt  for  which  the  sale  could  be 
allowed  has  been  held  fatal.  Coffield 
V.  McLean,  49  N.  C.  15. 
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anee  with  the  law;*°  and  this  is  true  whether  the  recitals  have  refer- 
ence to  a  jurisdiction  obtained  on  personal  service,*'  or  appearance,** 
or  on  service  by  publication.** 


46.  Ala. — McMahan  v.  Browne,  185 
Ala.  272,  64  So.  553.  Cal.— Quivey  v. 
Porter,  37  Cal.  458.  111.— Young  ,  v. 
People,  171  III.  299,  49  N.  B.  503; 
Casey  I).  People,  165  111.  49,  46  N.  E. 
7;  Bickerdlke  v.  Allen,  157  111.  95,  41 
N.  E.  740;  Swift  V.  Yanaway,  153  111. 
197,  38  N.  E.  589;  Hannas  v.  Hannas, 
110  111.  53.  Ind. — Goar  v.  Maranda,  57 
Ind.  339;  Treharne  v.  Matson,  46  Ind. 
App.  705,  93  N.  E.  553;  Jenners  v. 
Spraker,  2  Ind.  App.  100,  27  N.  E.  117. 
Mo. — State  es;  rel.  Polster  v.  Miles,  149 
Mo.  App.  638,  129  S.  W.  731.  Tex. 
HoUingsworth  v.  Cameron  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  160  S.  W.  644;  Oliver  v. 
BoTdner  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
656;  Mangum  v.  Kenley  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  145  S.  W.  316;  Estey  &  Camp 
V.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  133  S. 
"W.  470. 

As  to  necessity  for  recitals,  see  supra, 
XI,  E,  2. 

[a]  Identifying  Writ.— The  recital 
need  not  identify  the  precise  writ 
ui)on  which  the  court  acted.  Gibbs  v. 
Scales,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App.  96,  118  S.  W. 
188. 

47.  Ala. — ^MiSMahan  v.  Browne,  185 
Ala.  272,  64  So.  553.  Cal — Crouch  v. 
Miller,  169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac.  880; 
McCauley  v.  Fulton,  '44  Cal.  355 ;  Sharp 
V.  Brunnings,  35  Cal.  528.  Ga.— Mc- 
Danxel  v.  Westberry,  74  Ga.  380;  Brown 
V.  Eedwyne,  16  Ga.  67.  Ill — Water- 
bury  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eeed,  231  111.  246, 
83  N.  E.  188;  Law  v.  Grommes,  158  111. 
492,  41  N.  B.  1080;  Matthews  v.  Hoff, 
113   111.   90;    Coursen   v.   Hixon,   78   111. 

339.  Ind.— Doe  v.  Smith,  1  Ind.  451. 
la. — Toliver  v.  Morgan,  75  Iowa  619, 
34   N.   W.    858.      Kan.— O 'Driseoll    v. 

,  Soper,  19  Kan.,  574.  Ky. — Baker  v. 
Baker,  Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173 
S.  W.  109;-  Neweomb's  Exrs.  V,  New- 
comb's  Bxrs.,  13  Bush  544,  26  Am. 
Rep.  222.  Miss. — Monk  v.  Home,  38 
Miss.  100,  75  Am.  Deo.  94.  Mo.— State 
ex  rel.  Polster  v.  Miles,  149  Mo.  App. 
638,  129  S.'W.  731.  N.  Y.— Mott «).  Fort 
Edward  Waterworks  Co.,  79  App.  Div. 
179,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  1100;  Steinhardt 
V.  Baker,  20  Misc.  470,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
707.  Ore.— Ladd  v.  Higley,  5  Ore.  296. 
Tenn. — Netherland  v.  Johnson,    5    Lea 

340.  Tex. — Estey  &  Camp  v.  Williams 
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(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  133  S.  W.  470;  Carr 
V.  Miller,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  57,  123 
8.  W.  1158.  W.  Va.— Central  Dist.  & 
P.  T.  Co.  V.  Parkersburg  &  O.  V.  E., 
Ry.,  85  S.  E.  65. 

[a]  Process  "Duly  and  Regularly 
Served."— McDonald  v.  Ft.  Smith  &  W. 
E.  Co.,  105  Ark.  5,  150  S.  W.  135; 
Empire  Ranch  &  Cattle  Co.  v.  Gibson, 
23  Colo.  App.  476,  130  Pac.  615.     , 

[b]  "Were  each  duly  served  with 
summons  personally  on  each  of  them." 
Swift  V.  Yanaway,  153  111.  197,  38  N. 
E.  589. 

[c]  That  defendants  were  "duly 
cited."  Oliver  v.  Bordner  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  145  S.  W.  656. 

[d]  "That  the  law  in  all  things  has 
been  complied  with  and  that  the  de- 
fendants have  been  regularly  served 
with  notice  of  plaintiff's  suit."  Hol- 
lingsworth  v.  Wm.  Cameron  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ,  App.),  160  8.  W.  644. 

48.  Ala. — Owings  v.  Binford,  80  Ala. 
421;  Hunt  v.  Ellison,  32  Ala.  173.  Cal. 
Leese  v.  Clark,  28  Cal.  26.  Ind. — Strange 
V.  Prince,  17  Ind.  524.  Ky.— Bustard 
V.  Gates,  4  Dana  429.  Tex. — Smith  v. 
Wood,  37  Tex.  616.  ^ 

49.  V.  S.— Foster  v.  Givens,  67  Fed. 
684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625.  Ala.— McMahan 
i\  Browne,  185  Ala.  272,  64  So.  553; 
Soulard  v.  Vacuum  Oil  Co.,  109  Ala. 
387,  19  So.  414;  White  v.  Simpson,  107 
Ala.  386,  18  So.  151;  Diston  v.  Hood,  83 
Ala.  331,  3  So.  746.  Ark.— Price  v. 
Gunn,  114  Ark.  551,  170  S.  W.  247; 
Beasley  v.  Equitable  Securities  Co.,  72 
Ark.  601,  84  S.  W.  224.  Cal.— Sacra- 
mento Bank  v.  Montgomery,  146  Cal. 
745,  81  Pac.  138;  McCauley  v.  Fulton, 
44  Cal.  355.  111.— Reedy  v.  Camfield, 
159  111.  254,  42  N.  E.  833;'  Bickerdike 
V.  Allen,  157  111.  95,  41  N.  Ei  740; 
Swift  V.  Yanaway,  153  HI.  197,  38  N. 
E.  589.  Mo.— Vincent  v.  Means,  184 
Mo.  327,  82  8.  W.  96;  Brawley  v.  Ran- 
ney,  67  Mo.  280.  Ohio. — Winemiller  v. 
Laughlin,  51  Ohio  8t.  421,  38  N.  E. 
Ill;  Cincinatti,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Belle 
Centre,  48  Ohio  St.  273,  27  N.  E.  464. 
Tex.— DaVis  v.  Robinson,  70  Tex.  394, 
7  8.  W.  749;  Jameson  v.  O'Neall  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  680;  Mangum 
V.  Kenley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
316;  Houston  Oil  Co.  v.  Bayne   (Tex; 
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(b.)  Conclusiveness  of  "Recitals.  —  Jurisdictional  recitals  are  in  respect 
to  certain  proceedings,  sometimes  made. conclusive  by  statute.^"  Such 
recitals  in  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  are  presumed 
to  be  true,^^  and  they  cannot  in  a  collateral  proceeding  be  contradicted 
or  in  any  way  varied  by  evidence  dehors  the  record  itself .^^    In  a  few 


Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  544;  Gibbs  v. 
Scales,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App.  96,  118  S.  W. 
188. 

[a]  A  recital  in  a  default  judgment 
that  an  order  of  publication  had  been 
"duly  ^^ade  and  filed"  is  sufS,cient  on 
collateral  attack  in  the  absence  of  rec- 
ord evidence  showing  non-complianee 
with  the  statute.  Tester  v.  Givens,  67 
Fed.  684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625. 

[b]  By  publication  in  a  newspaper 
"in  all  respects  as  provided  by  stat- 
ute." Swift  V.  Tanaway,  153  111.  197, 
38  N.  E.  589. 

[c]  "Due  proof  of  publication  of 
notice. ' '  Bickerdike  v.  Allen,  157  HI. 
95,  41  N.  E.  740. 

[d]  "Due  notice  as  required  by  law 
has  been  given  by  publication."  Casey 
V.  People,  165  HI.  49,  46  N.  E.  7. 

[e]  "Duly  notified  of  the  pendency 
of.  said  petition  by  publication  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided."  Harris  v.  Les- 
ter, 80  HI.  807. 

50.  In  tax  suits,  a  recital  that  all 
owners  and  claimants  of  the  property 
have  been  duly  summoned  to  answer 
the  complaint  and  have  made  default 
are  by  statute  made  conclusive  of  those 
facts.  Branson  v.  Caruthers,  49  Cal. 
374;  Truman  v.  Eobinson,  44  Cal.  628; 
Eeily  v.  Lancaster,  39  Cal.  354. 

51.  U.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Lumber 
Co.,  202  Fed.  35.  Ala.— McMahan  v. 
Browne,  185  Ala.  272,  64  So.  553; 
Owings  V.  Binford,  80  Ala.  421.  Cal. 
Crouch  V.  Miller,  169  Cal.  341,  146 
Pac.  880;  McCauley  v.  Fulton,  44  Cal. 
355;  Sharp  v.  Brunnings,  35  Cal.  528; 
Hahn  v.  Kelly,  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am. 
Dec.  742.  Colo. — Empire  Ranch  &  Cat. 
Co.  V.  Gibson,  23  Colo.  App.  476,  130 
Pac.  615.  Ga. — McDaniel  v.  West- 
berry,  74  Ga.  880;  Brown  v.  Eedwyne, 
16  Ga.  67.  HI. — Law  v.  Grommes,  158 
HI.  492,  41  N.  E.  1080;  Matthews  v. 
Hoff,  113  HI.  90;  Coursen  v.  Hixon,  78 
111.  339.  Ind. — Strange  v.  Prince,  17 
Ind.  524;  Doe  i.  Smith,  1  Ind.  451. 
la. — Toliver  v.  Morgan,  75  Iowa  619, 
34  N,  W.  858.  Kan.— O'DriscoU  v. 
Soper,  19  Kan.  574;  Haynes  v.  Cowen, 
15  Kan.  637.     Ky.— Baker    v.    Baker, 


Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173  S.  "W. 
109;  Newcomb's  Exrs.  v.  Newcomb's 
Exrs.,  13  Bush  544,  26  Am.  Rep.  222; 
Bustard  v.  Gates,  4  Dana  429.  Miss. 
Monk  V.  Home,  38  Miss.  100,  75  Am. 
Dec.  94.  Mo. — Nevatt  v.  Springfield 
Nornjial  School,  79  Mo.  App.  198.  N.  Y. 
Belden  v.  Meeker,  2  Lans.  470;  Barber 
V.  Wiuslow,  12  Wend.  102;  Mott  i).  Ft. 
Edward  Waterworks  Co.,  79  App.  Div. 
179,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  1100;  Steinhardt 
V.  Baker,  20  Misc.  470,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
707.  N.  C— Pinnell  v.  Burroughs,  168 
N.  C.  315,  84  S.  E.  864.  N.  D.— Leach 
v.  Roulette  County,  29  N.  D.  593,  151 
N.  W.  768.  Ore. — Ladd  v.  Higley,  5 
Ore.  296.  Tenn.— Walker  v.  Cottrell,  6 
Baxt.  257;  Netherland  v.  Johnson,  5  Lea 
340.  Utah. — Hoagland  v.  Hoagland,  19 
Utah  103,  57  Pac.  20.  Vt. — Carpenter 
v.  Millard,  38  Vt.  9.  Va.— Craig  v. 
Sebrell,  9  Gratt.  (50  Va.)  131.  W.  Va. 
Winding  Gulf  Colliery  Co.  v.  Campbell, 

72  W.  Va.  449,  78  S.  E.  384. 

52.  TJ.  S. — Applegate  v.  Lexington, 
etc.  Min.  Co.,  117  U.  S.  255,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  742,  29  L.  ed.  892;  McCormick  v. 
Sullivan,  10  Wheat.  192,  6  L.  ed.  600; 
Cooper  V.  Reynolds,  10  Wall.  308,  19 
L.  ed.  931;  United  States  v.  Hiawaasee 
Lumb.  Co.,  202  Fed.  35,  120  C.  C.  A. 
289;  Butterfleld  v.  Miller,  195  Fed.  200, 
115  C.  C.  A.  152;  Foster  v.  Givens,  67 
Fed.  684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625;  Bigelow 
v.  Chatterton,  51  Fed.  614,  2  C.  C.  A. 
402;  Cohen  v.  Portland  Lodge  No.  142 
B.  P.  O.  E.,  140  Fed.  774;  United 
States  V.  Gayle,  45  Fed.  107.  Ala. 
Powell  V.  Union  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  173 
Ala.  332,  56  So.  123;  Perry  v,  King, 
117  Ala.  533,  23  So.  783;  Whitlow  v. 
Echols,   78  Ala.  206;  Massey  v.  Smith, 

73  Ala.  173.  Cal.— Stow  v.  Schiefferly, 
120  Cal.  609,  52  Pac.  1000;  Branson 
V.  Caruthers,  49  Cal.  374;  McCauley  v. 
Fulton,  44  Cal.  355;  Reily  v.  Lancaster, 
39  Cal.  354;  Quiyey  v.  Porter,  37  Cal. 
458;  Sharp  v.  Brummings,  35  Cal.  528; 
Musser  v.  Fitting,  26  Cal.  App.  746, 
148  Pac.  536.  Conn.— Coit  v.  Haven, 
30  Conn.  190,  79  Am.  Dec.  244;  Bridge- 
port Sav.  Bank  v..  Eldredge,  28  Conn. 
556,  73  Am.  Dec.  688.  Haw.— Carey  v. 
Hawaiian  Lumb.  Mills,  21  Hawaii  311. 

Vol.  XV 


45^ 


JVDGMENTS 


jurisdictions,  however,  such  contrary  evidence  has  been  held  admis- 
sible."* 


Ill.^Kuzak  V.  Anderson,  267  HI.  609, 
108  N.  E.  662;  Gage  v.  People,  207  111. 
377,  69  N.  E.  840;  Glover  v.  People, 
188  ni.  576,  59  N.  B.  429;  Lancaster 
V.  Snow,  184  HI.  534,  56  N.  E.  813; 
Casey  v.  People,  165  111.  49,  46  N.  E. 
7;  Moffitt  V.  Moffitt,  69  111.  641;  Os- 
good V.  Blaekmore,  59  111.  261.  Ind. 
Friebe  v.  Elder,  181  Ind.  597,  105  N. 
E.  151;  Bateman  i;.  Miller,  118  Ind. 
345,  21  N.  E.  292;  Rogers  v.  Beau- 
champ,  102  Ind.  33,  1  N.  E.  185;  Keid 
V.  Mitchell,  93  Ind.  469;  Frankel  v. 
Yoss  (Ind.  App.),  109  N.  B.  55.  la. 
Day  V.  Goodwin,  104  Iowa  374,  73  N. 
W.  864;  Wright  v.  Mahaffey,  76  Iowa 
96,  40  N.  W.  112.  Ky.— Siler  v.  Car- 
penter, 155  Ky.  640,  160  S.  W.  186; 
Newcomb's  Exrs.  v.  Newcomb's  Exrs., 
13  Bush  544,  26  Am.  Eep.  222;  Sim- 
mons V.  McKay,  5  Bush  25;  Bustard 
v.  Gates,  4  Dana  429.  La. — ^Dufour  v. 
Camfranc,  11  Mart.  (0.  S.)  607,  13 
Am.  Dec.  360.  Me.— Blaisdell  v.  Pray, 
68  Me.  269;  Granger  v.  Clark,  22  Me. 
128.'  Md.— Clark  v.  Bryan,  16  Md. 
171.  Mass. — Cook  v.  Darling,  18  Pick. 
393.  But  see  Needham  v.  Thayer,  147 
Mass.  536,  18  N.  E.  429.  Mich.— Belcher 
V.  Curtis,  119  Mich.  1,  77  N.  W.  310; 
Allured  v,  Voller,  112  Mich.  357,  70  N. 
W.  1037;  Clark  v.  Holmes,  1  Dougl. 
390.  Miss. — Martin  i).  Miller,  103  Miss. 
754,  60  So.  772;  Sweatman  V.  Dean,'  86 
Miss.  641,  38  So.  231;  Vicksburg  Gro. 
Co.  V.  Brennan,  20  So.  845;  Cannon  v. 
Cooper,  39  Miss.  784,  80  Am.  Dec.  101; 
Duncan  v.  M'Neill,  31  Miss.  704;  Fris- 
by  V.  Harrisson,  30  Miss.  452.  Mo. 
Beed  v.  Nicholson,  158  Mo.  624,  59  S. 
W.  977;  Fulkersou  v.  Davenport,  70 
Mo.  541;  Nevatt  v.  Springfield  Normal 
School,  79  Mo.  App.  198;  Wise  V. 
Loring,  54  Mo.  App.  258.  Mont. — Edger- 
ton  V.  Edgerton,  12  Mont.  122,  29  Pac. 
966.  Nev.— Blasdel  v.  Kean,  8  Nev. 
305.  N.  H. — Carlton  v.  Patterson,  29 
N.  H.  580.  N.  M — Union  Trust  Co. 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  8 
N.  M.  159,  42  Pac.  89.  N.  C.— Sledge 
V.  Elliott,  116  N.  C.  712,  21  S.  E.  797; 
State  V.  Eidley,  114  N.  C.  827,  19  S.  B. 
149;  Isley  v.  Boon,  113  N.  C.  249,  18 
S.B.  174;  Brickhouse  v.  Sutton,  99  N. 
C.  103,  5  S.  E.  380.  N.  D.— Leach  v. 
Eolette  County,  29  N.  D.  593,  151  N.  W. 
768.  Okla.— Crist  v.  Cosby,  11  Okla. 
635,  69  Pac.  885.     Ore.— Heatherly  v. 
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Hadley,  4  Ore.  1.  Pa. — Hartman  v. 
Ogborn,  54  Pa.  120,  93  Am.  Dec.  679. 
S.  C— McCullough  V.  Hicks,  63  S.  C. 
542,  41  S.  B.  761;  Eeese  v.  Meetze,  51 
S.  C.  333,  29  S.  B.  73;  Prince  v.  Dick- 
son, 39  S.  0.  477,  18  S.  E.  33;  Martin 
V.  Bowie,  37  S.  C.  102,  15  S.  C.  736. 
S.  D.— Phillips  V.  Phillips,  13  S.  D. 
231,  83  N.  W.  94.  Tenn. — Wilkins  v. 
McCorkle,  112  Tenn.  688,  80  S.  W.  834; 
Eeinhardt  v.  Nealis,  101  Tenn.  169,  46 
S.  W.  446;  Robertson  v.  Winchester,  85 
Tenn.  171,  1  S.  W.  781;  Harris  v.  Mo- 
Clanahan,  11  Lea  181.  Tex. — ^Moore  v. 
Hanscom,  101  Tex.  293,  106  S.  W.  876, 
108  S.  W.  150;  Templeton  v.  Ferguson, 
89  Tex.  47,  33  S.  W.  329;  Crawford  v. 
McDonald,  88  Tex.  626,  33  S.  W.  325; 
Douglas  V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  124  S. 
W.  933;  Carr  v.  Miller,  58  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  57,  123  S.  W.  1158;  Hollingsworth 
V.  Cameron  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  160 
S.  W.  644;  Waterman  Lumb.,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Eobins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W. 
360;  Gibson  v.  Oppenheimer  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  154  S.  W.  694;  Batjer  v. 
Roberts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  W. 
841;  Estey  &  Camp  v.  Williams  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  133  S.  W.  470.  Utah. 
Hoagland  v.  Hoagland,  19  Utah  103j  57 
Pac.  20.  Va.— Pugh  v.  McCue,  86  Va. 
475,  10  S.  E.  715;  Wilcher  v.  Eobertson, 
78  Va.  602.  Wash. — Kalb  v.  German 
Sav.  &  Loan  Soc,  25  Wash.  349,  65 
Pac.  559;  Kizer  v.  Caufield,  17  Wash. 
417,  49  Pac.  1064.  W.  Va.— Central 
Dist.  &  Pr.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Parkersburg  & 
O.  V.   E.  Ey.    (W.  Va.),  85   S.  B.  65. 

[a]  Becital  of  Entry. — A  recital  in 
a  judgment  that  is  regular  and  valid 
on  its  face  that  it  was  entered  by  the 
court  cannot,  in  a  collateral  proceed- 
ing be  contradicted  by  evidence  de  hers 
the  records  showing  that  it  was  in  fact 
entered  by  the  clerk  without  an  order 
from  the  clerk.  Carey  i).  Hawaiian 
Lumb.  Mills,  21  Haw.  311. 

[b]  In  a  direct  attack  upon  the 
judgment  the  recitals  are  only  prima 
facie  evidence  and  their  falsity  may 
be  shown  either  by  the  record  or  by 
evidence  de  hors.  Eoman  v.  Morgan, 
162  Ala.  133,  50  So.  273;  McKinney 
V.  Adams,  95  Miss.  832,  50  So.  474; 
Sivley  v.  Summers,  57  Miss.  712;  Cram- 
ford  V.  Redus,  54  Miss.  700. 

53.  Ark.— Griflln  v.  State,  37  Ark. 
437.    D.  C— Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1  App. 
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(o.)  {Jonsideratiofi  of  Bemainder  of  Beeord.  —  Judgihent  recitals  must  be 
construed  in  connection  with  other  parts  of  the  record,  with  which  the 
court  will  endeavor  to  reconcile  them  if  possible;  but  if  the  balance 
of  the  record  afBrmatively  shows  that  jurisdiction  was  not  in  fact 
obtained,  this  will  rebut  the  presumption  arising  from  the  recitals.''* 
"When,  for  example,  all  that  was  actually  done  to  obtain  jurisdiction 
appears  in  the  officer's  return,'^  or  in  the  proof  of  publication,"*  and 
these  are  insufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction,  they  will  prevail  over  the 
judgment  recitals.  Where,  however,  the  record  does  not  purport  to 
show  all  that  was  done  to  obtain  jurisdiction,  the  mere  presence  therein 


Cas.  223.  Ga. — Dozier  v.  Richardson, 
25  Ga.  90.  Kan. — ^Thom  v.  Salmonson, 
37  Kan.  441,  15  Pac.  588;  Mastiu  v. 
Gray,  19  Kam  458,  27  Am.  Eep.  149. 
lilinn.— Thelen  v.  Thelen,  75  Minn.  433, 
78  N.  W.  108.  NelJ.— German  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kantter,  55  Neb.  103,  75  N. 
W.  566;  Eayrs  v.  Nason,  54  Neb.  143, 
74  N.  W.  408.  N.  Y. — ^Ferguson  v. 
Crawford,  86  N.  Y.  609;  Sire  v.  Mer- 
rick, 17  Civ.  Pr.  325,  15  Daly  346,  6 
N.  Y.  Supp.  661;  Brown  v.  Balde,  3 
Lans.  283;  Bonnet  v.  Laehman,  65  Hun 
554,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  514;  Button  v. 
Smith,  10  App.  Biv.  566,  42  N.  Y. 
Supp.  80.  Ohio. — Kingsborough  v. 
Tousley,  56  Ohio  St.  450,  47  N.  E. 
541.  Wis. — Pollard  v.  Wegener,  13  Wis. 
569. 

[a]  Recitals  in  a  justice's  judg- 
ment may  be  contradicted  by  evideSce 
aliunde.  Leonard  v.  Sparks,  63  Mo. 
App.  585. 

As  to  contradiction  of  recitals  in 
foreign  judgment,  see  infra,  XVIII. 

54.  XT.  S. — Applegate  v.  Levington, 
etc.  Min.  Co.,  117  TJ.  S.  255,  269,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  742,  29  L.  ed.  892;  Foster  v.  Givens, 
67  Fed.  684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625;  North 
Star  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  196  Fed. 
56.  Ariz. — Boyle  v.  Oro  Plata  Min.  & 
Mill.  Co.,  14  Ariz.  484,  131  Pac.  155. 
Ark.— Price  v.  Gunn,  114  Ark.  551,  170 
8.  W.  247;  Porter  v.  Tallman,  68  Ark. 
211,  56  S.  W.  1071;  Porter  v.  Dooley, 
66  Ark.  1,  49  S.  W.  1083;  McConnell 
V.  Day,  61  Ark.  464,  33  S.  W.  731; 
McLain  v.  Duncan,  57  Ark.  49,  20  S.  W. 
597.  Cal. — Sacramento  Bank  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 146  Cal.  745,  81  Pae.  138;  Hahn 
V.  Keliey,  34  Cal.  391,  94  Am.  Deo.  742. 
HI.— Waterbury  Nat.  Bank  v.  Reed,  231 
111.  246,  83  N.  E.  188;  Harris  v.  Les- 
ter, 80  m.  307;  Turner  v.  Jenkins,  79 
ni.  228;  Pardon  v.  Dwire,  23  111.  572. 
Ind.— Coan  v.  Clow,  83  Ind.  417.  Kan. 
Mickel  V.  Hicks,  19  Kan.  578,  27  Am. 


Rep.  161.  Ky.— Sidwell  v.  Worthing- 
ton's  Heirs,  8  Dana  74,  77.  Mich. — Cur- 
tis V.  Board  of  Supervisors,  154  Mich. 
646,  118  N.  W.  618;  Gould  v.  Jacob- 
son,  58  Mich.  288,  25  N.  W.  194.  Mo. 
Kunzi  V.  Hickman,  243  Mo.  103,  147 
S.  W.  1002;  Laney  v.  Garbee,  105  Mo. 
355,  16  S.  W.  831;  Higgins  v.  Beck- 
with,  102  Mo.  456,  14  S.  W.  931;  State 
ex  rel.  Bolster  v.  Miles,  149  Mo.  Apjj. 
638,  129  S.  W.  731.  Ore.— Harris  v. 
Sargeant,  37  Ore.  41,  60  Pac.  608.  S.  D. 
Stoddard  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mattioe,  10  S.  D. 
253,  72  N.  W.  891.  Tex.— Gibbs  v. 
Scales,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App.  96,  118  S.  W. 
188.  Va. — Pope  v.  Harrison,  16  Lea 
82.  W.  Va.— Central  Dist.  &  P.  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Parkersburg  &  O.  V.  B.  Ey., 
85  S.  E.  65.  Wis.— Falkner  v.  Guild,  10 
Wis.  563. 

55.  Ariz. — Boyle  v.  Oro  Plata  Min. 
&  Mill.  Co.,  14  Ariz.  484,  131  Pac^  155. 
lU. — Spring  Creek  Drainage  Dist.  v. 
Comrs.,  238  HI.  521,  87  N.  E-  394; 
Illinois  Cent.  Ry.  Co.  v.  People,  189  HI. 
119,  59  N.  E.  609;  Reedy  v.  Camfield, 
159  HI.  254,  42  N.  B.  833;  Harris  s. 
Lester,  80  111.  307;  Turner  v.  Jenkins, 
79  HI.  228;  Boyland  v.  Boyland,  18 
111.  551.  Ind,— Coan  v.  Clow,  83  Ind. 
417.  Kan.— Mickel  v.  Hicks,  19  Kan. 
578,  27  Am.  Rep.  161.  Mich.— Gould  v. 
Jacobson,  58  Mich.  288,  25  N.  W.  194. 
Mo.— Laney  r.  Garbee,  105  Mo.  355,  16 
S.  W.  831;  Higgins  v.  Beekwith,  102 
Mo.  456,  14  S.  W.  931;  Cloud  v.  Pierce 
City,  86  'Mo.  357.  Ore.— Harris  v.  Sar- 
geant, 37  Ore.  41,  60  Pac.  608.  Wis. 
Falkner  v.  Guild,  10  Wis.  563. 

[a]  A  certified  copy  of  a  missing 
summons  and  return  may  not  be  used 
to  impeach  the  recitals  of  service  in 
the  judgment  unless  the  evidence  shows 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  the  correct- 
ness of  the  copy.  Kavanagh  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 53  Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512. 

56.  Senichia  v.  Lowe,  74  111.  274. 
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of  a  defective  summons,"  or  return,"  or  order,^'  or  certificate  of  pub- 
lication,*" will  not  overcome  the  recitals  of  jurisdiction  in  the  judg- 
ment, for  in  such  case  it  will  be  "presumed  that  the  court  acted  on 
other  and  sufficient  evidence.  It  will  not  suffice  to  overcome  the 
recitals  in  the  judgment  that  the  record  is  otherwise  silent  as  to  juris- 
dictional steps.^^ 

(6.)  Adjudication  of  Jurisdiction.  — A  court  of  general  jurisdiction  in 
assuming  the  power  to  proceed  in  a  case,  thereby  impliedly  adjudges 
that  the  requisite  jurisdictional  facts  exist  aind,  though  its  determina- 
tion in  this  respect  be  erroneous,  the  judgment  is  not  for  that  reason 
subject  to  collateral  attack.''*    If  in  the  particular  case  the  question 


57.  Bradley  v.  Drone,  187  HI.  175, 
58  N.  B.  304;  Chicago  Dock  &  Canal 
Co.  V.  Kinzie,  93  111.  415.  See  Law 
17.  Grommes,  158  HI.  492,  41  N.  E. 
1080. 

[a]  Writ  Misdated. — ^Where  one  of 
two  writs  of  scire  facias  found  in  the 
papers  bears  date  subsequent  to  the 
judgment,  it  will  be  presumed  from  a 
recital  in  the  judgment  that  two  sep- 
arate writs  of  scire  facias  issued  that 
there  was  another  and  proper  writ  is- 
sued and  returned,  which  was  lost  from 
the  files  or  destroyed.  Chicago  Dock 
&  Canal  Co.  v.  Kinzie,  93  111.  415t 

[b]  Eeplacing  Void  Summons. — Al- 
though the  summons  in  a  proceeding  be 
void,  it  will  be  presumed  from  i  the 
recital  in  the  decree  that  all  the 
parties  were  properly  served,  that  a 
second  and  valid  summons  was  issued. 
Bradley  v.  Drone,  187  111.  175,  58  N.  B. 
304. 

58,  Drake  v.  Duvenick,  45  Cal.  455; 
Eivard  v.  Gardner,  39  lU.  125. 

[a]  An  immaterial  variance  in  the 
return  will  not  overcome  a  recital  in 
the  decree.  Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton,  53 
Colo.  157;  125  Pac.  512. 

[b]  Where  the  place  of  service  is 
not  stated  in  the  acknowledgment  of 
service,  the  presumption  arising  from 
a  recital  of  service  is  not  thereby  re- 
butted. Stoddard  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mattice, 
10  S.  D.  253,  72  N.  W.  891. 

[c]  Time  of  Making  Ketum. — ^The 
fact  that  the  return  upon  the  summons 
w^s  not  made  within  the  statutory 
period  will  not  contradict  a  recital  in 
the  decree  of  proper  service.  Sacra- 
mento Bank  v.  Montgomery,  146  Cal. 
745,  81  Pac.  138. 

[d]  Service  on  Wrong  Person. — A 
judgment  recital  of  proper  service  is 
not   rebutted  by   the    sheriff's    return 
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showing  service  on  the  wrong  person. 
Quivey  v.  Porter,  37  Cal.  458. 

59.  Order  Not  Dated. — A  recital 
that  the  order  of  publication  against  a 
non-resident  had  been  published  ac- 
cording to  law  will  prevail  though  the 
record  shows  an  order  of  publication 
which  bears  no  date.  Foster  v.  Givens, 
67  Fed.  684,  14  C.  C.  A.  625. 

60.  Ark.— Price  v.  Gunn,  114  Ark. 
551,  170  S.  W.  247;  Crittenden  Lumb. 
Go.  V.  McDougal,  101  Ark.  390,  395, 
142  S.  W.  836.  HI.— Young  v.  People, 
171  111.  299,  49  N.  B.  503;  Casey  v. 
People,  165  Bl.  49,  46  N.  B.  7;  Dickey 
V.  People,  160  Bl.  633,  43  N.  E.  606; 
Hertig  v.  People,  159  Bl.  237,  42  N.  E. 
879;  Eeedy  «.  Camfield,  159  Bl.  254, 
42  N.  E.  833;  HaiTis  v.  Lester,  80  Bl. 
307;  Barnett  v.  Wolf,  70  111.  76. 

61.  McLain  v.  Duncan,  57  Ark.  49, 
20  S.  W.  597;  Central  Dist.  &  P.  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Parkersburg  &  O.  V.  B.  By. 
(W.  Va.),  85  S.  E.  65. 

[a]  That  an  afUdavit  of  non  resi- 
dence does  not  appear  in  the  record 
will  not  rebut  a  recital  that  such  affi- 
davit was  filed.  Millett  v.  Pease,  31 
Bl.  -377. 

[b]  Where  the  return  cannot  he 
found  and  the  judgment  recites  juris- 
diction, the  record  affirmatively  shows 
jurisdiction.  Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton,  53 
Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512. 

[c]  Appointment  of  Conservator. 
Where  the  decree  recited  that  the  court 
found  a  conservator  had  been  appointed 
for  defendant,  and  the  record  was  silent 
as  to  service  of  process,  the  service 
of  process  will  be  conclusively  presumed 
in  a  collateral  proceeding.  Searl  v.  Gal- 
braith,  73  111.  269. 

62.  TJ.  S. — Magruder  v.  Drury,  ^35 
U.  S.  106,  35  Sup.  Ct.  77,  59  L.  ed. 
151;  Bine  v.  Morse,  218  U.  S.  493,  31 
Sup.  (3t.  37,  54  L.  ed.  1123;  Grignon's 
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of  jurisdiction  was  litigated  and  directly  passed  upon  by  the  court,  its 
decision  is  no  more  subject  to  collateral  attack  than  would    be    its 


Lessee  v.  Astor,  2  How.  319,  11  L.  ed. 
283;  Comstock  v.  Crawford,  3  Wall. 
396,  18  L.  ed.  34;  Edelstein  v.  United 
States,  149  Fed.  636,  79  C.  C.  A.  328; 
Foltz  V.  St.  Louis  &  8.  F.  E.  Co.,  60 
Fed.  316,  8  C.  C.  A.  635.  Ala.— Kling 
V.  Connell,  105  Ala.  590,  17  So.  121. 
Cal. — Irwin   v.   Scriber,     18     Cal.    499. 

D.  C— Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v.  Gor- 
man, 7  App.  Cas.  91.  111. — O'Connor  v. 
Board  of  Trustees,  247  111.  54, '93  N. 
B.  124;  Balsewicz  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 

E.  Co.,  240  HI.  238,  88  N.  E.  734. 
Ind. — ^UpdegrafE  v.  Palmer,  107  Ind. 
181,  6  N.  E.  353;  Carr  v.  State,  103 
Ind.  548,  3  N.  E.  375;  Platter  v.  County 
of  Elkhart,  103  Ind.  360,  2  N.  E.  544; 
Cauldwell  v.  Curry,  93  Ind.  363;  Board 
of  Comrs.  v.  Hall,  70  Ind.  469.  la. 
Goodnow  V.  Burrows,  74  Iowa  256,  23 
N.  W.  253,  37  N.  W.  322.  Mass.— Con- 
nors V.  Cunard  8.  S.  Co.,  204  Mass. 
310,  90  N.  B.  601.  Mich.— Peninsular 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Ward,  79  N.  W.  911.  Mo. 
State  V.  Edwards,  192  Mo.  App.  413, 
182  S.  W.  816.  Neb.- Bradley  v.  Mis- 
souri P.  By.  Co.,  51  Neb.  653,  71  N.  W. 
282;  Moore's  Estate  v.  Moore,  33  Neb. 
509,  50  N.  W.  443.  N.  J.— Plume  v. 
Howard  Saving  Inst.,  46  N.  J.  L.  211. 
N.  Y. — Colton  V.  Beardsley,  38  Barb. 
29.  Tean. — Eailway  Co.  v.  Mahoney, 
89  Tenn.  311,  15  S.  W.  652;  Eller  v. 
Eichardson,  89  Tenn.  575,  15  S.  W.  650. 
Wis.— Jordan  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey. 
Co.,  125  Wis.  581,  104  N.  W.  803. 

[a]  "If,  then,  jurisdiction  consists 
in  the  power  to  hear  and  determine 
.  .  ,  and  the  court  errs  in  holding 
that  a  case  has  been  made  either  under 
its  inherent  power  or  its  statutory 
authority,  can  it  be  said  that  it  has 
usurped  jurisdiction  and  that  its  de- 
crees are  absolute  nullities?  To  this 
we  cannot  consent.  If  the  court  was 
one  of  general  and  not  special  juris- 
diction, if  under  its  inherent  power, 
supplemented  by  statutory  enlargement, 
it  had  jurisdiction  under  any  circum- 
stances to  sell  the  real  estate  of  minors 
for  reinvestment,  it  had  jurisdiction  to 
examine  and  determine  whether  the 
particular  application  was  within  or 
beyond  its  authority."  Hine  v.  Morse, 
218  V.  8.  493,  31  Sup.  Ct.  37,  54  L.  ed. 
1123. 

[b]  Where  the  court  allows  an  in- 


formation in  lunacy  to  be  filed  by  a 
daughter  against  her  mother,  its  de- 
termination that  the  daughter  has  suf- 
ficient interest  to  file  such  information, 
is  conclusive  collaterally.  State  exrel.. 
Gardiner  v.  Dickman,  175  Mo.  App.  543, 
157  S.  W.  1012. 

[c]  Residence  of  the  deceased  at 
the  time  of  his  death  within  the  ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  es- 
sential to  give  the  probate  court  juris-  ' 
diction  to  grant  administration  of  an 
estate.  But  the  probate  court  having 
general  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  settlement  of  estates,  if  such 
court  has  assumed  jurisdiction  of  a 
particular  estate  and  granted  admin- 
istration thereof  then  in  accordance 
with  the  rule  in  regard  to  the  acts  of 
courts  of  general  jurisdiction  that  all 
intendments  of  law  are  in  favor  of 
such  acts  and  that  they  are  presumed 
to  have  jurisdiction  to  give  the  judg- 
ments they  render  until  the  contrary 
appears,  such  grant  of  administration  is 
conclusive  and  not  subject  to  collateral 
attack.  Balsewicz  ■».  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
K.  Co.,  240  111.  238,  88  N.  E.  734. 

[d]  Whether  a  debt  was  of  an 
ecLuitable  nature  and  therefore  cogniz- 
able in  the  circuit  court  sitting  in 
equity  cannot  be  determined  iii  a  col- 
lateral attack  on  the  decree.  Hatcher 
V.  Hendrie  &  BolthofE  Mfg.  &  Supply 
Co.,  133  Fed.  267,  68  C.  C.  A.  19. 

[e]  Whether  Indictment  Charged 
Oifense  Against  Laws  of  United  States. 
In  the  leading  case  of  Mx  parte  Wat- 
kins,  3  Pet.  193,  7  L.  ed.  650,  wherein 
a  prisoner  asked  release  on  habeas  cor- 
pus on  the  ground  that  no  offense 
against  the  United  States  was  charged 
in  the  indictment,  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall said:  "Had  any  offpnse  against 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  been  in 
fact  committed,  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  could  take 
cognizance  of  it.  The  question  whether 
any  offense  was  or  was  not  committed, 
that  is,  whether  the  indictment  did  or 
did  not  show  that  an  offense  had  been 
committed,  was  a  question  which  this 
court  was  competent  to  decide.  If  its 
judgment  was  erroneous,  a  point  which 
this  court  does  not  determine,  still  it 
is  a  judgment;  aiid,  until  reversed,  can- 
not be  disregarded." 
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adjudication-  on  any  other  matter  submitted  to  it.°^  Consequently 
where  the  court  expressly  finds  that  sufiicient  personal  service  was  had 
in  the  case,^*  or  that  appearance  was  made,®°  or  that  there  was  due 
service  by  publication,^^  such  findings  are  evidence  that  the  court 
possessed  jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment,^'  and  parol  evidence  is 


63.  U.  S.— Evers  v.  Watson,  156  TJ. 
S.  527,  15  Sup.  Ct.  430,  39  L.  ed.  520; 
Dowell  V.  Applegate,  152  U.  S.  327,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  611,  38  L.  ed.  463;  Lacassagne 
V.  Chapuis,  144  U.  S.  119,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
659,  36  L.  ed.  368;  White  v.  Crow,  110 
U.  8.  183,  4  Sup.  Ct.  71,  28-  Ia  ed. 
113;  Phelps  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund 
Life  Assn.,  112  Fed.  453,  50  C.  C.  A. 
339,  61  L.  E.  A.  717;  Sipe  v.  Copwell, 
59  Fed.  970,  8  C.  C.  A.  419;  Bartlett 
V.  Okla.  Oil  Co.,  218  Fed.  380.  Ala. 
Wyatt  V.  Steele,  26  Ala.  639.  Ariz. 
Tube  City  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Otterson, 
146  Pac.  203.  Ark. — Seotts  v.  Pleas- 
ants, 21  Ark.  364;  Borden  v.  State,  11 
Ark.  519,  44  Am.  Deo.  217.  Cal.— Great 
Western  Power  Co.  v.  Pillsbury,  170 
Cal.  180,  149  Pac.  35.  Ga.— Milner  v. 
Neel,  114  Ga.  118,  39  8.  E.  890;  Flan- 
nery  «.  Baldwin  Fertilizer  Co.,  94  Ga. 
696,  21  8.  E.  587.  HI.— Kuzak  v.  An- 
derson, 267  HI.  609,  108  N.  E.  662; 
Bennett  v.  Boys,  212  111.  232,  72  N.  E. 
380;  Lancaster  v.  8now,  184  HI.  534, 
56  N.  E.  813;  Young  v.  People,  171 
111.  299,  49  N.  E.  503;  Swift  v.  Tan- 
away,  153  HI.  197,  38  N.  E.  589;  Searl 
V.  Galbraith,  73  HI.  269.  Ind.— Balti- 
more &  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Freeze,  16D  Ind. 
370,  82  N.  B.  761;  Bruce  v.  Osgood, 
154  Ind.  375,  56  N.  E.  25;  Tucker  v. 
Sellers,  130  Ind.  514,  30  N.  E.  531; 
Delphi  V.  Startzman,  104  Ind.  343,  3 
N.  E.  937;  State  v:  Wenzel,  77  Ind. 
428;  Dequindre  v.  Williams,  31  Ind. 
444;  Spencer  v.  Spencer,  31  Ind.  App. 
321,  67  N.  E.  1018.  Ia.— Ketehum  v. 
White,  72  Iowa  193,  33  N.  W.  627. 
Kan. — Miller  v.  Miller,  89  Kan.  151, 
130  Pac.  681;  Axman  v.  Dueker,  45 
Kan.  179,  25  Pac.  582.  Ky.— Horton 
v.  Botts,  158  Ky.  11,  164 'S.  W.  352. 
Md. — Hamilton  v.  Annapolis  &  E.  E. 
Co.,  1  Md.  Ch.  107.  Minn.— Hotch- 
kiss  V.  Cutting,  14  Minn.  537.  Mo. 
Seafleld  v.  Bohne,  169  Mo.  537,  69  S.  W. 
1051;  Cox  V.  Boyce,  152  Mo.  576,  54 
8.  W.  467,  75  Am.  St.  Eep.  483;  Vosler 
■p.  Brock,  84  Mo.  574;  State  v.  Young, 
84  Mo.  90;  Johnson  v.  Beazley,  65  Mo. 
250,  27  Am.  Eep.  276;  Evans  ».  Haefner, 
29  Mo.  141;  Smith  v.  Young,  136  Mo. 
App.   85,   117   S.  W.   628j    Hadley    v. 
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Bernero,  103  Mo.  App.  549,  78  S.  W. 
64.  N.  J.— Fairehild  v.  Fairchild,  53 
N.  J.  Eq.  678,  34  Atl.  10.  N.  Y.— Bum- 
stead  V.  Eead,  31  Barb.  661;  Eichards 
V.  Eichards,  87  Misc.  134,  149  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1028.  Ohio. — Kohl  v.  Hannaford, 
5  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  306;  Lessee  of 
Merritt  «.  Home,  5  Ohio  8t.  307.  Okla. 
Blaok\7eil  »'.  McCall,  153  Pac.  815.  Phil. 
Isl. — NavBTfo  v,  Jimenez,  23  Phil.  Isl. 
557.  S.  D.— Bunker  v.  Taylor,  13  8.  B. 
438,  83  ]r.  W.  555.  Tenn. — ^Wilkins  v. 
MeCorklo,  112  Tenn.  688,  CO  S.  W.  834. 
Sex. — ^Broekenborough  v.  Melton,  55 
Tex.  493;  International  &  G.  N.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Moore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  32  S.  W. 
379.  Wash. — State  ex  ret.  Neal  v.  Kauff- 
man,  149  Pac.  656.  Wis. — Johnson  v. 
Brewers'  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  51  Wis.  570, 
8  N.  W.  297,  9  N.  W.  657. 

64.  U.  S.— Sipe  v.  Copwell,  59  Fed. 
970,  8  C.  C.  A.  419;  Smith  v.  Pomeroy, 
2  Dill.  414,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,092. 
111.— Davis  v.  Dresback,  81  HI.  393. 
Ind. — Hiatt    v.    Darlington,    152    Ind. 

570,  53  N.  E.  825;  Goodell  v.  Starr,  127 
Ind.  198,  26  N.  E.  703.  Ia.— Eoteh  v. 
Humboldt  College,  89  lowaj  480,  56 
N.  W.  658;  State  Ins.  Co.  v.  Water- 
house,  78  Iowa  674,  43  N.  W.  611; 
Schee  v.  La  Grange,  78  Iowa  101,  42 
N.  W.  616;   Ostby  v.  Secor,  94  N.  W. 

571.  Minn.^ — Hotehkiss  v.  Cutting,  14 
Minn.  537;  Kipp  v.  FuUerton,  4  Minn. 
473.  Neb.— Muchmore  v.  Guest,  96  N. 
W.  194.  Ohio. — Cinciniiati,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Belle  Centre,  48  Ohio  St.  273,  27  N. 
B.  464.  Wash. — ^Eogers  v.  Miller,  13 
Wash.  82,  42  Pac.  525. 

65.  Scott  V.  Eoyston,  223  Mo.  568, 
123  8.  W.  454,  459;  Cochran  v.  Thomas, 
131  Mo.  258,  33  S.  W.  6. 

66.  m.— Figge  V.  Eowlen,  185  HI. 
234,  57  N.  E.  195.  Ind.— Goodell  v. 
Starr,  127  Ind.  198,  26  N.  E.  793; 
Essig  V.  Lower,  120  Ind.  239,  21  N.  B. 
1090;  Dowell  v.  Lahr,  97  Ind.  146. 
Ohio. — Fowler's  Lessee  v.  Whiteman,  2 
Ohio  St.  270;  Boswell's  Lessee  v.  Sharp, 
15  Ohio  447;  Laughlin  v.  Vogelsong, 
5  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  407,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Dee. 
200.  Tex. — Sloan  v.  Thompson,  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  419,  23  S.  W.  613. 

67.  Oal.— Great  Western  Power  Co. 
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not  admissible,  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  to  vary  or  contradict  thera.'^ 
Unless  overcome  by  other  portions  of  the  record  affirmatively  showing 
that  jurisdiction  did  not  in  fact  exist  such  findings  are  therefore  con- 
clusive.®^ 

d.  Fraud  and  Collusion.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  Judgments  and  de- 
crees are  frequently  drawn  in  question  collaterally  on  the  ground  of 
fraud  and  collusion.  Unless  the  fraud  goes  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,'"  the  parties  themselves  may  not  impeach  the  judgment  on  that 
ground,  for  it  is  their. business  to  see  that  the  judgment  was  not  so 


V.  PUlsbury,  170  Cal.  180,  149  Pae. 
35.  III. — Spring  Creek  Drainage  Dist. 
V.  Comrs.,  238  111.  521,  87  N.  E.  394; 
Miller  v.  Pence,  115  111.  576,  4  N.  E. 
496;  Cigler  v.  Kleinath,  167  111.  App. 
65.  Ind.— State  v.  Wenzel,  77  Ind. 
428.  Mo. — Vosler  v.  Brock,  84  Mo.  574. 
N.  J.— Crawford  v.  Lees,  84  N.  J.  Eq. 
324,  93  Atl.  201.  Ohio.— Boswell 's 
Lessee  v.  Sharp,  15  Ohio  447.  S.  D. 
Bunker  v.  Taylor,  13  8.  D.  433,  83  N. 
W.  555.  Wash,— State  v.  Kauffman,  86 
Wash.  172,  149  Pae.  656;  Eogers  v. 
Miller,  13  "Wash.  82,  42  Pae.  525. 

68.  U.  S.— DesMoines  Nav.  &  R.  Co. 
V.  Iowa  Homestead  Co.,  123  TT.  S.  552, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  217,  31  L.  ed.  202.  Conn. 
Bridgeport  Sav.  Bank  v.  Eldredge,  28 
Conn.  556,  73  Am.  Dec.  688.  111. 
Spring  Creek  Drainage  Dist.  v.  Comrs., 
238  HI.  521,  87  N.  E.  394;  Stack  v. 
People,  217  HI.  220,  75  N.  E.  347; 
Eeedy  v.  Camfield,  159  111.  254,  42  N. 
E.  833;  Hertig  v.  People,  159  HI.  237, 
42  N.  E.  879;  Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111. 
307.  But  see  Goudy  v.  Hall,  30  111. 
109.  Ind. — Eicketts  v.  Spraker,  77  Ind. 
371;  Stoddard  v.  Johnson,  75  Ind.  20; 
Evansville,  I.  &  C.  S.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Evansville,  15  Ind.  395;  Strohmier  v. 
Stumph,  Wils.  304;  Larimer  v.  Krau, 
57  Ind.  App.  33,  103  N.  E.  1102,  105 
N.  E.  936.  la. — Shawhan  v.  Lofler,  24 
Iowa  217;  Bonsall  v.  Isett,  14  Iowa 
309.  Me. — Waterhouse  v.  Cousins,  40 
Me.  333;  Agry  v.  Betts,  12  Me.  415. 
But  see  Taber  v.  Douglass,  101  Me.  363, 
64  Atl.  653.  Mass. — Betts  v.  Bagley, 
12  Pick.  572.  Minn. — Kipp  v.  Fuller- 
ton,  4  Minn.  473.  N.  J. — Crawford  v. 
Lees,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  324,  93  Atl.  201. 
N.  Y.— Porter  v.  Purdy,  29  N.  T.  106, 
86  Aui.  Dec.  283;  Sheldon  v.  Wright,  5 
N.  Y.  497.  E.  I. — Angell  v.  Bobbins,  4 
E.  I.  493.  Wis.— Hungerford  v.  Cush- 
ing,  8  Wis.  324. 

69.  Ariz. — Allen  v.  Evans,  7  Ariz. 
354,  64  Pae.  414.  HI.— Senichka  v. 
Lowe,  74  m.  274;  Harnett  v.  Wolf,  70 


HI.  76;  Botsford  v.  0 'Conner,  57  111. 
72;  Cigler  v.  Keinath,  167  HI.  App. 
65;  Bannon' f .  People,  1  111.  App.  496. 
la.— Ostby  v.  Secor,  94  N.  W.  571. 
Neb. — Muohmore  v.  Guest,  96  N.  W. 
194. 

[a]  Where  the  return  shows  that 
the  only  service  made  in  the  case  was 
insufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction,  it 
will  overcome  the  court's  finding  that 
jurisdiction  was  acquired.  Barnett  v. 
Wolf,  70  111.  76;  Law  v.  Grommes,  55 
111.  App.  312. 

[b]  Certificate  of  Publication. 
Where  the  only  evidence  of  the  notice 
by  the  collector  that  he  would  apply  for 
judgment  for  delinquent  taxes  was  the 
certificate  of  the  publisher  printed  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  list  of  delinquent 
lands,  and  without  any  separate  cer- 
tificate made  since  the  publication,  the 
court  obtained  no  jurisdiction  in  the 
matter,  notwithstanding  its  finding  as 
to  due  publication.  Senichka  v.  Lowe, 
74  HI.  274. 

70.  Adversary  Proceeding  Prevented. 
Where  by  fraud  practiced  in  the  liti- 
gation the  court  apparently  had  juris- 
diction of  the  cause  and  the  parties 
but  in  reality  the  court  had  no  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  or  of  the 
adverse  party  because  he  was  not  duly 
served  with  notice  or  did  not  have 
a  hearing  on  account  of  the  fraud 
practiced  on  him,  the  trial  is  not  one 
of  adversary  rights  in  a  proper  subject- 
matter  and  the  judgment  is  null  and 
void.  Lucy  v.  Deas,  59  Ela.  552,  52  So. 
515;  Kwentsky  v.  Sirovy,  142  Iowa  385, 
121  N.  W.  27. 

[a]  A  judgment  of  conviction  in  a 
criminal  case  on  a  plea  of  guilty  in- 
duced by  the  fraud  of  the  party  seek- 
ing to  avail  himself  of  it  may  be  at- 
tacked collaterally.  Johnson  v.  Gird- 
wood,  7  Misc.  651,  28  N.  T.  Supp.  151. 

[b]  Fraud  Upon  the  Court. — "Judg- 
ment obtsiined  hf  fraud  upon  a  court, 
binds  not  such  court  or  any  other,  and 
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obtained  and  they  are  estopped  from  setting  up  the  fraud  in  an  in- 
dependent proceeding/^    Fraud  inhering  in  the  proceeding  itself  is 


its  nullity  upon  that  ground  though  it 
has  not  been  set  aside  or  reversed,  may 
be  alleged  in  a  collateral  proceeding." 
Mandeville  v.  Eeynolds,  68  N.  Y.  528. 
See  also  Eysaman  v.  Nolson,  79  Mise. 
304,  140  N.  Y.  Supp.  183. 

[e]  Service  of  Process  Secured  by 
Fraud. — Plaintiff,  a  resident  of  Wis- 
consin, desired  to  serve  process  on  a 
Pennsylvania  insurance  company,  hav- 
ing no  agent  in  Wisconsin.  Being  a 
policy  holder  in  the  insurance  Com- 
pany, he  represented  to  the  company 
that  he  wished  to  pay  his  premiums 
through  the  cashier  of  a  local  bank, 
and  to  obtain  a  receipt  for  a  renewal 
premium  at  the  same  time.  The  com- 
pany complied  with  his  wishes.  Plain- 
tiff paid  the  premium  to  the  cashier 
and  on  the  same  day  caused  summons 
in  an  action  against  the  company  to 
be  served  on  him,  relying  on  a  Wis- 
consin statute  which  constitutes  any 
person  who  cqllects  any  premium  for 
insurance  an  agent  of  the  company. 
Such  service,  it  was  held,  on  collateral 
attack,  having  been  obtained  by  fraud 
or  trick,  was  insufficient  to  confer 
jurisdiction.  Frawley,  Bundy  &  Wilcox 
V.  Pennsylvania  Casualty  Co.,  124  Fed. 
259. 

71.  U.  S. — American  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Supplee,  115  Fed.  657,  52  C.  C.  A.  293; 
Helena  v.  United  States,  104  Fed.  113, 
43  C.  C.  A.  429;  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S. 
&  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  76  Fed.  429, 
21  G.  C.  X.  468;  Morris  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co.,  189  Fed.  211.  Ala.— John- 
son V.  Johnson,  182  Ala.  376,  62  So. 
706;  Howell  v.  Handle,  171  Ala.  451, 
54  So.  563;  Logan  v.  Central  Iron  & 
Coal  Co.,  139  Ala.  548,  36  So.  729. 
Alaska. — Ebner  v.  Heid,  2  Alaska  600. 
Ark. — ^Lewis  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
R.  Co.,  107  Ark.  41,  154  S.  W.  198; 
Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi,  90  Ark.  166, 
118  S.  W.  250;  James  v.  Gibson,  73 
-  Ark.  440,  84  S.  W.  485.  Cal.— Hodgdon 
V.  Southern  Pac.  E.  E.  Co.,  75  Cal. 
642,  17  Pac.  928;  Carpentier  v.  Oak- 
land, 30  Cal.  439.  Conn.— Peck  v. 
Woodbridge,  3  Day  30.  D.  C— Felsing 
V.  Nelson,  32  App.  Cas.  420;  Eichmond 

6  D.  R.  Co.  V.  Gorman,  7  App.  Cas. 
91.  Ga. — Bowen  v.  Gaskins,  144  Ga. 
1,  85  S.  B.  1007;  Williams  v.  Martin, 

7  Ga.  377;  Hammock  v.  McBride,  6 
Ga.  178.    HI.— Burton  v.  Perry,  146  HI. 
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71,   34  N.  B.   60;    Myer  v.  McDougal, 
47  111.  278;  qoodwin  v.  Mix,  38  HI.  115. 
Ind.— Young   V.   Wiley,  .183   Ind.     449, 
107   N.    B.   278;    Kirby   v.   Kirby,    142 
Ind.   419,   41   N.   E.   809;    Nicholson   v. 
Nicholson,  113  Ind.  131,  15  N.  B.  223; 
Weiss    V.    Guerineau,    109    Ind.    438,    9 
N.  E.   399;   Hilling  v.  Murray,  6   Ind. 
324,   63   Am.   Dec.   385;   Fidler  v.   Gil- 
christ (Ind.  App.),  109  N.  E.  796.    la. 
Kwentsky  v.  Sirovy,  142  Iowa  385,  121 
N.  W.  27;  Mahoney  v.  State  Ins.  Co., 
133  Iowa  570,  110  N.  W.  1041;  Graves 
V.   Graves,    132   Iowa   199,   109   N.   W.  ■ 
707;   Edmunson  v.  Independent  School 
Dist.,    98    Iowa    639,    67    N.    W.    671; 
Toof   V.  Foley,   87   Iowa   8,   54  N.   W. 
59;   Bacon  v.   Chase,   83   Iowa  521,  50 
N.  W.  23;  Phelan  v.  Johnson,  80  Iowa 
727,  46  N.  W.  68;  Dunlap  &  Co.  v.  Cody, 
31  Iowa   260,   7   Am.  Eep.   129;   Smith 
V.  Smith,  22  Iowa  516;  Mason  v.  Mes- 
singer,    17    Iowa    261.      Ky. — Com.    v. 
Helm,    169    Ky.    194,    183    S.    W.    502; 
Gaines  vJ  Johnston,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  779, 
15  S.  W.  246.     La. — Smith  v.  Hender- 
son,  23  La.  Ann.   649.     Me. — Davis  v. 
Davis,  61  Me.  395.    Md. — MeCambridge 
V    Walraven,  88  Md.  378,  41  Atl.  928. 
Mass. — Boston  &  W.  E.  Corp.  v.  Spar- 
hawk,  1  Allen  448;   Greene  v.  Greene, 
2   Gray  361,  61   Am.  Dec.  454.     Mich. 
Dunlap  V.  Byers,  110  Mich.  109,  67  N. 
W.  1067;   Eureka  Iron  &  Steel  Works 
V.    Bresnahan,    66    Mich.    489,    495,    33 
N.  W.  834.     Minn.— State  v.  Eies,  123 
Minn.  397,  143  N.  W.  981.    Mo.— Field 
V.  Sanderson,  34  Mo.  542,  .86  Am.  Dec. 
124;  Callahan  v.  Griswpld,  9  Mo.  784; 
Einstein  v.  Strother  (Mo.  App.),  182  S. 
W.   122;    Haley   v.   Branham,    192   Mo. 
App.  125,  180  S.  W.  423.    Neb.— Jaster 
V.   Currie,   69   Neb.   4,   94   N.   W.   995. 
N.   Y. — Mosely   v.   Mosely,    15    N.    Y. 
334;  Osborne  v.  Moss,  7  Johns.  161,  5 
Am.   Dee.   252;    People   v.  Downing,   4 
Sandf.   189;   Curtis  v.  Dunkirk  Sav.   & 
Loan  Assn.,  163  App.  Div.  469,  148  N. 
Y.   Supp.   860.      N.    H.— Blanohard    v. 
Webster,  62  N.  H.  467.     N.  D.— Shane 
V.  Peoples,   25   N.   D.   188,   141   N.   W. 
737.     Ore.— Morrill  v.  Morrill,  20  Ore. 
96,  25  Pac.  362,  11  L.  E.  A.  155.     Pa. 
Ogle   V.   Ba;ker,    137   Pa.    378,    20    Atl. 
998;  Otterson  v.  Middleton,  102  Pa.  78; 
Jackson   v.    Summerville,    13    Pa.    359; 
Lowber   &   Wilmer's   Appeal,   8   Watts 
&  S.  387;  Townsend  v.  Kerns,  2  Watts 
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not  available  to  the  parties  collaterally.''^  Thus  where  the  fraud  re- 
lates to  the  cause  of  action  it  does  not  invalidate  the  judgment/'  Nor 
does  fraud  which  consists  in  the  production  of  false    evidence/*    or 


&  S.  180,  183.  Tenn.— Kelley  v.  Mize, 
3  Sneed  59.  Tex. — Brown  v.  Foster 
Lumb.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W. 
787;  Young  v.  Bank  of  Miami  (Tei. 
Civ.  App.),  175  S.  W.  1102.  Vt.— Ham- 
mond V.  "Wilder,  25  Vt.  342.  Wis. 
Cody  V.  Cody,  98  Wis.  4'45,  74  N.  W. 
217. 

[a]  Waiver  by  Stipulation. — An  ob- 
jection that  a  judgment  in  another  suit 
was  obtained  by  fraud,  cannot  be  set 
up  by  one  who  as  defendant  in  the 
other  suit  had  stipulated  that  the  judg- 
ment should  stand.  Haley  v.  Branham, 
192  Mo.  App.  125,  180  S.  W.  423. 

[b]  Where  an  agreement  to  enter 
judgment  is  made  by  the  husband  in 
fraud  of  the  wife's  homestead  rights, 
the  judgment  so  entered  cannot  for 
that  reason  be  impeached  collaterally 
by  her.  Brown  v.  Foster  Lumb.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178   S.  W.   787. 

[c]  Where  an  affirmance  on  appeal 
is  obtained  by  fraud,  the  appellate 
court's  judgment  is  nevertheless  valid. 
Edmunson  v.  Independent  School  Dist., 
98  Iowa  639,  67  N.  W.  671. 

[d]  Collusive  Divorce. — A  decree  of 
divorce  though  obtained  by  the  col- 
lusion of  the  parties  is  not  void  and 
neither  of  the  guilty  parties"  is  entitled 
to  impeach  the  decree  on  that  ground. 
Johnson  v:  Johnson,  182  Ala.  376,  62 
So.  706. 

[e]  As  to  Truth  of  Allegations. — A 
false  statement  made  by  plaintiff  ,out 
of  court,  that  the  allegations  of  his 
complaint  are  true,  will  not  invalidate 
the  judgment  unless  perhaps  the  de- 
fendant is  induced  thereby  to  default. 
Town  of  Andes  v.  Millard,  70  Fed.  515. 

[f]  In  the  federal  courts  a  judg- 
ment of  a  state  court  cannot  be  col- 
laterally impeached  by  the  parties  for 
fraud  in  its  procurement.  Kansas  City, 
Ft.  S.  &  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  76  Fed. 
429,  435,  21  C.  C.  A.  468. 

[g]  A  patent  obtained  by  fraud  or 
collusion  or  by  illegal  procedure  in  a 
suit  to  procure  its  issuance  can  be 
attacked  -only  by  the  government. 
Western  Glass  Co.  v.  Schmertz  Wire 
Glass  Co.,  185  Fed.  788,  109  C.  C.  A.  1. 

[h]  The  county  council  has  no  such 
interest   in   a    judgment     against    the 


county  to  authorize  it  to  attack  such 
judgment  for  fraud,  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding. Owen  County  v.  State,-  175 
Ind.  610,  95  N.  E.  253. 

72.  Mengel  v.  Mengel,  145  Iowa  737, 
120  N.  W.  72,  122  N.  W.  899;  Young 
V.  Bank  of  Miami  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)',  175 
S.  W.  1102. 

[a]  The  fraudulent  appointment  of 
an  administrator  on  the  court's  own 
motion  may  not  be  urged  collaterally. 
iKuck  V.  Dixon  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  127 
S.  W.  910. 

[b]  Fraud  on  ^art  of  probate  court 
in  allowing  a  certain  debit  against  an 
administrator  is  not  ground  for  col- 
lateral attack.  Bonner  v.  Gorman,  71 
Ar,k.  480,  77  S.  W.  602. 

73.  Einstein  v.  Strother  (Mo.  App.), 
182  S.  W.  122;  Vivian  v.  Challenger, 
45  Pa.  Super.  1. 

[a]  Fraud  in  obtaining  the  contract 
upon  which  the  judgment  was  given  is 
not  a  ground  for  collateral  attack. 
Lang  V.  Dunn,  145  Iowa  363,  124  N.  W. 
192. 

74.  tJ.  S.— Town  of  Andes  v.  Mil- 
lard, 70  Fed.  515.  Ark. — Pattison  v. 
Smith,  94  Ark.  588,  127  S.  W.  983; 
Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi,  90  Ark. 
166,  118  S.  W.  250.  111.— Burton  v. 
Perry,  146  111.  71,  34  N.  E.  60;  Bow- 
man V.  Wilson,  64  111.  App.  73;  Trog- 
don  V.  Cleveland  Stone  Co.,  53  HI.  App. 
206.  la. — Mahoney  v.  State  Ins.  Co., 
133  Iowa  570,  110  N.  W.  1041.  Mo. 
Iiieber  v.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W. 
458.  N.  Y.— Seaward  v.  Tasker,  143 
N.  Y.  Supp.  257. 

[a]  The  introduction  of  forged 
papers  in  evidence  is  not  ground  for 
collateral  attack.  Mahoney  v.  State 
Ins.  Co.,  133  Iowa  570,  110  N.  W. 
1041. 

fb]  A  false  afadavit  supporting  a 
motion  for  temporary  alimony,  will 
not  invalidate  the  subsequent  decree. 
Mengel  v.  Mengel,  145  Iowa  737,  120 
N.  W.  72,  122  N.  W.  899. 

[c]  That  the  affidavit  for  publica- 
tion was  fraudulent  may  not  be  set  up 
in  a  collateral  attack  upon  the  judg- 
ment. Gibbs  V.  Scales,^  54  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  96,  118  S.  W.  188. 
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which  prevents  the  introduction  of  evidence,'^  or  the  interposition  of 
a  meritorious  defense.'^ 

(II.)  Fraud  Against  Creditors  and  Others.  —  Fraud  and  collusion  prac- 
ticed upon  strangers  to  the  record,  such  as  creditors,  renders  the  judg- 
ment voidable  as  to  them  even  in  a  collateral  proceeding.'''    But  the- 


75.  State  v.  Eies,  123  Minn.  397, 
143  N.  W.  981. 

76.  Morris  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co., 
189  Fed.  211;  Town  of  Andes  v.  Mil- 
lard, 70  Fed.  515;  Ambler  v.  Whipple, 

139  m.  311,  28  N.  E.  841;  Carr  v. 
Miner,  42   111.   179. 

[a]  Procuring  the  ahsence  of  an  at- 
torney for  property  owners,  at  a  hear- 
ing to  confirm  the  organization  of  an 
irrigation  district  is  not  such  fraud  as 
will  invalidate  the  subsequent  judg- 
ment. People  V.  Perris  Irr.  Dist.,  132 
Cal.  289,  64  Pac.  399. 

77.  TJ.  S.— Pacific  Eailroad  v.  Mis- 
souri Pac.  Ey.,  Ill  U.  S.  505,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  583,  28  L.  ed.  498;  Michaels  v. 
Post,  21  Wall.  398,  22  L.  ed.  520; 
Gaines  v.  Eelf,  12  How.  472,  13  L.  ed. 
1071;  Korthern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Boyd, 
177  Fed.  804,  101  C.  C.  A.  18;  Guard- 
ian Trust  Co.  V.  Kansas  City  So.  Ey. 
Co.,  146  Fed.  337,  76  C.  C.  A.  615; 
American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Supplee,  115 
Fed.  657,  52  C.  O.  A.  293;  Safe  Deposit 
&  Trust  Co.  V.  Wright,  105  Fed.  155, 
44  C.  C.  A.  421;  Wright  v.  Wright,  103 
Fed.  580.  Ark.— Scott  v.  Penn,  68 
Ark.  492,  60  S.  W.  235.  Cal.— Bennett 
V.  Wilson,  133  Cal.  379,  65  Pac.  880; 
Hackett  v.  Manlove,  14  Cal.  85.  Conn. 
Cook  V.  Morris,  66  Conn.  137,  33  Atl. 
594.  Ga.— Wilson  v.  Williams,  115  Ga. 
474,  41  S.  E.  629;  Smith  v.  Cuyler,  78 
Ga.  654,  3  S.  E.  406;   Scott  v.  Pound, 

61    Ga.   579.      Ill ^French  v/  Thomas, 

252  HI.  65,  96  N.  E.  564;  Perry  V. 
United  States  School  Furniture  Co.,  232 
HI.  101,  83  N.  E.  444.  Ind.— De  Ar- 
mond  v.  Adams,  25  Ind.  455.  Ky. 
Beeler  's  Heirs  v.  Bullitt 's  Heirs,  3  A. 
K.  Marsh.  280,  13  Am.  Dee.  161.  La. 
Boisse  V.  Dickson,  31  La.  Ann.  741; 
Smith  V.  Henderson,  23  La.  Ann.  649; 
Bedell's  Heirs  v.  Hayes,  21  La.  Ann. 
643;  Dinkgijave  v.  Norwood,  10  La. 
Ann.  564;  Meeker's  Assignees  v.  Wil- 
liamson, 4  Mart.  (O.  S.)  625.  Me. 
Sidensparker  v.  Sidensparker,  52  Me. 
481,  83  Am.  Dec.  527;  Caswell  v.  Cas- 
well, 28  Me.  232;  Childs  v.  Ham,  23 
Me.  74.     Mass.— Fall  Eiver    v.    Eiley, 

140  Mass.  488,  5  N.  E.  481;  Leonard 
V.  Bryant,  11  Met.  370;  Downs  V.  Ful- 
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ler,  2  Met.  135,  35  Am.  Dee.  393; 
Greene  v.  Greene,  2  Gray  361,  365,  61 
Am.  Dec.  454.  Mich. — Eureka  I.  W. 
V.  Bresnahan,  60  Mich.  332,  ,27  N.  W. 
524;  Hinchman  v.  Town,  10  Mich.  508. 
Miss. — Valentine  v.  McGrath,  52  Miss. 
112.  Mont. — ^Palmer  v.  McMaster,  8 
Mont.  186,  19  Pac.  585.  Neb.— Gund 
V.  Ballard,  73  Neb.  547,  103  N.  W. 
309.  N.  H.— Great  3'alls  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Worster,  45  N.  H.  110.  N.  J — McCan- 
less  V.  Smith,  51  N.  J.  Bq.  505,  25  Atl. 
211.  N.  Y.— Bridgeport  F.  &  M.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  AVilson,  34  N.  T.  275,  281;  Os- 
lorne  V.  Moss,  7  Johns.  161,  5  Am.  Dec. 
252.  N.  D. — Mathews  v.  Hanson,  19  N. 
D.  692,  124  N.  W.  1116.  Pa.— Sager  v. 
Mead,  164  Pa.  125,  30  Atl.  284; 
Hanika's  Estate,  138  Pa.  330,  22  Atl. 
90;  Ogle  v.  Baker,  137  Pa.  378,  20 
Atl.  998;  Lenning's  Appeal,  93  Pa. 
301;  Appeal  of  Titusville  Nat.  Bank,  85 
Pa.  528;  Miners'  Trust  Co.  Bank  v. 
Eoseberry,  81  Pa.  309;  Eeed's  Appeal, 
71  Pa.  378;  Girard  Life  Ins.,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Farmers',  etc.  Nat.  Bank,  57  Pa. 
388;  Lewis  v.  Eogers,  16  Pa.  18;  In  re 
Dougherty's  Est.,  9  Watts  &  S.  189,  42 
Am.  Dee.  326;  Lowber's  Appeal,  8  , 
Watts  &  S.  387,  42  Am.  Dec.  302; 
Blau  V.  Bernagozzi,  54  Pa.  Super.  111. 
S.  C. — Bank  of  Hampton  v.  Fennell, 
55  8.  C.  379,  33  S.  E.  485;  Sullivan  v. 
Ball,  55  S.  C.  343,  33  S.  E.  486;  Darby 
&  Co.  V.  Shannon,  19  S.  C.  526.  Vt. 
Atkinson  v.  Allen,  12  Vt.  619,  36  Am. 
Dec.  361.  Va. — Young's  Admr.  v.  Mo- 
Clung,  9  Gratt.  (50  Va.)  336.  Eng.— Eex 
V.  Kingston,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  335; 
Crosby  v.  Leng,  12  East  409,  104  Eng. 
Eeprint  160;  Veale  v.  Gatesdon,  'W. 
Jon.  91,  82  Eng.  Eeprint  48;  Termor's 
Case,  3  Coke  77,  76  Eng.  Eeprint  80O; 
Bandon  v.  Becher,  3  Clark  &  F.  479, 
6  Eng.  Eeprint  1517. 

[a]  If  the  impeachment  be  success- 
ful in  such  cases  the  effect  is  nbt  to 
vacate  the  judgment  but  only  to  dis- 
allow its  interfering  lien  so  far  as  such 
subsequent  creditors  are  concerned, 
leaving  it  in  force  as  between  the 
original  parties,  and  for  all  other  pur- 
poses. Safe-Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Wright,  10§  Fed.  155,  44  Q.  Q.  A.  421, 
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fraud  which  will  authorize  a  creditor  to  impeach  a  judgment,  obtained 
by  another,  against  his  debtor  must  be  fraud  against  such  creditor 
participated  in  by  the  debtor,  not  a  mere  overreaching  of  the  debtor 
in  his  litigations^ 

e.    Errors  and  Irregularities  in  the  Proceedings. — (I.)    In  Greneral. 
Jurisdiction  once  having  been  acquired  in  the  case,  no  errors  or  ir- 
regularities in  the  subsequent  proceedings  which  do  not  actually  in- 
duce a  loss  of  such  jurisdiction  will  render  the  judgment  subject  to 
collateral  impeachment." 


[b]  No  presumption  as  to  fraud  ex- 
ists in  sueli  cases.  The  collusion  and 
fraudulent  intent  should  be  alleged  in 
some  appropriate  written  instrument  or 
pleading  and  it  must  in  all  cases  be 
satisfactorily  proved.  Safe-Deposit  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  "Wright,  105  Fed.  155,  44 
C.  C.  A.  421. 

[c]  Attack  by  Stockholders.  —  A 
judgment  obtained  against  one  stock- 
holder by  fraud  and  collusion  may  be 
collaterally  attacked  by  other  stock- 
holders who  were  not  parties  to  the 
suit.  Gund  v.  Ballard,  73  Neb.  547, 
103  N.  W.  309. 

[d]  A  creditor  of  a  mortgagor  may 
collaterally  attack  a  collusive  fore- 
closure decree,  even  though  his  rights 
were  acquired  pendente  lite.  Northern 
Pac.  !Ry.  Co.  v.  Boyd,  177  Fed.  804,  101 
G.  C.  A.  18,  affirmed,  228  U.  S.  482,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  554,  57  L.  ed.  931. 

[e]  Subsequent  creditors  and  plain- 
tiffs in  junior  judgments  may  collater- 
ally impeach  the  senior  judgment  as 
having  been  entered  or  obtained  by 
collusion  between  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, with  intent  to  defraud  or  hinder 
such  subsequent  creditors.  Safe-De- 
posit &  Trust  Co.  V.  Wright,  105  Fed. 
155,  44  C.   C.   A.  421. 

[f]  An  abandonment  of  the  fraud- 
ulent purpose  to  defraud  the  creditor 
will  not  defeat  his  right  to  attack  the! 
judgment.  Bunn,  Baiguel  &  Co.  v. 
AM,  29  Pa.  387. 

[g]  A  sheriff,  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment is  sought  to  be  used,  may  at- 
tack it  by  showing  that  it  is  in  fraud 
of  the  creditors  whom  he  represents. 
Clark  V.  Foxcroft,  6  Greenl.  (Me.)  296, 
20  Am.  Dec.  309. 

[h]  Attack  by  Grantee.  —  Where 
property  conveyed  is  levied  upon  un- 
der a  judgment  recovered  against  the 
grantor  upon  a  prior  indebtedness,  the 
grantee  may  in  a  collateral  proceeding 
show  that  such  indebtedness  was  fraud- 
ulent  and  the  judgm^sit  was    9.    col- 


lusive one.     Bergman  v.  Hutcheson,  60 
Miss.  872. 

[i]  A  judgment  coUusively  con- 
fessed in  a  case  where  no  indebtedness 
whatever  existed,  is  fraudulent  and  any 
one  whose  interest  might'  be  affected 
may  attack  it.  Martin  v.  Judd,  60  111. 
78;  Phillips  v.  Demoss,  14  111.  410; 
Eansom  v.  Jones,  2  111.  291;  Denton  v. 
Noyer,  6  Johns.  (N.  T.)  296,  5  Am. 
Dec.  237. 

78.  Ind. — McAlpine  i).  Sweetser,  76 
Ind.  78.  N.  J. — Vanderveere  v.  Gas- 
ton, 24  N.  J.  L.  818.  Pa.— Miners' 
Trust  Co.  Bank  v.  Eoseberry,  81  Pa. 
309;  Sheetz  v.  Hanb^st,  81  Pa.  100; 
Thompson's  Appeal,  57  Pa.  175;  Lewis 
V.  Eogers,  16  Pa.  18;  In  re  Dougherty's 
Est.,  9  Watts  &  S.  189,  42  Am.  Dec. 
326;  In  re  Eowland's  Estate,  4  Clark 
199,  7  Pa.  L.  J.  312;  Blau  v.  Berna- 
gozzi,  54  Pa.  Super.  111. 

[a]  Fraud  upon  the  defendants  in 
the  judgment  is  not  sufficient  ground 
for  collateral  attack  upon  it  by  junior 
creditors.  Safe-Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Wright,  105  Fed.  155,  44  C.  C.  A.  421. 

[b]  Like  a  fraudulent  deed,  a  fraud- 
ulent judgment  is  good  against  all  but 
the  interests  intended  to  be  defrauded. 
Thompson's  Appeal,  57  Pa.  175. 

79.  XT.  S.— Selig  v.  Hamilton,  234  U. 
S.  652,  34  Sup.  Ct.  926,  58  L.  ed.  1518; 
Cushman  v.  Warren-Scharf  Asphalt 
Pav.  Cei.,  220  Fed.  857,  135  C.  C.  A. 
289;  Sheffey  v.  Davis  Colliery  Co.,  219 
Fed.  465,  135  C.  C.  A.  177;  Lively  v. 
Pioton,  218  Fed.  401,  134  C.  C.  A. 
189;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Goodrich,  213  Fed.  339,  129  C.  C.  A. 
559;  Groton  Bridge  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Clark 
Pressed  Brick  Co.,  136  Fed.  27,  68  C. 
C.  A.  577;  Eyan  v.  Staples,  76  Fed.  - 
721,  23  C.  C.  A.  541;  United  States  v. 
Terminal  Assn.  of  St.  Louis,  197  Fed., 
446;  Pullman's  Palace-Car  Co.  v.  Wash- 
burn, 66  Fed.  790.  Ala.— City  of  Hunts- 
ville  V.  Phillips,  191  Ala.  524,  67  So. 
664;   Powell  v.  Union  Bank   &   Trust 
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(II.)  Presumptions  as  to  Regularity. — (A.)  Coukts  of  General  Jurisdiction. 
Where  the  court  rendering  the  judgment  is  one  of  general  jurisdiction, 


Co.,  173  Ala.  332,  56  So.  123;  Driggers 
V.  Cassady,  71  Ala.  529;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Saltonstall  v.  Eiley,  28  Ala.  164;  Cox 
V.  Davis,  17  Ala.  714,  52  Am.  Dec. 
199.  Ark. — Lewis  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  E.  Co.,  107'  Ark.  41,  154  S.  W. 
198;  Clay  v.  Bilby,  72  Ark.  101,  78  S. 
W.  749;  Arbuokle  v.  Matthews,  73  Ark. 
27,  83  S.  'W.  326;  Boyd  v.  Roane,  49 
Ark.  397,  5  S.  W.  704;  Shaver  &  Son 
V.  Shell,  24  Ark.  122.  Cal.— Hall  v. 
Brittain,  171  Cal.  424,  153  Pac.  906; 
Crouch  V.  H.  L.  Miller  &  Co.,  169  Cal. 
341,  146  Pac.  880;  Cellulose  Package 
Mfg.,  Co.  V.  Calhoun,  166  Cal.  513,  137 
Pac.  238;  Buckeye  Refining  Co.  v. 
Kelly,  163  Cal.  8,  124  Pac.  536; 
Klumjike  v.  Moreno,  24  Cal.  App.  35, 
140  Pac.  289,  313;  Frey  v.  Superior 
Court,  22  Cal.  App.  421,  134  Pac.  733; 
Shirran  v.  Dallas,  21  Cal.  App.  405,  132 
Pac.  454,  462.  Colo. — Pinnacle  Gold 
Min.  Co.  vi  Popst,  54  Colo.  451,  131 
Pac.  413;  Brown  v.  Whetstone,  25 
Colo.  App.  371,  138  Pac.  61.  Conn. 
Dime  Sav.  Bank  v.  McAlenney,  78 
Conn.  208,  61  Atl.  476;  Morey  v.  Hoyt, 
62  Conn.  542,  26  Atl.  127;  De  Forest 
V.  Strong,  8  Conn.  513.  D.  C— "Willett 
V.  Otterback,  9  Mackey  324.  Fla.— Fin- 
ley  V.  Chamberlain,  46  Fla.  581,  35  So. 
1.  Ga.— Wade  v.  Hurst,  143  Ga.  26, 
84  S.  E.  65;  Stanford  v.  Bradford,  45 
Ga.  97;  Skriue  v.  Simmons,  36  Ga.  402, 
91  Am.  Dec.  771;  Diekerson  v.  Powell, 
21  Ga.  143;  Brooks  v.  Tinsley,  13  Ga. 
App.  268,  79  S.,  E.  160.  Haw.— Kapio- 
lani  Est.  v.  Atcherly,  14  Hawaii  651; 
Bx  parte  Smith,  l4  Hawaii  245.  HI. 
Waller  v.  Village  of  River  Forest,  259 
111.  223,  102  N.  E.  290;  Lavin  v.  Board 
of  Comrs.,  245  111.  496,  92  N.  E.  291; 
Swift  V.  Yanaway.  153  HI.  197,  38  -N. 
E.  589;  People  v.  Seelye,  146  HI.  189, 
32  N.  E.  458;  Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111. 
307;  Kruse  v.  Wilson,  79  111.  223,  233; 
Bermudez  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v.  Gibson, 
106  111.  App.  6;  French  v.  Baker,  21 
111.  App.  432.  Ind.— Young  v.  Wiley, 
183  Ind.  449,  107  N.  E.  278.;  Winer  v. 
Mast,  146  Ind.  177,  45  N.  B.  66;  Ben- 
bow  V.  Studebaker,  51  Ind.  App.  450, 
99  N.  E.  1033;  Northern  Indiana  Ry. 
Co.  1).  Lincoln  Nat.  Bank,  47  Ind.  App. 
98,  92  N.  E.  384.  la.— Hunt  v.  John- 
ston, 105  Iowa  311,  75  N.  W.  103; 
Witter  V.  Fisher,  27  Iowa  9;  Hart  v. 
Jewett,  11  Iowa  276;  Burton  v.  War- 
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ren  Dist.  Tp.,  11  Iowa  166;  Delany 
V.  Reade,  4  Iowa  292.  Kan. — Clevenger 
V.  Figley,  68  Kan.  699,  75  Pae.  1001; 
Garrett  v.  Struble,  57  Kan.  508,  46  Pac. 
943;  Bradford  v.  Larkin,  57  Kan.  90, 
45  Pac.  69;  Santa  Fe  Bank  v.  Haskell 
County  Bank,  51  Kan.  50,  32  Pac.  627; 
Barnum  v.  Kennedy,  21  Kan.  141;  Sol- 
ders V.  Boyle,  5  Kan.  App.  451,  49 
Pac.  320.  Ky. — Padueah  v.  Paducah 
Traction  Co.,  168  Ky.  198,  181  S.  W. 
1093;  Torian  «.  Caldwell,  167  Ky.  670, 
181  S.  W.  373;  Shields'  Admrs.  v. 
Chesser,  167  Ky.  532,  180  S.  W.  968; 
Cox  V.  Interstate  Coal  Co.,  157  Ky. 
373,  163  S.  W.  231;  Houser  v.  Paducah 
Lands  Co.,  157  Ky.  252,  162  S.  W. 
1113;  Clark  County  v.  Ecton,  150  Ky. 
774,  150  S.  W.  1016;  Cecil's  Committee 
V.  Cecil,  149  Ky.  605,  149  S.  W.  965; 
Young's  Admr.  v.  Chesapeake  &  O. 
R.  Co.,  136  Ky.  784,  125  S.  W.  241; 
Neweomb  v.  Newcomb,  13  Bush  544,  26 
Am.  Rep.  222.  La. — Weil  v.  Schwartz, 
51  La.  Ann.  1547,  26  So.  475;  Folger  & 
Son  V.  Slaughter,  33  La.  Ann.  341; 
Dupuy  V.  Bemiss,  2  La.  Ann.  509.  Me. 
Banister  v.  Higginson,  15  Me.  73,  32 
Am.  Dee.  134.  Md. — Long  v.  Long,  62 
Md.  33;  Clark  v.  Bryan,  16  Md.  171; 
Hunter  v.  Hatton,  4  Gill  115,  45  Am. 
Dec.  117.  Micli. — Curtis  v.  Board  of 
Supervisors,  154  Mich.  646,  118  N.  W. 
618;  Griffin  v.  McGavin,  117  Mich.  372, 
75  N.  W.  1061;  Newton  v.  Auditor 
Gen.,  131  Mich.  547,  91  N.  W.  1030; 
Huyck  V.  Graham,  82  Mich.  353,  46 
N.  W.  781;  Shickle,  etc.  Iron  Co.  v. 
Wiley  Constr.  Co.,  61  Mich.  226,  28  N. 
W.  77.  Minn. — State  v.  Ries,  123  Minn. 
397,  143  N.  W.  981;  West  Duluth  Land 
Co.  V.  Bradley,  75  Minn.  275,  77  N.  W. 
964;  Hall  v.  Sauntry,  72  Minn.  420,  75 
N.  W.  720;  Vaule  v.  Miller,  64  Minn. 
485,  67  N.  W.  540;  Hotchkiss  v.  Cut- 
ting, 14  Minn.  537.  Miss. — State  v. 
Rieketts,  67  Miss.  409,  7  So.  282;  Moore 
r.  Ware,  51  Miss.  206;  Wall  v.  Wall, 
28  Miss.  409.  Mo. — Harter  v.  Petty, 
266  Mo. '296,  181  S.  W.  39;  Smith  v. 
Black,  231  Mo.  681,  132  S.  W.  1129; 
Sanzenbaeher  v.  Santhuff,  220  Mo.  274, 
119  S.  W.  395;  Yeoman  v.  Younger,  83 
Mo.  424;  Martin  v.  McLean,  49  Mo. 
361;  Gunby  v.  Cooper,  177  Mo.  App. 
354,  164  S.  W.  152.  Mont.— Burke  v. 
Inter  State  Sav.,  etc.  Assn.,  25  Mont. 
315,    64   Pac    879.      Neb,— Cowles    v. 


JUDGMENTS 


,469 


ite  proceedings   are   presumed   regular   and   proper,   whether  juris- 
dictional facts  appear  affirmatively  on  the  record  or  not.*" 


Kyd,  91  Neb.  274,  135  N.  W.  1010; 
In  re  Nelson's  Estate,  81  Neb.  363,  115 
N.  W.  1087;  Toogood  v.  Russell,  3  Neb. 
(Unof.)  189,  91  N.  W.  249;  Bannard 
V.  Duncan,  65  Neb.  179,  90  N.  W.  947; 
Fraaman  v.  Fraaman,  64  Neb.  472",  90 
N.  W.  245.  Nev. — Daly  v.  Lahontan 
Mines  Co.,  151  Pac.  514.  N.  H.— Hol- 
land V.  Laeonia  Bldg.  &  L.  Assn.,  68 
N.  H.  480,  4i  Atl.  178;  Morrison  v. 
Woolson,  23  N.  H.  11;  Smith  v.  Knowl- 
ton,  11  N.  H.  191.  N.  J.— Crawford  v. 
Lees,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  324,  93  Atl.  201; 
Palmer  v.  Board  of  Chosen  Freeholders, 
77  N.  J.  L.  143,  71  Atl.  285;  StothofE 
V.  Dunham,  19  N.  J.  L.  181.  N.  Y. 
Bloomer  v.  Sturges,  58  N.  T.  168;  Alt- 
hause  v.  Eadde,  3  Bosw.  410;  Becker 
V.  Studeman,  86  App.  Div.  94,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  538;  Brown  v.  Beckmann,  53  App. 
Div.  257,  65  N.  T,  Supp.  740;  Brooks 
V.  New  York,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  773.  N.  C. 
Carter  v.  Rountree,  109  N.  C.  29,  13 
S.  E.  716;  Tyson  v.  Belcher,  102  N.  C. 
112,  9  S.  E.  634;  ^Burgess  v.  Kirby,  94 
N.  C.  575.  N.  D.— St.  Anthony  &  Da- 
kota Elevator  Co.  v.  Martineau,  30  N. 
D.  425,  153  N.  W.  416;  Nichols,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Paulson,  10  N.  D..  440,  87  N.  W. 
977.  Ohio. — Children's  Home  v.  Fetter, 
90  Ohio  St.  110,  106  N.  E.  761;  Root 
V.  Davis,  51  Ohio  St.  29,  36  N.  E. 
669;  Sheldon  v.  Newton,  3  Ohio  St. 
494.  Okla. — Coblentz  v.  Cochran,  44 
Okla.  158,  143  Pac.  658.  Ore.— North- 
west Townsite  Co.  v.  Conn.,  74  Ore. 
484,  145  Pac.  1058.  Fa.— In  re  Metz- 
ger's  Estate,  242  Pa.  69,  88  Atl.  915; 
Collins  «.  Phillips,  236  Pa.  386,  84  Atl. 
854;  Day  v.  Allen,  224  Pa.  385,  73  Atl. 
456;  Hughes  v.  Schreiner,  202  Pa.  488, 
52  Atl.  30.  Phil.  IsL— Trono  Felipe  v. 
Director  of  Prisons,  24  Phil.  Isl.  121. 
R.  I.— Gilbert  v.  Hayward,  37  R.  I.  303, 
92  Atl.  625.  S.  C— James  v.  Smith,  2 
S.  C.  183;  Upson  v.  Horn,  3  Strobh. 
108,  49  Am.  Dec.  633.  S.  D.— Phillips 
V.  Phillips,  13  S.  D.  231,  83  N.  W.  94; 
Green  v.  Sabin,  12  S.  D.  496,  81  N.  W. 
904;  Davis  v.  Cook,  9  S.  W.  319,  .69 
N.  "W.  18.  Tenn. — Puekett  v.  Wynns, 
132  Tenn.  518,  178  S.  W.  1184.  Tex. 
"White  «.  Bedell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173  S. 
W.  624;  Williams  v.  Abilene  Ind.  Tel. 
&  Tel.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168  S.  W. 
402;  Vineyard  v.  Heard  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  167  S.  W.  22;  Lester  ».  Gate- 
■wood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166  S,  W.  389; 


Jameson  v.  O'Neall  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
145  S.  "W.  680;  Carr  v.  Miller,  58  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  57,  123  S.  W.  1158.  Vt. 
Doolittle  V.  Holton,  26  Vt.  588;  State 
V.  Vernon,  25  Vt.  244;  Ex  parte  Kel- 
logg, 6  Vt.  509.  Va.— TurnbuU  v. 
Mann,  99  Va.  41,  37  S.  E.  288;  Lem- 
mon  V.  Herbert,  92  Va.  653,  24  S.  B. 
249;  Fox  v.  Cottage  Bldg.  Fund  Assn., 
81  Va.  677.  Wash.— Rohrer  v.  Snyder, 
29  Wash.  199,  69  Pac.  748.  W.  Va. 
Linn  v.  Collins,  87  S.  E.  934;  Jarrell 
V.  Laurel  Coal  &  Land  Co.,  75  W.  Va. 
752,  84  S.  E.  933;  Northwestern  Bank 
V.  Hays,  37  W.  Va.  475,  16  S.  E.  561. 
Wis. — Cowie  v.  Strohmeyer,  150  Wis. 
401,  136  N.  W.  956,  137  N.  W.  778; 
Half  hill  «.  Malick,  145  Wis.  200,  129 
N.  W.  1086;  Morrison  v.  Austin,  14  Wis. 
601.  Wyo.— Holt  V.  City  of  Cheyenne, 
22  Wyo.  212,  137  Pac.  876. 

[a]  Disobedience  of  the  plain  pro- 
visions of  the  law  in  the  exercise  of 
jurisdiction  once  rightly  acquired,  does 
not  render  the  judgment  impeachable 
collaterally.  Boyd  v.  Roane,  49  Ark.  r 
397,  5  S.  W.  704. 

80.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Johnson,  182 
Ala.  376,  62  So.  706;  McLaughlin  v. 
Hardwick  (Ala.  App.),  70  So./  305; 
Ex  parte  Eodgers,  12  Ala.  App.  218,  67 
So.  710.  Ark.— Clay  v.  Barnes,  181  S. 
W.  303.  Cal.— Morrissey  v.  Gray,  162 
Cal.  638,  124  Pac.  246;  Johnson  v. 
Canty,  162  Cal.  391,  123  Pac.  263; 
Frey  v.  Superior  Court,  22  Cal.  App. 
421,  134  Pac.  733;  Shirran  v.  Dallas, 
21  Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pac.  454,  462; 
Bagley  v.  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  19  Cal.  App.  255,  125  Pac. 
931.  Colo. — Kavanagh  v.  Hamilton,  53 
Colo.  157,  125  Pac.  512;  Hughes  v. 
Webster,  52  Colo.  475,  122  Pac.  789; 
Boss  V.  Newsom,  25  Colo.  App.  393,  138 
Pac.  1015;  Empire  Ranch  &  Cattle  Co. 
V.  Coleman,  23  Colo.  App.  351,  129  Pac. 
522.  Ga.— Flanders  v.  Sutton,  143  Ga. 
764,  85  S.  E.  914.  HI.— Dickinson  v. 
Belden,  268  HI.  105,  108  W.  E.  1011; 
Peters  v.  Dicus,  254  HI.  379,  98  N.  E. 
560.  Ind. — ^Frankel  v.  Voss  (Ind. 
App.),  109  N.  E.  55;  White  v.  Suggs, 
56  Ind.  App.  572,  104  N.  E.  55;  Baker 
V.  Osborne,  55  Ind.  App.  518,  104  N.  E. 
97.  Ky.— Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167  Ind. 
308,  180  8.  W.  797;  Baker  v.  Baker, 
Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173  S.  W. 
109;   Cole  v.  Lewis,  159  Ky.  747,  169 
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(B.)  Courts  of  Limited  and  iNrtEiOE  Jueisdiction.  —  When  it  affirma- 
tively appears  upon  the  record  that  jurisdiction  has  attached,  the  same 
presumptions  as  to  regularity  attend  the  proceedings  of  courts  of 
limited  and  inferior  jurisdiction  as  are  indulged  to  sustain  those  of 
general  and  superior  jurisdiction.^^ 

(C.)  Presumptions  as  to  Particular  Matters.  —  In  the  absence,  there- 
fore, of  any  showing  on  the  record  to  the  contrary,  a  presumption  of 
regularity  upholds  the  proceedings  at  every  stage.  Thus  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  cause  of  action  was  complete  when  the  proceedings 


S.  W.  490;  Steel  v.  Stearns  Coal  & 
Lumb.  Co.,  148  Ky.  429,  146  S.  W. 
721.  Mo.— Bryan  v.  McGaakill,  175  S. 
W.  961;  Davison  v.  Bankers'  Life 
Assn.,  166  Mo.  App.  625,  150  S.  W. 
713;  Glidden-Pelt  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robinson, 
163  Mo.  App.  488,  143  8.  W.  1111. 
Neb.— Herter  v.  Herter,  97  Neb.  260, 
149  N.  W.  795.  Ore.— Claypool  v. 
O'Neill,  65  Ore.  511,  133  Pac.  349. 
Tex.— Hopkins  v.  Cain,  143  S.  W.  1145; 
Lester  v.  Gatewood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
166  S.  W.  389;  Hill  &  Jahns  v.  Lofton 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.  67;  "Wilkin 
V.  Simmons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W. 
1145;  Blunt  v.  Houston  Oil  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  146  S.  W.  248;  Stephenson 
V.  Wiess  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
287.  Wash.— Kline  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
North  Coast  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  80  Wash. 
609,  142  Pac.  7. 

81.  U.  S.— Beard  v.  Federy,  3  Wall. 
478,  18  L.  ed.  88;  Comstoek  ■».  Craw- 
ford, 3  Wall.  396,  18  L.  ed.  34.  Ala. 
Medley  v.  Shipes,  177  Ala.  94,  58  So. 
304;  Arnett  v.  Bailef,  60  Ala.  435; 
Todd  V.  Flournoy,  56  Ala.  99,  28  Am. 
Eep.  758;  Ward  v.  Hudspeth,  44  Ala. 
215;  Wilson's  Heirs  v.  Wilson's  Admr., 
18  Ala.  176.  Ark. — Currie  v.  Franklin, 
51  Ark.  338,  11  S.  W.  477.  Cal.— Lucas 
r.  Todd,  28  Cal.  182;  Haynes  v.  Meeks, 
10  Cal.  110,  70  Am.  Dec.  703.  Conn. 
Bulkley  v.  Andrews,  39  Conn.  523;  Fox 
V.  Hoyt,  12  Conn.  491,  31  Am.  Deo.  760. 
I»d. — Alexander  v.  Gill,  130  Ind.  485, 
30  N.  E.  525;  Walker  v.  Hill,  111  Ind. 
223,  12  N.  E.  387;  Hutts  v.  Hutts,  62 
Ind.  214;  Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Markle, 
46  Ind.  96;  Larimer  v.  Krau,  57  Ind. 
App.  33,  103  N.  E.  1102,  105  N.  E. 
936;  Jones  v.  Leeds,  41  Ind.  App.  164, 
83  N.  E.  526.  la. — Ockendom  v.  Barnes, 
43  Iowa  615;  Pursley  v.  Hays,  22  Iowa 
11,  92  Am.  Dec.  .350;  State  v.  Berry, 
12  Iowa  58;  Morrow  v.  Weed,  4  Iowa 
77,  66  Am.  Dec.  122;  Cooper  v.  Sun- 
derland, 3  Iowa  114,  66  Am.  Dec.  52. 
Kan. — Bradford  v.  Larkin,  57  Kan.  90, 
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45  Pac.  69;  Vincent  i).  Davidson,  1  Kan. 
App.  606,  42  Pae.  390.  La. — Grevem- 
berg  V.  Bradford,  44  La.  Ann.  400,  10 
So.  786;  Neal's  Succession,  25  La.  Ann. 
125;  Woods  v.  Lee,  21  La.  Ann.  505. 
Me. — Paul  V.  Hussey,  35  Me.  97.  Mass. 
Sumner  v.  Parker,  7  Mass.  79;  Wales 
V.  Willard,  2  Mass.  120.  Mich. — Cole 
V.  Potter,  135  Mich.  326,  97  N.  W. 
774;  Miller  v.  Smith,  115  Mich.  427, 
73  N.  W.  418;  Somers  v.  Losey,  48 
Mich.  294,  12  N.  W.  188;  Eeed  v.  Gage, 
33  Mich.  179.  Miss. — Adams  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  103  Miss.  744,  60  So.  770; 
Hendricks  V.  Pugh,  57  Miss.  157.  Mo. 
Bingham  v.  Kollman,  256  Mo.  573,  165 
S.  W.  1097;  Karnes  v.  Alexander,  92 
Mo.  660,  4  S.  W.  518;  Camden  v.  Plain, 
91  Mo.  117,  4  S.  W.  86;  Fulkerson  v. 
Davenport,  70  Mo.  541;  Baker  v.  Baker, 
70  Mo.  134;  JefCries  v.  Wright,  51  Mo. 
215;  State  v.  St.  Gemme,  31  Mo.  230; 
State  ex  ret.  Gardiner  v.  Dickman,  175 
Mo.  App.  543,  157  S.  W.  1012;  School 
Dist.  No.  58  V.  Ch^ppel,  155  Mo.  App. 
498,  135  S.  W.  75;  State  ex  rel.  Polster 
V.  Miles,  149  Mo.  App.  638,  129  S.  W. 
731.  N.  H.— State  v.  Weare,  38  N.  H. 
314.  N.  J. — Eeeves  v.  Townsend,  22 
N.  J.  L.  396;  Van  Kleek  v.  O'Hanlon, 
21  N.  J.  L.  582;  Maxwell  v.  Pittenger, 
3  N.  J.  Eq.  156.  N.  M.— Van  Patten 
V.  Boyd,  20  N.  M.  250,  150  Pac.  917. 
N.  Y. — Eowe  V.  Parsons,  6  Hun  338; 
Bogardus  v.  Clarke,  4  Paige  623.  N.  0. 
State  V.  Conoly,  28  N.  C.  243.  Ohio. 
McClelland  v.  Miller,  28  Ohio  St.  488; 
Adams  v.  Jeffries,  12  Ohio  253,  40  Am. 
Dec.  477.  Pa.— Northrup  v.  Pike  Tp., 
242  Pa.  1,  88  Atl.  781;  Willis  v.  Willis, 
12  Pa.  159.  S.  C— Kincaid  v.  Neall, 
3  McCord  201.  S.  D. — Jewett  v.  Sund- 
back,  5  S.  D.  Ill,  58  N.  W.  20.  Tenn. 
McCarroll  v.  Weaks,  2  Overt.  215.  Tex. 
Wilkin  V.  Simmons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
151  S.  W.  1145;  Brooks  v.  Powell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W.  809.  Utah.— Salt 
Lake  County  v.  Salt  Lake  City,  42 
Utah  548,  134  Pae.  560.    Wash.— Zw  re 
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were  instituted;*^  that  the  party  maintaining  the  suit  had  a  right  to 
do  so  f^  that  the  tribunal  rendering  the  judgment  was  a  lawful  one  f* 
sitting  at  an  authorized  term  f^  or  if  rendered  in  vacation,  that  proper 
authority  of  law  to  render  judgment  at  that  time  existed.*"  It  will 
be  presumed  that  the  necessary  pleadings  were  filed  in  the  case  f  that 
all  matters  covered  by  the  judgment  were . properly  in  issue;**  and 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  before  the  court  to  warrant  its  con- 
elusions  upon  such  issues.*^  Further  illustrations  of  the  principle  will 
be  found  in  the  notes."" 


Bell's  Estate,  70  Wash.  498,  127  Pae. 
100.  Wis. — Storm  v.  Adams,  56  Wis. 
137,  14  N.  W.  69;  Baizer  v.  Lasch,  28 
Wis.  268. 

82.  Austin  v.  Austin,  43  HI.  App. 
488;  Cahn  v.  Farmers'  &  Traders' 
Bank,  1  S.  D.  237,  46  N.  W.  185. 

83.  Glidden-relt  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robin- 
son, 163  Mo.  App.  488,  143  S.  W.  1111. 

[a]  Identity  in  Names  of  Parties. 
Where  the  record  discloses  that  the 
names  of  plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
identical,  it  will  not  be  presumed,  in 
a  collateral  action,  that  the  parties 
were  the  same  person,  thus  invalidat- 
ing the  judgment.  Allen  v.  Evans,  7 
Ariz.  354,  64  Pac.  414;  Miller  v.  Miller, 
96  Cal.  376,  31  Pac.  247. 

84.  Feltner  v.  Huff,  118  S.  W.  936; 
Mankin  v.  State,  2  Swan  (Tenn.)  206. 
Compare,  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  b. 

85.  Talbert  v.  Hopper,  42  Cal.  397; 
Horn  V.  Metzger,  234  HI.  240,  84  N.  E. 
893. 

[a]  That  a  special  term  of  the  pro- 
bate court  at  which  an  assailed  order 
of  the  court  was  made  was  properly 
held,  will  be  presumed.  Cook  v.  Eenick, 
19  m.  598;  Carter  v.  Carter,  237  Mo. 
624,  141  S.  W.  873;  State  ear  rel.  Bell 
V.  Nolan,  99  Mo.  569,  12   S.  W.  1047. 

86.  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  182  Ala.  376, 
62  So.  706. 

87.  V.  S.— The  Acorn,  2  Abb.  434, 
1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  29.  Ind. — Indianapolis 
&  C.  G.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  105  Ind.  37, 
4  N.  E.  316.  Tex. — Gibson  v.  Oppen- 
heimer,  154  S.  W.  694;  Tom  v.  Sayers, 
64  Tex.  339;  American  Const.  Co.-  v. 
Seelig  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  131  S.  W. 
655. 

Compare,  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (IV), 
(C),    (4),    (a). 

[a]  That  before  nonsuit  was  taken, 
pleadings  were  filed,  will  be  presumed. 
Blunt  V.  Houston  Oil  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  146  S.  W.  248. 

88.  ,  United  States  v.  Sommers,    171 


Fed.   57,  96   C.   C.  A.   299;    Catron    c. 
Com.,  140  Ky.  61,  130  S.  W.  951. 

[a]  "In  the  absence  of  all  show- 
ing, we  cannot  assume  that  the  court 
undertook  to  pass  upon  matters  which 
were  not  submitted  to  it  for  decision. 
No  doubt,  if  a  court  by  mere  brutum 
fulmen  should  assume  to  adjudicate 
matters  wholly  outside  the  actual  liti- 
gation, its  judgment  would  be  void; 
but  such  conduct  is  so  foreign  to  the 
ordinary  proceedings  of  courts  of  rec- 
ord that  it  may  be  seriously  doubted 
whether  evidence,  however  strong, 
would  be  received  to  impeach  a  judg- 
ment collaterally  upon  such  grounds." 
United  States  v.  Sommers,  171  Fed.  57, 
96  C.  C.  A.  299; 

89.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Johnson,  182 
Ala.  376,  62  So.  706;  State  v.  Mobile 
&  G.  E.  Co.,  108  Ala.  29,  18  So.  801; 
Burke  v.  Mutch,  66  Ala.  568;  Burnett 
r.  Nesmith,  62  Ala.  261;  Pettus  v.  Me- 
Clannahan,  52  Ala.  55;  Coltart  v.  Allen, 
40  Ala.  155,  88  Am.  Dec.  757.  Dl. 
Eeedy  v.  Camfield,  159  HI.  254,  42  N. 
E.  833;  Harris  v.  Lester,  80  HI.  307; 
Barnett  v.  Wolf,  70  HI.  76;  Kanorowski 
V  People,  113  111.  App.  468;  Banks  v. 
Banks,  31  111.  App.  162.  Ind.— Young 
V.  Wiley,  183  Ind.  449,  107  N.  E.  278; 
Stingley  v.  Nichols,  Shepherd  &  Co.,  131 
Ind.  214,  30  N.  B.  34.  Kan.— North  v. 
Moore,  8  Kan.  143.  Ky — Catron,  v. 
Com.,  140  Ky.  61,  130  S.  W.  951.  Mich. 
Peninsular  Sav.  Bank  1>.  Ward,  118 
Mich.  87,  76  N.  W.  161,  79  N.  W.  911. 
Mo.— Barter  v.  Petty,  266  Mo.  296,  181 
S.  W.  39.  Pa.— Allen  v.  Maclellan.  12- 
Pa.  328,  51  Am.  Dec.  608.  Tex.— Gib- 
son v.  Oppenheimer  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
154  S.  W.  694.  Vt.— Town  of  Hunting- 
ton V.  Charlotte,  15  Vt.  46. 

90.  A  stipulation  of  the  attorneys 
attached  to  the  decree,  consenting  that 
it  might  be  entered,  will  not  overcome 
the  presumption  that  the  decree  was 
the  act  of  the  court.  Drake  v.  Duve- 
nick,  45  Cal.  455. 
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(in.)  Objections  as  to  Parties.  —  (A.)  Generally.  —  No  question  can  be 
raised  in  a  collateral  proceeding  as  to  the  right  or  legal  capacity  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  original  suit  to  maintain  the  saiue,*^  or  as  to  the 
lega,l  disability  of  any  party  defendant  arising  from  infancy,®^  in- 


[a]  Orders  of  Fiscal  Court. — When 
the  record  of  the  fiscal  court  is  fair 
and  regular  on  its  face  and  shows  when 
and  where  the  court  was  held  and  who 
were  present  and  the  record  is  signed 
by  the  county  judge  or  presiding  judge, 
if  the  county  judge  be  absent,  the  pre- 
sumption arising  from  the  record  will 
be  that  the  proceedings  were  read  by 
the  clerk  and  signed  by  the  judge  with 
the  approval  of  the  justices  present. 
Fox  V.  Lantrip,  169  Ky.  759,  185  S.  W. 
13@. 

[b]  An  adjournment  (1)  will  be 
presumed  where  the  proceedings  would 
thereby  be  made  regular.  State  v. 
Weare,  36  N.  H.  314;  State  v.  Conoly, 
28  N.  C.  243.  (2)  And  the  adjourn- 
ment will  be  prestimed  to  have  been 
regular.  Fox  v.  Hoyt,  12  Oonn.  491,  31 
Am.  Dee.  760;  Baizer  v,  Lasch,  28  Wis. 
268. 

[c]  That  personal  judgment  was 
authorized  though  the  service  was  by 
publication.  Traylor  v.  Lide  (Tex.),  7 
S.  W.  58. 

[d]  That  a  proceeding  was  pending 
so  as  to  authorize  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver.  Potter  v.  Merchants',  etc., 
28  N.  Y.  641,  86  Am.  Dee.  273. 

[e]  Appraisers  presumed  qualified 
and  properly  sworn.  Indiana  Oolitic 
Limestone  Co.  v.  Louisville,  etc.  Ry. 
Co.;  107  Ind.  301,  7  N.  E.  244. 

[f  ]  That  Land  Was  Duly  Appraised. 
Cowins  V.  Tool,  36  Iowa  82. 

[g]  Notice  of  application  for  sale 
of  lands  in  course  of  administration, 
presumed.  Wilkin  v.  Simmons  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  1145. 

[h]  Default  presumed  not  prema- 
turely rendered.  Storm  v.  Adams,  56 
Wis.  137,  14  N.  W.  69. 

[i]  That  a  day  for  hearing  as  re- 
quired by  statute  was  assigned  by  the 
surrogate  court  before  appointing  a 
guardian.  People  ex  ret  Wilcox  v.  Wil- 
cox, 22  Barb.  (N.  T.)  178. 

[j]  Proper  venue  presumed  in  fore- 
closure proceedings.  Markel  v.  Evans, 
47  Ind.  326. 

91.  U.'S.—Foltz  ij.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
Ey.  Co.,  60  Fed.  316,  8  C.  C.  A.  635. 
Cal. — McFall  v.  Buckeye  Grangers' 
Warehouse  Assn.,  122  Cal.  468,  55  Pac. 
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253.  m.— Wenner  v.  Thornton,  98  HI. 
156.  Ind.— Roberts  v.  Hill,  137  Ind. 
215,  36  N.  E.  843.  Md.— Simpson  v. 
Bailey,  80  Md.  421,  30  Atl.  622.  Mich. 
Campbell  v.  Western  Elec.  Co.,  113 
Mich.  333,  71  N.  W.  644;  Somers  v. 
Losey,  48  Mich.  294,  12  N.  W.  188. 
N.  Y.— Abbott  V.  Curran,  98  N.  Y.  665; 
Guliano  v.  Whitenack,  9  Misc.  562,  30 
N.  Y.  Supp.  415.  N.  0. — Brown  v.  Hard- 
ing, 86  S.  E.  1010;  Harris  v.  Bennett, 
160  N.  C.  339,  76,  S.  E.  217;  Sumner 
V.  Sessoms,  94  N.  C.  371.  Tex. — Thomp- 
son V.  Morrow  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  147  S. 
W.  706. 

[a]  Eeal  Party  in  Interest. — ^An  ob- 
jection that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
real  party  in  interest  cannot  be  raised 
collaterally.  Gates  v.  Riley  (Tex.  Cfv. 
App.),  55  S.  W.  979;  HalfhiU  v.  Malick, 
145  Wis.  200,  129  N.  W.  1086. 

[_b]  _  The  corporate  character  of 
plaintiff  cannot  be  questioned  col- 
laterally. Glidden-Felt  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Robinson,  163  Mo.  App.  488,  143  S.  W. 
IIIL 

[c]  Not  Qualified  Electors. — ^An  or- 
der calling  an  election  is  not  subject 
to  collateral  attack  on  the  ground  that 
soine  of  the  petitioners  for  the  elec- 
tion were  not  qualified  electors  as  pro- 
vided by  statute.  Ex  parte  Keen,  58 
Tex.  Grim.  279,  125  S.  W.  401. 

[d]  That  permission  to  sue  receiver 
was  not  given  is  not  ground  for  col- 
lateral attaek.  Ridge  v.  Manker,  132 
Fed.  599,  67  C.  C.  A.  596. 

[e]  Incapacity  of  Receiver. — Where 
a  receiver,  appointed  by  the  court  in 
a  creditor's'  suit,  prosecutes  an  action 
for  an  unassigued  dower  interest  of  the 
debtor;  the  judgment  therein  obtained 
cannot  be  collaterally  attacked  on  the 
ground  that  such  action  could  not  be 
prosecuted  by  the  receiver  but  should 
have  been  maintained  by  the  debtor 
personally.  Doty  v.  Irwin,  168  111.  50, 
47  N.  E.  768. 

92.  U.  S.— Colt  V.  Colt,  111  U.  S. 
566,  4  Sup.  Ct.  553,  28  L.  ed.  520; 
Corker  v.  Jones,  110  U.  S.  317,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  19,  28  L.  ed.  161;  Thompson  v. 
Tolmie,  2  Pet.  157,  7  L.  ed.  381;  Hatch 
V.  Ferguson,  68  Fed.  43,  15  G.  C.  A. 
201.    Cal.— Reed  v.  Ring,  93  Cal.  96,  28 
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sanity,^'  or  coverture.'*  Neither  failure  to  appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem'' 


Pae.  851;  Joyce  v.  McAvoy,  31  Cal. 
273,  89  Am.  Dec.  172;  Eegla  v.  Martin, 
19  Cal.  463.  Conn.— Clark  v.  Piatt,  30 
Conn.  282.  Ga. — Lowe  v.  Equitable 
Mtg.  Co.,  102  Ga.  103,  29  S.  E.  148. 
HI.— Mulford  V.  Stalzenbaek,  46  111. 
303;  Young  v,  Lorain,  11  111.  624,  52 
Am.  Dec.  463.  Ind. — Cohee  v.  Baer, 
134  Ind.  375,  32  N.  E.  920;  Hawkins 
V.  McDougal,  126  Ind.  539,  25  N.  E. 
820.  la. — ^Eingstad  v.  Hanson,  150  Iowa 
324,  130  N.  "W.  145;  Dahma  v.  Alston, 
72  Iowa  411,  34  N.  W.  182.  Ky.— Har- 
rod/w.  Harrod,  167  Ky.  308,  180  S.  W. 
797;  Cox  v.  Interstate  Coal  Co.,  157 
Ky.  373,  163  S.  W.  231;  Bourne  v.  Simp- 
son, 9  B.  Mon.  454.  La.— ^Le  Blanc 
V.  His  Creditors,  16  La.  120.  Md. 
Long  V.  Long,  62  Md.  33;  Hunter  V. 
Hatton,  4  Gill  ttS,  45  Am.  Dec.  117. 
Miss. — Cocks  V.  Simmons,  57  Miss.  183; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Smith  v.  Bradley,  6  Smed. 
&  M.  485.  Mo. — Eeineman  v.  Larkin, 
222  Mo.  156,  121  S.  W.  307.  Neb. 
"Weddle  v.  Speeht,  97  Neb.  693.  N.  Y. 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schwaner,  36 
Hun  373.  N.  C— Weeks  v.  McPhail, 
128  N.  C.  130,  38  S.  E.  472;  Smith  v. 
Gray,  116  N.  C.  311,  21  S.  E.  200; 
Ludwick  «.  Fair,  29  N.  C.  422,  47  Am. 
Dee.  333.  Pa. — Kennedy  v.  Baker,  159 
Pa.  146,  28  Atl.  252.  S.  C— McCroskey 
V.  Parks,  13  S.  C.  90.  Tenn. — Kindell 
v.  Titus,  9  Heisk.  727;  Andrews  v. 
Andrews,  7  Heisk.  234.  Tex. — ^McGhee 
V.  Eomatka,  92  Tex.  38,  45  S.  W.  552; 
Montgomery  v.  Carlton,  56  Tex.  361; 
Bouldin  v.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  26 
S.  W.  133.  W.  Va. — ^McSwegin  v.  How- 
ard, 63  W.  Va.  92. 

See  also  10  Standard  Peoc.  726;  12 
Standard  Pkoc.  774. 

93.  Ind. — Judd  v.  Gray,  156  Ind. 
278,  59  N.  E.  849.  N.  C— Thomas  v. 
Hunsucker,  108  N.  C.  720,  13  S.  E.  221. 
Ohio. — ^McCurdy  v.  Baughman,  43  Ohio 
St.  78,  1  N.  E.  93.  Pa.— "Weaver  v. 
Brenner,  145  Pa.  299,  21  Atl.  1010. 

See  13  Standard  Peoc.  613. 

94.  U.  S.— Corker  v.  Jones,  110  IT.  S. 
317,  4  Sup.  Ct.  19,  28  L.  ed.  161.  Ala. 
Childress  v.  Taylor,  33  Ala.  185.  Cal. 
Gambette  v.  Brock,  41  Cal.  78.  D.  C. 
Magruder  v.  Armes,  15  App.  Cas.  379. 
Ga.— "Wingfield  v.  Ehea,  73  Ga.  477; 
Mashburn  v.  Gouge,  61  Ga.  512;  Glover 
V.  Moore,  60  Ga.  189.  Ind.— Lieb  v. 
liichtenstein,  121  Ind.  483,  23  N.  E. 
284;   Wright   v.   Wright,   97   Ind.   444; 


Long  V.  Dixon,  55  Ind.  352.  la. — Guth- 
rie V.  Howard,  32  Iowa  54;  Wolff  v. 
Van  Metre,  19  Iowa  134.  Kan.— Keith 
V.  Keith,  26  Kan.  26.  Ky. — ^Wren  v. 
Ficklen,  109  Ky.  472,  59  S.  W.  746; 
Sypert  v.  Harrison,  88  Ky.  461,  11  S. 
W.  435.  La. — Equitable  Securities  Co. 
V.  Bloch,  51  La.  Ann.  478,  25  So.  271. 
Mich. — Wilson  v.  Coolidge,  42  Mich. 
112,  3  N.  W.  285.  Mo. — Truesdail  v. 
McCormick,  126  Mo.  39,  28  S.  W.  885. 
Mont. — ^Vantilburg  v.  Black,  3  Mont. 
459.  N.  C. — Grantham  v.  Kennedy,  91 
N.  C.  148;  Green  v.  Branton,  16  N.  C. 
500,  504.  Ohio. — Callen  v.  Ellison,  13 
Ohio  St.  446,  82  Am.  Dec.  448.  Ore. 
Pa'rris  v.  Hayes,  9  Ore.  81.  Pa.— Mich- 
aelis  V.  Brawley,  109  Pa.  7.  K.  I. 
Smith  13.  Borden,  17  E.  I.  220,  21  Atl. 
351,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  867,  11  L.,  E.  A. 
585;  Tenn. — Adcock  v.  Mann,  38  S.  W. 
99;  Chatterton  ».  Young  &  Walker,  2 
Tenn.  Ch.  768;  Howell  v.  Hale,  5  Lea 
405.  Tex. — ^Phelps  v.  Braekett,  24  Tex. 
236;  Carson  v.  Taylor,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  177,  47  "S.  W.  395;  Benson  v. 
CaMll  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  37  S.  W.  1088. 
Va.— McCuUough  V.  Dashiell,  85  Va. 
37,  6  S.  E.  610. 

But  see  11  Standard  Proc.  801,  et 
seq.  ( 

95.  Ark.— McDonald  v.  Pt.  Smith  & 
W.  E.  Co.,  105  Ark.  5,  150  S.  W.  135; 
Trapnall's  Admx.  v.  State  Bank,  18 
Ark.  53.  m. — Millard  v.  Marmon,  116 
111.  649,  7  N.  E.  468;  Barnett  v.  Wolf, 
70  HI.  76.  ind.— Cohee  v.  Baer,  134 
Ind.  375,  32  N.  E.  920;  McBride  «. 
State,  130  Ind.  525,  30  N.  E.  699; 
Blake  v.  Douglass,  27  Ind.  416;  Evans 
V.  Ashby,  22  Ind.  15.  Kan.— Walken- 
horst  V.  Lewis,  24  Kan.  420.  Ky. 
Harrod  v.  Harrod,  167  Ky.  308,  180  S. 
W.  797;  Simmons  v.  McKay,  5  Bush 
25;  Porter  v.  Eobinson,  3  A.  K.  Marsh. 
253,  13  Am.  Dec.  153.  Mass. — Austin 
V.  Charleston  Female  Seminary,  8 
Mete.  192,  196,  41  Am.  Dec.  497.  Miss. 
McLemore  v.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  E.  Co., 
58  Miss.  514;  Smith  v.  Bradley,  6 
Smed.  &  M.  485.  N.  Y.— Crouter  v. 
Crouter,  133  N.  Y.  55,  30  N.  E.  726; 
McMurray  v.  McMurray,  66  N.  Y.  175; 
Croghan  v.  Livingston,  17  N.  T.  218; 
Matter  of  Becker,  28  Hun  207.  N.  C. 
Burgess  v.  Kirby,  94  N.  C.  575.  Ohio. 
Lessee  of  Morgan  v.  Burnet,  18  Ohio 
535.    Tex. — Montgomery  v.  Carlton,  56 
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for  an  infant,  or  insane  person,®^  nor  an  irregularity  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  such  guardian,*'  will  render  the  judgment  any  the  less  con- 
clusive collaterally.  The  omission  to  make  some  person  a  party  as 
required  by  law,  does  not  render  the  decree  void  and  subject  to  col- 
lateral impeachment  by  the  persons  made  parties  and  over  whom  the 
court  had  jurisdiction,^*  but  a  decree  entered  in  the  absence  of  neces- 
sary parties  may  be  disputed  collaterally  by  those  not  made  parties. °® 
Where  the  court  has  in  fact  obtained  jurisdiction  of  a  party,  it  is 
immaterial  on  collateral  attack  that  the  party  was  not  described  or 
was  improperly  described,^  or  that  a  party  was  sued  in  the  wrong 


Tex.  361.     W.  Va.— Linn  v.  Collins,  87 
S.  E.  934. 
See  10  Standaed  Peoc.  726. 

96.  Cecil's  Committee  v.  Cecil,  149 
Ky.  605,  149  8,  W.  965.  See  13 
Standard  Peoc.  613. 

[a]  A  judgment  of  foreclosure  en- 
tered against  an  insane  person  with- 
out the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad 
litem  is  conclusive  on  collateral  attack. 
Dunn  V.  Dunn,  114  Cal.  210,  46  Pae.  5. 

97.  McCroskey  v.  Parks,  13  S.  C.  90; 
Greenlaw  v.  Kernahan,  36  Tenu.  371. 

[a]  Appointment  Premature.  —  The 
appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem 
before  the  service  of  legal  process  is 
not  cause  for  avoiding  the  proceedings 
collaterally.  Paulin  v.  Sparrow,  91  Ohio 
279,  110  N.  E.  528. 

[b]  Person  Suggested  by  Adver- 
sary.— ^It  is  not  ground  for  collateral 
attack  that  the  court  appointed  a 
guardian  ad  litem  suggested  by  the 
other  party.  Young  v.  Wiley,  183  Ind. 
449,  107  N.  E.  278. 

98.  Cal.— Cellulose  Package  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Calhoun,  166  Cal.  513,  137  Pac.  238. 
D.  C. — Bursey  v.  Lyon,  30  App.  Cas. 
597.  ni.— Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111.  307. 
Ind.— White  v.  Webster,  58  Ind.  233; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Hain  v.  Smith,  1  Ind.  451. 
la. — Tod  V.  Crisman,  123  Iowa  693,  99 
N.  W.  686.  Mass.— Bice  v.  Smith,  14 
Mass.  431.  Tex. — Stark  v.  Carroll,  66 
Tex.  393,  1  S.  W.  188. 

[a]  Failure  to  make  guardian  of 
minor  defendants  a  party  in  a  pro- 
ceeding by  an  executor  to  sell  lands  to 
pay  decedent's  debts  will  not  render 
the  decree  void  as  to  persons  made 
parties.     Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111.  307. 

[b]  Heirs. — An  omission  to  make 
all  the  heirs  or  devisees  parties  to  an 
administrator 's  proceeding-  to  sell  land 
does  not  avoid  the  order  to  sell  the 
land,  as  to  those  made  parties.  Har- 
ris V.  Lester,  80  HI.  307  j  Botsford  v. 
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O'Connor,  57  111.  72;  Downing 's  Heirs 
V.  Ford,  9  Dana  (Ky.)  391.  But  see 
Eule  V.  Broach,  58  Miss.  552;  Martin 
V.  Williams,  42  Miss.  210,  97  Am.  Dec. 
456;  Hamilton  v.  Loekhart,  41  Miss. 
460. 

[c]  One  joint  land  owner  who  was 
made  a  party  to  a  foreclosure  on  the 
joint  property,  may  not  collaterally  at- 
tack the  judgment  on  the  ground  that 
other  joint  owners  were  omitted. 
Dwiggins  v.  Cook,  71  Ind.  579. 

[d]  A  judgment  laying  out  a  high- 
way is  not  subject  to  collateral  attack 
by  parties  served,  because  other  own- 
ers or  claimants  were  not  made  parties. 
Proctor  V.  Andover,  42  N.  H.  348; 
State  V.  Weare,  38  N.  H.  314;  State  v. 
Eiehmond,  26  N.  H.  232. 

[e]  Foreclosure  Proceedings.  —  The 
fact  that  a  subsequent  grantee  of  the 
mortgagor  (Bull  v.  Campbell,  225  Fed. 
923,  141  C.  G.  A.  47),  or  a  lienor  (Board 
of  Supervisors  v.  Mineral  Point  E.  E. 
Co.,  24  Wis.  93),  was  not  made  a  party 
to  a  foreclosure,  the  judgment  therein 
is  not  for  that  reason  void  as  to  those 
served. 

[f  ]  That  the  owner  of  an  equity  of 
redemption  was  not  made  a  party  to  a 
suit  to  quiet  title  in  the  property,  could 
not  be  urged  in  a  collateral  attack  upon 
the  decree.  Browning  v.  Smith,  139 
Ind.  280,  37  N.  E.  540. 

99.  Tod  V.  Crisman,  123  Iowa  693, 
99  N.  W.  686.     See  supra,  XVH,  A,  6. 

1.  Ala. — ^Harrison  v.  Harrison,  19 
Ala.  499.  Cal.— Campbell  v.  Adams,  50 
Cal.  203.  Ind. — McGaughey  v.  Woods, 
106  Ind.  380,  7  N.  E-  7.  Mich.— Vic- 
born  V.  Pollock,  133  Mich.  524,  95  N. 
W.  576.  Neb.— Oakley  v.  Pegler,  30 
Neb.  628,  46  N.  W.  920.  Wis.— Ben- 
nett V.  Child,  19  Wis.  362,  88  Am.  Dec. 
692. 

[a]  Failure  to  substitute  the  proper 
name  of  defendant  in  the  complaint  in 
place  of  the    fictitious    name    "John 
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capacity,^  or  that  there  was  a  misjoinder  of  parties.' 

(B.)  Death  op  Paety.  —  Whether  a  judgment  is  collaterally  attack- 
able because  the  person  for  or  against  whom  it  was  rendered  was  dead 
either  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  suit  or  when  judgment  was 
rendered,  depends  entirely  upon  whether  such  a  judgment  is  regarded 
as  wholly  void  or  merely  voidable,*  a  matter  which  is  elsewhere  dis- 
cussed.* 

(IV.)  Objections  Relating  to  the  Cause  of  Action.  —  The  existence  or 
non-existence  of  a  cause  of  action  is  wholly  immaterial  to  the  validity 
of  the  judgment  when  the  latter  is  collaterally  assailed."  Hence  an 
objection  cannot  be  collaterally  urged  that  the  alleged  debt  or  claim 
upon  which  the  judgment  was  founded,  was  not  a  subsisting  obliga- 
tion,^ or  that  the  alleged  debt  or  claim  was  illegal  and  void,^  or  was 


Doe"  is  not  a  ground  for  collateral  at- 
tack. Crouch  V.  H.  L.  Miller  &  Co., 
169  Cal.  341,  146  Pac.  880. 

[b]  Describing  defendant  by  his 
initials  instead  of  by  his  full  Christian 
name  is  not  fatal  collaterally.  Vic- 
born  V.  Pollock,  133  Mich.  524,  95  N. 
W.    576. 

[e]  Mere  surplusage  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  a  party  will  not  render  the 
judgment  invalid.  McAfee's  Estate  v. 
Gregg,  140  N.  C.  448,  53  S.  E.  304. 

2.  Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111.  307. 

[a]  Describing  Guardian. — It  is  a 
matter  of  no  consequence  on  collateral 
attack  that  a  guardian  who  is  in  fact 
made  a  defendant  with  the  heirs  and 
brought  into  court,  was  not  described 
as  guardian.  Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111. 
307. 

3.  Ind. — Dwiggins  v.  Cook,  71  Ind. 
579.  la. — Perry  v.  Miller,  54  Iowa  277, 
5  N.  W.  727,  6  N.  W.  302.  Mo.— Yates 
V.  Johnson,  87  Mo.  213.  Pa. — Levan 
V.  MilhoUand,  114  Pa.  49,  7  Atl.  194. 

4.  If  merely  voidable  a  judgment 
may  not  be  collaterally  attacked.  See 
supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  a;  XVII,  A,  7,  e, 

(I)- 

5.  See   14   Standard  Peoc.   782,   et 

seq. 

6.  See  cases  in  following  notes. 
Failure  of  complaint  to  state  a  cause 

of  action  as  ground  of  collateral  at- 
tack, see  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (IV), 
(C),   (4),   (c). 

7.  Conn.— Fish  v.  Smith,  73  Conn. 
377,  47  Atl.  711.  Mo.— Jones  v.  Ede- 
man,  223  Mo.  312,  122  S.  W.  1047; 
Hammett  v.  Hatton,  189  Mo.  App.  567, 
176  S.  W.  1078.  Pa. — Hughes  v. 
Sehreimer,  202  Pa.  ,488,  52  Atl.  30. 
Vt.— Corey  v.  Morrill,  71  Vt.  51,  42  Atl. 
976. 


[a]  Whether  a  lien  foreclosed  was 
a  valid  existing  one  may  not  be  in- 
quired into  collaterally.  Tube  City 
Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Otterson  (Ariz.), 
146  Pac.  203. 

[b]  Ees  Judicata. — It  cannot  be 
urged  collaterally  that  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  suit  was  res  judicata.  Beaty 
V.  Thos.  Goggan  &  Bro.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  131  S.  "W.  631. 

[c]  A  tax  judgment  is  not  open  to 
the  objection  that  the  taxes  had  been 
paid.  McCarter  v.  Neil,  50  Ark.  188, 
6  S.  W.  731. 

[d]  Mortgage  Satisfied. — The  fact 
that  the  judgment  was  based  on  a 
mortgage  which  had  been  satisfied  is 
not  available.  Blythe  v.  Biehards,  10 
Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  261,  13  Am.  Bee. 
672. 

8.  XT.  S.— Hicks  v.  Cleveland,  106 
Fed.  459,  45  C.  C.  A.  429;  United 
States  V.  Board  of  Auditors,  2'8  Fed. 
407.  Ala. — Leatherwood  v.  Sullivan,  81 
Ala.  458,  1  So.  718.  Cal.— Mayo  v. 
Foley,  40  Cal.  281;  Eitel  v.  Poote,  39 
Cal.  439.  ni. — Chicago  Driving  Park 
V.  "West,  35  III.  App.  496.  la — Kerr 
V.  Kennedy,  119  Iowa  239,  93  N.  W. 
353.  Ky.— Jacob  v.  Hill,  111  Ky.  926, 
65  S.  W.  21;  Harpending's  Exrs.  v. 
Wylie,  13  Bush  158.  Mass. — Dublin  v. 
Chadbourn,  16  Mass.  433.  Miss. — Wall 
V.  Wall,  28  Miss.  409.  Mo.— State  v. 
Rainey,  74  Mo.  229.  N.  H.— Jennes  v. 
Berry,  17  N.  H.  549.  N.  J.— McCan- 
less  V.  Smith,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  505,  25  Atl. 
211.  N.  Y. — Vandei-pool  v.  Van  Valken- 
burgh,  6  N.  Y.  190;  Wells  v.  Stearns, 
35  Hun  323.  Ohio. — Wooster  Bank  v. 
Stevens,  1  Ohio  St.  233.  Pa. — Murray 
V.  Weigle,  118  Pa.  159,  11  Atl.  781, 
judgment  on  void  mortgage.  But  see 
Bowlby  V.  Thunder,  105  Pa.  173;  Ed- 
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unjust.®    And  the  same  is  true  as  to  the  objection  that  the  proceedings 
were  prematurely  instituted." 


monson  v.  Nichols,  22  Pa.  74,  Va. 
Vaughan  v.  Doe  ex  dem.  Green,  1  Leigh 
(28  Va.)  287;  Parker's  Exrs.  v.  Brown, 
6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  554.  Wis.— Wood  v. 
Blythe,  46  Wis.  650,  1  N.  W.  341; 
State  V.  Gary,  33  Wis.  93. 

[a]  A  judgment  based  on  a  gam- 
hling  transaction  in  cotton  futures  is 
not  open  to  collateral  impeachment  on 
the  ground  of  illegality.  Fauntleroy  v. 
Lum,  210  U.  S.  230,  28  Sup.  Ct.  641, 
52  L.  ed.  1039.  In  that  case  the  court 
said:  "The  laws  of  Mississippi  making 
dealing  in  futures  a  misdemeanor,  and 
providing  that  contracts  of  that  sort 
niade  without  intent  to  deliver  the 
commodity  or  to  pay  the  price,  'shall 
not  be  enforced  by  any  court'  "  merely 
lay  down  a  rule  of  decision.  This  is 
merely  another  way  of  saying  "an 
action  shall  not  be  brought." 

[b]  Indebtedness  in  Excess  of  Con- 
stitution.— A  judgment  against  a  pub- 
lie  corporation  cannot  be  collaterally 
attacked  on  the  ground  that  the  in- 
debtedness upon  which  it  was  based  is 
in  excess  of  the  constitutional  limit. 
XT.  S. — Davenport  v.  County  of  Dodge, 
105  U.  S.  237,  26  L.  ed.  1018;  United 
States  V.  New  Orleans,  98  TJ.  S.  381, 
25  L.  ed.  225;  Helena  v.  United  States, 
104  Fed.  113,  43  C.  C.  A.  429;  Board 
of  Comrs.  v.  Piatt,  79  Fed.  567,  25  C. 
C.  A.  87;  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lyon 
Co.,  44  Fed.  329;  United  States  v. 
Board  .of  Auditors,  28  Fed.  407.  Colo. 
Board  v.  Burpee,  24  Colo.  57,  48  Pac. 
539.  la. — Bdmundson  v.  Independent 
School  Dist.,  98  Iowa  639,  67  N.  W. 
671;  Sioux  City  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Osceola  Co.,  45  Iowa  168.  S.  D. — How- 
ard V.  City  of  Huron,  5  S.  D.  539,  59 
N.  W.  833.  Wash.— State  ex  rel.  Ledger 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Gloyd,  14  Wash.  5,  44  Pac. 
103.  Wyo.— Grand  Island  &  N.  W.  E. 
Co.  V.  Baker,  6  Wyo.  369,  45  Pac.  494. 

[c]  A  judgment  based  upon  a  void 
judgment  is  valid  collaterally.  Cal. 
Moore  v.  Martin,  38  Cal.  428.  Ga. 
Dunn  V.  Brogden,  68  Ga.  63.  HI. — Kelly 
V.  Donlin,  70  111.  378.  Ky.— Prince  v. 
Antle,  90  Ky.  138,  13  S.  W.  436.  N.  Y. 
Eocco  V.  Hackett,  2  Bosw.  579.  Pa. 
Walker  u.  Lyon,  3  Pen.  &  W.  98. 

[d]  Also  the  revival  of  a  void  judg- 
ment. Ala. — Martin  v.  Tally,  72  Ala. 
23.  Ind. — Comparet  v.  Hanna,  34  Ind. 
74;  Carpenter  v.  Doe  ex  dem.  SchafEner, 
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2  Ind.  465.  N.  C. — Jennings  v.  Stafford, 
23  N.  C.  404.  Pa.— Buehler's  Heirs  v. 
BufSngton,  43  Pa.  278. 

[e]  But  a  revival  of  a  void  judg- 
ment has  been  deemed  void.  Ark. — Ex 
parte  Pile,  9  Ark.  336.  Del — ^Frankel 
V.  Satterfield,  9  Houst.  201,  19  Atl.  898. 
Iia. — McCutcheon  v.  J^skew,  34  La. 
Ann.  340. 

[f]  Void  Bond. — A  judgment  on  a 
bond  which  is  void  for  want  of  seal, 
is  valid.  MeComb  v.  Ellett,  8  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  505. 

[g]  That  an  unconstitutional  stat- 
ute was  the  basis  of  the  cause  of  action 
ca'hnot  be  urged.  United  States  v. 
Eothstein,  187  Fed.  268,  109  C.  C.  A. 
521. 

[h]  Bepealed  Statute. — That  the  act 
upon  which  the  action  was  based  was 
previously  appealed,  cannot  be  urged 
collaterally.  Omaha  Coal,  Coke  &  Lime 
Co.  V.  Suess,  54  Neb.  379,  74  N.  W.  620. 

[i]  Ordinance  Defective. — It  is  no 
ground  for  collateral  impeachment  that 
the  action  was  based  on  a  defective 
ordinance.  People  v.  Lingle,  165  HI. 
65,  46  N.  E.  10. 

[j]  In  Violation  of  Sunday  Laws. 
Jenness  v.  Berry,  17  N.  H.  549. 

[k]  Judgment  against  a  md,rrled 
woman  upon  a  contract  which  she  has 
no  capacity  to  make,  see  11  Standard 
Proc.  800,  and  Merchants  and  Mechan- 
ics Bank  v.  Poore,  231  Pa.  362,  80  Atl. 
525. 

9.  TJ.  S. — Safe-Deposit  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Wright,  105  Fed.  155,  44  C.  C.  A. 
421;  Wright  v.  Wright,  103  Fed.  580. 
ria. — ^Lucy  v.  Deas,  5^  Fla.  552,  52  So. 
515.  Ind. — ^Watson  v.  Camper,  119  Ind. 
60,  21  N.-  B.  323.  Pa.— Thompson 's 
Appeal,  57  Pa.  175.  S.  C. — Suber  v. 
Chandler,  36  S.  C.  344,  15  S.  B.  426. 

10.  ( Ala. — ^Foster  v.  Thompson,  10 
Ala.  App.  365,  65  So.  414.  Ark.— Pat- 
tison  V.  Smith,  94  Ark.  588,  127  S.  W. 
983.  Cal.— Hall  v.  Brittain,  171  Cal. 
424,  153  Pac.  906.  Fla.— Lord  r.  P.  M. 
Dowling  Co.,  52  Fla.  313,  42  So.  585. 
111. — Bush  V.  Hanson,  70  HI.  480;  Eock- 
well  V.  Jones,  21  HI.  279.  Ind.— Rob- 
ertson V.  Huffman,  92  Ind.  247;  Corn- 
well  V.  Hungate,  1  In(J.  156.  Tex. 
Mikeska  v.  Leon  &  Blum,  63  Tex.  44. 

[a]  Where  the  right  to  institute  a 
partition  suit  depended  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  a  contingency  specified  in  a 
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Misjoinder  of  cause  of  action  does  not  furnish  ground  for  attacking 
the  judgment  collaterally.^^ 

(V.)  Wrong  Porm  of  Action  or  Remedy.  — Where  the  court  had  juris- 
diction of  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter,  its  judgment  may  not  be 
questioned  collaterally  upon  the  ground  that  the  form  of  action  or 
remedy  pursued  was  not  a  proper  one  by  which  to  determine  the  rights 
involved.^^  But  the  remedy  pursued  must  have  been  one  which  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  to  administer,*^ 

(VI.)  Objections  as  to  Venue,  Change  of,  and  Semoval.  —  Neither  objec- 
tions relating  to  the  venue  of  the  action,"  nor  those  based  on  errors 


former  decree  it  ■will  be  presumed  in 
a  collateral  attack  upon  the  judgment 
in  partition,  that  the  court  in  proceed- 
ing with  the  partition  suit  had  the 
prior  decree  before  it  and  properly  in- 
terpreted it.  Hall  V.  Brittain,  171  Cal. 
424,  153  Pac.  906. 

[b]  Note  Not  Due.— That  one  of 
the  notes  sued  upon  was  not  due  at 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  but 
became  due  before  the  declaration  was 
filed  will  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  when  questioned  collaterally. 
Lord  V.  F.  M.  Bowling  &  Co.,  52  Fla. 
313,  42  So.  585. 

[c]  But  a  foreign  attachment  on 
note  not  yet  due  has  been  held  subject 
to  collateral  attack.  Cal. — ^Davis  v. 
Eppinger,  18  Cal.  378,  79  Am.  Dec. 
184.,  Kan. — Connelly  v.  Woods,  31  Kan. 
359,  2  Pac.  773.  S.  C— Walker  & 
Bradford  v.  Eoberts,  4  Eich.  L^61. 

11.  Hatcher  v.  Hendrie  &  BolthofE 
Mfg.  &  Supply  Co.,  133  Fed.  267,  68 
C.  C.  A.  19. 

[a]  If  after  removal  to  a  federal 
court,  a  case  uniting  equitable  and  legal 
causes  of  action,  proceeds  to  judgment 
in  the  federal  court,  without  a  proper 
separation  of  the  two  causes  of  action 
to  accord  with  the  practice  in  the  fed- 
eral courts,  such  judgment  is  not  open 
to  collateral  impeachment.  Hatcher  v. 
Hendrie  &  Bolthoff  Mfg.  &  Supply  Co., 
133  Fed.  267,  68  C.  C.  A.  19. 

12,  Murphy  v.  De  France,  101  Mo. 
151,  13  S.  W.  756;  Potter  V.  Whitten, 
161  Mo.  App.  118,  142  S.  W.  453. 

[a]  That  an  action  to  quiet  title 
was  brought  instead  of  ejectment  is  not 
fatal.  Barnett  v.  Bauer  Cooperage  Co-, 
145  Ky.  163,  140  S.  W.  146. 

[b]  A  suit  in  equity  where  there 
is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law.  Mellen 
V.  Moline  Iron  Works,  131  U.  S.  352,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  781,  33  L.  ed.  178;  Thomson 
V.  Morris,  57  111.  333, 


[c]  A  motion  instead  of  a  suit  or 
action.  Nims  v.  Sabine,  44  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  252. 

[d]  Legal  proceeding  instead  of  an 
equitable  one.  Miles  v.  Davis,  19  Mo. 
408. 

13.  See  Cauly  v.  Blue,  62  Ala,  77, 
and  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (U), 

14.  Stark  v.  Eatcliff,  111  HI.  75; 
Kenney  v.  Greer,  13  111.  432,  54  Am. 
Dec.  439;  Cole  v.  Potter,  135  Mich,  326, 

97  N.  W.  774. 

[a]  An  administration  opened  in  a 
county  other  than  tljat  in  which  the 
deceased  resided  is  not  invalid.  Far- 
mer V.  Saunders  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  128 
S.  W.  941. 

[b]  County  Where  Land  Situated. 
That  a  suit  concerning  land  was  not 
brought  in  the  county  in  which  it  was 
situated  is  not  material  collaterally. ' 
Bonner  v.  Hearne,  75  Tex.  242,  251,  12 
S.  W.  38;  De  La  Vega  v.  League,  64 
Tex.  205;  Houston  Oil  Co.  v.  Bayne 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  544;  Ditt- 
man  v.  Iselt  (Tex.  Civ,  App.),  52  S.  W. 
96. 

[c]  In  Wrong  Township  or  County. 

(1)  An  objection  that  neither  of  the 
parties  lived  in  a  township  adjoining 
the  residence  of  the  justipe  is  not  avail- 
able collaterally.  Cole  v.  Potter,  135 
Mich.  326,  97  N.  W.  774.  (2)  Nor  is 
an  objection  that  the  parties  were  not 
residents  of  the  county  where  the  jus- 
tice resided.  Miller  v.  Smith,  115 
Mich.  427,  73  N.,  W,  418;  Franse  v. 
Owens,  25  Mo.  329. 

[d]  Proceedings  Void. — A  suit  for^ 
taxes  due  upon  land  lying  in  one  coun- 
ty could  not  under  the  law  be  insti- 
tuted in  another  county  and  the  judg- 
ment would  therefore  be  void.  Hill  & 
Jahns  V.  Lofton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165 
S.  W.  67. 
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committed  in  proceedings  for  change  of  venue  or  removal  of  causes^" 
can  be  raised  in  a  collateral  proceeding.  \ 

(VII.)  Continuances.  ^ —  Decisions  of  the  court  in  granting  or  refuang 
continuances  though  erroneous  are  not  reviewable  in  a  collateral 
proceeding.^^ 

Amendments.  —  That  the  court  may  have  erred  in  its  rulings  in 
respect  to  amendments  will  not  warrant  a  collateral  assault  upon  the 
judgment,^' 

(VHI.)  Reference  to  Advisory  Oificers.  —  Failure  to  refer  matters  in 
issue  to  masters,  referees,  and  other  advisory  officers  in  accordance  with 
proper  practice  does  not  subject  the  judgment  to  collateral  attack^* 
unless  a  reference  in  the  particular  case  is  made  indispensable  by 
statute.^^  Errors  in  the  appointment  of  advisory  officers  such  as  view- 
ers,^" assessors,^^  commissioners,^^  and  the  Jike  is  not  an  available 
objection  collaterally.  Nor  will  errors  and  irregularities  in  the  pro- 
ceedings of  any  such  advisory  .officers  as  the  court  may   have    ap- 


15.  Cal. — Broder  v.  Conklin,  98  Cal. 
360,  33  Pac.  211;  Gage  v.  Downey,  79 
Cal.  140,  21  Pac.  527,.  855.  lU.— Bry- 
ant V.  Ballanee,  66  111.  188.  Ind. — Lit- 
tleton V.  Smith,  119  Ind.  230,  21  N.  E. 
886;  Smelzer  v.  Lookhart,  97  Ind.  315. 
la. — ^Tennis  v.  Anderson,  55  Iowa  625, 
8  N.  W.  477;  City  of  Ottumwa  v. 
Sehaub,  52  Iowa  515,  3  N.  W.  529; 
Swan  V.  Bournes,  47  Iowa  501,  29  Am. 
Eep.  492.  Kan. — Barnhart  v.  Davis,  30 
Kan.  520,  2  Pac.  633.  Miss.— Work  v. 
Harper,  24  Miss.  517.  Mo — Ex  parte 
Bedard,  106  Mo.  616,  17  S.  "W.  693; 
Stearns  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  By.  Co., 
94  Mo.  317,  7  S.  W.  270;  State  v.  Six, 
80  Mo.  61;  Colvin  v.  Six,  79  Mo.-  198; 
Potter  v.  Adams'  Exrs.,  24  Mo.  159; 
Chouteau  v.  Nuckolls,  20  Mo.  442.  Okla. 
Mx  parte  Murphy,  1  Okla.  288,  29  Pac. 
652;  Ex  parte  Harlan,  1  Okla.  48,  27 
Pac.  920. 

[a]  That  the  nearest  county  was  not 
selected,  as  required  by  statute,  is  not 
ground  for  collateral  attack  of  the 
order  of  transfer.  Gage  v.  Downey,  79 
Cal.  140,  21  Pac.  527,  855. 

[b]  Eemoval  to  Federal  Court. — A 
decision  as  to  the  removability  of  a 
cause  from  a  state  to  a  federal  court 
is  conclusive  collaterally.  Ex  parte 
Eoe,  234  U.  S.  70,  34  Sup.  Ct.  722,  58 
L.  ed.  1217. 

16.  Colo. — In  re  Garvey,  7  Colo.  502, 
4  Pac.  758.  Ind.— MoGuire  v.  Wallace, 
109  Ind.  284,  10  N.  E.  111.  la.— Hil- 
dreth  v.  Harney,  62  Iowa  420,  17  N.  W. 
584.  Kan. — In  re  MeMioken,  39  Kan. 
406,   18    Pac.   473.      MicU.— Millar    v. 
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Babcock,  29  Mich.  526.  N.  H. — ^Leach 
,».  Pillsbury,  18  N.  H.  525.  N.  Y. 
Hunt  V.  Wickwire,  10.  Wend.  102,  25 
Am.  Deo.  545;  Eigney  v.  Coles,  6  Bosw. 
479.  Ohio. — Ex  parte  McGehau,  22  Ohio 
St.  442.  Wis: — Euhland  v.  Supervisors, 
55  Wis.  664,  13  N.  W.  877. 

17.  U.  S.— Goodman  v.  Ft.  Collins, 
164  Fed.  970,  91  C.  C.  A.  98.  Ind. 
Logansport  v.  La  Rose,  99  Ind.  117. 
La. — Arlaud's  Succession,  42  La.  Ann. 
320,  7  So.  532.  N.  H. — ^Eemiek  v.  But- 
terfield,  31  N.  H.  70,  64  Am.  Dec.  316. 
N.  Y.— Williams  v.  Weaver,  75  N.  Y. 
30.  Ohio. — Paulin  v.  Sparrow,  91  Ohio 
St.  279,  110  N.  E.  528. 

18.  Calkins  v.  Packer,  21  Barb.  275; 
Wimbish  v.  Breeden,  77  Va.  324. 

19.  In  proceedings  to  sell  infant's 
property  the  statutory  requirement  that 
reference  be  made  to  a  master  or 
referee  to  determine  the  merits  of  the 
application  must  be  followed,  otherwise 
the  sale  may  be  attacked  in  a  collateral 
proceeding.  EUwood  v.  Northrup,  106 
N.^Y.  172,  12  N.  E.  590. 

2*0.     Cauldwell  v.  Curry,  93  Ind.  363. 

21.  Porter  u.'Purdy,  29  N.  T.  106, 
86  Am.  Dec.  283. 

22.  Del. — Wood.u.  Wilson,  4  Houst. 
94.  Ind. — Boyer  v.  Berryman,  123  Ind. 
451,  24  N.  E.  249.  Me.— Goodwin  v. 
Hallowell,  12  Me.  271.  Md.— Hunter  v. 
Hatton,  4  Gill  115,  45  Am.  Dec.  117. 
N.  Y. — Van  Steenbergh  v,  Bigelow,  3 
Wend.  42.  Pa.— Pittsburgh  v.  Cluley, 
74  Pa.  262.  Tex.— Quayle  v.  Missouri, 
K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.,  63  Mo.  465, 
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pointed,^*  or  in  the  report  rendered  by  such  officers^*  be  fatal,  unless 
a  strict  compliance  with  the  statute  is  a  jurisdictional  essential  in  the 
particular  ease.^^  An  erroneous  rejection  of  a  report  rendered  by  ad- 
visory officers  will  not  defeat  the  judgment  collaterally.^^ 

(IX.)  Errors  in  Matters  of  Evidence.  —  Errors  committed  by  the  court 
in  passing  upon  matters  of  evidence  cannot  in  any  way  deprive  it  of 
jurisdiction  and  are  therefore  not  ground  for  collateral  attack  upon 
the  judgment.  The  court  may  have  been  mistaken  in  its  ralings  upon 
the  competency  of  witnesses,''^  the  admissibility  of  evidence,^^  or  the 
manner  of  conducting  the  examination,^"  but  the  judgment  would  not 
for  such  reasons  be  open  to  attack  except  in  some  direct  proceeding. 
Insufficiency  of  evidence  to  justify  the  judgment  is  not  ground  for 
collateral  attack.^" 

(X.)  Findings. —  If  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  render  the  decree, 
all  the  findings  upon  which  that  decree  proceeds  are  likewise  con- 
clusive and  inquiry  cannot  be  made  into  the  propriety  of  the  same.^^ 

(XI.)  Errors  or  Defects  in  Judgment.  —  Providing  the  court  does  not 
exceed  the  limits  of  its  jurisdiction,  its  decision  upon  questions  either 
of  law  or  fact,  though  palpably  erroneous  or  inequitable,  is  not  subject 
to  collateral  attack.^^    Thus  the  judgment  cannot  be  collaterally  im- 


23.  HI. — Lane  v.  Bommelmann,  17 
lU.  95.  Ind.— Cauldwell  v.  Curry,  93 
Ind.  363.  Md.— Hunter  v.  Hatton,  4 
Gill  115,  45  Am.  Dec.  117.  Vt.— Tute 
V.  James,  50  Vt.  124. 

[a]  Oath. — ^Failure  of  highway  view- 
ers to  take  the  required  oath  does  not 
invalidate  proceedings.  Henline  v.  Peo- 
ple, 81  111.  269. 

24.  McMullen  v.  State,  105  Ind.  334, 
4  N.  E.  903;  Hartshorne  v.  Johnson,  7 
N.  J.  L.  108. 

[a]  Seal. — That  the  report  of  com- 
missioners in  partition  was  not  under 
seal  as  required  by  statute  is  not  a 
ground  for  impeaching  the  partition 
collaterally.  Lane  v.  Bommelmann,  17 
111.  95. 

25.  I  State  v.  Horn,  34  Kan.  556,  9 
Pao.  208;  Chapman  v.  Swan,  65  Barb. 
(N.  T.)   210. 

26.  Grimwood  v.  Maeke,  79  Ind. 
100;  In  re  Petition  of  Farwell,  2  N.  H. 
123. 

27.  Cox  V.  Interstate  Coal  Co.,  157 
Ky.  373,  163  S.  W.  231;  Appeal  of 
Peebles,  15  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  39. 

28.  Lucy  V.  Deas,  59  Fla.  552,  52 
So.  515;  Fraaman  v.  Fraaman,  64  Neb. 
472,  90  N.  W.  245. 

[a]  Copy  of  Wm.— Whether  an 
authenticated  copy  of  a  will  and  a  cer- 
tificate of  probate  were  in  due  form 
are  questions  which  the  court  has  pow- 
er to  pass  upon  and  its  decision  cannot 


be  questioned  collaterally.  Houser  v. 
Paducah  Lands  Co.,  157  Ky.  252,  162 
S.  W.  1113. 

29.  State  v.  Seaton,  61  Iowa  563,  16 
N.  W.  736;  People  ex  rel.  Mitchell  v. 
Sheriff,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  96. 

30.  See  infra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e,   (XI). 

31.  U.  S.^Priest  v.  Las  Vegas,  232 
U.  S.  604,  34  Sup.  Ct.  443,  58  L.  ed. 
751 ;  Bull  ».  Campbell,  225  Fed.  923,  141 
C.  C.  A.  47.  Oal. — Johnson  v.  Friant, 
140  Cal.  402,  73  Pac.  1052.  Colo.— Pin- 
nacle Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Popst,  54  Colo. 
451,  131  Pac.  413.  HI.— Goudy  v.  Hall, 
30  111.  109.  Mass. — Connor  v.  Cunard 
S.  S.  Co.,  204  Mass.  310,  90  N.  E.  601. 
Mo. — School  Dist.  No.  58  v.  Chappel, 
155  Mo.  App.  498,  135  S.  W.  75.  Pa. 
Cierlinski  v.  Eys.,  225  Pa.  312,  74  Atl. 
172. 

[a]  A  finding  as  to  place  of  resi- 
dence of  deceased  made  by  a  probate 
court  is  conclusive  collaterally.  '  Con- 
nors V.  Cunard  S.  S.  Co.,  204  Mass.  310, 
90  N.  E.  601. 

[b]  Instrument  Foreclosed  Not  a 
Mortgage. — It  cannot  be  urged  col- 
laterally that  the  instrument  foreclosed 
was  a  deed  and  not  a  mortgage,  when 
the  court  found  it  to  be  the  latter. 
Johnson  v.  Friant,  140  Cal.  260,  73  Pac. 
993. 

32.  U.  S. — Burnet  v.  Desmornes  y 
Alvares,  226  U.  S.  145,  33  Sup.  Ct.  63, 
57  L,   ed.   159;   Lively  v.   Picton,    218 
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peached  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  ^warranted  by  the  evidence,^'  nor, 


Fed.  401,  134  C.  C.  A.  189;  Walker  «. 
Sturbans,  38  FecJ.  298.  Cal. — Stambaoh 
V.  Emerson,  139  Cal.  282,  72  Pac.  991. 
Conn: — Huntington  v.  Newport  News  & 
M.  V.  Co.,  78  Conn.  35,  61  Atl.  59, 
m. — O'Connor  v.  Board  of  Trustees, 
247  111.  54,  93  N.  B.  124;  Turpin  v. 
Dennis,  139  111.  274,  28  N.  E.  1065; 
Rockwell'  V.  Jones,  21  111.  279;  Swig- 
gart  V.  Harber,  5  111.  364,  39  Am.  Dec. 
418.  Ind.— EUer  v.  Evans,  128  Ind. 
156,  27  N.  E.  418.  la.— Euppin  v.  Mc- 
Lachlan,  122  Iowa  343,  98  N.  W.  153. 
Ky.— Torian  v.  Caldwell,  167  Ky.  670, 
181  S.  W.  373;  Board  of  Prison  Comrs. 
V.  De  Moss,  157  Ky.  289,  163  S.  W. 
183;  Houser  v.  Paducah  Lands  Co.,  157 
Ky.  252,  162  S.  W.  1113;  Chambers  v. 
Thomas,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  536;  Eobinson 
V.  Redman,  2  Duv.  82.  Mass. — White  v. 
Morse,  139  Mass.  162,  29  N.  E.  539. 
Mo.— Harter  v.  Petty,  266  Mo.  296,  181 
S.  W.  39.  Neb.— Staats  v.  Wilson,  76 
Neb.  204,  107  N.  W.  230,  109  N.  W. 
379;  Maryott  v.  Gardner,  50  Neb.  320, 
69  N.  W.  837.  Tex.— TafSnder  v.  Mer- 
rell,  95  Tex.  95,  65  S.  W.  177;  Wilkin 
i:  Simmons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W. 
1145.  Va. — Moomaw  v.  Jordan,  87  S. 
B.  569.  W.  Va.— Linn  v.  Collins,  87  S. 
B.  934.  Eng.^Durrant  v.  Boys,  6  T.  R. 
580,'  101  Eng.  Reprint  714. 

[a]  A  decree  in  partition  is  good 
upon  collateral  attack  though  it  in- 
cludes lands  to  which  the  parties  had 
no  title.  Austin  v.  Charlestown  Female 
Seminary,  8  Mete.  196,  41  Am.  Dec. 
497. 

[b]  A  decree  of  distribution  is 
merely  erroneous  when  made  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  a  void  trust. 
Crew  V.  Pratt,  119  Cal.  131,  51  Pae. 
44. 

[c]  Judgment  of  Tax  Board. — (1) 
On  collateral  attack  on  a  tax  proceed- 
ing it  is  immaterial  that  there  was  an 
over  vfiluation  of  the  property  assessed. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Missouri 
ex  rel.  Gottlieb,  190  IT.  8.  412,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  730,  47  L.  ed.  1116;  Stanley  v. 
Supervisors,  121  U.  S.  535,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
1234,;30  L.  ed.  1000.  (2)  "The  prop- 
erty was  subject  to  taxation  by  the 
authority  and  for  the  purpose  alleged. 
True,  the  result  reached  was  erroneous, 
because  of  the  willful  disregard  in  the 
proceeding  of  the  law  requiring  uni- 
formity in  the  valuation  of  property 
for  taxation  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
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the  defendant.  Still, ,  the  proceeding 
being  quasi  judicial,  and  the  subject- 
matter  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
officers  who  conducted  it,  the  result 
reached  is  sb  far  conclusive  that  the 
legality  of  it  cannot  be  questioned  in 
an  action  at  law  to  recover  back  the 
one-half  of  the  tax  as  illegal."  Bal- 
four V.  Portland,  28  Fed.  738. 

[d]  Mortgage  of  Deceased's  Prop- 
erty.— An  order  of  the  probate  court 
authorizing  a  mortgage  of  deceased's 
real  estate  to  pay  a  debt  of  deceased 
is  not  impeachable  collaterally  because 
it  does  not  include  all  the  debts.  Stam- 
bach  V.  Emerson,  139  Cal.  282,  72  Pac. 
991. 

[e]  A  sale  of  minor's  lauds,  ordered 
on  the  ground  that  "it  is  for  the  best 
interests  of  the  minors  that  said  real 
estate  be  sold,"  though  unauthorized 
by  statute  is  nevertheless  not  void. 
Taffinder  v.  Merrell,  95  Tex.  95,  65  S. 
W.  177. 

[f]  Error  in  Application  of  Pro- 
ceeds of  Sale. — A  decree  ordering  a 
sale  of  mining  claims  to  satisfy  liens 
is  not  void  because  it  permits  a  lieu 
which  only  attached  to  one  piece  to 
share  pro  rata  in  the  proceeds  of  all. 
Ryan  v.  Staples,  76  Fed.  721,  23  C.  C. 
A.  541. 

Exceeding  Jurisdiction. — See  suvra, 
XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (II), 

33.  Ala. — Pollard  v.  American  Free- 
hold Land  Mtg.  Co.,  103  Ala.  289,  295, 
16  So.  801.  Cal.— McCauley  v.  Harvey, 
49  Cal.  497;  Amestoy  Estate  Co.  v.  Los 
Angeles,  5  Cal.  App.  273,  90  Pac.  42. 
Ga.— Wade  v.  Hurst,  143  6a.  26,  84  S. 
E.  65.  111.— Bush  V.  Hanson,  70  HI. 
480;  Cody  v.  Hough,  20  111.  43;  Young 
V.  Lorain,  11  111.  624,  52  Am.  Dec.  463; 
McLachlan  v.  Pease,  66  111.  App.  634. 
Mlcli. — Benjamin  v.  Early,  123  Mich. 
93,  81  N.  W.  973.  Mo.— Hammett  v. 
Hatton,  189  Mo.  App.  567,  176  S.  W. 
1078.  Neb.— Wabaska  Electric  Co,  v. 
City  of  Blue  Springs,  84  Neb.  577,  122 
N.  W.  21;  George  v.  Dill,  83  Neb.  825, 
120  N.  W.  447;  Gillilan  v.  Murphy,  49 
Neb.  779,  69  N.  W.  98.  N.  D.— Borden 
V.  Graves,  127  N.  W.  104. 

[a]  A  judgment  by  confession  ren- 
dered after  the  court  obtained  juris- 
diction but  without  the  oral  testimony 
required  by  statute  '  concerning  confes- 
sions of  judgment  is  merely  irregular 
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in  fact,  that  it  was  entered  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence.'*  Tha 
amount  of  the  judgment  cannot,  as  a  rule,  be  questioned  collaterally,'^ 
though  in  some  instances  the  judgment,  where  excessive,  has  been  held 
void  as  to  the  excess.'^  Errors  in  regard  to  costs  are  not  available  in 
such  proceedings.'^  No  objections  going  merely  to  the  character  of 
the  relief  granted  can  avail  collaterally,''  unless  the  court  thereby 
exceeds  its  jurisdiction.'"    Thus  too  broad  or  too  limited  relief*"  may 


and  cannot  be  impeached   collaterally. 
Bush  V.  Hanson,  70  111.  480. 

[b]  Whether  sale  of  infant's  lands 
was  necessary  cannot  be  determined  in 
a  collateral  attack  upon  the  decree  of 
court  directing  the  sale.  Sockey  v. 
Winstoct,  43  Okla.  758,  144  Pac.  372. 

34.  Ark. — McLain  ».  Duncan,  57 
Ark.  49,  20  S.  W.  597;  Boyd  v.  Eoane, 
49  Ark.  397,  5  S.  W.  704.  Cal.— Siskiyou 
County  V.  Gamlich,  110  Cal.  94,  42  Pac. 
468;  Clark  v.  Superior  Court,  55  Cal. 
199;  Ex  parte  Bennett,  44  Cal.  84; 
Frey  V,  .Superior  Court,  22  Cal.  App. 
421,  134  Pac.  733.  Colo. — Brown  v. 
Whetstone,  25  Colo.  App.  371,  138  Pac. 
61.  D.  C. — Bursey  v.  Lyon,  30 .  App. 
Cas.  597.  Ind.— Young  v.  Wiley,  183 
Ind.  449,  107  N.  E.  278.  Kan.— Garner 
V.  State,   28  Kan.   790. 

35.  Ark, — ^Bonner  v.  Gorman,  71  Ark. 
480,  77  S.  W.  602.  HI. — Trogdon  v. 
Cleveland  Stone  Co.,  53  ni.  App.  206. 
la. — ^Warthen  v.  Himstreet,  112  Iowa 
605,  84  N.  W.  702.  S.  D.— Green  v. 
Sabin,  13  S.  D.  496,  81  N.  W.  904.  Tex. 
Lester  V.  Gatewood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
166  S.  W.  389. 

[a]-  Interest. — (1)  Failure  to  award 
interest  on  the  judgment,  does  hot  af- 
fect its  validity  (Howe  v.  Southrey, 
144  Cal.  767,  78  Pac.  259),  (2)  nor 
does  an  error  in  computing  the  interest. 
Huntington  v.  Newport' News  &  M.  V. 
Co.,   78   Conn.  35,   61   Atl.   59. 

[b]  That  taxes  were  Improperly  in- 
cluded in  the  judgment  does  not  avoid 
it.  Stenberg  v.  State,  48  Neb.  299,  67 
N.  W.  190. 

36.  Md. — Bernstein  v.  Hobelman,  70 
Md.  29,  16  Atl.  374.  Mass.— Com.  v. 
Weiher,  3  Meto.  445.  N.  H.— Proctor 
V.  Andover,  42  N.  H.  348.  N.  Y.— But- 
ler V.  Potter,  17  Johns.  145.  Tex. 
Eustis  V.  City  of  Henrietta,  91  Tex. 
325,  43  8.  W.  259;  Lufkin  v.  Galveston, 
73  Tex.  340,  11  S.  W.  340;  May  v.  Jack- 
son  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  73  S.  W.  988. 

[a]  Excessive  Interest.  —  A  judg- 
ment drawing  a  higher  interest  than 
the   statute   authorizes   is   void   as   to 


the  excess.    Berry  v.  Makepeace,  3  Ind. 
154, 

37.  Ark. — Citizens'  Bank  v.  Com- 
mercial Nat.  Bank,  107  Ark.  142,  155 
S.  W.  102.  Cal.— Howe  v.  Southrey, 
144  Cal.  767,  78  Pac.  259;  Todhunter  v. 
Klemmer,  134  Cal.  60,  66  Pac.  75;  Shir- 
ran  V.  Dallas,  21  Cal.  App.  405,  132 
Pao.  454,  462.  111. — Trogdon  v.  Cleve- 
land Stone  Co.,  53  HI.  App.  206.  Mass. 
White  V.  Morse,  139  Mass.  162,  29  N.  B. 
539.  S.  D.— Green  v.  Sabin,  12  S.  D. 
496,  81  N.  W.  904. 

[a]  Costs  Paid. — ^It  cannot  be  urged 
that  the  judgment  for  costs  was  ren- 
dered after  the  costs  were  paid.  Guy 
V.  Edmundson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S. 
W.  615. 

38.  Compare,  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e, 
(V). 

39.  See  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e,   (II). 

40.  Cal,— Mayo  v.  Foley,  40  Cal.  281. 
lU.— Benefield  v.  Albert.  132  111.  665,  24 
N.  E.  634;  Kruse  v.  Wilson,  79  HI.  233. 
N.  Y.— Delafield  v.  Brady,  108  N.  Y. 
524,  15  N.  E.  428. 

[a]  Erroneously  barring  a  right  of 
redemption  does  not  invalidate  the  fore- 
closure decree.  U.  S. — Andrews  v.  Na- 
tional Foundry  &  Pipe  Works,  77  Fed. 
774,  23  C.  C.  A.  454,  36  L.  R.  A.  153. 
HI.— Maloney  v.  Dewey,  127  111.  395, 
19  N.  E.  848.    la.— Moore  v.  JefEers,  53 

Iowa  202,  4  N.  W.  1084.    Kan Ogden 

V.  Walters,  12  Kan.  282. 

[b]  A  tax  judgment  including  land 
outside  the  county  limits  is  valid  though 
the  statute  authorizes  the  auditor  to 
list  lauds  that  are  within  the  county 
only.  Williams  v.  Harris,  4  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  332.  But  see  Barger's  Lessee 
V.  Jackson,  9  Ohio  163. 

[c]  Provision  for  Besale  Omitted. 
The  failure  of  a  foreclosure  decree  to 
provide  for  resale  in  case  there  is  no 
redemption,  is  not  fatal.  Huyck  v. 
Graham,  82  Mich.  353,  46  N.  W.  781. 

[d]  Where  a  life  estate  instead  of 
a  fee  is  given  in  a  foreclosure  decree, 
the  judgment  is  merely  erroneous 
though  the  party  was  entitled  to  the 
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be  granted,  or  the  relief  may  be  inconsistent,*^  joint  instead  of  several,*^ 
or  several  instead  of  joint,*^  personal  instead  of  in  rem,  where  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  parties,**  or  of  a  kind  not  strictly  war- 


latter  estate.  Derr  v.  "Wilson,  84  Ky. 
14. 

A>  decree  which  fails  to  reserve  to  an 
infant  defendant  his  day  in  court  is  not 
for  that  reason  collaterally  attackable. 
See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  777,. 

[e]  That  all  the  matters  submitted 
were  not  disposed  of  by  the  judgment 
does  not  impair  its  conclusiveness.  Hor- 
ton  V.  Simon,  5  Neb.  (Unof.)  172,  97 
N.  W.  604. 

[f]  A    replevin   judgment    (1)    for 
'  value  only,  and  not  for  the  return  of 

the  property  is  valid  collaterally  (Rob- 
ertson V.  Davidson,  14  Minn.  554), 
"Wright  V.  Card,  16  E.  I.  719,  19  Atl.  709. 
(2)  As  is  also  one  for  the  return  of 
the  property,  omitting  the  value  (Man- 
rix  v.  Franke,  9  Kan.  132),  (3)  or  one 
wherein  both  provisions  are  omitted. 
Fromlet  v.  Poor,  3  Ind.  App.  425,  29 
N.  E.  1081.  But  see  Beemis  v.  "Wylie, 
19  Wis.  318. 

'  [g]  That  a  refunding  bond  was  not 
required  by  a  decree  of  distribution  is 
not  a  fatal  omission.  Ferguson  v.  Yard, 
164  Pa.  586,  30  Atl.  517. 

[h]  Eight  to  Appeal. — ^Failure  of  a 
justice  to  inform  |he  defendant  of  his 
right  to  appeal  and  to  make  an  entry 
that  such  information  was  given  is  of 
no  significance  collaterally.  Jacoby  v. 
Waddell,  61  Iowa  247,  16  N.  "W.  119. 

_  [i]  Heirs  Not  Named. — A  decree  of 
distribution  is  conclusive  though  it  fail 
to  name  the  testator's  heirs  and  the 
proportion  each  should  take.  Jewell 
V.  Pierce,  120  Cal.  79,  52  Pac.  132. 

[j]  A  partition  decree  (1)  which 
fails  to  take  security  to  pay  the  differ- 
ence where  a  larger  share  is  assigned 
to  one  cotenant,  is  not  void.  "White  v. 
Clapp,  8  Mete.  (Mass.)  365.  (2)  But 
such  a  decree  has  been  held  void  as  to 
minor  children  when  it  failed  to  take 
security  to  pay  for  their  shares.  Town- 
send 's  Lessee  v.  Eees,  2  Har.  (Del.) 
324. 

41.  Though  two  distinct  and  incon- 
sistent reliefs  are  awarded  by  the  de- 
cree it  is  not  thereby  rendered  void. 
Merillat  v.  Hensey,  34  App.  Gas.  (D. 
C.)  398,  401. 

42.  XJ.  S.— Eenaud  v.  Abbott,  116  V. 
S.  277,  6  Sup.  Ct.  1194,  29  L.  ed.  629; 
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Hanley  v.  Donoghue,  116  IT.  S.  1,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  242,  29  L.  ed.  535.  Ark. 
Cheek  v.  Pugh,  19  Ark.  574.  Cal. 
Cellulose  Package  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Calhoun, 
166  Cal.  513,  137  Pac.  238;  Anderson 
V.  Eider,  46  Cal.  134.  Kan. — Pritchard 
V.  Madren,  31  Kan.  38,  2  Pac.  691.  Me. 
See  Buffum  v.  Eamsdell,  55  Me;  252,  92 
Am.  Dec.  589.  Mass. — Brimmer  ■;;.  Bos- 
ton, 102  Mass.  19.  Mo. — Asbury  v. 
Odell,  83  Mo.  264;  Holton  v.  Towner, 
81  Mo.  360;  Gray  v.  Bowles,  74  Mo. 
419;  Brawley  v.  Eanney,  67  Mo.  280; 
Lenox  v.  Clarke,  52  Mo.  115.  Mont. 
Wells  V.  Olarfcson,  5  Mont.  336,  5  Pac. 
894,  N.  J.— Schuyler  v.  McCrea,  16  N. 
J.  L.  248.  N.  C. — Carter  v.  Spencer, 
29  N.  C.  14.  Ohio. — Lessee  of  Doug- 
lass V.  Massie,  16  Ohio  271.  Ore. 
Swift,  Hurlburt  &  Co.  v.  Stark,  2  Ore. 
97,  88  Am.  Dec.  463.  Tenn. — Winches- 
ter V.  Beardin,  10  Humph.  247.  Tex. 
Hollis  V.  Dashiell,  52  Tex.  187;  Mangum 
V.  Kenley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
316.  Va.— Gray  v.  Stuart,  33  Gratt.  (74 
Va.)  351. 

[a]  A  tax  judgment  against  "the 
unknown  owners  of  i land"  instead  of 
against  them  individually  is  valid. 
Mangum  v.  Kenley  (Tex*  Civ.  App.), 
145  S.  W.  316. 

43.  A  several  judgment  on  a  joint 
note,  though  contrary  to  the  statute  is 
not  void.    Allen  v.  Mills,  26  Mich.  123. 

44.  Hatcher  v.  Hendrie  &  BolthofE 
Mfg.  &  Supply  Co.,  133  Fed.  267,  271, 
68  C.  C.  A.  19. 

[a]  On  Secured  Note. — A  personal 
judgment  rendered  on  a  note  secured 
by  a  mortgage  not  yet  foreclosed  is 
not  void.  Staples  v.  Shiver  (Ky.),  122 
S.  W.  826. 

[b]  A  personal  judgment  (1)  against 
a  garnishee  is  merely  erroneous  (Cit- 
izens' Bank  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank, 
107  Ark.  142,  155  S..W.  102;  Easmus- 
sen  V.  MeCabe,  43  Wis.  471;  Eector  v. 
Drury,  3  Pin.  [Wis.]  298,  4  Chand.  24), 
(2)  unless  absolutely  prohibited  by 
statute  in  which  case  it  is  void.  Giles 
V.  Hicks,  45  Ark.  271;  Missouri  Pac. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Eeid,  34  Kan.  410,  8  Pac. 
846. 

[e]  Where  on  substituted  service 
the  court  renders  a  general  and  per- 
sonal judgment  the  same  is    open    to 
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ranted,*^  but  these  are  matters  which  must  be  taken  advantage  of  in  a 
direct  proceeding. 

The  finality  of  the  judgment  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally  for 
mere  clerical  errors/^  nor  because  the  judgment  is  irregular  in  form,*' 


collateral  attack.  Givens  v.  Harlow, 
251  Mo.  231,  158  S.  W.  355. 

[d]  A  judgment  against  a  married 
woman  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked 
on  tlie  ground  that  it  was  general  and 
not  against  her  sole  and  separate  prop- 
erty. Magruder  v.  Armes,  15  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  379. 

45.  Xlitizens'  Bank  v.  Commercial 
Nat.  Bank,  107  Ark.  142,  155  S.  W. 
102. 

[a]  A  divorce  decree  is  merely  ir- 
regular which  grants  personal  property 
instead  of  money.  Crews  v.  Mooney, 
74  Mo.  26.  But  see  Crain  v.  Cavana, 
62  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  109,  where  a  grant 
of  money  instead  of  specific  property 
in  satisfaction  of  future  dower  rights 
was  held  vodd. 

[b]  Decreeing  alimony  in  gross  in- 
stead of  in  annual  payments  is  irreg- 
ular at  most.  Taylor  v.  Gladwin,  40 
Mich.  232. 

[o]  A  decree  confirming  a  private 
sale  of  decedent's  property,  is  not  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack,  notwithstand- 
ing the  statute  required  such  a  sale 
to  be  made  at  public  auction,  Shef- 
fey  V.  Davis  Colliery  Co.,  219  Fed.  465, 
135  C.  C.  A.  177;  Apel  v.  Kelsey,  52 
Ark.  341,  12  S.  W.  703. 

46.  Taxing  Costs. — A  clerical  error 
in  not  taxing  costs  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  decree  does  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  decree.  Clark  v. 
Barber,  21  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  274. 

[a]  Wrong  Amount. — A  default  judg- 
ment entered  for  the  wrong  amount  is 
binding  collaterally.     Bond  v.  Pacheco, 

30  Cal.  530. 

47.  Cal.— Lynch  v.  Kelly,  41  Cal. 
232.     Dak.— Porter  v.  Parker,    4    Dak. 

.  397,  33  N.  W.  70.    111.— Wales  v.  Bogue, 

31  ni.  464;  Lancaster  v.  Lane,  19  111. 
242;  Agnew  v.  Lichten,  19  111.  App.  79; 
Schemerhorn  v.  Mitchell,  15  HI.  App. 
418.  Ind.— State  v.  Trout,  75  Ind.  563; 
Stone  V.  State,  75  Ind.  235;  Eltzroth 
V.  Voris,  74  Ind.  459;  Mavity  v.  East- 
ridge,  67  Ind.  211;  Miller  v.  McAllister, 
59  Ind.  491;  Fletcher  v.  Barton,  58  Ind. 
App.  233,  108  N.  E.  137.  la.— State 
V.  Pitman,  38  Iowa  252;  Barrett  v. 
Garragan,  16  Iowa  47.  Mich.— (Jaines 
V.  Betts,  2  Doug.  99;  Overall  v.  Pero, 


7  Mich.  315.  Miss. — Ladnier  v.  Lad- 
nier,  64  Miss.  368,  1  iSo.  492;  Swain 
V.  Gilder,  61  Miss.  667.  Mo. — Franse 
V.  Owens,  25  Mo.  329.  Neb.— Marsh  v. 
Snyder,  14  Neb.  8,  14  N.  W.  804.  N.  Y. 
Felter  v.  Mulliner,  2  Johns.  181.  Ohio. 
Fairchild  v.  Keith,  29  Ohio  St.  156. 
Pa. — County  of  Cumberland  v.  Boyd, 
113  Pa.  52,  4  Atl.  3^6,  Tex.— Davis  v. 
Rankin,  50  Tex.  279;  Wahrenberger  v. 
Horan,  18  Tex.  57.  Wis. — Nett  v. 
Serwe,  28  Wis.  663. 

[a]  That  the  amount  is  in  figures 
instead  of  words  does  not  invalidate 
the  judgment.  Cal. — Dyke  v.  Bank,  90 
Cal.  397,  27  Pac.  304.  HI.— Kopperl  v. 
Nagy,  37  111.  App.  23;  Schemerhorn  v. 
Mitchell,  15  111.  App.  418;  Thatcher  v. 
Maack,  7  111.  App.  635.  Ind.— Hopper 
V.  Lucas,  86  Ind.  43.  Ky.— Long  v. 
Eay,  1  Dana  430.  Mich. — Overall  v. 
Pero,  7  Mich.  315.  Mo. — Jeffries  v. 
Wright,  51  Mo.  215.  Neb. — McNamara 
V.  Cabou,  21  Neb.  589,  33  N.  W.  259. 
N.  C. — State  v.  Witherspoon,  75  N.  C. 
222.  Pa.— Kase  v.  Best,  15  Pa.  101,  53 
Am.  Dec.  573.  Tenn. — Cowan  v.  Loury, 
7  Lea  620;  Anderson  v.  Kimbrough,  5 
Coldw.  260;  Bell  v.  Williams,  4  Sneed 
196;  Hall  v.  HefSy,  6  Humph.  444. 
Tex.— Heck  ij.  Martin,  75  Tex.  469,  13 
S.  W.  51.  Vt.— Starbird  v.  Moore,  21 
Vt.  529. 

[b]  "Against"  the  Defendant 
Omitted. — (1)  A  judgment  is  not  in- 
valid which  fails  to  state,  that  it  is 
"against"  the  defendant  but  states 
that  it  is  in  favor  of  plaintiff  (Aldrich 
V.  Maitland,  4  Mich.  205),  (2)  or  which 
runs  against  the  defendant  but  not  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Madison  Coun- 
ty Court  V.  Eutz,  63  111.  65. 

[c]  TTnauthorized  use  of  abbrevia- 
tions does  not  affect  the  conclusiveness 
of  the  judgment  collaterally.  Jackson 
V.  Cummings,  15  HI.  449;  Crowell  v. 
Johnson,  2  Neb.  146. 

[d]  Amount  Blank. — ^That  the  amount 
of  a  judgment  on  a  note  is  blank  is 
not  fatal  where  the  irregularity  can  be 
corrected  by  amendment.  Ind. — Pitts- 
burg, C.  &  St.'L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Elwood, 
79  Ind.  306.  la. — ^Lind  v.  Adams,  10 
Iowa  398,  77  Am.  Dec.  123.     But  see 
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or  is  not  filed  or  enrolled.*^  Mistakes  or  Tincertainty  in  the  judgment 
in  the  description  of  persons  affected  thereby,*^  or  of  lands  involved,^" 
or  of  money  awarded,^^  would  not  invalidate  the  judgment  and  subject 
it  to  collateral  attack  when  such  defective  description  can  be  helped 
out  by  the  pleadings,  process  or  other  portions  of  the  record. 

f.    Defenses  Not  Made.  —  Defenses  which  were  or  might  have  been 
interposed  in  the  original  action^^  are  not  available  in  a  collateral  attack 


Case'u.  Plato,  54  Iowa  64,  6  N.  W.  128. 
Mass; — Wells  v.  Bench,  1  Mass.  232. 

48.  On  Confession  of  Judgment. 
Failure  to  file  a  written  decision  in  a 
jury  waived  case  as  required  by  Sec. 
1747  of  the  Eevised  Laws,  as  amended 
by  Act  117  of  the  Laws  of  1909,  does 
not  render  the  judgment  void  and  col- 
laterally impeachable  in  a  case  in  which 
the  defendant  confesses  judgment  for 
a  specified  sum  and  the  plaintiff  ac- 
cepts the  confession.  Carey  v.  Hawaiian 
Lumb.  Mills  Ltd.,  21  Hawaii  311. 

[a]  Decree  Not  Enrolled. — "While 
enrollment  .  .  .  into  the  minutes  of 
the  court  furnishes  the  only  memorial 
by  which  an  operative  decree  can  be 
properly  proved,  nevertheless  enroll- 
ment does  not  make  the  decree  nor 
does  its  omission  destroy  it.  It  is  of 
course  true  that  when  a  decree  is  ren- 
dered in  vacation  it  is  not  enough  that 
it  is  reduced  to  writing  and  signed  by 
the  judge.  It  must  also  be  filed  by  him 
with  the  register  for  enrollment  as  a 
decree."  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  182  Ala. 
376,  62  So.  706. 

[b]  A  decree  foreclosing  a  mortgage 
is  not  rendered  invalid  because  not 
recorded,  especially  where  the  commis- 
sioner's deed  made  pursuant  to  the 
decree  sets  out  the  foreclosure  proceed- 
ings and  is  properly  filed.  Bryan  v. 
McCaskill'(Mo.),  175  S.  W.  961. 

As  to  entry  of  judgment,  see  14 
Standard  Peoc.  813,  898,  988. 

49.  Cal. — Lynch  v.  Eooney,  112  Cal. 
279,  44  Pac.  565.  111.— People  v.  Weber, 
164  111.  412,  45  N.  E.  723;  Hammond 
V.  People,  32  HI.  446,  83  Am.  Dec.  286. 
Ind. — Hopper  v.  Lucas,  86  Ind.  43; 
Bridges  v.  Layman,  31  Ind.  384.  Tenn. 
Wilsojj  &  Wheeler  v.  Nance  &  Collins, 
11  HTlmph.  189;  Parker  &  Collier  v. 
Swan,  1  Humph.  80.  Vt. — Moulthrop's 
Admr.  v.  School  District,  59  Vt.  381, 
9  Atl:  608. 

50.  U.  S. — Barnes  v.  Chicago,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  122  U.  S.  1,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1043,  30 
L.  ed.  1128.  Ala. — King  v.  Martin,  67 
Ala.  177.     Ark. — Montgomery  v.  John- 
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son,  31  Ark.  74.  Ga. — ^Davie  v.  Mc- 
Daniel,  47  Ga.  195;  Doe  ex  dem.  Clem- 
ents V.  Henderson,  4  Ga.  148,  48  Am. 
Dec.  216.  HI.— Swift  v.  Lee,  65  HI. 
336.  Ind. — Miller  v.  Indianapolis,  123 
Ind.  196,  24  N.  E.  228;  McDonald  v. 
Payne,  114  Ind.  359,  16  N.  E.  795;  Al- 
len V.  Shannon,  74  Ind.  164;  Euston  v. 
Grimwood,  30  Ind.  364;  Mossman  v. 
Forrest,  27  Ind.  233.  Mich. — Morse  v. 
Hewett,  28  Mich.  481.  N.  J.— Pitten- 
ger's  Admr.  v.  Pittenger,  3  N.  J.  Eq. 
156.  N.  Y.— Laub  v.  Buckmiller,  l7  N. 
T.  620;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Bear  v. . Irwin, 

10  Wend.  442.  N.  C. — Pendleton  v. 
Trueblood,  48  N.  C.  96.  Tenn.— Plant- 
ers' Bank  v.  Chester,  11  Humph.  578. 
Tex. — Eobertson  v.  Johnson,  57  Tex. 
62;  Hurley  v.  Barnard,  48  Tex.  83; 
Davis  V.  Touchstone,  45  Tex.  490.  Eng. 
Eorke  v.  Errington,  7  H.  L.  Cases  617, 

11  Eng.  Eeprint  246. 

[a]  Description  by  reference  is  suf- 
ficient. A  decree,  therefore,  which  in- 
stead of  describing  the  land  sold  re- 
fers to  a  deed  which  contains  the  de- 
scription is  not  invalid  collaterally. 
Thaiu  V.  Eudisill,  126  Ind.  272,  26  N. 
E.  46. 

51.  HI.— Lawrence  v.  Fast,  20  HI. 
338,  71  Am.  Dec.  274;  Atkins  v.  Hin- 
man,  7  HI.  437.  Ean. — Dickens  v.  Crane, 
33  Kan.  344,  6  Pac.  630.  Minn.— Gutz- 
willer  V.  Crowe,  32  Minn.  70,  19  N.  W. 
344.  Mo.— Ealey  v.  Guinn,  76  Mo.  263. 
Tenn. — ^Elliott  v.  Jordan,  7  Baxt.  376; 
Johnson  v.  Billingsley,   3   Humph.   151. 

52.  TJ.  S. — ^Prahklin  v.  German  Sav. 
Bank,  142  U.  S.  93,  12  Sup.  Ct.  147,  35 
L.  ed.  948;  Kaill  v.  Board  of  Directors, 
194  Fed.  73,  114  C.  C.  A.  151;  Helena 
V.  United  States,  104  Fed.  113,  43  C. 
C.  A.  429;  Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Piatt, 
79  Fed.  567,  25  C.  C.  A.  87;  Adams- 
Booth  Co.  V.  Eeid,  112  Fed.  106;  United 
States  V.  Board  of  Auditors,  28  Fed., 
407.  Ark. — Green  v.  Holzer,  118  Ark. 
533,  177  S.  W.  903;  Pattison  v.  Smith, 
94  Ark.  588,  127  S.  W.  983;  Bank  of 
Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi,  90  Ark.  166,  118  S. 
W.   250;   Jefferson  Land  Co.  v.  Grace, 
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upon  the  judgment,  as,  for  example,  the  defense  of   the    statute   &f 
limitations.^' 

B.  Former  Judgment  as  MIebger  or  Bar.  —  1.  Statements  of 
General  Rule^.  —  a.  As  to  Merger.  —  (l.)  In  General.  —  Whenever  a 
claim  or  demand  is  made  the  basis  of  a  suit  which  is  prosecuted  to 
a  final  judgment  on  llhe  merits,  it  becomes  thereby  merged  in  such 
judgment,  and  not  only  loses  the  vitality  and  identity  which  made  it 
available  as  a  cause  of  action  or  defense,^*  but  any  preference,  privilege 


57  Ark.  423,  21  S.  W.  877;  Burcham 
V.  Terry,  55  Ark.  398,  18  S.  W.  458,  29 
Am.  Sf.  Eep.  42;  Doyle  v.  Martin,  55 
Ark.  37,  17  S.  W.  346;  Williamson  v. 
Mimms,  49  Ark.  336,  5  S.  W.  320.  Cal. 
Crane  v.  Cummings,  137  Cal.  201,  69 
Pac.  984.  Colo. — Board  v.  Burpee,  24 
Colo,  57,  48  Pac.  539;  Brown  v.  Whet- 
stone,- 25  Colo.  App.  371,  138  Pac.  61. 
111.— Waterbury  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eeed,  231 
111.  246,  83  N.  E.  188;  Buctmaster  v. 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Carlin,  4  111.  104. 
la.— Kerr  t:  Kennedy,  119  Iowa  239, 
93  N.  W.  353;  Sioux  City  &  St.  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Osceola  Co.,  45  Iowa  168.  Mo. 
Jones  V.  Edeman,  223  Mo.  312,  122  S. 
W.  1047;  Einstein  v.  Strother  (Mo. 
App.),  182  S.  W.  122;  Glidden-Felt 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Eobinson,  163  Mo.  App. 
488,  143  S.  W.  1111.  Pa.— Danbeman  v. 
Hain,  196  Pa.  435,  46  Atl.  442.  S.  D. 
Howard  v.  City  of  Huron,  5  S.  D.,  539, 
59  N.  W.  833.  Tex.— Farmer  v.  Saun- 
ders (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  128  S.  W.  941; 
Edwards  v.  Ga^es  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
120  S.  W.  585.  Wash.— State  v.  Gloyd, 
14  Wash.  5,  44  Pac.  103.  Wye— Grand 
Island  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Baker,  6  Wyo. 
369,  45  Pac.  494. 

See  also  the  title  "Res  Judicata." 

Judgment  as  merger  of  defensive 
matters,  see  infra,  XVII,  B. 

[a]  Lien  Expired.  —  A  judgment 
foreclosing  a  lien  for  street  assessment 
is  not  impeachable  collaterally  on  the 
ground  that  the  lien  had  ceased  to  ex- 
ist before  the  foreclosure  complaint  was 
filed.  Crane  v.  Cummings,  137  Cal.  201, 
69  P,ac.  984. 

53.  XT.  S. — Burnet  v.  Desmornes,  226 
V.  S.  145,  33  Sup.  Ct.  63,  57  L.  ed. 
159..  Cal.— Crane  v.  Cummings,  137  Cal. 
201,  69  Pac.  984.  Kan.— Head  v.  Dan- 
iels, 38  Kan.  1,  15  Pac.  911.  Mo. 
Hammett  v.  Hatton,  189  Mo.  App.  567, 
176  S.  W.  1078.  Neb.— Bresee  v.  Se- 
berger,  88  Neb.  632,  130  N.  W.  264. 
N.  J. — Palmer  v.  Board  of  Chosen  Free- 
holders, 77  N.  J.  L.  143,  71  Atl.  285. 


See  generally  the  title  "Limitation 
of  Actions." 

[a]  An  action  to  claim  filiation  may 
by  the  statutes  of  Porto  Eico,  be  filed 
at  any  time  within  two  years  after  the 
child  becomes  of  age.  A  decree  of 
legitimation  rendered  in  an  action  filed 
after  that  period  is  not  open  to  col- 
lateral attack  on  that  ground.  Burnet 
V.  Desmornes,  226  V.  S.  145,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  63,  57  L,  ed.  159. 

[b]  An  administrator's  sale  (1)  to 
pay  outlawed  debts  has  been  upheld 
collaterally.  McDade  v.  Burch,  7  Ga. 
559,  50  Am.  Dec.  407;  Stanley  v.  Noble, 
59  Iowa  666,  13  N.  W.  839.  (2)  Such 
sales  have  on  the  other  hand  been  held 
void.  Mass. — Thompson  v.  Brown,  16 
Mass.  172;  Wellman  v.  Lawrence,  15 
Mass.  326;  Heath  v.  Wells,  5  Pick.  140, 
16  Am.  Dec.  383.  Mich — Hoffman  v. 
Beard,  32  Mich.  218.  N.  H.— Godkin 
V.  Sanford,  3  N.  H.  491. 

[e]  A  judgment  against  decedent's 
estate  on  an  outlawed  debt  is  con- 
clusive collaterally.  Weber  v.  Noth,  51 
Iowa  375,  1  N.  W.  652. 

54.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Price,  9 
How.  83,  13  L.  ed.  56;  United  States 
V.  Lefaer,  11  Pet.  86,  9  L.  ed.  642; 
City  of  Harper,  Kan.  v.  Daniels,  211 
Fed.  57,  129  C.  C.  A.  242;  Manhattan 
Trust  Co.  V.  Trust  Co.  of  North  Amer- 
ica, 107  Fed.  328,  46  C.  C.  A.  322; 
Independent  Electric  Co.  v.  Jeffrey 
Mfg.  Co.,  76  Fed.  981;  Schuler  v.  Israel, 
27  Fed.  851;  Eies  v.  Eowland,  11  Fed. 
657,  4  McCrary  85;  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Jones,  8  Fed.  303,  1  Mc- 
Crary 388.  Ala.— Brown  v.  Long,  192 
Ala.  72,  68  So.  324;  Davis  v.  Bedsole, 
69  Ala.  362;  Mobile  Bank  v.  Mobile, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  69  Ala.  305;  Mosca  Town 
Co.  V.  Wellington,  39  Colo.  326,  89  Pac. 
783,  121  Am.  St.  Eep.  175.  Conn. 
Burritt  v.  Belfy,  47  Conn.  323,  36  Am. 
Eep.  79;  Marlborough  v.  Sisson,  31 
Conn.  332;  Bank  of  North  America  v'. 
Wheeler,  28  Conn.  433,  73    Am.    Dec. 
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or  other  peculiar  quality  of  the  claim  will  usually  be  extinguished,  by 


683;  Pinney  V.  Barnes,  17  Conn.  420; 
Boardman  ■;;.  De  Forest,  5  Conn.  1. 
D.  0. — National  Metropolitan  Bank  v. 
Hitz,  1  Mackey  111;  Bunch  v.  United 
States,  use'  of  Keppler,  40  App.  Cas. 
156.  Fla.-^Moore  v.  Felkel,  7  Fla.  44; 
Ferrall  v.  Bradford,  2  Fla.  508,  50  Am. 
Dec.  293.  Ga.— Glausier,  Watson  &  Co. 
V.  Whaley,  11  Ga.  App.  404,  75  S.  E. 
441.  111. — Peoria  Sav.,  etc.  Co.  v.  Elder, 
165  111.  55,  45  N.  E.  1083;,Eunnamaker 
V.  Cordray,  54  111.  303;  Wayman  v. 
Cochran,  35  111.  152;  Wann  v.  McNulty, 
7  111.  355,  43  Am.  Dee.  58.  Ind.— Hord 
V.  Bradbury,  156  Ind.  20,  59  N.  E.  27; 
"Wilson  V.  Buell,  117  Ind.  315,  20  N.  E. 
231;  Indiana,  B.  &  "W.  E.  Co.  v.  Koons, 
105  Ind.  507,  5  N.  E.  549;  North  Ver- 
non V.  Voegler,  103  Ind.  314,  2  N.  E. 
821;  Ward  v.  Haggard,  75  Ind.  381; 
Marshall  v.  Stewart,  65  Ind.  243; 
Pressler  v.  Turner,  57  Ind.  56;  Ault  v. 
Zehering,  38  Ind.  429;  Crosby  v.  Jerolo- 
man,  37  Ind.  264;  Cissna  v.  Haines,  18 
Ind.  496;  Dunn  v.  Dilks,  31  tnd.  App. 
673,  68  N.  E.  1035.  la.— Harford  v. 
Street,  46  Iowa  594;  North  v.  Mudge, 
13  Iowa  496,  81  Am.  Dec.  441.  Kan. 
Eossiter  v.  Merriinan,  80  Kan.  739,  104 
Pac.  858,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1095; 
,Eedden  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  66  Kan. 
747,  71  Pac.  578;  Price  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  62  Kan.  735,  «4  Pac.  637,  84  Am. 
St.  Eep.  419;  Thisler  v.  Miller,- 53  Kan. 
515,  36  Pac.  1060,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  302; 
Bolen  Coal  Co.  v.  Whittaker  Brick  Co., 
52  Kan.  747,  35  Pac.  810;  Ashton  v. 
Clayton,  27  Kan.  626.  Ky. — Smith  v. 
Belmont  &  N.  Iron  Co.,  11  Bush  390; 
Scott  V.  Sanders'  Heirs,  6  J.  J.  Marsh. 
506.  La. — West  Feliciana  E.  Co.  v. 
Thornton,  12  La.  Ann.  736,  68  Am. 
Dec.  778;  Abat  v.  Buisson,  9  La.  417; 
Makee  v.  Cairnes,  2  Mart.  (N.  S.)  599. 
Me.— Brown  v.  West,  73  Me.  23 ;  Sweet 
■V.  Brackley,  53  Me.  346;  Uran  v.  Houd- 
lette,  36  Me.  15;  Pike  v.  McDonald,  32 
Me.  418,  54  Am.  Dec.  597;  White  v. 
Philbriok,  5  Greenl.  147,  17  Am.  Dec. 
214.  Md. — Johnson  v.  Hines,  61  Md. 
l22,  136;  Walsh  v.  Chesapeatke,  etc. 
Canal  Co.,  59  Md.  423;  Streeks  v. 
Dyer,  39  Md.  424;  Schaferman  v. 
O'Brien,  28  Md.  565,  92  Am.  Dec.  708; 
LTuited  States  Bank  v.  Merchants' 
Bank,  7  Gill  415;  Moale  v.  HoUins,  11 
Gill  &  J.  11,  33  Am.  Dec.  684;  Harris 
V.  Alcock,  10  Gill  &  J.  226,  32  Am. 
Deo.   158.     Mass.— Wyman    v.    Fabens, 
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111  Mass.  77;  Bangs  v.  Watson,  9  Gray 
211;  Thatcher  v.  Gammon,  12  Mass. 
268.  Mich. — Town  v.  Smith,  14  Mich. 
348.  Miss. — Agnew  v.  McElroy,  10 
Snfed.  &  M.  552,  48  Am.  Dec.  772; 
Standifer  v.  Bush,  8  Smed.  &  M.  883. 
Mo. — Cooksey  v.  Kansas  City,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  74  Mo.  477;  Moran  v.  Plankintoi, 
64  Mo..  337;- WycofE  v.  Epworth  Hotel 
Construction,  etc.  Co.,  14ff  Mo.  App. 
554,  125  S.  W.  550.  N.  H.— Andrews 
V.  Varrell,  46  N.  H.  17.  N.  J.— Wooster 
V.  Cooper,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  204,  45  Atl. 
381;  New  York  '  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  571,  14  Atl.  756; 
Baker  v.  Baker,  28  N.  J.  L.  13,  75  Am. 
Dec.  243.  N.  Y. — Gutta-Percha,  etc. 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Houston,  108  N.  Y.  276,  15 
N.  E.  402,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  412;  Davies 
V.  New  York,  93  N.  Y.  250,  4  Civ.  Proc. 
290;  Steinbach  v.  Eelief  F.  Ins.  Co.,  77 
N.  Y.  498,  33  Am.  Eep.  655;  Caylus  v. 
New  York,  etc.  E.  Co.,  76  N.  Y.  609; 
Goodrich  v.  Dunbar,  17  Barb.  644; 
Besley  v.  Palmer,  1  Hill  482;  Ives  v. 
Goddard,  1'  Hilt.  434;  Miller  v.  Covert, 
1  Wend.  487;  Knight  1>.  Eothsehild,  132 
App.  Div.  274,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  26. 
N.  0. — Snow  Steam  Pump  Co.  v.  Dunn, 
119  N.  C.  77,  25  S.  E.  741;  Grant  v. 
Burgwyn,  88  N.  C.  95;  Gibson  v.  Smith, 
63  N.  C.  103;  Piatt  v.  Potts,  33  N.  C. 
266,  53  Am.  Dec.  412.  Ohio. — Brigel  «. 
Creed,  65  Ohio  St.  40,  60  N.  E.  991. 
Ore. — Eyckman  v.  Manerud,  68  Ore. 
350,  136  Pae.  826,  Ann..  Cas.  1915C, 
522.  Pa. — Murray  v.  Weigle,  118  Pa. 
159,  11  Atl.  781;  Marsh  v.  Pier,  4 
Eawle  273,  26  Am.  Dec.  131;  Dixon 
V.  Miller,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  335.  Tenn. 
Carey  v.  Campbell,  3  Sneed  62.  Tex. 
Gibson  v.  Hale,  57  Tex.  405;  Darragh 
r.  Kaufman,  2  Posey  Unrep.  Cas.  97. 
Wash. — Spokane  Merchants'  Assn.  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  86  Wash.  367,  150 
Pac.  434.  Wis. — Jameson  v.  Barber,  56 
Wis.  630,  14  N.  W.  859.  Bng.— Lockyer 
V.  Ferryman,  2  App.  Cas.  519;  King  ■!'.' 
Hoare,  13  Mees.  &  W.  494;  Nelson  v. 
Couch,  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  99,  108,  10  Jut. 
(N.  S.)  366,  33  L.  J.  C.  P.  46,  8  L.  T. 
Eep.  (N.  S.)  577,-  11  Wkly.  Eep.  964, 
109  E.  C.  L.  99,  143  Eng.  Eeprint  721; 
Buckland  v.  Johnson,  15  C.  B.  145,  2 
C.  L.  E.  704,  18  Jur.  775,  23  L.  J. 
C.  P.  204,  2  Wkly.  Eep.  565,  80  E.  C. 
L.  145,  139  Bng.  Eeprint  375;  Stafford 
V.  Clark,  2  Bing.  377,  9  E.  C.  L.  623, 
1  Car.  &  P.  24,  12  E.  C.  L.  27,  3  L.  J, 
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tKe  merger,  rather  than  transmitted  to  the  judgment."  It  has  been 
held,  however,  that  the  rule  is  not  inflexible,  and  that  it  will  not  be 
applied  by  a,  court  of  equity,  if  to  do  so  would  produce  inequity.^^ 
(II.)  Is  Judgment  New  Liability.  —  Generally ,  and  for  most  purposes 
the  merger  of  the  original  claim  or  cause  of  action  in  a  judgment 
creates  a  new  and  distinct  liability."*^  Under  some  circumstances,  how- 
ever, the  court  may  look  to  the  nature  of  the  obligation  upon  which 
the  judgment  is  based  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  character 


C.  P.  (O.  S.)  48,  9  Moore  C.  P.  724, 
130  Eng.  Reprint  352;  Tarleton  v.  All- 
husen,  2  Ad.  &  El.  32,  4  L.  J.  K.  B.  17, 
29  E.  C.  L.  37,  111  Eng.  Reprint  13; 
Bagot  V.  Williams,  3  B.  &  C.  235,  5  D. 
&  E.  87,  27  Eev.  Eep.  340,  10  E.  C.  L. 
115,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  721;  Gregory  v. 
Males-worth,  3  Atk.  626,  26  Eng.  Ee- 
print 1160;  Can. — Davidson  v.  Belle- 
ville, etc.  E.  Co.,  5  Ont.  App.  315; 
McLennan  v.  McMonies,  23  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
114;  Sloan  v.  Creasor,  22  U.  0.  Q.  B. 
127;  McKay  v.  Fee,  20  U.  C.  Q.  B.  268; 
McArthur  v.  Cool,  19  U.  C.  Q.  B.  476; 
Proudfoot  V.  Lawrence,  8  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
269. 

[a]  Notes  given  for  the  purchase 
price  of  land  are  merged  in  a  judgment 
thereon,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
a  sale  of  the  land  under  such  judgment 
fails  to  produce  a  sufScient  amount  to 
pay  the  whole  debt.  Daniels  f.  Eun- 
yons,  164  Ky.  309,  175  S.  W.  338. 

55.  XT.  S. — New  Orleans  i'.  Warner, 
,175  TJ.-  S.  120,  20  Sup.  Ct.  44,  44  L. 
ed.  96.  Minn. — Temple  v.  Scott,  3  Minn. 
419.  Ohio. — Spencer  v.  Brockway,  1 
Ohio  259,  13  Am.  Dec.  615.  Wash. 
Crowder  v.  Morphy;  61  Wash.  626,  112 
Pac.  742. 

As  to  merger  of  security,  see  infra, 
XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (II),  (F). 

[a]  A  bond  upon -which  judgment 
lias  been  rendered  becomes  merged  in 
the  judgment  and  any  remedy  avail- 
able is  on  the  judgment  and  not  on 
the  bond.  Bunch  v.  United  States,  use 
of  Keppler,  40  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)    156. 

[b]  A  chattel  mortgage  is  merged 
in  a  judgment  foreclosing  the  same. 
Spokane  Merchants''  Assn.  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  86  Wash.  367,  150  Pac.  434. 

[c]  A  claim  for  necessaries  is  merged 
in  and  extinguished  by  a  judgment  in 
a  suit  on  such  claim,  and  an  action  on 
such  judgment  is  not  a  suit  for  neces- 
saries furnished,  within  the  purview  of 
the  statute.  Brown  v.  West,  73  Me. 
23. 

[d]  Merged  Notes  as  Evidence. — The 


merger  by  a  foreclosure  decree  in  chan- 
cery, of  the  original  notes  secured  by 
a  trust  deed,  so  they  could  not  form 
the  basis  of  another  action,  did  not 
destroy  their  character  as  evidence  in 
ejectment  founded  on  the  trust  deed. 
Brown  v.  Schintz,  203  111.  136,  67  N.  B. 
767. 

56.  Turner  v.  Stewart,  51  W.  Va. 
493,  41  S.  E.  924. 

[a]  A  judgment  lien  on  the  home- 
stead of  a  debtor  is  not  merged  by  a 
decree  for  its  enforcement  so  as  to  de- 
stroy the  lien  of  the  judgment.  Batten 
V.  Lowther,  74  W.  Va.  167,  81  S!  B. 
821. 

57.  Ala. — Aultman  v.  Gamble,  88 
Ala,  424,  7  So.  248;  Lee's  Admr.  v. 
Fontaine,  10  Ala.  755,  44  Am.  Dee. 
505.  Kan. — Eossiter  v.  Merriman,  80 
Kan.  739,  104  Pac.  858,  24  L.  E.  A.^ 
(N.  S.)  1095.  Mass.— Frost  v.  Thomp-' 
son,  219  Mass.  360,  106  N.  E.  1009. 
N.  Y.— Newcomb  v.  Clark,  1  Denio  226; 
Knight  V.  Rothschild,  132  App.  Div. 
274,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  26;  Lytle  v.  Craw- 
ford, 69  App.  Div.  273,  74  N.  Y.  Supp. 
660.  But  see  Porter  v.  Kingsbury,  77 
N.  Y.  164.  N.  C— State  use  Gregory 
V.  Hooks,  33  N.  C.  371.  Pa.— Blystone 
V.  Blystone,  51  Pa.  373;  Work  v.  Prall, 
26  Pa.  Super.  104. 

[a]  Judgment  recovered  by  an  ad- 
ministrattor,  on  a  debt  due  his  intestate, 
is  due  to  the  administrator,  and  he 
may  sue  on  it  in  the  courts  of  another 
state,  without  even  alleging  his  repre- 
sentative character,  while  an  adminis- 
trator cannot  sue  on  a  claim  due  his 
intestate  outside  of  the  state  in  which 
his  letters  of  administration  issued. 
U.  S.— Biddle  v.  Wilkins,  1  Pet.  686, 
7  L.  ed.  315;  Trecothick  ,v.  Austin,  4 
Mason  16,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,164. 
Mass. — Talmage  v.  Chapel,  16  Mass.  71. 
Mo.— Hall  V.  Harrison,  21  Mo.  227,  64 
Am.  Dec.  225.  Tenn. — Young  v.  O'Neal, 
3  Sneed  55.  Vt.— Allen  v.  Lyman,  27 
Vt.  20. 

[b]  Note    Extinguished    by    Judg- 
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of  the  liability  of  the,  judgment,'*  as  where  it  is  claimed  that  the 
liability  has  been  terminated  by  a  subsequent  discharge  in  bankruptcy, 
in  which  event  the  court  will  look  to  the  nature  of  the  original  obliga- 
tion to  determine  whether  the  discharge  operates  against  it.'^ 

b.  As  to  Judgment  as  Bar. — (I.)  In  General.  ■ — A  former  recovery 
operates  as  an  estoppel  to  a  subsequent  action,  unless  reversed,  vacated 
or  annulled,  where  the  judgment  or  decree,  is  final  and  was  rendered 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  on  the  merits  of  the  controversy 
between  -the  same  parties  or  their  privies^  in  a  suit  or  proceeding  in- 
volving the  same  issues  as  are  raised  in  the  subsequent  suit.^" 


meut. — When  a  note,  bearing  ten  per 
cent  interest,  is  put  into  judgment,  it 
is  thereby  extinguished,  and  the  debt 
will  thereafter  draw  but  six  per  cent 
interest.     Mitchell  v.'  Mayo,  16  111.  83. 

58.  Judgment  on  Penal  Obligation. 
Eight  to  look  to  original  liability  to 
determine  whether  judgment  shall  be 
refused  extraterritorial  recognition  be- 
cause penal,  see  infra,  -  XVIII,  B,  2, 
b,  (II). 

59.  TJ.  S. — In  re  Shephardson,  220 
Fed.  186;  In  re  Cole,  106  Fed.  837. 
Cal.— Woehrle  v.  Canclini,  158  Cal.  107, 
109  Pac.  888.  111.— Forsyth  n.  Veh- 
meyer,  176  111.  359,  52  N.  B.  55.  Ind. 
Madison  Tp.  v.  Dunkle,  114  Ind.  262, 
16  N.  E.  593;  Donald  v.  Kell,  111  Ind. 
1,  11  N.  E.  782;  Borror  v.  Carrier,  34 
Ind.  App.  353,  73  N.  E.  123.  Mass. 
Lee  V.  Tarplin,  194  Mass.'  47,  79  N.  E. 
786.  Mo. — Lippincott  v.  Herman,  179 
Mo.  350,  78  S.  W.  1132;  Goodman  v. 
Herman,  172  Mo.  344,  72  8.  W.  546, 
60  L.  E.  A.  885.  '  N.  J.— Barnes  Cyc4e 
Co.  V.  Haines,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  651,  61. 
Atl.  515.  Okla. — Chambers  v.  Kirk,  41 
Okla.  696,  139  Pao.  986. 

60.  U.  S.— Hunt  V.  Blackburn,  128 
U.  S.  464,  9  Sup.  Ct.  125,  32  L.  ed. 
488;  Young  v.  Black,  7  Craneh  565,  3 
L.  ed.  440;  Linton  v.  Omaha  Whole- 
sale Produce  Co.,  218  Fed.  331,  133 
C.  C.  A.  336;  Messinger  v.  Anderson, 
171  Fed.  785,  96  C.  C.  A.  445;  Oman 
V.  Bedford-Bowling  Green  Stone  Co., 
134  Fed.  64,  67  C.  C.  A.  190;  Gordon 
V.  Ware  Nat.  Bank,  132  Fed.  444,  65 
C.  C.  A.  580,  67  L.  E.  A.  550;  Casey 
V.  Pennsylvania  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.,  109 
Fed.  744  (affirmed  in  114  Fed.  189,  52 
C.  C.  A.  145) ;  Linton  v.  National  L. 
Ins.  Co.;  104  Fed.  584,  44  C.  C.  A. 
54;  Fish  Bros.  Wagon  Co.  v.  Fish  Bros. 
Mfg.  Co.,  95  Fed.  457,  37  C.  C.  A. 
146;  Ball  v.  Trenholm,  45  Fed.  588; 
Bamsey  v.  Herndon,  1  McLean  450,  20 
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Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,546;  Hugh  v.  Blake, 
1  Mason  515,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,845; 
Campbell  v.  Strong,  Hempst.  265,  4  Fed. 
Ce|,s.  No.  2,367a.  Ala.— Hall  &  Parley 
V.  Alabama  Term.  &  Imp.  Co.,  176  Ala. 
398,  56  So.  235;  Penny  v.  Brithish,  etc. 
Mtg.  Co.,  132  Ala.  357,  31  So.  96; 
Strang  v.  Moog,  72  Ala.  460;  Tankersly 
r.  Pettis,  71  Ala.  179;  Mobile  Bank  v. 
Mobile,  etc.  E.  Co.,  69  Ala.  305;  Gil- 
breath  V.  Jones,  66  Ala.  129;  Cannon 
V.  Brame,  45  Ala.  262;  Mervine  v. 
Parker,  18  Ala.  241.  Ariz.— Eeilly  v. 
Perkins,  6  Ariz.  188,  56  Pac.  734.  Ark. 
McWhorter  v.  Andrews,  53  Ark.  307, 
13  S.  W.  1099;  Peay  v.  Duncan,  20 
Ark.  85;  Trammell  v.  Thurmond,  17 
Ark.  203.  Cal.^ — Krzepicki  v.  Krzepicki, 
167  Cal.  449,  140  Pac.  13;  South  San 
Bernardino  Land,  etc.  Co.  v.  San  Ber- 
nardino Nat.  Bank,  127  Cal.  245,  59 
Pac.  699;  Keech  v.  Beatty,-  127  Cal.  177, 
59  Pac.  837;  Chase  v.  Swain,  9  Cal.  130. 
Oolo.-^Mosca  Town  Co.  v.  Wellington, 
39  Colo.  326,  89  Pac.  783,  121  Am.  St. 
Eep.  175;  Denver  v.  Lobenstein,  3  Colo. 
216;  Smith  v.  Schlink,  15  Colo.  App. 
325,  62  Pac.  1044.  Conn.— Bell  v.  Eay- 
mond,  18  Conn.  91;  Coit  v.  Tracy,  8 
Conn..  268,  20  Am.  Dec.  110;  Dennison 
V.  Hyde,  6  Conn.  508.  Del. — Solomon 
V.  Loper,  4  Harr.  187.  D.  C. — Slack  v. 
Perrine,  9  App.  Cas.  128;  Gray  v.  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  1  App.  Cas.  20; 
Birdsall  v.  Welch,  6  D.  C.  316.  Ha. 
Moore  v.  Pelkel,  7  Fla.  44;  Thornton 
c.  Eppes,  6  Fla.  546.  Ga. — Johnson  v. 
Hayes,  139  Ga.  218,  77  S.  E.  73; 
Shackelford  v.  Covington,  130  Ga.  858, 
61  S.  E.  984;  Cheney  v.  Selman,  71  Ga. 
384;  Grubb  v.  Kolb,  55  Ga.  630;  Brad- 
ley V.  Johnson,  49  Ga.  412;  Eussell  v. 
Slaton,  38  Ga.  195;  Crutchfield  v.  State, 
24  Ga.  335;  Kenan  v.  Miller,  2  Ga.  325. 
Haw. — Archer  v.  Naka,  20  Hawaii  215. 
ni.— Markley  v.  People,  171  111.  260,  49 
N.  E.  502,  63  Am.  St.  Kep.  234;  Wright 
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This  doctrine  of  merger  or  bar  is  to  be  distinguished  from  the  doctrine  of 
res  judicata,  although  both  are  based  upon  the  same  principle,  since 
the  latter  is  concerned  with  the  conclusiveness  of  a  former  adjudication 
as  to  some  matter  of  fact  whenever  the  same  fact  comes  in  question 


V.  Griffey,  147  HI.  496,  35  N.  E.  732, 
37  Am.  St.  Eep.  228;  Stickney  v. 
Goudy,  132  111.  213,  23  N.  E.  1034; 
Samuels  v.  Oliver,  130  HI.  73,  22  N.  E. 
499;  Hanna  v.  Read,  102  HI.  596,  40 
Am.  Eep.  608;  Gray  v.  Gillilan,  15  111. 
453,  60  Am.  Dee.  761;  Alexander  v. 
Potts,  151  HI.  App.  587;  Ginsburg  v. 
Morrall,  105  HI.  App.  213;  Baxter  v. 
Thede,  103  HI.  App.  57;  Baohmau  v. 
Sehertz,  73  HI.  App.  479.  Ind.— Hord 
V.  Bradbury,  156  Ind.  20,  59  N.  E.  27; 
Wilson  V.  Buell,  117  Ind.  315,  20  N.  E. 
231;  Bougher  v.  Seobey,  21  Ind.  365; 
Housemire  v.  Moulton,  15  Ind.  367.  la. 
Hogle  V.  Smith,  136  Iowa  32,  113  N. 
W.  556;  Madison  v.  Garfield  Coal  Co., 
114  Iowa  56,  86  N.  W.  41;  Hahn  v. 
Miller,  68  Iowa  745,  28  N.  W.  51; 
Goodenow  v.  Litchfield,  59  Iowa  226,  9 
N.  W.  107,  13  N.  W.  86;  Street  v.  Beek- 
man,  43  Iowa  496;  Hart  v.  Jewett,  11 
Iowa  276.  Kan. — ^Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
E.  Co.  V.  Allen,  67  Kan.  838,  73  Pae. 
98;  Santa  Ee  Bank  v.  Haskell  County 
Bank,  51  Kan.  50,  32  Pae.  627.  Ky. 
Hall  V.  Forman,  82  Ky.  505;  Campbell 
V.  Mayhugh,  15  B.  Mon.  142;  Hayden 
V.  Boothe,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  353;  "Wallace 
■».  Usher,  4  Bibb  508;  Smith  v.  Belmont, 
etc.  Iron  Co.,  11  Bush  390.  La. — Slo- 
comb  V.  De  Lizardi,  21  La.  Ann.  355,  99 
Am.  Dec.  740.  Me. — ^Woodbury  v.  Port- 
land Mar.  Soc,  94  Me.  122,  46  Atl. 
797;  "Walker  v.  Chase,  53  Me.  258.  Md. 
Tifel  V.  Jenkins,  95  Md.  665,  53  Atl. 
429;  Martin  v.  Evans,  85  Md.  8,  36  Atl. 

258,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  292,  36  L.  E.  A. 
218;  Barriek  v.  Horner,  78  Md.  253,  27 
Atl.  1111,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  283;  Tray- 
hern  V.  Colburn,  66  Md.  277,  7  Atl.  4>59; 
Streeks  v.  Dyer,  39  Md.  424;  "White- 
hurst  V.  Eogers,  38  Md.  503;  Beall  v. 
Pearre,  12  Md.  550.  Mass. — Jamaica 
Pond  Aqueduct  Corp.  v.  Chandler,  121 
Mass.  1 ;  Foster  v.  Eichard  Busteed,  100 
Mass.  409,  1  Am.  Eep.  125;  Smith  v. 
Whiting,  11  Mass.  445;  Bigelow  v.  Win- 
sor,  1  Gray  299.  Mich. — Hanchett  v. 
Auditor-Gen.,  124  Mich.  424,  83  N.  W. 
103;  Sayers  v.  Auditor-Gen.,  124  Mich. 

259,  82  N.  W.  1045;  Barker  v.  Cleve- 
land, 19  Mich.  230;  Wales  v.  Lyon,  2 
Mich.  276.  Minn. — Sheets  v.  Eamer, 
125  Minn.  98,  145  N.  W.  787;  Keens 


V.  Lobdell,  85  Minn.  110,  88  N.  W. 
251;  Truesdale  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co., 

67  Minn.  454,  70  N.  W.  568,  64  Am.  St. 
Eep.  430;  Bazille  v.  Murray,  40  Minn. 
48,  41  N.  W;  238.  Miss. — Adams  v. 
Yazoo,  etc.  E.'Co.,  77  Miss.  194,  24  So. 
200,  317,  28  So.  956,  60  L.  E.  A.  33; 
Perry  v.  Lewis,  49  Miss.  443;  Wall  v. 
Wall,  28  Miss.  409;  Agnew  v.  McElroy, 
10  Smed.  &  M.  552,  48  Am.  Dec.  772. 
Mo. — Chouteau  v.  Gibson,  76  Mo.  38; 
McKinney's  Admr.  v.  Davis,  6  Mo.  501; 
McKnight  v.  Taylor,  1  Mo.  282;  Wy- 
coff  V.  Epworth  Hotel  Construction,  etc. 
Co.,  146  Mo.  App.  554,  125  S.  W.  550; 
Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v.  Field  (Mo. 
App.),  97  S.  W.  179.  Neb.— Trainer  v. 
Maverick  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  92  Neb. 
821,  139  N.  W.  666;  Yates  v.  Jones 
Nat.  Bank,  74  Neb.  734,  105  N.  W. 
287;  State  ex  rel.  Kennedy  v.  Broatch, 

68  Neb.  687,  94  N.  W.  1016;  Wood  v. 
Carter,  67  Neb.  133,  93  N.  W.  158; 
Hamilton  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  L.  & 
T.  Co.,  66  Neb.  67,  92  N.  W.  189;  State 
V.  Savage,  64  Neb.  684,  90  N.  W.  898,  ~ 
91  N.  W.  557;  Dillon  v.  Chicago,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  58  Neb.  472,  78  N.  W.  927; 
Creighton  v.  Keith,  50  Neb.  810,  70  N. 
W.  406;  Spear  v.  Tidball,  40  Neb.  107, 
58  N.  W.  708;  Miles  v.  Ballantine,  4 
Neb.  (Unof.)  171,  93  N.  W.  708.  Nev. 
MeLeod  v.  Lee,  17  Nev.  103,  28  Pae. 
124;  Sherman  v.  Dilley,  3  Nev.  21. 
N.  H.— Hollister  v.  Abbott,  31  N.  H. 
442,  64  Am.  Dee.  342;  Claggett  v. 
Simes,  25  N.  H.  402;  King  v.  Chase, 
15  N.  H.  9,  41  Am.  Dec.  675.  N.  J. 
Wooster  v.  Cooper,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  204, 
45  Atl.  381.  N.  M.— Lindauer  Merc.  : 
Co.  •».  Boyd,  11  N.  M.  464,  70  Pae. 
568;  Territory  v.  Santa  Fe  Pae.  E.  Co., 
10  N.  M.  410,  62  Pae.  985;  United 
States  V.  Maxwell  Land  Grant  Co.,  5 
N.  M.  297,  21  Pae.  153,  ^5  L.  E.  A. 
751.  N.  Y.— Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  122  N. 
Y.  41,  25  N.  E.  292,  19  Am.  St.  Eep. 
470;  People  v.  Smith,  51  Barb.  360; 
Kent  V.  Hudson  Eiver  E.  Co.,  22  Barb. 
278;  Baker  v.  Eand,  13  Barb.  152; 
Miller  v.  Covert,  1  Wend.  487;  Burt  v. 
Sternburgh,  4  Cow.  559,  15  Am.  Dec. 
402;  Gardner  v.  Buekbee,  3  Cow.  120, 
15  Am.  Dec.  256;  Eice  v.  King,  7  Johns. 
20;   In  re  Moran,   59   Misc.   133,   118 
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in  a  subsequent  proceeding  between  the  same  patties  or  their  privies, 
even  though  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  or  the  cause  of  action  is 


N.  T.  S.  207.  But  see  Kerby  v.  Daly, 
63  N.  Y.  659,  holding  that  where  an 
appellate  court  afS.i'ms  a  judgment  on 
condition  that  the  plaintiff  deduct  the 
amount  of  one  item  of  his  claim,  a 
subsequent  action  for  recoyery  on  the 
item  deducted  is  not  barred  by  the 
judgment.  N.  C— White  ■;;.  Tayloe,  153 
N.  C.  29,  68  S.  E.  907;  Durham  Consol. 
Land,  etc.  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  123  N.  C. 
185,  31  8.  E.  601;  Aloertson  v.  Wil- 
liams, 97  N.  C.  264,  1  S.  E.  841;  Long 
V.  Jarratt,  94  N.  C.  448;  Gay  v.  Stan- 
cell,  76  N.  0.  369;  Falls  v.  Gamble,  66 
N.  G.  455.  Ohio.— Bell  v.  McColloch,  31 
Ohio  St.  397;  Grant  v.  Eamsey,  7  Ohio 
St.- 157;  Moore  v.  Eobison,  6  Ohio  St. 
302;  Maloney  v.  Maloney,  12  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  700,  4  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  255.  Okla. 
Pratt  V.  Eatliff,  10  Okla.  168,  61  Pac. 
523.  Ore.— White  v.  Ladd,  41  Ore.  324, 
68  Pac.  739,  93  Am.  St.  Bep.  732; 
Crabill  v.  Crabill,  22  Ore.  588,  80  Pac. 
320;  Glenn  v.  Savage,  14  Ore.  567;  13 
Pac.  442.  Pa. — In  re  Shortlidge's  Es- 
tate, 214  Pa.  620,  64  Atl.  318;  Bell  v. 
Allegheny  County,  184  Pa.  296,  39  Atl. 
227,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  795;  Bolton  v. 
Hey,  168  Pa.  418,  31  Atl.  1097;  Hane- 
man  v.  Pile,  161  Pa.  599,  29  Atl.  113; 
Marsteller  v.  Marsteller,  132  Pa.  517, 
19  Atl.  344,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  604; 
Gordinier's  Appeal,  89  Pa.  528;  Finley 
V.  Hanbest,  30  Pa.  190;  Cleveland,  e^c. 
E.  Co.  V.  Erie,  27  Fa.  380,  1  Grant's 
Cas.  212;  Kelsey  v.  Murphy,  26  Pa.  78; 
Kennedy  v.  Lancaster  County  Bank,  18 
Pa.  347;  Man  v.  Drexel,  2  Pa.  202; 
Jatho  V.  Green,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  4  Phila. 
24;  Bordley's  Estate,  3  Phila.  127. 
R.  I.— Curry  v.  Swett,  13  E.  I.  476. 
S.  C— Smith  V.  Smith,  55, S.  C.  507,  33 
S.  B.  583;  Jones  v.  Weathersbee,  4 
Strobh.  50,  51  Am.  Dec.  653.  S.  D. 
Howard  v.  Huron,  6  S.  D.  180,  60  N. 
W.  803.  Tenn. — Guthrie  v.  Connecticut 
Indemnity  Assn.,  101  Tenn.  643,  49  S. 
W.  829;  Carey  v.  Campbell,  3  Sneed 
62;  Ellis  v.  Staples,  9  Humph.  238. 
Tex.'— Crane  v.  Blum,  56  Tex.  325;  Cook 
t!.  Burnley,  45  Tex.  97;  Watson  v.  Hop- 
kins, 27  Tex.  637;  Acres  v.  Tate,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §1222.  Vt. 
Hodges  V.  Eddy,  52  Vt.  434;  Pierson  v. 
Catlin,  18  Vt.  77;  Gray  v.  Pingry,  17 
Vt.  419,  44  Am.  Dec.  345.  Va.— Mar- 
tin V.  Columbian  Paper  Co.,  101  Va. 
699,  44  S.  E.  918;  Saunders  v.  Grigg's 
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Admr.,  81  Va.  506;  Howison  i).  Weeden, 
77  Va.  704.  Wash. — Thompson  v. 
Washington  Nat.  Bank,  68  Wash.  42, 
122  Pac.  606.  W.  Va. — Davis  v.  Trump, 
43  W.  Va.  191,  27  S.  E.  397,  64  Am. 
St.  Eep.  849;  Kinports  v.  Eawson,  36 
W.  Va.  237,  15  S.  E.  66;  Burner  v. 
Hevener,  34  W.  Va.  774,  12  S.  E.  861, 
26  Am.  St.  Eep.  948;  Corrothers  v.  Sar- 
gent, 20  W.  Va.  351.  Wis. — Swennes 
V  Sprain,  120  Wis.  68,  97  N.  W.  511; 
Earth  v.  Loeffelholtz,  108  Wis.  562,  84 
N.  W.  846;  Dick  v.  Webster,  6  Wis. 
481;  Woodward  v.  Hill,  6  Wis.  143. 
Wyo. — Price  v.  Bonnifield,  2  Wyo.  80. 
Eng. — Phosphate  Sewage  Co.  v.  Molle- 
son,  4  App.  Cas.  801;  Lockyer  v.  Perry- 
man,  2  App.  Cas.  519;  Hammond  v. 
Sohofield,  1  Q.  B.  450,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
539;  In  re  May,  28  Ch.  Div.  516,  54 
L.  J.  Ch.  338,  52  L.  T.  Eep.  IST.  S.  78, 
33  Wkly.  Eep.  917;  Newington  v.  Levy, 
L.  E.  5  C.  P.  607,  39  L.  J.  C.  P.  334, 
23  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  70,  18  Wkly.  Eep. 
1198  (affirmed  in  L.  E.  6  C.  P.  180,  40 
L.  J.  C.  P.  29,  23  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S. 
595,  19  Wkly.  Eep.  473);  Priestman  c. 
Thomas,  9  P.  D.  210,  53  L.  J.  109,  51 
L.  T.  Eep.  (N.  S.) '  843,  32  Wkly.  Eep. 
842;  Kingston's  Case,  20  How.  St.  Tr. 
537;  King  v.  Hoare,  13  Mees.  &  W.  494; 
Nelson  v.  Couch,  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  99,  108, 
10  Jur.  N.  S.  366,  33  L.  J.  C.  P.  46, 
8  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  577,  11  Wkly.  Eep. 
964,  109  E.  C.  L.  99,  143  Eng.  Ee- 
print  721;  Buckland  v.  Johnson,  15  C. 
B.  145,  2  C.  L.  E.  704,  18  Jur.  775,  23 
L.  J.  C.  P.  204,  2  Wkly.  Eep.  565,  80 
E.  C.  L.  145,  139  Eng  Eeprint  375; 
Stafford  v.  Clark,  2  Bing.  377,  9  E.  C. 
L.  623,  1  Car.  &  P.  24,  12  E.  C.  L.  27, 
3  L.  J.  C.  P.  (O.  S.)  48,  9  Moore  C.  P. 
724,  130  Eng.  Eeprint  352;  Peterbor- 
ough V.  Germaine,  6  Bro.  P.  C.  1,  2 
Eng.  Eeprint  893.  Can. — Cochrane  v. 
Hamilton  Prov.  Loan  Society,  15  Ont. 
128;  Davidson  v.  Belleville,  etc.  E.  Co., 
5  Ont.  App.  315;  Sloan  v.  Creasor,  22 
V.  C.  Q.  B.  127;  McArthur  v.  Cool,  19 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  476;  Stinson  v.  Branigan, 
10  U.  C.  Q.  B.  402. 

[a]  Estoppel  by  Judgment  Applies 
Alike  to  the  State  as  to  Individuals. 
Central  Bank  &  Trust  Corp.  v.  State, 
139  Ga.  54,  76  S.  E.  587. 

[b]  A  fact  or  right  In  issue  de- 
termined specifically  or  generally  by  the 
decree  of  the  court  cannot  be    again 
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not  the  same.'^ ,  So  also  it  is  to  be  distinguished  from  ' '  collateral  at- 
tack," which  is  concerned  solely  with  the  right  collaterally  to  impeach 
the  validity  of  a  judgment.''^ 

.  (II.)  As  Aflfected  by  Tim©  of  Filing  Suit.  —  A  judgment  may  be  pleaded 
as  a  bar  to  a, suit  begun  prior  to  its  rendition,  since  such  judgment, 
being  the  first  rendered  on  the  cause  of  action,  effectually  merges  the 
same  without  regard  to  the  time  or  order  of  the  filing  of  the  suits.^^ 
2.  What  Matters  and  Under  What  Circumstances  They  Are  Con- 
cluded or  Barred.  —  a.  Matters  Adjudicated  by  Former  Judgment. 
A  former  judgment  on  the  merits  is  conclusive,  in  a  second  suit  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  as  to  every  matter  offered  and  received  to 
sustain  or  defeat  a  demand,  even  where  the  second  does  not  pertain 
to  the  same  subject-matter  or  seek  the  same  object.^*    So  too,  where 


litigated  by  the  parties  to  that  suit, 
over  the  winning  party's-  objeetions 
without  a  modification  or  vacation  of 
that  decree.  Triska  v.  MiDer,  86  Neb. 
503,  125  N.  W.  1070. 

As  to  the  essentials  of  and  limita- 
tions on  the  doctrine,  see  the  following 
discussion. 

61.  See  the  title  "Ees  Judicata," 
and  D.  0. — Strong  v.  Grant,  2  Mackey 
218.  Kan.— Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Commissioners  of  Jefferson  Coun- 
ty, 12 -.Kan,  127.  Pa. — Pennebaker  ^. 
Parker,  33  Pa.  Super.  458.  Tex. — Lane 
V.  Kuehn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W. 
363. 

62.  See  supra,  XVII,  A. 

63.  U.  S.—Schuler«.  Israel,  120  U.S. 
506,  7  Sup.  Gt.  648,  30  L.  ed.  707;  Keeley 
V.  Ophir  Hill  Con.  Min.  Co.,  169  Fed. 
601,  95  C.  C.  A.  99;  Boatmen's  Bank 
V.  Fritzlen,  135. Fed.  650,  68  C.  C.  A. 
288  {reversing  128  Fed.  608);  Penfield 
V.  Potts  &  Co.,  126  Fed.  475,  61  C.  C. 
A.  371;  David  Bradley  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Eagle  Mfg.  Co.,  57  Fed.  980,  6  C.  C.  A. 
661;  Bryar  v.  Bryar,  78  Fed.  657; 
Sharon  v.  Hill,  26  Fed.  387;  United 
States  V.  Dewey,  6  Biss.  501,  25  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,956.  Ala. — Davis  v.  Bed- 
sole,  69  Ala.  362.  Conn. — Bank  of  North 
America  v.  "Wheeler,  28 "Conn.  433,  73 
Am.  Dee.  683.  Ga. — Merritt  v.  Bag- 
well, 70  Ga.  578.  Ind.— Bckert  i).  Bink- 
ley,  134  Ind.  614,  33  N.  B.  619,  34  N. 
E.  441.  la. — Estes  v.  Chicago,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  72  Iowa  235,  33  N.  "W.  647.  La. 
Bourgeois  v.  Jacobs,  45  La.  Ann.  1310, 
14  So.  68.  Me.— Oxford  v.  Paris,  33 
Me.  179.  Md.— United  States  Bank  v. 
Merchants'  Bank,  7  Gill  415.  Mass. 
Marble  v.  Keyes,  9  Gray  221.  Minn. 
Allis  V.  Davidson,  23  Minn.  442.    Mo. 


Nave  V.  Adams,  107  Mo.  414,  17  S.  W. 
958,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  421;  City  of  Gal- 
latin V.  Netherton,  189  Mo.  App.  24, 
176  S.  W.  495.  N.  H — Andrews  i: 
Varrell,  46  N.  H.  17.  N.  Y.— Nicholl 
V.  Mason,  21  Wend.  339;  Maudeville 
V.  Avery,  63  Hun  624,  17  N.  Y.  Supp. 
429.  Ohio.— North  British  &  M.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Cohu,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  826,  17 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  185.  Ore.— Barrell  v. 
Title  Guarantee,  etc.  Co.,  27  Ore.  77,  39 
Pac.  992.  Pa. — Casebeer  v.  Mowry,  55 
Pa.  419,  93  Am.  Dec.  766;  Finley  v. 
Haubest,  30  Pa.  190;  Duffy  v.  Lytle, 
5  Watts  120;  Jones  v.  Ellison,  10  W. 
N.  t!.  205.  Tex.— Kell  Milling  Co.  v. 
Bank  of  Miami  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168 
S.  W.  46.  Vt.— Morgan  v.  Barker,  26 
Vt.  602;  Small  v.  Haskins,  26  Vt.  209; 
Stevens  v.  Briggs,  14  Vt.  44,  39  Am. 
Dec.  209.  Va. — Jones  v.  Myrick,  8 
Gratt.  (49  Va.)  179.  W.  Va.— Wil- 
liams V.  Carr,  85  S.  B.  69. 

[a]  A  judgment  rendered  by  a  state 
court,  in  a  suit  between  the  same 
parties,  is  a  bar  to  a  suit  in  a  federal 
court,  though  the  suit  in  the  state  court 
was  instituted  subsequent  to  the  one  in 
the  federal  court.  Case  v.  Mountain 
Timber  Co.,  210  Fed.  565.  See  mfra, 
XVIII. 

[b]  Where  exclusive  control  has 
been  taken  of  the  subject-matter  by 
the  court  in  which  suit  is  first  filed, 
a  judgment  rendered  thereon,  by  an- 
other court  in  a  second  suit,  is  not  a 
bar  to  the  original  suit.  Sharp  v.  Bon- 
ham,  213  Fed.  660. 

64.  TJ.  S.—In  re  Eoss,  204  Fed.  248, 
122  C.  C.  A.  516;  Gilmer  v.  Billings, 
55  Fed.  775.  Ga. — ^Fowler  v.  Davis,  1 
Ga.  App.  549,  57  S.  B.  939.  la.— Deter- 
mann  v.  Luehrsmann,  74  Iowa  275,  37 
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the  right  or  title,  or  ground  of  relief,  set  up  in  the  two  suits  is  the 
same,  or  predicated  upon  the  same  claim  or  source  of  title  con- 
stituting the  basis  of  the  former  adjudication,  the  former  judgment 
will  operate  as  an  estoppel  to  the  second  suit,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  two  separate  rights  or  claims  or  two  distinct  parcels  or  kinds  of 
property  are  involved  in  the  two  actions.®^ 

b.  Matters  Not  in  Issue.  —  A  former  judgment  does  not  operate 
as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  upon  any  right  or  claim  arising  out  of 
the  same  subject-matter,  which  is  severable  from  the  former  cause  of 
action  and  was  not  put  in  issue  and  adjudicated  in  the  prior  action  f^ 


N.  W.  330.  Kan. — Woodman  v.  Davi- 
son, 85  Kan,  713,  118  Pao.  1066.  Ky. 
Stevenson  v.  Flournoy,  89  Kj.  561,  13 
S.  W.  210;  Burns  v.  Stephenson,  3  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  754,  11  Ky.  Opin.  589.  Md. 
Bruner  v.  Eamsburg,  43  Md.  560;  Ches- 
apeake, etc.  Canal  Co.  v.  Gittiugs,  36 
Md.  276.  Mass. — Morse  v.  Elms,  131 
Mstss.  151;  Whitman  v.  Boston,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  16  Gray  530.  Mich.— Hunt  v.  Mid- 
dlesworth,  44  Mich.  448,  7  N.  W.  57. 
Miss. — Burkett  v.  Burkett,  81  Miss.  593, 
33  So.  417.  N.  Y.— Sullivan  v.  Miller, 
106  N.  Y.  635,  13  N.  E.  772;  Van 
Gelder  v.  Hallenbeck,  46  Hun  432; 
Bearnes  v.  Bearnes,  66  How.  Pr.  456. 
Ore.— Dalton  v.  Kelsey,  58  Ore.  244,  114 
Pae.  464.  P.  I. — Del  Eosario  v.  Celosia, 
26  Phil.  Isl.  404.  Tex.— Flippen  v. 
Dixon,  83  Tex.  421,  18  S.  W.  803,  29 
Am.  St.  Eep.  653.  Wash. — Parker  v. 
Galbraith,  46  Wash.  280,  89  Pao.  712. 
See  the  title  "Ees  Judicata." 
Necessity  for  identify  of  subject-mat- 
ter, see  infra,  XVII,  B,  2;  e,  (I)'. 

65.  TJ.  S.— Southern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  168  U.  S.  1,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
18,  42  L.  ed.  355;  .New  Orleans  v. 
Louisiana  Citizens'  Bank,  167  U.  S. 
871,  17  Sup.  Ct.  905,  42  L.  ed.  202; 
Last  Chance  Min.  Co.  v.  Tyler  Min. 
Co.,  157  U.  S.  683,  15  Sup.  Ct.  733, 
39  L.  ed.  859;  Southern  Min.  E.  Ext. 
Co.  V.  St.  Paul,  55  Fed.  690,  5  C.  C.  A. 
249;  Neal  v.  Foster,  36  Fed.  29;  Puetz 
V.  Brausford,  32  Fed.  318.  Cal.— Free- 
man V.  Barnum,  131  Cal.  386,  63  Pac. 
691,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  355;  Toomy  v. 
Hale,  100  Cal.  J72,  34  Pac.  644.  Conn. 
Sargent  v.  New  Haven  Steamboat  Co., 
65  Conn.  116,  31  Atl.  543.  D.  C. 
Lyon  V.  Bursey,  36  App.  Cas.  235.  111. 
People  V.  Eiokert,  159  111.  496,  42  N.  E. 
884.  la. — Watson  v.  Eichardson,  110 
Iowa  698,  80  N.  W.  416,  80  Am.  St. 
Eep.  331 ;  Baxter  v.  Myers,  85  Iowa  328, 
52   N.  W.   234,   39   Am.   St.   Eep.   298. 
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N,  Y.— Thayer  v.  Cable,  19  STpp.  Div., 
558,  46  N.  y.  Supp.  850;  Pierc.  v.  Kin- 
ney, 75  Misc.  328,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  537. 
Pa.— Eobb  V.  Van  Horn,  150  Pa.  508,  24 
Atl.  756. 

66.  U.  S. — Slaughter  v.  La  Com- 
pagnie  Prancaise  Dis  Cables  Tele- 
graphiques,  113  Fed.  21;  United  States 
V.  Oregon  Cent.  Military  Eoad  Co.,  103 
Fed.  549;  Detroit  v.  Detroit  City  E. 
Co.,  56  Fed.  867;  Keator  v.  St.  John, 
42  Fed.  585;  Crawford  v.  Edgerton,  39 
Fed.  523.  Ala.— Penney  v.  Corey,  147 
Ala.  617,  41  So.  978.  Cal. — Patterson  v. 
Mills,  138  Cal.  276,  71  Pac.  177;  Mc- 
Cormick  v.  Gross,  135  Cal.  302,  67  Pac. 
766;  Beronio  v.  Ventura  County  Lumb. 
Co.,  129  Cal.  232,  61  Pae.  958,  79  Am. 
St.  Eep.  118;  Journe  v.  Hewes,  124  Cal. 
244,  56  Pac.  1032;  National  Carriage 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Story,  etc.  Commercial  Co., 
Ill  Cal.  531,  44  Pac.  157;  Eichardson 
V.  Eureka,  110  Cal.  441,  42  Pae.  965. 
Conn. — Lyon  v.  Kobbins,  45  Conn.  513. 
Ga.— MeClellan  v.  McClellan,  142  Ga. 
322,  82  S.  E. '1069;  Virginia-Carolina 
Chemical  Co.  v.  Eoberts,  2  Ga.  App.  375, 
58  S.  E.  502.  ni.— Schmidt  v.  Glade, 
126  HI.  485,  18  N.  E.  762;  Chicago  v. 
Cameron,  120  111.  447,  11  N.  E.  899; 
Williams  v.  Walker,  62  HI.  517; 
0 'Byrne  v.  Cregier,  181  HI.  App.  569; 
Quiun  V.  McMahan,  40  111.  App.  593; 
Dowdall  V.  Cannedy,  32  HI.  App.  207. 
Ind.— Peterson  v.  Sohl,  141  Ind.  466, 
40  N.  E.  910;  Quick  v.  Brenner,  120 
Ind.  364,  22  N.  E.  326;  Perrill  v.  Nich- 
ols, 89  Ind.  444.  la. — Kane  v.  Temp- 
lin,  158  Iowa  24,  ,  138  N.  W.  901; 
Donahue  v.  McCosh,  81  Iowa  296,  46 
N.  W.  1008;  Eoberts  v.  Hamilton,  56 
Iowa  683,  10  N.  W.  236.  Kan.— Faler 
V.  Culver,  94  Kan.  123,  146  Pac.  333; 
Chanute  Brick  &  Tile  Co.  v.  Gas  Belt 
Fuel  Co.,  89  Kan.  177,  130  Pac.  649; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kingman,  62  Kan. 
571,  64  Pac.  65.     La. — Wieman's  Sue- 
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nor  does  it  bar  a  subsequent  suit  upon  a  cause  of  action  or  claim  which 
could  not  have  been  adjudicated  in  the  former  action."' 

c.  Matters  Within  Scope  of  Former  Litigation.  —  But  as  a  general 
rule  a  judgment  on  the  merits  in  a  former  action  between  the  same 
parties  or  their  privies  is  a  final  bar  to  any  other  suit  for  the  same  cause 
of  action,  and  is  conclusive,  not  only  as  to  all  matters  which  were  tried 
in  the  former  action,  but  as  to  all  matters  which,  with  propriety  and  con- 


cession, 106  La.  387,  30  So.  893;  Can- 
trell  V.  Roman  Catholic  Cong.,  16  La. 
Ann.  442;  Gracie  ;;.  Gayoso,  7  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  650.  Md — Cummings  v.  Ban- 
non,  8  Atl.  357;  Sliafer  v.  Stonebraker, 
4  Gill  &  J.  345.  Mass.— Hutehins  v. 
Njckeraon,  212  Mass.  118,  98  N.  E. 
791;  Nashua  &  L.  E.  Corp.  v.  Boston, 
etc".  R.  Corp.,  164  Mass.  222,  41  N.  E. 
268,  49  Am.  St.  Eep.  454;  Gage  v.. 
Holmes,  12  Gray  428.  Mich. — Wilson 
V.  Hoffman,  93  Mich.  72,  52  N.  W.  103,7, 
32  Am.  St.  Eep.  485.  Miss.— Hubbard 
V.  Mynt,  58  Miss.  266.  Mo.— Tootle  v. 
Buckingham,  190  Mo.  183,  88  S.  W. 
619;  "Wright  v.  Broome,  67  Mo.  App. 
'32;  Lawless  v.  Lawless,  47  Mo.  App. 
523.  Neb.— Hill  v.  Hill,  90  Neb.  43, 
132  N.  W.  738;  Hamilton  Nat.  Bank 
V.  American  L.  &  T.  Co.,  66  Neb.  67, 
92  N.  W.  189.  N.  Y.— Nelson  v.  Brown, 
144  N.  Y.  384,  39  N.  E.  355;  Jackson 
V.  Andrews,  98  N.  T.  672;  Weed  v. 
Burt,  78  N.  Y.  191;  Lewis  v.  Smith,  9 
N.  Y.  502,  61  Am.  Dec.  706;  De  Graaf 
V.  Wyckoff,  41  Hun  646,  4  N.  Y.  St. 
108;  Genet  v.  President,  etc.  of  Dela- 
ware &  H.  Canal  Co.,  109  App.  Div. 
733,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  406;  Levy  v.  Hoh- 
weisner,  101  App."  Div.  82,  91  N.  Y. 
Supp.  552;  New  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Marsh,  96  App.  Div.  122,  89  N.  Y. 
Supp.  79;  Eoach  v.  Curtis,  50  Misc. 
122,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  411.  N.  0 — Gil- 
lam  V.  Edmonson,  154  N.  C.  127,  69 
S.  E.  924;  Long  v.  Warliek,  148  N.  C. 
32,  61  S.  E.  617;  Bowen  v.  King,  146 
N.  G.  385,  59  S.  E.  1044;Asher  v.  Eeiz- 
enstein,  105  N.  C.  213,,  10  S.  E.  889; 
Woody  V.  Jordan,  69  N.  C.  189.  Ohio. 
Porter  v.  Wagner,  36  Ohio  St.  471; 
Jones  V.  Ludlow,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  57, 
3  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  348.  Ore.— Dalton  v. 
Kelaey,  58  Ore.  244,  114  Pac.  464.  Pa. 
Fidelity  Ins.  Trust,  etc.  Co.  v.  Gazzam, 
161  Pa:.  536,  29  Atl.  264;  Converse  v. 
Colton,  49  Pa.  346;  Piro  v.  Shipley,  33 
Pa.  Super,.  278.  S.  C— Deloach  v. 
Turner,  9  Eich.  181;  Davidson  v. 
Graves,  Bailey  Eq.  268.  Tex. — East 
Line,  etc.  K.  Co.  v.  Scott,  72  Tex.  70, 


10  S.  W.  99,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  758; 
Cage  V.  King  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159 
S.  W.  174;  Bandy  v.  Gates,  44  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  38,  97  S.  W.  710;  .Lucas  v. 
Heidenheimer,  3  Will,  Civ.  Cas.,  §360. 
Va. — Crutcher  v.  Crutcher,  4  Munf.  457. 
Wash.— Egbers  v.  Fischer,  73  Wash.  308, 
131  Pac.  1128;  Allen  v.  Wall,  7  Wash. 
316,  35  Pac.  65.    Eng. — Serrao  V.  Noel, 

15  Q.  B.  D.  549. 

[a]  A  judgment  for  breach  of  con- 
tract is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  to  re- 
cover money  advanced  for  the  purchase 
of  an  outfit  with  wtich  to  perform 
such  contract.  Stebbins  v.  Martin,  121 
Minn.  154,  140  N.  W.  1029. 

[b]  No  action  (1)  can  be  brought" 
for  the  residuum  of  a  claim,  a  part  of 
which  has  been  utilized  by  way  of  re- 
coupment in  a  former  suit.  Penny  v. 
Carey,  147  Ala.  617,  41  So.  978;  Mc- 
Lane  v.  Miller,  12  Ala.  643.  (2)  Nor 
can  a  counter-claim  for  damages  inter- 
posed in  a  former  action,  and  a  par- 
tial recovery  had  thereon,  be  again  set 
up  against  the  recovery  on  a  note 
maturing  after  the  former  suit.  Case 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Moore,  144  N.  C.  527,  57 
S.  E.  213.  ^ 

67.  U.  S. — Millie  Iron  Mining  Co.  v. 
McKinney,  172  Fed.  42,  96  C.  C.  A. 
156;  Smith  v.  Mosier,  169  Fed.  430. 
Ala.— McLane  v.  Miller,  12  Ala.  643. 
Cal. — Sehudel  v.  Helbing,  26  Cal.  App. 
410,  147  Pac.  89.     Ga.— White  v.  Crew, 

16  Ga.  416.  111. — Quinn  v.  Ohlerking, 
37  111.  App.  315.  Ind. — Indianapolis,  D. 
&  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Center  Tp.,  130  Ind. 
89,  28  N.  B.  439;  Athearn  v.  Brannan, 
8  Blackf.  440;  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L. 
Ey.  Co.  Linton,  43  Ind.  App.  709,  88 
N.  E.  532.  Mich. — Perkins  v.  Oliver, 
110  Mich.  402,  68  N.  W.  245;  Fifield 
V.  Edwards,  39  Mich.  264.  Minn. — First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Eogers,  22  Minn.  224.  Mo. 
Leet  V.  Gratz,  124  Mo.  App.  394,  101 
S.  W.  696;  Scott  v.  Black,  96  Mo.  App. 
472,  70  S.  W.  523.  N.  Y.— Shaw  v. 
Broadbent,  129  N.  Y.  114,  29  N.  E. 
238;  Burdick  v.  Post,  12  Barb.  168; 
Norris  V,  Hoffman,  133  App.  Div.  596, 
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sisteney,  might  have  been  tried,  where  the  court  has  jurisdiction,  the 
proceedings  are  regular,  and  there  is  no  fraud.'*  A  recovery,  there- 
fore, on  the  whole  cause  of  action  of  only  a  part  of  the  amount  due. 


118  N.  T.  Supp.  156.  Ore.— Holmes  v. 
Wolfard,  47  Ore.  93,  81  Pae.  819.  S.  C. 
Sease  v.  Dobson,  34  S.  C.  345,  13  S.  E. 
530.  Tenn. — Gudger  ».  Barnes,  4  Heisk. 
570.  Tex. — Cage  v.  King  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  159  S.  "W.  174.  Vt.— Ordway  v. 
Tarrow,  79  Vt.  192,  64  Atl.  1116.  Wash. 
Egbers  v.  Fischer,  73  Wash.  308,  131 
Pac.  1128. 

68.  U.  S.— Troxell  «.  Bel.,  Lack.  & 
West.  E.-  R.,  227  V.  8.  434,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  274,  57  L.  ed.  586  (reversing  200 
Fed.  44,  118  C.  C.  A.  272);  Townsend 
V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Coal,  etc.  Co.,  159 
U.  S.  21,  15  Sup.  Ct.  9197,  40  L.  ed. 
61;  Green  v.  Bogue,  158  V.  S.  478,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  975,  39  L.  ed.  1061;  Cromwell 
V.  Sac  County,  9'4  U.  S.  351,  24  L.  ed. 
195;  Stockton  v.  Ford,  18  How.  418, 
15  L.  ed.  395;  Linton  v.  Omaha  Whole- 
sale Produce  Market  House  Co.,  218 
Fed.  331,  133  C.  C.  A.  336;  Mazzariello 
V.  Doherty,  204  Fed.  245,  122  C.  C.  A. 
513;  Marshall  v.  Bryant  Electric  Co., 
185  Fed.  499,  107  C.  C.  A.  599;  War- 
burton  V.  Trust  Co.  of  America,  182 
Fed.  769,  105  C.  C.  A.  201;  Oman  v. 
Bedford-Bowling  Green  Stpne  Co.,  134 
Fed.  64,  67  C.  C.  A.  190;  Kilham  v.  Wil- 
son, 112  Fed.  565,  50  C.  C.  A.  454; 
Dana  V.  Morgan,  219  Fed.  313;  Bryant 
Electric  Co.  v.  Marshall,  169  Fed.  426; 
The  Ira  M.  Hedges,  163  Fed.  587.  Cal. 
Bingham  v.  Kearney,  136  Cal.  175,  68 
Pac.  597.  Colo. — Denver  City  Irr.,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Middaugh,  12  Colo.  434,  21  Pac: 
i565,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  234;  Colorado 
Fuel,  etc.  Co.  v.  Sedalia  Smelting  Co., 
13  Colo.  App.  474,  59  Pac.  222.  Del. 
Hollis  V.  Morris,  2  Harr.  128.  D.  C. 
Horine  v.  Wende,  29  App.  Cas.  415. 
Fla. — Sauls  v.  Freeman,  24  Fla.  209,  4 
So.  525,  12  Am.  St.  Eep.  190.  Ga. 
Pollock  v.  Gilbert,  16  Ga.  398,  60  Am. 
Dec.  732.  Idaho. — Work  v.  Kinney,  8 
Idaho  771,  71  Pac.  477.  HI.— Bailey  v. 
Bailey,  115  HI.  551,  4  N.  B.  394; 
Peacock  v.  Iron,  etc.  Pub.  Co.,  114  111. 
App.  463;  Marshall  v.  John  Grosse 
Clothing  Co.,  83  111.  App.  338;  Terre 
Haute,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Peoria,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  81  111.  App.  435.  Ind.— Ferris  v. 
Udell,  139  Ind.  579,  38'  N.  E.  180; 
Howe  V.  Lewis,  121  Ind.  110,  22  N.  E. 
978;  Kurtz  ,.  Carr,  105  Ind.  574,  5  N. 
E.  692;  Bates  v.  Spooner,  45  Ind.  489; 
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Vierling  v.  Leich,  29  Ind.  App.  174,  64 
N.  E.  230.  la. — Sehupanitz  v.  Farwick, 
115  Iowa  451,  88  iN.  W.  951;  Hanson 
V.  Manley,  72  Iowa  48,  33  N.  W.  357; 
Everhart  v.  HoUoway,  55  Iowa  179,  7 
N.  W.  .506.  Kan.— Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co. 
v.  Anderson  County  Comrs.,  47  Kan. 
766,  29  Pac.  96.  Ky. — Wood  v.  Sharp's 
Admr.,  159  Ky.  46,  166  S.  W.  787; 
Havens  v.  Ahlering,  123  Ky.  713,  97 
S.  W.  '344;  McCoy  v.  Martin,  4  Dana 
580;  Hackney  v.  Hoover,  27  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1003,  87  S.  W.  769.  La. — Armis- 
tead  V.  Spring,  1  Eob.  567;  Levy  v. 
Flash,  McGloin  124.  Me. — Scammon  v.. 
New  Cong.  Meeting-House,  1  Greenl.  262. 
Mass. — Eogers  v.  Shea,  219  Mass.  416, 
106  N.  E.  1018;  Cotter  v.  Boston  &  N. 
St.  Ey.  Co.,  190  Mass.  302,  76  N.  E. 
910.  Minn. — McKnight  v.  Minneapolis 
St.  Ey.  Co.,  127  Minn.  207,  149  N.  W. 
131;  Liimatainen  v.  St.  Louis  Eiver  D. 
&  Imp.  Co.,  119  Minn.  238,  137  N.  W. 
1099;  Abrahamson  v.  Lamberson,  68 
Minn.  454,  71  N.  W.  676;  Ebert  v. 
Long,  43. Minn.  235,  45  N.  W.  226.  Miss. 
State  V.  Morrison,  60  Miss.  74;  Bur- 
ford  V.  Kersey,  48  Miss.  642.  Mo. 
Hoyle  V.  Farquharson,  80  Mo.  377;  La 
Eue  V.  Kempt,  186  Mo.  App.  57,  171 
S.  W.  588;  Ogden  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  & 
P.  Ey.  Co.,  131  Mo.  App.  331,  111  S.  W. 
516;  Barber  Asphalt  'Pav.  Co.  v. 
Field  (Mo.  App.),  97  S,  W.  179;  Jugh 
V.  Williamson,  61  Mo.  App.  165;  Bur- 
bridge  V.  Kansas  City  Cable  E.  Co.,  36 
Mo.  App.  669.  N.  H. — Berry  v.  Whid- 
den,  62  N.  H.  473.  N.  J.— Denver  City 
Waterworks  Co.  v.  American  Water-  , 
works  Co.,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  139,  85  Atl. 
826.  N.  M. — Territory  v.  Santa  Fe  Pac. 
R.  Co.,  10  N.  M.  410,  62  Pac.  985.  N.  Y. 
Pray  v.  Hegeman,  98  N.  Y.  351;  Jor- 
dan V.  Van  Epps,  85  N.  T.  427;  Smith 
V.  Smith,  79  N.  Y.  634;  Shuman  v. 
Strauss,  52  N.  Y.  404;  Embury  v.  Con- 
ner, 3  N.  Y.  511,  53  Am.  Dee.  325; 
Shaw  V.  Broadbent,  54  Hun  635,  7 
N.  Y.  Supp.  293,  4  Silv.  192;  Hughes 
V.  United  Pipe  Lines,  46  Hun  682,  12 
N.  Y.  St.  704;  Wilson  v.  Sanger,  57 
App.  Div.  323,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  124; 
Weiser  v.  Kling,  38  App.  Div.  266,  57 
N.  Y.  Supp.  48;  Bracken  v.  Atlantic 
Trust  Co.,  36  App.  Div.  67,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  506;  Swan  v.  Wheeler,  30  Misc. 
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is  a  bar  to  another  suit  brought  on  the  same  cause  of  action  for  the 
unreeovered  balanee.^^  If  a  party  has  more  than  one  title  or  claim 
to  the  property  in  litigation  he  must  declare  upon  all  of  them,^"  as 
well  as  present  all  the  grounds,  seasons  and  evidence  available  in  sup- 
port of  any  and  all  claims  or  defenses  presented/^  where  he  is  called 


225,  63  N.  T.  Supp.  328;  Davidson  v. 
Weed,  20  Mise.  147,  45  N.  Y.  Supp. 
718.  N.  C— Davis  v.  Wall,  142  N.  C. 
450,  55  S.  E.  350;  Williams  v.  Batchel- 
or,  90  N.  C.  364;  Murrill  v.  Murrill,  84 
N.  C.  182.  Ohio. — Desnoyers  v.  Den- 
nison,  19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  320,  10  OMo 
Cir.  Dec.  430;  Thorns  v.  Greenwood,  6 
Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  639,  7  Am.  L. 
Eec.  320.  /Ore. — Paulson  v.  Oregon 
Surety  &  Casualty  Co.,  70  Ore.  175,  138 
Pac.  838;  Colgan  v.  Farmers'  &'  Me- 
chanics' Bank,  69  Ore.  857,  138  Pac. 
11070;  Eoss  v.  Eoss,  21  Ore.  9,  26  Pac. 
1007;  Barrett  v.  Failing,  8  Ore.  152. 
Pa. — ^Pennock  v.  Kennedy,  153  Pa.  579, 
26  Atl.  217;  Buck  v.  Wilson,  113  Pa. 
423,  6  Atl.  97;  Head  «.  Meloney,  111 
Pa.  99,  2  Atl.  195;  Eaisig  v.  Graf,  17 
Pa.  Super.  509.  S.  C. — Perkins  v.  Per- 
kins, 49  S.  C.  563,  27  S.  E.  551;  Barnes 
V.  Cunningham,  9  Bich.  Bq.  475;  Eding 
V.  Whaley,  1  Eich.  Eq.  301.  S.  D. 
Culhane  v.  Etting,  35  S.  D.  544,  153 
N.  W.  301.  lexm. — Lindsley  v.  Thomp- 
son, 1  Tenn.  Ch.  272.  Tex. — Cameron 
V.  Hinton,  92  Tex.  492,  49  S.  W.  1047; 
Darragh  !■.  Kaufman,  .  2  Posey  Unrep. 
Cas.  97.  Utah.— Everill  v.  Swan,  20 
TJtah  56,  57  Pac.  716.  Va.— Tilsou  v. 
Davis's  Admr.,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.)  92. 
W.  Va. — Northwestern  Bank  v.  Hays, 
37  W.  Va.  475,  16  S.  E.  561.  Wis. 
Eowell  V.  Smith,  123  Wis.  510,  102  N. 
W.  1;  DriscoU  v.  Damp,  16  Wis.  106. 
Bng.— Nelson  v.  Couch,  15  C.  B.  N.  S. 
99,  108,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  366,  33  L.  J. 
C.  P.  46,  8  L  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  577,  11 
Wkly.  Eep.  964,  109  E.  C.  L.  99,  143 
Eng.  Eeprint  721;  Henderson  v.  Hen- 
derson, 3  Hare  100,  67  Eng.  Eeprint 
313;  Loekyer  v.  Ferryman,  2  App.  Cas. 
519.  Can. — Davidson  v.  Belleville,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  5  Ont.  App.  315. 

[a]  Where  the  cause  of  action  is 
the  same  in  hoth  suits,  the  estoppel  by 
judgment  arises  as  to  every  mattsr  of- 
fered or  received  in  evidence  or  which 
might  have  been  offered  to  sustain  or 
defeat  the  claim  in  controversy;  but  if 
different,  the  estoppel  is  only  as  to 
matters  actually  determined  in  the  first 
suit.   Troxell  v.  Del.,  Lack.  &  West.  E. 


E.,  227  U.  S.  434,  33  Sup.  Ct.  274,  57 
L.  ed.  586. 

[b]  When  the  causes  of  action  are 
different,  the  former  decision  is  con- 
clusive only  as  to  questions,  rights,  and 
facts  actually  decided  therein,  and 
nothing  more.  Hudson  v.  Iguano  Laud 
&  Milling  Co.,  71  W.  Va.  402,  76  S.  B. 
797.  See  also  Virginia-Carolina  Chem- 
ical Company  v.  Kirven,  215  XJ.  S.  252, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  78,  54  L.  ed.-179. 

Necessity  for  identity'  of  causes  of 
action,  see  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  e,  (I). 

69.  Ga. — Atlanta  Elevator  Co.  v. 
Fulton  Bag,  etc.  Mills,  106  Ga.  427, 
32  S.  E,  541.  Ind.— Campbell  v.  Mon- 
roe County,  71  Ind.  185;  Jenkins  v. 
Jenkins,  63  Ind.  120.  la. — Hodge  v. 
Shaw,  85  Iowa  137,  52  N.  W.  8,  39 
Am.  St.  Eep.  290.  Mo.— Koenig  v. 
Morrison,  44  Mo.  App.  411.  N.  Y. 
IDavies  v.  New  York,  93  N.  Y.  250,  4 
Civ.  Proc.  290.  Pa.— Stradley  v.  Bath 
Portland  Cement  Co.,  228  Pa.  108,  77 
Atl.  242. 

Compare,  Clark  Thread  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liam Clark  Co.,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  658,  37 
Atl.  599. 

[a]  Reason. — One  is  not  entitled  to, 
bring  a  new  action  for  an  additional 
recovery  on  the  same  cause  of  action, 
because  he  is  not  content  with  the  re- 
sult of  the  first.  Atlanta  Elevator  Co. 
V.  Fulton  Bag  &  Cotton  Mills,  106  Ga. 
427,  32  S.  E.  541;  Campbell  v.  Monroe 
County,  71  Ind.  185. 

70.  la.— Des  Moines,  etc.  E.  Co.  r. 
Bullard,  89  Iowa  749,  56  N.  W.  498. 
Ky. — ^Wood  V.  Sharp's  Admr.,  159  Ky. 

46,  166  S.  W.   78T.     N.  Y Wilcox  r. 

Gilchrist,  85  Hun  1,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
608.  Wash.— State  v.  City  of  Cheney, 
67  Wash.  151,  121  Pac.  48. 

71.  U.  S. — Landon  v.  Bulkley,  95 
Fed.  344,  37  C.  C.  A.  96.  Ga.— Craig 
V.  Crosby,  81  Ga.  650,  8  S.  E.  185.  111. 
Anderson  v.  West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co., 
200  111.  329,  65  N.  E.  717.  Ky.— Snapp 
V.  Snapp,  87  Ky.  554,  9  S.  W.  705.  La. 
Porter  v.  Morere,  30  La.  Ann.  230. 
N.  Y. — Port  Jervis  Nat.  Bank  v.  Han- 
see,  15  Abb.  N.  C.  488.  Ohio. — Martin 
V.  Eoney,  41  Ohio  St.  141.    S.  C— New- 
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upon  in  legal  form  to  establish  a  cause  of  action  or  defense;'*  and 
this  is  true  whether  he  be  an  original  party  or  an  intervener  in  the 
case.''^  But  it  does  not  follow  that  a  prior  judgment  is  conclusive  of 
matters  which  were  not  essentially  connected  with,  implied  in,  or  ger- 
mane to  the  issues  determined  in  the  former  action,  and  therefore  were 
not  in  issue  or  adjudicated,  although  they  might  have  been  brought 
in,  and  may  affect  the  final  settlement  of  the  rights  of  the  parties/* 
So  too,  a  plaintiff  need  not  join  in  one  suit  several  separate,  distinct 
and  independent  causes  of  action  which  he  may  have  against  the  same 
defendant,  although  he  may  do  so/^ 

d.  Matters  Excluded,  Withdrawn,  etc.  —  A  former  judgment  is 
not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  based  upon  any  claim  or  demiind  legally 
severable  from  the  cause  of  action  in  which  such  judgment  was  ren- 
dered,''^ or  to  any  counter-claim  or  defense  thereto,'^  which  was  with- 


ell  V.  Neal,  50  S.  C.  68,  27  S.  B.  560. 
Wash.— State  ».  City  of  Cheney,  67 
Wash.  151,  121  Pao.  48.  Wis.— Swennes 
V.  Sprain,  120  Wis.  68,  97  N.  W.  511. 

[a]  A  suit  to  reform  a  deed  exe- 
cuted in  part  performance  of  a  con- 
tract, is  barred  by  a  judgment  com- 
pelling specific  performance  of  such 
contract,  since  the  two  might  have 
been  joined  in  one  action.  Collins  v. 
Gleason,  47  Wash.  62,  91  Pae.  566,  568. 

72.  XJ.  S.— Warburton  v.  Trust  Co. 
of  America,  182  Fed.  769,  105  0.  C.  A. 
201.  Cal.— Brown  v.  Willis,  67  Cal. 
235,  7  Pac.  682.  HI.— McGillis  v.  Wil- 
lis, 39  111.  App.  311.  Ind.— Vail  v. 
Einehart,  105  Ind.  6,  4  N.  E.  218. 
Kan. — Kirk  v.  Goodwin,  53  Kan.  610, 
36  Pac.  1057.  Md. — Boyston  v.  Horner, 
86  Md.  249,  37  Atl.  718,  63  Am.  St. 
Eep.  510.  Wash. — State  v.  City  of 
Cheney,  67  Wash.  151,  121  Pac.  48; 
Aehey  v.  Creech,  21  Wash.  319,  58  Pac. 
208.  Wis. — Pierce  v.  Kneeland,  9  Wis. 
23. 

73.  Ind.— Shaw  v.  Barnhart,  17  Ind. 
183.  Ky. — Watson  v.  Carman's  Admr., 
10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  288,  6  S.  W.  450.  La. 
Fleitas  v.  Meraux,  47  La.  Ann.  232,  16 
So.  848.  Md. — Packham  v.  German  F. 
Ins.  Co.,  91  Md.  515,  46  At^.  1066,  80 
Am.  St.  Eep.  461,  50  L.  E.  A.  .828. 
Mich. — Hyde  v.  Leisenring,  107  Mich. 
490,  65  N.  W.  5S6.  Minn.- Pierro  v. 
St.  Paul,  etc.  E.  Co.,  39  Minn.  451,  40 
N.  W.  520,  12  Am.  St.  Eep.  673.  Miss. 
State  V.  Morrison,  60  Miss.  74;  Stew- 
art V.  Stebbins,  30  Miss.  66.  Wash. 
State  V.  City  of  Cheney,  67  Wash.  151, 
121  Pac.  48. 

[a]  But  see  Bowsman  v.  Anderson, 
62  Ore.  431,  123  Pac.  1092,  holding  that 
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where  a  defendant  in  an  action  at  law 
has  an  equitable  as  well  as  a  legal 
defense,  he  may  set  up  his  legal  de- 
fense by  answer,  and  file  a  complaint 
in  equity  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-bill, 
as  he  may  depend  alone  on  the  legal 
defense,  and,  if  defeated,  sue  to  en- 
force his  equitable  rights. 

74.  HI.— O 'Byrne  v.  Cregier,  181  111. 
App.  569.  N.  Y. — Bender  v.  Paulus,  197 
N,  Y.  369,  90  N.  E.  994;  Fairchild  v. 
Lynch,  99  N.  Y.  359,  2  N.  E.  20; 
Maloney  v.  Horan,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
289,  10  Am.  Eep.  335;  Norris  v.  HofiE- 
man,  133  App.  Div.  596,  118  N.  Y. 
Supp.  156;  Cuneo  v.  Freeman,  137  N.  Y. 
Supp.  885.  N.  C— Williams  v.  Clouse, 
91  N.  C.  322.  Ohio.— Porter  v.  Wag- 
ner, 36  Ohio  St.  471.  Tex. — Wilson  v. 
Casey,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  141,  22  S.  W. 
118.  Vt.— Sheffer  v.  B.  B.  Perkins  & 
Co.,  83  Vt.  185,  75  Atl.  6. 

75.  Norris  v.  Hoffman,  133  App. 
Div.  596,  118  N".  Y.  Supp.  156;  Morgan 
V.  Waters,  122  App.  Div.  340,  106  N.  Y. 
Supp.  882;  Eastman  v.  Porter,  14  Wis. 
39.     See  mfra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (I). 

76.  Ark. — Young  v.  Berman,  96  Ark. 
78,  131  S.  W.  62,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
977.  Cal.— Ahlers  v.  Smiley,  11  Cal. 
App.  343,  104  Pac.  997.  la.— Donahue 
V.  MeCosh,  81  Iowa  296,  46  N.  W. 
1008.  Minn.— Major  v.  Owen,  126 
Minn.  1,  147  N.  W.  662.  N.  Y. 
Pearce  v.  Kenney,  152  App.  Div.  638, 
137  N.  Y.  Supp.  475;  Di  Blasi  v.  Maisel, 
144  N.  Y.  Supp,  452. 

77.  la.— Finnegan  v.  Campbell,  74 
Iowa  158,  87  N.  W.  127.  Mo.— Cocker- 
ill  V.  Stafford,  102  Mo.  57,  14  S  W. 
813.  S.  C— Duren  v.  Kee,  41  S.  c'  17l' 
19  S.  E.  492.  ' 
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drawn  by  the  party  before  verdict/^  or  excluded  from  the  issues  or 
withheld  from  the  jury  by  the  court/'  or  which  for  any  reason  was 
not  litigated  and  determined  in  such  former  action.^"  The  same  rule 
applies  also  where  the  plaintiff  is  required  to  choose  between  two  or 
more  causes  of  action  set  out  in  his  complaint,^^  as  well  as  where  one 


What  defenses  concluded  or  liarred, 

see  generally  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  h,  (I). 

78.  tl.  S.— McComb  v.  Frink,  149 
TT.  S.  629,  13  Sup.  Ct.  993,  37  L.  ed. 
876.  Ark. — Young  v.  Berman,  96  Ark. 
78,  131  S.  W.  62,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
977.  Cal.— Hough  v.  Waters,  30  Cal. 
309.  Mass.— Wood  v.  Corl,  4  Mete.  203. 
Mo.— Cockerill  ».  Stafford,  102  Mo.  57, 
14  S.  W.  813;  Grady  v.  McCorkle,  57 
Mo.  172,  17  Am.  Eep.  676;  Mineral 
Belt  Bank  v.  Elking  Lead  &  Zinc  Co., 
173  Mo.  App.  634,  158  S.  W.  1066. 
N.  Y.— Thompson  v.  Wood,  1  Hilt.  93; 
Louw  V.  Davis,  13  Johns.  227;  Nation- 
al Hudson  River  Bank  v.  Eeynolds,  57 
Hun  307,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  669;  Masten 
V.  Olcott,  24  Hun  587.  Pa. — Levy  v. 
Solomon,  207  Pa.  478,  56  Atl.  1007; 
Steelnian  v.  Sites'  Exrs.,  35  Pa.  216; 
Killion  V.  Wright,  34  Pa.  91;  Muir- 
head  ».  Kirkpatrick,  2  Pa.  425. 

[a]  But  see  Lyon  v.  Bursey,  36  App. 
Cas.  (p.  C.)  235,  holding  that,  where 
plaintiff  sued  in  ejectment  to  recover 
the  north  half  of  a  lot,  and  amended 
his  declaration  so  as  to  limit  his  claim 
to  an  undivided  one-half  of  such  north 
half,  and  recovered  judgment,  he  was 
estopped  from  thereafter  maintaining 
an  action  for  the  other  half  interest, 

'79.  Cal.— Ahlers  v.  Smiley,  11  Cal. 
App.  343,  104  Pae.  997.  Ky. — Louis- 
ville V.  Selvage,  66  S.  W.  376.  Mass. 
Pelton  V.  Baker,  158  Mass.  349,  33  N. 
E.  394;  Boston  Blower  Co.  v.  Brown, 
149  Mass.  421,  21  N.  E.  883.  Mich. 
Eeid  V.  Parks,  122  Mich.  363,  81  N.  W. 
252;  Detroit,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Griggs,  12 
Mich.  45.  N.  Y.— Strong  v.  Strong,  102 
N.  Y.  69,  5  N.  E.  199;  Pearce  v.  Ken- 
ney,  152  App.  Div.  638,  137  N.  Y.  Supp. 
475.  Eng.— Blake  v.  O 'Kelly,  Ir.  Eep. 
9  Eq.  54. 

Compare,  McKay  v.  Fee,  20  U.  C.  Q. 
B.  268. 

[a]  But  see  Murrell  v.  Citizens' 
Sav.  Bank,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  693,  41  S. 
W.  564,  holding  that  matters  erroneous- 
ly ruled  out  by  the  court  were  barred 
by  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  action, 
so  that  a  subsequent  suit  could  not  be 
based  thereon. 


[b]  Where  plaintiff's  claim  of 
equitable  title  was  excluded  from  the 
issues  in  an  action  at  law,  it  was  held 
that  the  judgment  therein  did  not  bar 
an  assertion  of  such  equitable  right  in 
a  subsequent  suit.  Major  v.  Owen,  126 
Minn.  1,  147  N.  W.  662. 

80.  U.  S.— Bodemuller  «.  United 
States,  39  Fed.  437.  Fla.— Lake  v. 
Hancock,  38  Fla.  53,  20  So.  811,  56  Am. 
St.  Eep.  159.  la. — Donahue  v.  McGosh, 
81  Iowa  296,  46  N.  W.  1008.  Ky. 
Campbell  v.  Mims,  161  Ky;  530,  170  S. 
W.  1176.  Mich.— Stringer  v.  Gamble, 
155  Mich.  295,  118  N.  W.  979.  N.  Y. 
Mitchell  V.  Bead,  19  Hun  418;  Bur- 
well  V.  Knight,  51  Barb.  267;  Jones  v. 
Underwood,  35  Barb.  211,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
393.  Tex. — Vance  v.  Southern  Kansas 
Ey.  Co.  of  Texas  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173 
S.  W.  264;  Crebbin  v.  Bryoe,  24  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  532,  60  S.  W.  587;  Eackley 
v.  Fowlkes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  36  S.  W. 
75. 

[a]  But  see  Slater  v.  Skirving,  51 
Neb.  108,  70  N.  W.  493,  66  Am.  St. 
Eep.  444,  holding  that  when  an  issue 
has  been  submitted  at  trial,  withhold- 
ing proof  thereof  will  not  prevent  the 
judgment  rendered  at  such  trial  from 
operating  as  a  bar  to  a  second  suit  on 
such  issue. 

[b]  Where  a  claim  was  omitted  by 
mistake  or  ignorance  from  a  former 
action,  it  is  not  barred  by  such  former 
recovery.  XJ.  S. — Phillips  v.  Bossard, 
35  Fed.  99.  Conn. — Kane  v.  Morehouse, 
46  Conn.  300.  Ind. — State  v.  Brutch, 
12  Ind.  381;  Byrket  v.  State,  3  Ind. 
248.  N.  J.— Whiley  v.  Broadway,  3 
N.  J.  L.  996.  Vt.— Stevens  v.  Damon, 
29  Vt.  521. 

81.  U.  S.— Starr  v.  Stark,  2  Sawy. 
603,  642,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,317.  Ky. 
Ware  v.  McCormack,  96  Ky.  139,  28  S. 
W.  157,  959.  Mich.— Stringer  v.  Gam- 
ble, 155  Mich.  295,  118  N.  W.  979; 
Gott  V.  Judge  Detroit  Super.  Ct.,  42 
Mich.  625,  4  N.  W.  529.  N.  Y.— Snider 
V.  Croy,  2  Johns.  227.  Vt.— Holbrook 
V.  J.  J.  Quinlan  &  Co.,  84  Vt.  411,  80 
Atl.  339.  Wash.— Allen  v.  Wall,  7  Wash. 
316,  35  Pac,  65, 
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is  excluded  or  reserved  because  it  is  not  available  under  the  plead- 
ings.*^ But  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  an  indivisible  item  or  part  of 
the  former  cause  of  action.*^ 

e.  Identity  of  Causes  of  Action  and  Subject-Matter.  —  (I.)  In  General. 
In  order  that  a  former  judgment  constitute  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  or  proceeding,  it  must  not  only  be  rendered  in  an  action  be- 
tween the  same  parties  or  their  privies,**  but  the  causes  of  action  must 
be  identical  in  both  suits.*^    While  a  former  judgment  is  available 


[a]  But  see  Gorham  v.  City  of  New 
Haven,  79  Conn.  670,  66  Atl.  505,  hold- 
ing where  plaintiff  is  permitted,  to  amend 
his  complaint  after  verdict  for  an 
amount  in  excess  of  the  amount  claimed 
under  the  count  remaining  after  amend- 
ment, he  will  not  be  permitted  to  sue 
on  the  count  thus  withdrawn. 

82.  Ahlers  v.  Smiley,  11  Cal.  App. 
343,  104  Pae.  997. 

[a]  A  remittitur  of  one  of  two 
causes  of  action,  as  conditionally  or- 
dered by  an  appellate  court,  does  not 
prevent  an  action  on  the  other  cause 
of  action.  Holbrook  v.  3.  J.  Quinlan 
&  Co.,  84  Vt.  411,  80  Atl.  339. 

83.  Ga. — Neill  v.  Harris,  133  Ga. 
493,  66  S.  E.  246.  Mich.— Button  v. 
Shaw,  35  Mich.  431.  Minn. — Thompson 
V.  Myrick,  24  Minn.  4.  Pa. — Smedley 
V.  Tucker,  3  Phila.  259. 

See  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g. 

84.  See  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  f . 

85.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S.— Trox- 
ell  «.  Del.,  Lack.'&  "West.  E.  E.,  227 
U.  S.  434,  33  Sup.  Ct.  274,  57  L.  ed. 
586;  Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Slaght, 
205  U.  S.  122,  27  Sup.  Ct.  442,  51  L. 
ed.  738;  United  States  v.  California  & 
Oreg.  L.  Co.,  192  IT.  S,  355,  48  L.  ed. 
476;  Aspden  v.  Nixon,  4  How.  467,  11 
li.  ed.  1059;  Union  Cent.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Drake,  214  Fed.  536,  131  C.  C.  A. 
82;  United  States  v.  Sommers,  171 
Fed.  57,  96  C.  C.  A.  299;  United  States 
V.  Naldrett,  214  Fed.  895;  Ranken  v. 
St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  98  Fed.  479; 
Steam  Gauge,  etc.  Co.  v.  Meyrose,  27 
Fed.  213;  Crandall  v.  Dare,  11  Fed. 
902;  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  ».  Emma 
Silver  Min.  Co.,  7  Fed.  401;  United 
States,  etc.  Felting  Co.  v.  Asbestos 
Felting  Co.,  4  Fed.  813,  18  Blatchf. 
312;  Smith  v.  Turner,  1  Hughes  373,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,119;  Clark  v.  Gib- 
boney,  3  Hughes  391,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,821.  Ala.— Pruitt  v.  Holly,  73  Ala. 
369;  Berringer  v.  Payne,  68  Ala.  154; 
Gilbreath  v.  Jones,  66  Ala.  129.  Ark. 
Neal  V.  Brandon,  74  Ark.  320,  85  S.  W. 
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776;  Weis  v.  Meyer,  55  Ark.  18,  17 
S.  W.  339;  McGee  v.  Overby,  12  Ark. 
164.  Cal.— JTm  re  "Wilson,  147  Cal.  108, 
81  Pae.  313;  People  v.  Holliday,  5  Pae. 
798;  Chase  v.  Swain,  9  Cal.  130.  Conn. 
Pavelka  v.  St.  Albert  Society,  etc. 
Union,  82  Conn.  146,  72  Atl.  725;  "Wat- 
erbury  Dime  Savings  Bank  v.  McAlen- 
ney,  78  Conn.  208,  61  Atl.  476;  Storrs 
1).  Eobinson,  77  Conn.  207,  58  Atl.  746; 
"Wildman  v.  Wildman,  70  Conn.  700,  41 
Atl.  1;  Sargent  v.  New  Haven  Steam- 
boat Co.,  65  Conn.  116,  'zi  Atl.  543; 
Supples  V.  Cannon,  44  Conn.  424;  Mun- 
son  V.  Munson,  30  Conn.  425;  Cowles 
V.  Harts,  3  Conn.  516.  D.  C. — Horine 
v.  "Wende,  29  App.  Cas,  415;  Strong  v. 
Grant,  2  Mackey  218.  Ga. — McDon- 
gold  V.  Maddox,  32  Ga.  63.  Haw. 
Campbell  Est.  v.  Campbell-Parker  Co., 
18  Hawaii -342.  111. — Carson  v.  Clark, 
2  HI.  113,  25  Am.  Dec.  79;  Spring 
Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Patting,  112  HI. 
App.  4;  Marshall  v.  John  Gross  Cloth- 
ing Co.,  83  111.  App.  338;  Folz  v.  Nelke, 
33  HI.  App.  370.  Ind. — Hoosier  Stone 
Co.  V.  Louisville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  131  Ind. 
575,  31  N.  E.  365;  Balfe  v.  Lammers, 
109  Ind.  347,  10  N.  E.  92;  Bougher  v. 
Scobey,  21  Ind.  365;  Athearn  v.  Bran- 
nan,  8  Blackf.  440;  United  Oil  &  Gas 
Co.  V.  Alberson,  43  Ind.  App.  626,  88 
N.  E.  359;  McClaskey  v.  McDaniel,  37 
Ind.  App.  59,  74  N.  B.  1023;  Chicago, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Yawger,  24  Ind.  App.  460, 
56  N.  E.  50.  la. — Blair  v.  Hemphill, 
111  Iowa  226,  82  N.  "W.  501.  Kan. 
John  V.  Farwell  Co.  v.  Lykjns,  59  Kan. 
96,  52  Pae.  99;  Tracy  v.  Kerr,  47  Kan. 

656,  "28  Pae.  707;  Atchison,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Jefferson  County  Comrs.,  12  Kan. 
127.     Ky. — Roberts  v.  Moss,    127    Ky. 

657,  106  S.  "W.  297,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) . 
280;  Newport  v.  Taylor's  Heirs,  11  B.' 
Mon.  361;  Campbell  v.  Sherley,  25  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  904,  76.  S.  "W.  540;  Steinharter 
V.   "Wolf stein,    13     Ky.    L.    Eep.    871; 
Hazelrigg  v.  Boarman,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep. 

607,  2  S.  "W.  769.     La ^Baer  v.  Terry, 

108  La,  597,  32  So,  353,  92  Am.  St. 
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as  a  plea  in  bar  of  a  subsequent  action  only  when  the  subject-matter 


Eep.  394;  Semple  v,  Scarborough,  44 
La.  Ann.  257,  10  So.  860;  State  v. 
Jumel,  30  La.  Ann.  861;  Leatt  v.  Wil- 
liams, 22  La.  Ann.  81;  Slooomb  v.  De 
Lizardi,  21  La.  Ann.  855,  99  Am.  Deo. 
740;  Peyton  v.  Enos,  16  La.  Ann.  135; 
Stadeker  v.  His  Creditors,  12  La..  Ann. 
817;  Shepherd  v.  Phillips,  7  La.  Ann. 
458;  Osburn  v.  Planters'  Bank,  2  La. 
Ann.  494;  State  v.,  Atchafalaya  "  E., 
etc.  Co.,  7,Eob.  447;  Noble  v.  Cooper, 
7  Eob.  44;  Ganlott  v.  Havard,  6  Mart. 
N.  S.  290;  Goodwin  v.  Chesneau,  3 
Mart.  N.  S.  409;  Hawkins  v.  Gravier, 
9  Mart.  (O.  S.)  727;  Cloutier  v.  Le- 
comte,  3  Mart.  (O.  S.)  481.  Me.— How- 
ard V.  KimbaU,  65  Me.  308.  Md. 
Cecil  V.  Cecil,  19  Md.  72,  81  Am.  Dee. 
626.  Mass. — ^Barnes  v.  Huntley,  188 
Mass.  274,  74  N.  E.  318;  Hoseason  v. 
Keegen,  178  Mass.  247,  59  N.  E.  627; 
Harlow  t;.  Bartlett,  170  Mass.  584,  49 
N.  E.  1014;  Miller  v.  Miller,  150  Mass. 
Ill,  22  N.  E.  765;  Gilbert  v.  Thompson, 
9  Gush.  348;  Jones  v.  Fales,  4  Mass. 
245.  Minn. — Ziegler  v.  Suggit,  129 
Minn.  309,  152  .N.  W.  754;  Kinzel  v. 
Boston  &  Duluth  Farm  Land  Co.,  124 
Minn.  416,  145  N.  W.  124;  Liimatainen 
V.  St.  Louis  Dam  &  Imp.  Co.,  119  Minn. 
238,  137  N.  W.  1099;  Linne  v.  Stout, 
44  Minn.  110,  46  N.  W.  319.  Miss. 
Perry  v.  Lewis,  49  Miss.  443;  Dunlap 
V.  Edwards,  29  Miss.  41.  Mo. — ^Barber 
Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Field,  132  Mo. 
App.  628,  97  S.  W.  179;'  Ogden 
V.  Chicago,  E.  L  &  P.  E.  Co., 
131  Mo.  App.  331,  111  S.  W.  516; 
Alexander  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Foster, 
124  Mo.  App.  344,  101  S.  W.  685; 
Browne  v.  Appleman,  83  Mo.  App.  79; 
Winham  v.  Kline,  77  Mo.  App.  36; 
Downing  v.  Missouri,  etc.  E.  Co.,  70 
-Mo.  App.  657;  Tutt  v.  Price,  7  Mo. 
App.  194.  Neb. — Brigham  v.  McDowell, 
19  Neb.  407,  27  N.  W.  384.  N.  J. 
Traflet  v.  Empire  L.  Ins.  Co.,  64  N. 
J.  L.  387,  46  Atl.  204;  Eiehman  v. 
Baldwin,  21  N.  J.  L.  395;  Smock  v. 
Throckmorton,  8  N.  J.  L.  216;  Wooster 
V,  Cooper,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  204^  45  Atl. 
381.  N.  M.— Lockhart  v.  Leeds,  12  N. 
M.  156,  76  Pac.  312.  N.  Y.— Marsh  v. 
Masterton,  101  N.  Y.  401,  5  N.  E.  59; 
Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  99  N.  Y.  196,  1  N. 
E.  614;  Parr  v.  Greenbush,  42  Hun 
232;  Ehle  v.  Bingham,  7  Barb.  494; 
Hicks  V.  Pearsall,  164  App.  Div.  721, 
150  N,  Y.  Supp.  207;  O'Brien  v.  Seg- 


bolt,  163  App.  Div.  162,  148  N.  Y. 
Supp.  489;  Quinn  v.  Supreme  Council, 
etc.  Legion,  156  App.  Div.  43,  141  N.  Y. 
Supp.  112;  Consolidated  Nat.  Bank  v. 
First  ^Nat.  Bank,  129  App.  Div.  538, 
114  N.  Y.  Supp.  308;  MacArdell  v.  01- 
eott,  104  App.  Div.  263',  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
799;  Engel  v.  Union  Square  Bank,  94i 
App.  Div.  244,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  1070; 
Boyd  V.  Boyd,  26  Misc.  679,  56  N.  Y. 
Supp.  760;  Jenner  v.  Shope,  137  N.  Y. 
Supp.  901.  N.  C— Seott  v.  Mutual  Ee- 
serve  Fund  Life  Assn.,  137  N.  C.  515, 
50  S.  E.  221;  Barringer  v.  Virginia 
Trust  Co.,  132  N.  C.  409,  43  S.  E. 
910;  Turner  v.  Eosenthal,  116  N.  C. 
437,  21  S.  E.  198;  Williams  v.  Clouse, 
91  N.  C.  322;  Temple  v.  Williams,  91 
N.  C.  82;  Tuttle  v.  Harrill,  85  N.  C. 
456;  Shuster  v.  Perkins,  47  N.  C.  217; 
Pass  V.  Lee,  32  N.  C.  410.  Ohio. 
Linke  v.  Walcutt,  26  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  10 
(affirmed,  69  Ohio  St.  531,  70  N.  E. 
1125);  Dayton,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Dayton, 
etc.  Traction  Co.,  26  -Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  1. 
Ore. — Burns  v.  Kennedy,  49  Ore.  588, 
90  ^ao.  1102;  Euekman  v.  Union  E.  Co., 
45  Ore.  578,  78  Pac.  748,  69  L.  E.  A. 
480.  Pa.— Baker  v.  Bailey,  204  Pa.  524, 
54  Atl.  326;  Besecker  v.  Plorey,  176 
Pa.  23,  34  Atl.  926;  Kaster  v.  Welsh, 
157  Pa.  590,  27  Atl.  668;  Susquehanna 
Mut.  P.  Ins.  Co.  's  Appeal,  105  -  Pa. 
615;  Cist  V.  Zeigler,  16  Serg.  &  E.  282, 

16  Am.   Dec.  573;   Eudolph  v.   Sturgis, 

17  Montg.  Co.  Eep.  13.  E.  I. — Norman 
V.  Sylvia,  26  E.  I.  438,  59  Atl.  112. 
S.  C— Parrott  v.  Barrett,  70  S.  C,  195, 
49  S.  E.  563.  Tex.— Foster  v.  Wells,  4 
Tex.  101;  Galveston  Chamber  of  Com. 
V.  Eailroad  Commission  (Tex.  Civ.' 
App.),  137  S.  W.  737.  Utah.— Hall  v. 
McNally,  23  Utah  606,  65  Pac.  724.  Vt. 
Ordway  v.  Farrow,  79  Vt.  192,  64  Atl. 
1116;  Wing  v.  Hall,  47  Vt.  182;  Gates 
V.  Goreham,  5  Vt.  317,  26  Am.  Dec. 
303.  Va. — ^Brammer's  Admr.  v.  Nor- 
folk &  W.  Ey,  Co.,  107  Va.  206,  57 
S.  E.  593;  Fishburne  v.  Ferguson,  85 
Va.  321,  7  S.  E.  361;  McComb  v.  Lob- 
dell,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.)  185;  Cleaton  v. 
Chambliss,  6  Eand.  (27  Va.)  86.  W.  Va. 
Hays  V.  Harris,  73  W.  Va.  17,  80  S.  E. 
827;  State  v.  McEldowney,  54  W.  Va. 
695,  ,47  S.  E.  650;  Pickens  v.  Love,  44 
W.  Va.  725,  29  S.  E.  1018.  Wyo.— Bon- 
nifield  v.  Price,  1  Wyo.  223.  Bng.— Mid- 
land E.  Co,  V.  Martin,  2  Q.  B.  172,  17 
,Cox  C,  C.  687,  58  J,  P.  39,  62  L.  J. 
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of  the  two  suits  is  the  same,®*  it  is  obviotis  that  there  must  also  be 


Q.  B.  517,  69  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  353,  5 
Wkly.  Eep.  480;  Beck  v.  Pierce,  23  Q. 

B.  D.  316,  54  J.  P.  198,  58  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
516,  61  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  448,  38  Wkly. 
Rep.  29;  Williams  v.  Davies,  11  Q.  B. 
D.   74,   47   J.   P.   581,   52   L.   J.   N.    C. 
87;    Pleareth  v.   Marriott,   22    Ch.    D. 
182,  52  L.  J.   Ch.   221,  48  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  170,  31  Wkly.  Rep.  68;  The  Thya- 
tira,  8  P.  D.  155,  5  Aspin.  147,  52  L. 
J.  P.  85,  49  L.  T.  Eep.  (N.  S.)  406,  32 
Wkly.  Rep.  276;  Moore  v.  Battle,  Ambl. 
371,  27  Eng.  Reprint  247,  1  Bdm.  273, 
28  Eng.  Eeprint  689;  Leicester  v.  Perry, 
1  Bro.  Ch.  305,  28  Eng.  Reprint  1148; 
Mallook  V.   Galton,  Dick.   65,  21   Eng. 
Eeprint  192;   Carter  v.  James,  2  D.   &  ! 
L.  236,  8  Jur.  912,  13  L.  J.  Exoh.  373, 1 
13  Mees.  &  W.  137;  Dublin  v.  Trimles-  ■ 
ton,   12  Ir.  Eq.  251;  Bristowe  v.  Pair-  j 
clough,   9   L.   J.   C.   P.   245,   1   Man.   & : 
G.  143,  1  Seott  N.  R.  161,  39  E.  C.  L. ; 
687,  133  Eng.  Reprint  281;   Ebbetts  v.  ! 
Conquest,   82   L.   T.   Rep.   N.    S.    560;  j 
Savil'e  v.  Jackson,  McClell  377,  11  Price 
343,      13      Price     715;      Atty.-Gen.     v. 
Rochester,  6  Sim.  273,  58  Eng.  Reprint 
596;    HoUana   v.-  Clark,    1   Y.    &   Coll. 

C.  C.  151,  62  Eng.  Reprint  831.  Can. 
Delarme  v.  Cusson,  28  Can.  Sup.  Ct. 
66;  Ibester  v.  Ray,  26  Can.  Sup.  Ct. 
79;  RusseU  v.  Rowe,  7  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
484;  Reg.  v.  Eardley,  49  J.  P.  551. 

See  also  the  cases  cited  supra,  XVII, 
B,  1,  b,  (I);  and  infra,  note  87. 

[a]  Where  separate  actions  are 
brought  for  the  publication  of  the 
same  libel  in  two  newspapers,  which 
are  owned  by  the  same  person,  the  is- 
sues involved  in  the  two  actions  are 
the  same,  and  a  judgment  in'  one  is  a 
bar  to  the  other.  Cook  v.  Connors,  157 
App.  Div.  832,  143  N.  Y.  Supp.  230. 

Compare  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (III), 
(B),  and  note  3  [a]. 

[b]  A  judgment  on  an  appeal  bond, 
in  an  action  of  forcible  entry  and  de- 
tainer, does  not  merge  a  suit  for  double 
damages  for  holding  over  under  a  lease 
of  the  premises,  nor  bar  a  recovery 
therein.  Alexander  v.  Loeb,  230  111. 
454,  82  N.  E.  833. 

As  to  identity  of  causes  of  action  in 
connection  with  the  ^ight  to  amend,  see 
the  title  "New  Cause  of  Action  or  De- 
fense." 

86.  For  statement  of  rule,  see  the 
following  cases:  U.  S. — Southern  Pac. 
E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  183  U,  S,  519, 
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22  Sup.  Ct.  154,  46  L.  ed.  307;  Aspen 
V.  Nixon,  4  How.  467,  11  L.  ed.  1059; 
Wilson  V.  Smith,  117  Fed.  707;  Fessen- 
den  V.  Barrett,  50  Fed.  690;  Clark  is. 
Gibboney,  3  Hughes  391,  5  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,821.  Ala.— Gilbreath  '.;.  Jones,  66 
Ala.  129.  Cal.— Brill  v.  Shively,  93  Cal. 
674,  29  Pac.  324.  Conn. — Supples  v. 
Cannon,  44  Conn.  424.  Del. — Poor  v. 
Darrah,  5  Houst.  394.  D.  C. — Strong  v. 
Grant,  2  Maekey  218.  Fla. — Lake  v. 
Hancock,  38  Fla.  53,  20  So.  811,  56 
Am.  St.  Rep.  159.  Ga. — Ross  v.  Battle, 
117  Ga.  877,  45  S.  E.  252.  HI,— Hen- 
derson V.  Harness,  184  HI.  520,  56  N.  B. 
786;  Cooper  v.  Corbin,  105  HI.  224; 
American  Percheron  Horse  Breeders' 
Assn.  V.  American  Percheron  Horse 
Breeders',  etc.  Assn.,  114  HI.  App. 
136.  la. — Madison  v.  Garfield  Coal  Co., 
114  Iowa  56,  86  N.  W.  41.  Ky,— Maize 
V.  Bowman,  93  Ky.  205,  19  S.  W.  589, 
17  L.  E.  A.  81.  La. — State  v.  Moore, 
119  La.  564,  44  So.  299;  Semple  v.  Scar- 
borough, 44  La.  Ann.  257,  10  So.  860; 
Lewis  V.  New  Orleans  Sav.  Inst.,  33 
La.  Ann.  1463;  White  v.  Gaines,  29  La. 
Ann.  769;  Edwards  «.  Ballard,  14  La. 
Ann.  362.  Mich. — Metropolitan  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  MeOoleman,  140  Mich.  333,  103 
N.  W.  809.  Miss. — Greene  v.  Mer- 
chants', etc.  Bank,  73  Miss.  542,  19 
So.  350;  Manly  v.  Kidd,  33  Miss.  141. 
Mo. — Cook  V.  Basom,  164  Mo.  594,  65 
S.  W.  227;  Clemens  v.  Murphy,  40  Mo. 
121;  Parks  v.  Richardson,  35  Mo.  App. 
192.  Kslj.— State  v.  Broatch,  68  Neb. 
687,  94  N.  W.  1016;  Brigham  v.  Mc- 
Dowell, 19'  Neb.  407,  27  N.  W.  384. 
N.  J. — liiatthews  v.  Roberts,  2  N.  J.  Eq. 
338.  N.  Y.— Gedney  v.  Gedney,  160  N. 
Y.  471,  55  N.  B.  1;  Clift  v.  Mercer, 
79  App.  Div.  369,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  622; 
Reed  v.  Provident  Sav.  L.  Assur.  Soc, 
79  App.  Div.  163,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  665; 
Stearns  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  R.  Co.,  42 
Hun  659,  4  N.  Y.  St.  715.  Ohio.— Gib- 
son V.  McNeely,  11  Ohio  St.  131.  Pa. 
Siebert  v.  Steinmeyer,  204  Pa.  419,  54 
Atl.  336;  Milligan  v.  Browarsky,  147 
Pa.  155,  23  Atl.  398 ;  Finley  v.  Hanbest, 
30  Pa.  190;  City  v.  Frieke,  6  Phila.  578. 
P.  I.— Balatbat  v.  Tanjuteo,  2  Phil. 
Tsl.  182.  S.  C— Green  v.  Iredell,  31  S. 
C.  588,  10  S.  E.  545.  Tenn.— Gowan  v. 
Graves,  10  Heisk.  579.  Tex. — Morton  ; 
V.  Morris,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  262,  66' 
S.  W.  94;  Bodeman  v.  Reinhard  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  54  8.  W.  1051.    Va,— Sbuf- 
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identity  of  causes  of  action,^^  since  two  or  more  distinct  causes  of 
action  may  arise  from  the  same  transaction  or  state  of  facts,  and  a 
judgment  in  one  will  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  an  action  upon  the 
other.^* 

Certainty  in  Identity.  —  For  a  judgment  in  a  former  suit  to  operate 
as  an  estoppel  there  must  be  no  uncertainty  as  to  the  precise  (Question 
raised  and  determined  in  such  suit;  it  must  appear  by  the  record  or 
by  extrinsic  evidence  that  the  precise  question  therein  determined  is 
a  controlling  issue  in  the  subsequent  suit,  leaving  nothing  to  inference 
or  conjecture  in  establishing  the  identity  of  causes  in  the  two  actions.*^ 
Where  the  two  suits  are  not  clearly  upon  the  same  cause  of  action, 
substantially  if  not  identically,  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  former 
action  does  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  maintenance  of  the  second 


flebarger  v.  Blancliard,  101  Va.  690,  44 
S.  E.  951.  Can. — Deacon  v.  Great 
West.  E.  Co.,  6  U.  C.  C.  P.  241. 

87.  Colo. — ^Moorhead  v.  Erie  Min.  & 
Mill.  Co.,  43  Colo.  408,  96  Pac.  253. 
D.  C— Strong  v.  Grant,  2  Mackey  218. 
ni.— Markley  v.  People,  ITl  III.  260,  49 
N.  E.  502,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  234;  Wright 
V.  Griffey,  147  111.  496,  35  N.  E.  732, 
37  Am.  St.  Eep.  228;  Steele  v.  People, 
88  m.  App.  186.  Ind Hord  'v.  Brad- 
bury, 156  Ind.  20,  59  N.  E.  27.  Kan. 
Atchison,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Jefferson  Coun- 
ty Comrs.,  12  Kan.  127.  Ky. — Nugent 
V.  Mallory,  145  Ky.  824,  141  S.  W.  850. 
La. — Slocomb  v.  De  Lizardi,  21  La. 
Ann.  355,  99  Am.  Dee.  740.  Mass. 
Gilbert  v.  Thompson,  9  Cush.  348.  Mo. 
Baumhoff  v.  St.  Louis  &  K.  E.  Co.,  205 
Mo.  248,  104  S.  W.  5;  Alexander  Coun- 
ty Nat.  Bank  v.  Poster,  124  Mo.  App. 
344,  101  S.  W.  685.  N.  Y.— Stowell  v. 
Chamberlain,  60  N.  Y.  272.  N.  C. 
Case  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Moore,  144  N.  C. 
516,  527,  57  S.  E.  213;  Shuster  v.  Per- 
kins, 47  N.  C.  217.  Ore. — Meyer  v. 
Livesley,  56  Ore.  383,  107  Pac.  476,  108v 
Pac.  121.  Pa. — Pennebaker  v.  Parker, 
33  Pa.  Super.  458.  Tex.— Poster  v. 
Wells,  4  Tex.'  101;  Smith  v.  Banks 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W.  449;  Lane 
V.  Kuehn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W. 
363.  Wash.— Kath  v.  Brown,  69  Wash. 
306,  124  Pac.  900.  Wis.— Swennes  v. 
Sprain,  120  Wis,  68,  97  N.  W.  511. 
Compare,  Giblin  v.  North  Wisconsin 
Lumb.  Co.,  131  Wis.  261,  111  N.  W. 
499. 

See  also  the  eases  cited  supra,  note 
85. 

88.  Conn.— Fisk  v.  Hartford,  70 
Conn.  720,  40  Atl.  906,  66  Am.  St.  Eep. 
147.     Ga. — Central  Georgia  Power  Co. 


V.  Butts  County,  139  Ga.  490,  77  S.  E. 
380.  Ind. — ^Bilsland  v.  McManomy,  82 
Ind.  139.  la.— Heins  v.  Wicke,  102 
Iowa  396,  71  N.  W.  345.  Mass.— Blec- 
trelle  Co.  v.  Maguire,  215  Mass.  550, 
102  N.  E.  904.  Minn.— Lindgren  v. 
Lindgren,  73  Minn.  90,  75  N.  W.  1034. 
W.  Va.— Bent  v.  Barnes,  72  W.  Va. 
161,  78  S.  E.  374.  Can.— Mair  v.  Carter, 
16  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  473;  Stuart  V.  Mott, 
23  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  153. 

[a]  SnTjject-Matter  the  Same  But 
Causes  of  Action  Different. — ^A  judg- 
ment dismissing  a  petition  in  an  action 
to  enforce  specific  performance  of  a 
compromise  agreement  to  convey  cer- 
tain minerals  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  such  agreement,  does  not  bar 
a  subsequent  action  to  cancel  the  deed 
under  which  defendant  claimed,  since, 
though  the  subject-matter  of  the  two 
actions  is  the  same,  the  causes  of  ac- 
tion are  different.  Kentenia  Corpora- 
tion V.  Boreing  Land  &  Min.  Co.,  159 
Ky,  61,  166  S.  W.  780. 

89.  IT.  S. — ^De  Sollar  v.  Sanscome, 
158  IT.  S.  216,  15  Sup.  Ct.  816,  39  L.  ed. 
956;  Eussell  v.  Place,  94  IT.  S.  606,  24 
L.  ed.  214.  Ala. — Strauss  v.  Meertief, 
64  Ala.  299,  38  Am.  Eep.  8.  Cal.— Lil- 
lis  V.  Emigrant  Ditch  Co.,  95  Cal.  553, 
30  Pac.  1108;  Plandreau  v.  Downey,  23 
Cal.  354.  Fla. — Virginia-Carolina  Chem- 
ical Co.  V.  Fisher,  58  Fla.  377,  50  So. 
504.  lU.— Eobinson  &  Co.  v.  Marr,  181 
111.  App.  605.  la.— Griffith  v.  Fields, 
105  Iowa  362,  75  N.  W.  325.  Mass. 
Nashua,  etc.  E.  Corp.  v.  Boston,  etc.  E. 
Corp.,  164  Mass.  222,  41  N.  E.  268,  49 
Am.  St.  Eep.  454.  N.  Y.— Mutual  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  United  States  H.  Co.,  82 
Misc.  632,  144  Nr  Y.  Supp.  476.  N.  D. 
Coyle  V.  Due,  28  N.  D.  400,  149  N,  W. 
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suit,'"  although  it  may  operate  as  res  judicata  as  to  any  matter  sub 


122.  Tex. — Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Seog 
gin  &  Brown,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  335, 
95  S.  W.  651. 

90.  See  the  following:  U,  S.— Friend 
V.  Taloott,  228  V.  8.  27,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
505,  57  L.  ed.  718;  Presidio  County  v. 
Noel-Young  Bond  Co.,  212  U.  S.  58, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  237,  53  L.  ed.  402;  Yates 
V.  Utica  Bank,  206  U.  S.  181,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  646,  51  L.  ed.  1015;  Fuller  v.  Ven- 
able,  118  Fed.  543,  55  C.  C.  A.  309; 
Claflin  V.  Mather  Electric  Co.,  98  Fed. 
699,  39  C.  C.  A.  241;  American  China 
Development  Co.  v.  Boyd,  148  Fed.  258. 
Ala. — Deens  v.  Dunklin,  33  Ala.  47; 
Stallsworth  v.  Stallsworth,  5  Ala.  143. 
Ark.— Pillow  v.  Eng,  55  Ark.  683,  18 
S.  W.  764.  Cal. — Daniels  v.  Henderson, 
49  Cal.  242;  Gamble  v.  Voll,  15  Cal. 
507;  McLaughlin  v.  McLaughlin,  17 
Cal.  App.  699,  121  Pac.  704.  Conn. 
Chapman  v.  Brainard,  2  Root  375.  HI. 
Chicago  Title  &  Trust  Co.  v.  National 
Storage  Co.,  260  Dl.  485,  103  N.  E. 
227;  Markley  v.  People,  171  HI.  260, 
49  N.  B.  602,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  234; 
"Wright  V.  GriflEey,  147  HI.  496,  35  N.  E. 
732,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  228;  Davis  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 105  HI.  300;  Robinson  &  Co.  v. 
Marr,  181  111.  App.  605;  Siegel  v.  Fish, 
129  111.  App.  319;  American  Percheron 
Horse  Breeders'  Assn.  v.  American  Per- 
cheron Horse  Breeders,  etc.  Assn.,  114 
111.  App.  136;  Smith  v.  Eountree,  85 
111.  App.  161  (afflrmed  in  185  HI.  219, 
56  ]Sf.  E.  1130).  Ind.— Johnson  v. 
Graves,  129  Ind.  124,  28  N.  E.  ,315; 
Moore  v.  State,  114  Ind.  414,  16  N.  B. 
836;  Bilsland  v.  McManomy,  82  Ind. 
139;  Jones  v.  Sweet,  77  Ind.  187.  la, 
Lee  V.  Independent  School  Dist.,  149 
Iowa  '345,  128  N.  W.  533;  Heins  v. 
Wicke,  102  Iowa  396,  71  N.  W.  345; 
Merrill  v.  Tobin,  82  Iowa  529,  48  N. 
W.  1044.  Kan. — Meyn  v.  Kansas  City, 
91  Kan.  29,  136  Pac.  898;  Washington 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Woodrum,  60  Kan.  34,  55 
Pac.  330.  Ky.— Pulliam  v.  Sells,  124 
Ky.  310,  99  S.  "W.  289;  Sebastian  v. 
Booneville  Academy  Co.,  22  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  186,  56  S.  W.  810;  Schuster  v. 
White's  Admr'.,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1861, 
44  S.  W.  959;  Webb's  Heirs  v.  Webb, 
6  Mon.  163.  La. — McCaffrey  v.  Ben- 
son, 40  La.  Ann.  10,  3  So.  393;  Thomas 
V.  Sewell,  30  La.  Ann.  359;  Brou  v. 
Becuel,  22  La.  Ann.  610;  Thompson  v. 
Nicholson,  12  Rob.  326;  Mallard  v. 
Borges,  5  Rob.  15;  Maurin  v.  Toustin, 
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6  Mart.  496.  Mass. — Newhall  v.  Enter- 
prise Mining  Co.,  205  Mass.  585,  91  N. 
E.  905;  Eastman  v.  Symonds,  108  Mass.- 
567;  McDowell  v.  liangdon,  3  Gray*  513; 
Harding  v.  Hale,  2  Gray  399;  Lehan 
V.  Good,  8  Cush.  302.  Mich.— Feld- 
kamp  V.  Ernst,  177  Mich.  550,  143  N. 
W.  887;  Robinson  v.  Kunkleman,  117 
Mich.  193,  75  N.  W.  451.  Minn.— Chap- 
man V.  Propp,  125  Minn.  447,  147  N.  W. 
442;  Mead  v.  Mead,  115  Minn.  524,  132 
N.  W.  1132;  Lindgren  v.  Lindgren,  73 
Minn.  GO,  75  N.  W.  1034"  Miss.— Hardy 
V.  O'Pry,  102  Miss.  197,  5^  So.  75.  Mo. 
O'Malley  v.  Musick,  191  Mo.  App.  405, 
177  S.  W.  749.  Neb.— Linton  v.  Gathers, 
70  Neb.  601,  97  N.  W.  800.  N.  J. 
Hoffmeier  v.  Trost,  83  N.  J.  L.  358, 
85  Atl,  221;  Pierce  v.  Old  Dominion 
Copper  Min,,  etc.  Co.,  67  N.  J.  Eq. 
399,  58  Atl.  319.  N.  Y.— Roach  v.  Cur- 
tis, 191  N.  Y.  387,  84  N.  E.  283;  Bell 
V.  Merrifield,  109  N.  Y.  202,  16  N.  E. 
55,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.'^36;  Wilcox  v.  Lee, 
1  Rob.  355,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  250,  26 
How.  Pr.  418;  Raven  v.  Smith,  87  Hun 
90,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  972;  Vinal  v.  Con- 
tinental Constr.,  etc.  Co.,  53  Hun  247, 
6  N.  Y.  Supp.  595;  Stearns  v.  St.  Louis, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  41  Hun  641,  2  N.  Y.  St- 
391;  Watson  v.  Ross,  168  App.  Div. 
788,  154  N.  Y.  Supp.  551;  People  v. 
Philip  Bernstein  Benefit  Soc,  161  App. 
Div.  823,  146  N.  Y.  Supp.  886;  Mac- 
Ardell  v.  Olcott,  104  App.  Div.  263,  93 
N.  Y.  Supp.  799;  Brantingham  v.  Huff, 
43  App.  Div.  414,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  157; 
McCarthy  v.  Hiller,  26  App.  Div.  588, 
50  N.  Y.  Supp.  626;  Scott  to.  Haines,  18 
N.  Y.  Supp.  163.  N.  C— Ray  v.  Scott, 
59  N.  C.  283.  N.  D.— Coyle  v.  Due,  28 
N.  D.  400,  149  N.  W.  122.  Ohio.— Helle- 
bush  V.  Erdhouse,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  298, 
5  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  397;  Anonymous,  7 
Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  158,  1  Cine.  L.  Bui. 
186.  Ore.— Knott  v.  Stephens,  5  Ore. 
235.  Pa. — Amrhtein  v.  Quaker  City  Dye 
Works,  192  Pa.  253,  43  Atl.  1008;  Van 
Dyke  v.  Van  Dyke,  135  Pa.  459,  19  Atl., 
1061;  Jennings  v.  Hare,  104  Pa.  489; 
Woods  V.  White,  97  Pa.  222.  S.  0. 
Wagener  v.  Kirven,  52  S.  C.  25,  29 
S.  E.  390;  Pickens  v.  Bryant,  45  S.  C. 
17,  22  S.  E.  750;  People's  Bldg.,  etc. 
Assn.  V.  Mayfield,  42  S.  C.  424,  20  S.  B. 
290;  Ex  parte  Dunn,  8  S.  C.  207.  S.  D. 
Pitts  V.  Oliver,  13  S.  D.  561,  83  N.  W. 
591,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  907.  Tenn.— Coul- 
ter V.  Davis,  13  Lea  451.    lex. — ^Dority 
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Sequently  arising  on  a  different  cause  of  action,  where  the  particular 
point  was  actually  litigated  and  determined  in  the  prior  action  between 
the  same  parties  or  their  privies  ;^^  and  this  is  true  whether  the  subject- 
niatter  of  the  two  causes  of  action  is  the  same  or  not.°^ 


V.  Dority,  96  Tex.  215,  71  S.  W.  950, 
60  L.  E.  A.  941;  Blum  v.  Gaines,  57 
Tex.  135;  Lane  V.  Kuehu  (Tex.  Oiv. 
App.),  141  S.  W.  363.  Vt.--Sawyer  v. 
Mclntyre,  18  Vt.  27.  Va.— Quarles  «. 
Kerr,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  48.  '  See  Staun- 
ton Mut.  Tel.  Co.  V.  Buchanan,  108 
Va.  810,  62  S.  B.  928,  as  to  the  Vir- 
ginia rule  governing  suits  against  joint 
■wrongdoers.  W.  Va. — Eitchie  County 
Bank  v.  Bee,  62  W.  Va.  457,  59  S.  E. 
181.  Wis.— Huutzicker  v.  Crocker,  135 
Wis.  38,  115  N.  W.  340;  Lindemann  v. 
Eusk,  125  Wis.  210,  1C4  N.  W.  119; 
Eowell  V.  Smith,  123  Wis.  510,  102  N. 
W.  1;  Case  v.  Hoffman,  100  Wis.  314, 
75  N.  W.  945,  44  L.  E.  A.  728;  Eose- 
now  V.  Gardner,  99  Wis.  358,  74  N.  W. 
982;  Boutin  v.  Lindsley,  84  Wis.  644, 
54  N.  W.  1017.  Bag.— Whittaker  v.  Ker- 
shaw, 45  Ch.  D.  320,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  9, 
63  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  2C3,  39  Wkly. 
Eep,  23;  Peareth  v.  Marriott,  22  Ch. 
D.  182,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  221,  48  L.  T. 
Eep.  (N.  S.)  170,  31  Wkly.  Eep.  68; 
Bradshaw  v.  Lancashire,  etc.  E.  Co., 
L.  E.  10  C.  P.  189,  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  148, 
31  L.  T.  Eep.  N.,  S.  847,  23  Wkly. 
Eep.  310;  Daly  v.  Dublin,  etc.  E.  Co., 
L.  E.  30  Ir.  514;  Carnegie  v.  Carnegie, 
L.  E.  17  Ir.  430;  Hunter  v.  Stewart,  4 
De  G.  F.  &  J.  168,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  317, 
31  L.  J.  Ch.  346,  5  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S. 
471,  10  Wkly.  Eep.  176,  45  Bng.  Ee- 
print  1148.  Can. — ^Deacon  v.  Great 
Western  E.  Co.,  6  U.  C.  C.  P.  241. 

See  generally  the  cases  cited  supra, 
note  89. 

[a]  If  the  causes  of  action  are  dif- 
ferent a  plea  of  estoppel  will  not  avail. 
MeClellan  c.  MeClellan,  142  Ga.  322,  82 
S.  E.  1069. 

[b]  Two  suits  by  the  same  plaintiff 
against  the  same  defendant  for  cutting 
timber  on  the  same  tract  of  land,  are 
not  upon  the  same  cause  of  action, 
where  one  is  for  trees  cut  prior  to  a 
certain  date,  and  the  other  for  trees 
cut  subsequent  to  such  date.  Avery  v. 
White,  83  Conn.  311,  76  Atl.  360. 

[c]  When  the  second  suit  is  upon 
a  different  cause  of  action  but  between 
the  same  parties,  the  former  judgment 
operates  as  an  estoppel  to  the  latter 
suit  only   as  to  points   ani  questions 


actually  litigated  and  determined  in  the 
former.  Union  Cent.  Life  Ins.  Co.  V. 
Drake,  214  Fed.  536  ,  131  C.  C.  A.  82. 
See  the  title  "Ses  Judicata." 

[d]  /  A""  judgment  in  a  suit  by  the 
wife  for  damages  for  personal  injuries, 
her  administrator  being  substituted 
after  her  death,  does  not  operate  as  an 
estoppel  to  an  action  by  the  husband 
against  the  same  defendant  for  the  loss 
of  her  society  and  services.  Inidian- 
apolis  &  M.  Eapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Eeed- 
er,  42  Ind.  App.  520,  85  N.  E.  1042. 

[e]  A  judgment  in  an  action  on  an 
express  contract,  is  not  a  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent action  on  another  express  con- 
tract, alleged  by  defendant  in  the  prior 
suit  to  be  the  one  tinder  which  the 
services  were  performed.  Stitt  ».  Eat 
Portage  L.  Co.,  101  Minn.  93,  111  JSI. 
W.  948. 

91.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— South* 
eru  Pac.  Go.  v.  TTnited  States,  168  U.  S. 
1,  48,  18  Sup.  Ct.  18,  42  L.  ed.  355; 
Cromwell  v.  County  of  Sac,  94  U.  S.  , 
351,  24  L.  ed.  195;  Grider  v.  Groff,  202 
Fed.  685,  121  C.  C.  A.  95;  Linton  v. 
National  L.  Ins.  Co.,  104  Fed.  584,  44 
C.  C.  A.  54.  m.— Chicago  Title  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  National  Storage  Co.,  260  111. 
485,  103  N.  E.  227;  People  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  247  HI.  340,  93  N.  E. 
422;  People  v.  Hill,  182  111.  425,  55 
N.  B.  542;  Wright  v.  Griffey,  147  HI. 
496,  35  N.  E.  732,  37  Am.  St.  Eep. 
228;  Hanna  v.  Eead,  102  111.  596,  40 
Am.  Eep.  608.  Miss. — Hardy  v.  O'Pry, 
102  Miss.  197,  59  So.  73.  N.  J.— Schil-  * 
stra  V.  Van  Den  Heuvel,  82  N.  J.  Eq. 
155,  90  Atl.  1056. 

See  generally  the  title  "Ees  Judi- 
cata." 

92.  U.  S. — G.  &  C.  Merriam  Co.  v. 
Saalfleld,  190  Fed.  927,  111  C.  C.  A. 
517;  Messinger  v.  Anderson,  171  Fed. 
785,  96  C.  C.  A.  445;  Manhattan  Trust 
Co.  V.  Trust  Co.  of  North  America,  107 
Fed.  328,  46  ,C.  C.  A.  322.  la.— Goode- 
now  V.  Litchfield,  59  Iowa  226,  9  N.  W. 
107,  13  N.  W.  86.  La. — Vascocu's  Heirs 
V.  Pavie,  14  La.  135.  Mass.— Johnson 
V.  Morse,  11  Allen  540.  Oliio. — Curtis 
V.  Cisna,  1  Ohio  429,  Okla. — Nichols, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Trower,  14  Okla.  461,  78  Pac. 
575.    Pa. — Mack  v.  Logue,  23  Pa.  Super. 
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(II.)  How  Identity  Determined.ss  —  (A.)  Same  Evidence  To  Suppoet. 
The  true  test  of  the  identity  of  causes  of  action  is  the  identity  of  the 
facts  essential  to  their  maintenance,  and  this  identity  is  best  determined 
by  ascertaining  whether  the  same  evidence  which  is  necessary  to  sus- 
tain the  second  action  would  have  been  sufficient  to  authorize  a  re- 
covery in  the  first.  WAere  this  is  found  to  be  the  case,  the  prior 
judgment  is  a  bar  to  the  second  suit.**  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  evi- 
dence submitted  in  the  second  action  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a  re- 
covery therein,  but  could  not  have  produced  a  result  in  the  first 
action  different  from  that  obtained,  the  plaintiff's  failure  in  the  first 
suit  will  not  operate  to  ba];"  his  recovery  in  the  second  action.®^ 

(B.)    DiFPEBENCE  IN  Eelibp  Sought. — While     the     estoppel     resulting' 
from  a  former  adjudication  to  a  subsequent  suit  generally  depends 
upon  the  character  and  extent  of  the  relief  sought  and  granted  therein, 
a  mere  difference  in  the  relief  sought  does  not  prevent  an  estoppel 


160.  Tenn. — Taylor  v.  Sledge,  110  Tenn. 
263,  75  S.  W.  1074..  W.  Va.— Hudson 
V.  Iguano  Land  &  Mining  Co.,  71  W. 
Va.  402,  76  S.  E.  797. 

For  effect  of  such  judgments  as  evi- 
dence, see  7  Enct.  oi?  Ev.  781,  and  the 
title  "Res  Judicata." 

93.  As  to  test  where  right  to  amend 
is  in  question  see  the  title  "New 
Cause  of  Action  or  Defense." 

94.  U.  S. — Union  Cent.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Drake,  214  Fed.  536,  131  C.  C.  A. 
82;  Harrison  v.  Eemington  Paper  Co., 
140  Fed.  385,  72  C.  C.  A.  405,  3  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  954,  5  Ann.  Cas.  314;  Stone 
V.  United  States,  64  Fed.  667,  12  C.  G. 
A.  451;  Jones  v.  Hillis,  100  Fed.  355; 
Snyder's  Admrs,  v.  MeComb's  Exrs., 
39  Fed.  292;  Clark  v.  Blair,  14  Fed.  812, 
4  McCrary  311;  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co. 
V.  New  York  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.,  7 
Fed.  401;  Lawrence  v.  Vernon,  3  Sumn. 
20,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,146.  Ala.— Gor- 
don V.  State,  71  Ala.  315;  Cannon  v. 
Brame,  45  Ala.  262.  Cal. — Woolverton 
V.  Baker,  98  Cal.  628,  33  Pac.  731;  Tay- 
lor V.  Castle,  42  Cal.  367.  Conn.— Percy 
V.  Foote,  36  Conn.  102.  Ga.— Crockett 
V.  Eouton,  Dudley  254.  111. — People  v. 
Eiekert,  159  111.  496,  42  N.  E.  884. 
Ky. — Kentenia  Corp.  v.  Boreing  Land, 
etc.  Co.,  159  Ky.  61,  166  S.  W.  780. 
Mass. — Sntith  v.  Whiting,  11  Mass.  445. 
Miss.— Hardy  v.  O'Pry,  102  Miss.  197, 
59  So.  73.  Neb.— Gayer  v.  Parker,  24 
Neb.  643,  39  N.  W.  845,  8  Am.  St.  Eep. 
227.  N.  J.— Hofifmeier  v.  Trost,  83  N. 
J.  L.  358,  85  Atl.  221;  Schilstra  v.  Van 
Den  Heuvel,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  155,  612,  90 
Atl.  1056.  N.  M — Albuquerque  First 
Nat.   Bank  v.  Lewinson,   76   Pac.   288. 
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N.  Y. — Warren  v.  Union  Bank,  157  N. 
Y.  259,  51  N.  E.  1036,  68  Am.  St.  Eep. 
777,  43  L.  E.  A.  256;  Dawley  v.  Brown, 
79  N.  Y.  390;  Stowell  v.  Chamberlain, 
60  N.  Y.  272;  Marsh  v.  Masterson,  18 
Jones  &  S.  187;  Miller  v.  Maniee,  6 
Hill  114;  Johnson  v.  Smith,  8  Johns. 
383;  Eice  v.  King,  7  Johns.  20;.  In- 
ternational Paper  Co.  v.  Purdy,  136 
App.  Div.  189,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  342. 
N.  D.— Coyle  v.  Due,  28  N.  D.  400,  149 
N.  W.  122.     Okla.— Pratt  v.  Eatliff,  10 

Okla.    168,   6i   Pac.   523.     Pa Nernst 

I;amp  Co.  V.  Hill,  243  Pa.  448,  90  Atl. 
137;  In  re  Campbell,  197  Pa.  581,  47 
Atl.  860;  Heikes  v.  Com.,  26  Pa.  513; 
Marsh  v.  Pier,  4  Eawle  273,  26  Am. 
Dec.  131.  Tenn. — Motley  v.  Harris,  1 
Lea  577.  Vt.— Eiker  v.  Hooper,  35  Vt. 
457,  82  Am.  Dec.  646;  Gates  v.  Gore- 
ham,  5  Vt.  317,  26  Am.  Deo.  303.  Wash. 
Mallory  v.  City  of  Olympia,  83  Wash. 
499,  145  Pac.  627;  Bruce  v.  Foley,  18 
Wash.  96,  50  Pac.  935.  Eng.— Hunter 
V.  Stewart,  4  De  G.  F.  &  J.  168,  8  Jur. 
N.  S.  317,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  346,  5  L.  T. 
Eep.  N.  S.  471,  10  Wkly.  Eep.  176,  45 
Eng.  Eeprint  1148;  Martin  v.  Kennedy, 
2  Bos.  &  P.  69,  126  Eng.  Eeprint  1161. 

See  also  7  Ency.  or  Ev.  836. 

95.  IT.  S. — Harrison  v,  Eemington 
Paper  Co.,  140  Fed.  385,  72  G.  C.  A. 
405,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  954,  5  Ann. 
Cas.  314.  HI.— Ouimette  v.  City  of 
Chicago,  242  111.  501,  90  N.  E.  300. 
Ind. — Stringer  v.  Adams,  98  Ind.  539, 
545;  Indianapolis  &  C.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Clark,  21  Ind.  150;  Hargus  v.  Goodman, 
12  Ind.  629;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Stingley,  2 
Ind.  269.  N.  J.— Hof  meier  v.  Trost,  83 
N.  J.  L.  358,  85  Atl.  221.    Tex.— Lane 
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where  the  two  actions  are  substantially  the  same.®^  But  where  the 
relief  sought  or  appropriate  in  one  action  is  inappropriate  in  the 
other,  there  is  generally  such  a  lack  of  identity  of  causes  of  action  in 
the  two  suits  as  to  prevent  an  estoppel,  although  the  two  actions  may 
he  predicated  upon  the  same  transaction  or  state  of  facts  ;^'  and  even 
where  the  same,  relief  is  sought,  the  causes  of  action  upon  which  the 
two  suits  are  brought  may  be  different,  so  that  no  estoppel  results.^* 
(C.)  DiT-FERENCE  IN  FORM  OR  THEORY  OF  ACTION.  —  (1.)  Generally, 
A  judgment  on  the  merits  in  a  former  action  will  bar  a  subsequent  suit 
on  the  same  cause  of  action  between  the  same  parties,  though  the  forms 
of  the  two  actions  be  not  the  same.'^  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  where 


V.  Kuehn   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W. 
363. 

■Compare,  Townsley  v.  Niagara  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  160  App.  Div.  177,  145  N.  Y. 
Supp.  209. 

96.  U.  S;— Oglesby  v.  Attrill,  20  Fed. 
570.  Ariz. — ^Dowdy  v.  Calvi,  14  Ariz. 
148,  125  Pae.  873.  Ga. — ^Fain  v.  Hughes, 
108  Ga.  537,  33  S.  E.  1012.  la.— Bettys 
1-.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  43  Iowa  602. 
La. — Brady  v.  Ascension  Parish,  26  La. 
Ann.  320.  Mich. — Barker  v.  Cleveland, 
19  Mich.  230.  Mo. — Smoot  V.  Judd, 
184  Mo.  508,  83  S.  W.  481.  N.  Y. 
Marsh  v.  Masterson,  101  N.  Y.  401,  5 
K.  E.  59;  Taylor  ^.  Taylor,  63  Hun 
303,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  161;  Bouchand  v. 
Bias,  3  Benio  238;  International  Paper 
Co.  V.  Purdy,  136  App.  Div.  189,  120 
N.  Y.  Supp.  342;  Schmidt  v.  Weyell,  60 
Misc.  370,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  630.  Pa. 
Lieberman  v.  Hoffman,  2  Penny.  211. 

[a]  "A  judgment  or  decree  bars  all 
grounds  for  the  relief  sought,"  and 
bars  a  subsequent  suit  to  reach  the 
same  result  by\  different  means.  Calaf 
V.  Calaf,  232  U.  S.  371,  34  Sup.  Ct.  411, 
58  L.  ed.  642. 

97.  Cal. — O'Connor  v.  Irvine,  74 
Cal.  435,  16  Pac.  236;  Nickerson  v.  Cali- 
fornia Stage  Co.,  10  Cal.  520.  Ky, — ^Be- 
ment  v.  Ohio  Valley  Banking,  etc.  Co., 
99  Ky.  109,  35  g.  W.  139,  59  Am.  St. 
Eep.  445.  Md. — Morton  v.  Harrison,  111 
Md.  536,  75  Atl.  337;  Murdock's  Case, 
2  Bland  461,  20  Am.  Dec.  381.  Mass. 
Fairbanks  v.  McDonald,  219  Mass.  291, 
106  N.  E.  1000.  Mo.— Scheurich  v. 
Southwest  Missouri  Light  Co.,  109  Mo. 
App.  406,  84  S.  W.  1003.  N.  Y.— Hoch- 
stein  V.  James  W.  Hill  Co.,  153  N.  Y. 
Supp.  899.  Pa. — Citizens  Electric  Co. 
V.  Lycoming-Edison  Co.,  248  Pa.  603, 
94  Atl.  241.  Tex. — Groves  v.  Whitten- 
berg  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.  889; 
Middleton  v.  Nibling  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 


142  S.  W.  968.     Eng. — Guidici  «,  Kin- 
ton,  6  Beav.  517,  49  Eng.  Eeprint  926. 

98.  U.  S. — Gilmer  v.  Morris,  35  Fed. 
682.  La. — Laroussini  v.  Werlein,  50  La. 
Ann.  637,  23  So.  467.  N.  Y.— Watson  v. 
Eoss,  168  App.  Div.  788,  154  N.  Y. 
Supp.  551;  In  re  Weaver,  156  App. 
Div.  927,  141  N.  Y.  Supp.  1054.  Eng. 
Eattenburg  v.  Fenton,  Coop.  Brough.  60, 
47  Eng.  Eeprint  22;  Hunter  v.  Stewart, 
4  D,e  G.  F.  &  J.  168,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  317, 
31  L.  J.  Ch.  346,  5  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S 
471,  45  Eng.  Eeprint  1148. 

99.  TJ.  S. — Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Young, 
1  Cranch  331,  2  L.  ed.  126;  Intermela 
V.  Perkins,  205  Fed.  603,  123  C.  C.  A. 
619;  Elk  Garden  Co.  v.  T.  W.  Thayer 
Co.,  206  Fed.  212;  McDonald  v.  Selig- 
man,  81  Fed.  753.  Ala. — Cannon  v. 
Brame,  45  Ala.  262.  Oal.— Taylor  v. 
Castle,  42  Cal.  367.  Colo.— Smith  v. 
Cowell,  41  Colo.  178,  92  Pac.  20.  Conn. 
Betts  V.  Starr,  5  Conn.  550,  13  Am. 
Dec.  94.  D.  C— Birdsall  v.  Welch,  6 
D.  C.  316.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Smith,  125 
Ga.  83,  54  S.  E.  73; 'Ferguson  v.  Carter, 
8  Ga.  524.  HI. — Elmwood  Cemetery  Co. 
V.  People,  204  III.  468,  68  N.  E.  500; 
Hyde  Park  v.  Corwith,.  122  111.  441,  12 
N.  B.  238;  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Chicago, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  112  111.  520;  Cole  v.  Fav- 
orite, 69  HI.  457;  Kapischke  v.  Koch, 
79  m.  App.  238.  Ind.— Faught  v. 
Faught,  98  Ind.  470;  Bottorff  v.  Wise, 
53  Ind.  32.  Kan. — Council  Grove  State 
Bank  v.  Eude,  23  Kan.  143.  Ky.— Ken- 
tucky Stave  Co.  v.  Page,  125  S.  W. 
170;  Owens  v.  Eawleigh,  6  Bush  656; 
Hanley  v.  Foley,  18  B.  Mon.  519.  La. 
Sewell  V.  Scott,  35  La.  Ann.  553.  Me. 
Ware  v.  Percival,  61  Me.  391,  14  Am. 
Eep.  565;  Bunker  v.  Tufts,  57  Me. 
417;  Brown  v.  Moran,  42  Me.  44;  White 
V.  Philbrick,  5  Greenl.  147,  17  Am.  Dec. 
214.  Md. — Harryman  v.  Eoberts,  52 
Md.  64.  Mass. — Clare  v.  New  York,  etc. 
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the  difference  in  the  form  or.  theory  of  the  action,  in  effect  makes  it  a 
different  cause  of  action,  as  where  one  action  is  in  rem  and  the  other  in 
personam,^  or  the  two  actions,  though  based  upon  the  same  transaction 
or  state  of  facts,  proceed  upon  different  theories  as  to  the  legal  effect  of 
such  facts  or  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  premises  f  or  where 
one  action  is  in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  prosecution  and  the  other  a  civil 
action  for  damages.^  Nor  does  the  rule  apply,  of  course,  where  the 
former  judgment  was  not  on  the  merits,*  or  where  two  or  more  distinct 
causes  of  action  arise  from  the  same  transaction  or  state  of  faets.^ 


R.  Co.,  172  Mass.  211,  51  N.  E.  1083; 
Harlow  v.  Bartlett,  170  liass.  584,  49 
N.  B.  1014;  Blaekington  v.  Blaeking- 
ton,  113  Mass.  231;  Merriam  v.  Wood- 
cock, 104  Mass.  326.  Mich.- — Daniel  v. 
Citizens'  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  149  Mich. 
■626,  113  N.  W.  17;  Barker  v.  Cleveland, 
19  Mich.  230.  IVllnii. — Eobitshek  v.. 
Swedish-American  Nat.  Bank,  72  Minn. 
319,  75  N.  W.  .231;  Hatch  v.  Codding- 
ton,  32  Minn.  92,  19  N.  W.  393;  Hardin 
V.  Palmerlee,  28  Minn.  450,  19  N.  W. 
773.  Miss. — Perry  v.  Lewis,  49  Iiliss. 
443.  Mo.— Union  E.  &  Trans.  Co.  v. 
Traube,  59  Mo.  355.  Neb. — Spear  v. 
Tidball,  40  JSfeb.  107,  58  N.  W.  708. 
N.  Y. — Brown  v.  New  York,  66  N.  Y. 
385;  Collins  v.  Bennett,  46  N.  Y.  490; 
Maeder  v.  Wexler,  98  App.  Div.  68,  90 
N.  Y.  Supp.  598;  Boyd  v.  Boyd,  53  App. 
Div.  152,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  859.  Ohio. 
Bell  V.  McColloch,  31  Ohio  St.  397; 
Covington,  etc.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Sargeiit, 
27  Ohio  St.  233.  Okla.— Pratt  v.  Eat- 
liff,  10  Okla.  168,  61  Pae.  523.  Pa. 
Larkins  v.  Lindsay,  205  Pa.  534,  55 
Atl.  184;  Ahl  V.  Goodhart,  161  Pa.  455, 
29  Atl.  82;  Brenner  v.  Moyer,  98  Pa. 
274.  S.  C— Stroble  v.  Large,  3  Mc- 
Cord  112.  Tex. — Birdseye  v.  Schaeffer 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  67  S.  W.  987;  Stuart 
V.  Tenison  B'os.  Saddlery  Co.,  21  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  530,  53  S.  W.  83.  Vt.— Lind- 
sey  V.  Danville,  46  Vt.  144;  Spencer  v 
Dearth,  43  Vt.  98;  Gray  v.  Pingry,  17 
Vt.  419,  44  Am.  Dec.  345.  Va.— Shu- 
mate V.  Fauquier,  84  Va.  574,  5  S.  E. 
570;  Hite  v.  Long,  6  Eand.  (27  Va.) 
457,  18  Am.  Dec.  719.  Wash.— Boylan 
V.  Bock,  60  Wash.  423,  111  Pac.  454; 
Bruce  V.  Foley,  18  Wash.  96,  50  Pac. 
935.  Wis. — Shepardson  v.  Cary,  29  Wis. 
34.  Eng. — Eoutledge  v.  Hislop,  2  Ed. 
&  El.  549,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  398,  29  L.  J. 
M.  C.  90,  2  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  53,  8 
Wkly.  Eep.  363,  105  E.  C.  L.  549,  121 
Eng.  Eeprint  206;  Outram  v.  Morewood, 
3  East  346,  7  Eev.  Eep.  473,  102  Eng. 
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Eeprint  630;  Hancock  v.  Welsh,  1  Stark. 
347,  2  E.  C.  L.  136. 

1.  The  Odorilla  v.  Baizley,  128  Pa. 
283,  18  Atl.  511;  Middleton  v.  Nibling 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  142  S.  W.  968. 

[a]  Judgmeut  in  rem  against  a 
steaniboart  under  a  statute  permitting 
resort  thereto  merely  as  a  cumulative 
remedy,  cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  former 
recovery  in  bar  of  an  action'  against 
the  owners  of  the  boat  on  the  same 
eontTaet.     Toby  v.  Brown,  11  Ark.  308. 

[b]  Where  there  was  no  appearance 
or  personal  service  in  an  attachment 
suit  on  a  note,  the  judgment  therein; 
which  has  not  been  satisfied,  does  not 
bar  a  subsequent  suit  in  personam  on 
the  same  note.  Smith  v.  Curtiss,  38 
Mich.  393. 

Effect  of  proceeding  In  rem  in  sister 
state  as  bar  to  proceeding  in  personam, 
see  infra,  XVIII,  B,  3,  d,  (I). 

2.  Cal. — South  San  Bernardino  Land, 
etc.  Co.  V.  San  Bernardino  Nat.  Bank, 
127  Cal.  245,  59  Pae.  699.  N.  Y.— Der- 
leth  v.  Degraaf,  19  Jones  &  S.  369; 
Seeley  v.  Osborne,  161  App.  Div.  844, 
147  N.  Y.  Supp.  116;  Hahl  v.  Sugo,  27 
Misc.  1,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  920.  Tex. 
Groves    v.     Whitteuberg      (Tex.     Civ. 

App.),  165  S.  W.  889.    W.  Va Brown 

V.  Squires,  42  W.  Va.  367,  26  S.  E. 
177.  See  infra,  XVU,  B,  2,  e,  (II), 
(C),  (2). 

3.  Gould  V.  Landon,  43  Pa.  365. 

4.  U.  S.— Water,  L.  &  G.  Co.  v. 
Hutchinson,  160  Fed.  41,  90  C.  C.  A. 
547,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  219.  Conn. 
Botsford  V.  Wallace,  72  Conn.  195,  44 
Atl.  10.  Ind. — Puterbaugh  v.  Puter- 
baugh,  7  Ind.  App.  280,  33  N.  B.  808, 
34  N.  E.  611.  Miss. — Agnew  v.  Mc- 
Elroy,  10  Smed.  &  M'.  552,  48  Am.  Dec. 
772.  Tenn. — McQuade  v.  Williams,  101 
Tenn.  334,  47  S.  W.  427.  Eng.— Hadley 
V.  Greene,  2  Cromp.  &  J.  374,  1  L.  J. 
Exch.  137,  2  Tyrw.  390. 

See  infra,  XVII,  B,  .3,  d. 

5.  Elliot^  V.  Porter,  5  Dana    (Ky.) 
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Actions  Ex  Contractu  and  Ex  Delicto.' — A  judgment  in  an  action  of 
tort  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury,  will  usually  operate  as  a  bar 
to  a  subsequent  suit  on  contract  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the 
same  injury,  or  vice  versa.® 

(2.)  Grounds  of  Beeovery.  —  A  judgment  operates  as  an  estoppel  only 
as  to  the  facts  constituting  the  ground  of  recovery  at  the  time  of  its 
rendition,  and  the  legal  rights  and  relations  of  the  parties  thereby  de- 
termined, and  cannot  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit,  where  con- 
ditipns  have  changed  and  new  facts  and  elements  are  brought  in.'  But 
if  there  is  no  change  in  the  legal  rights  and  relations  of  the  parties, 
and  no  new  element  is  introduced  by  a  change  of  facts,  such  change 


299,  30  Am.  Dec.  689;  Put  v.  Rawstern, 

3  Mod.  Eep.  1,  87  Eng.  Eeprint  1.  See 
infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g. 

6.  Ark. — Stanley  v.  Bracht,  42  Ark. 
210,-  Walker  v.  Fuller,  29  Ark.  448. 
<Ja. — Duncan  v.  Stokes,,  47  Ga.  593.  HI. 
Prince  v.  Quiucy,  128  Dl.  443,  21  N.  E. 
768;  Terre  Haute,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple, 41  111.  App.  513.  Ind.— Guthrie  v. 
Goodrich,  160  Ind.  92,  66  N.  E.  446; 
Cutler  V.  Cox,  2  Blackf.l  178,  18  Am. 
Dec.  152.     But  see  Smith  v.  Scantling, 

4  Blackf.  443,  holding  that  a  recovery 
in  assumpsit  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action 
of  trover.  la. — ^Newby  v.  Caldwell,  54 
Iowa  102,  6  N.  W.  154.  Ky.— Hall  v. 
Porman,  82  Ey.  505.  Me. — Ware  v. 
Percival,  61  Me.  391,  14  Am.  Eep.  565. 
Md. — Walsh  «.  Chesapeake,  etc.  Canal 
Co.,  59  Md.  423.  Mass.— Sullivan  v. 
Baxter,  150  Mass.  261,  22  N.  E.  895; 
Bradley  v.  Brigham,  149  Mass.  141,  21 
N.  E.  301,  3  L.  E.  A.  507;  Smith  v. 
Way,  9  Allen  472;  Norton  v.  Doherty, 
3  Gray  372,  63  Am.  Dec.  758;  'Bigelow 
V.  Winsor,  1  Gray  299;  Salem  India- 
Eubber  Co.  v.  Adams,  23  Pick.  256; 
Agnew  V.  McElroy,,10  Smed.  &  M.  552, 
48  Am.  Deo.  772.  N.  H. — Andrews  v. 
Varrell,  46"  N.  H.  17.  N.  M.— Lowen- 
thal  V.  Baca,  10  N.  M.  347,  62  Pac. 
982.  N.  Y. — Jones  v.  Scriven,  8  Johns. 
453;  Lee  v.  Corn,  2  Misc.  463,  21  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1073,  51  N.  T.  St.  157;  Eoome 
1).  Collins,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct.  Eep.  54. 
Compare,  Bower  v.  Mandeville,  95  N.  Y. 
237.  Ohio. — Timmons  v.  Dunn,  4  Ohio 
St.  680.  Pa. — ^Ployd  v.  Browne,  1 
Eawle  121,  18  Am.  Dec.  602.  S.  0. 
Cook  v.  Cook,  2  Brev.  349.  Vt.— Hill 
V.  Barre  Nat.  Bank,  56  Vt.  582.  Wash. 
Achey  v.  Creech,  21  Wash.  319,  58  Pac. 
208.  Eng. — Buckland  v.  Johnson,  15 
C.  B.  145,  2  C.  L.  E.  704,  18  Jur.  775, 
23  L.  J.  C.  P.  204,  2  Wkly.  Eep.  565, 


80  E.  C.  %.  145,  139  Eng.  Eeprint  375. 
Can. — Sloan. ».  Creasor,  22  TJ.  C,  Q.  B. 
127. 

[a]  Where  the  first  action  was  dis- 
missed by  the  plaintiff,  and  no  adjudi- 
cation on  the  merits  was  had,  however, 
the  rule  was  held  not  to  apply.  John- 
son V.  East  Tennessee,  etc.  E.  Co.,  90 
Ga.  810,  17  S.  E.  121. 

[b]  Where  the  second  action  Is 
based  upon  a  dl:Serent  theory  as  to  the 
legal  effect  of  the  state  of  facts  or 
as  to  ■  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the 
given  premises,  this  rule  does  not  ap- 
ply. Minn. — Woodman  v.  Blue  Grass 
Land  Co.,  98  Minn.  87,  107  N.  W.  1052. 
Neb. — Gayer  v.  Parker,  24  Neb.  643,  39 
N.  W.  845,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  227.  Pa. 
Sohriver  v.  Eckenrode,  87  Pa.  213. 

7.  U.  S. — Memphis  City  Bank  v. 
Tennessee,  161  U.  S.  186,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
468,  40  L.  ed.  664;  Dennison  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Scharf  Tag,  etc.  Co.,  121  Fed.  313, 
57  C.  C.  A.  9;  Steele  County  v.  Erskine, 
98  Fed.  215,  39  C.  C.  A.  173;  Eeinecke 
Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Wood,  112  Fed.  477. 
Ark.^Weis  v.  Meyer,  55  Ark.  18,  17 
S.  W.  339.  Cal.— Newhall  v.  Hatch,  134 
Cal.  269,  66  Pac.  266,  55  L.  E.  A.  673; 
Naftzger  v.  Gregg,  31  Pac.  612.  Conn. 
Peck^.  Easton,  74  Conn.  456,  51  Atl. 
134.  HI. — Ligare  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  N. 
E.  Co.,  166  111.  249,  46  N.  E.  803;  Gage 
V.  Ewing,  114  111.  15,  28  N.  E.  379; 
Hyde  v.  Waite,  2  111.  App.  443.  Ind. 
Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  State,  159 
Ind.  438,  65  N.  E.  401;  Brenner  v. 
Heiler,  46  Ind.  App.  335,  91  N.  E.  744. 
la. — Kemp  v.  Des  Moines,  125  Iowa  640, 
101  N.  W.  474;  Linton  v.  Crosby,  61 
Iowa  293,  16  N.  W.  113;  Dwyer  v. 
Goran,  29  Iowa  126.  Kan. — State  ex 
rel.  Coleman  v.  Leavenworth,  75  Kan. 
787,  90  Pac.  237.  Ky.— PuUiam  v.  Sells, 
124  Kj.  310,  99  S.  W.  289;  Louisville, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Schmidt,  112  Ky.  717,  66 
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will  not  affect  the  estoppel.^  Nor  can  the  estoppel  of  the  former  judg- 
ment be  avoided  by  alleging  in  a  second  action  additional  reasons  or 
new  grounds  in  support  of  the  case,  which  should  have  been  litigated 


S.  W.  629.  La. — Martin  v.  "Walker,  43 
La.  Ann.  1019,  10  So.  365;  Cantrelle 
V.  St.  James  Eoman  Catholic  Congr., 
16  La.  Ann.  442.  Minu. — Wayzata  v. 
Great  Northern  Ey.  Co.,  67  Minn.  385, 
69  N.  W.  1073;  Irish  American  Bank 
1).  Ludlum,  56  Minn.  317,  57  N.  W. 
927.  Mont. — ^Meyendorf  v.  Frohner,  3 
Mont.  282.  N.  J. — Ashurst  v.  Lippin- 
cott,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  840,  42  Atl.  1017. 
N.  Y. — Reynolds  v.  Aetna  L.  Ins.  Co.', 
160  N.  Y.  635,  55  N.  E.  305;  Carter 
V.  Beckwith,  128  N.  Y.  312,  28  N.  E. 
582;  Hasbrouck  v.  Lounslsury,  26  N.  Y. 
.598.  N.  C— Bradburn  v.  Roberts,  148 
N.  C.  214,  61  S.  E.  617;  Cabe  v.  Van- 
hook,  127  N.  C.  424,  37  S.  E.  464.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Eagle  Ins.  Co.,  50  Ohio  St.  252, 
33  N.  E.  1056;  Shepherd  v.  "Willis,  19 
Ohio  142;  "Wright  v.  Cincinnati,  8  Ohio 
Dec.  588,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  450.  Pa.— Arm- 
hein  v.  Quaker  City  Dye  "Works,  192  Pa. 
253,  43  Atl.  1008;  Elliott  v.  Smith,  23 
ta.  131.  E.  I.— Crafts  v.  Crafts,  23 
E.  L  5,  52  Atl.  890;  Sayles  v.  Tib- 
bitts,  5  E.  I.  79.  S.  C— Anderson  ». 
Cave,  49  S.  C.  505,  27  S.  E.  478.  Tenn. 
McKissick  v.  McKissick,  6  Humph.  75. 
Tex.— "Walsh  v.  Ford,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
573,  66  S.  "W.  854.  Utah — Eichey  v. 
Bues,  31  Utah  262,  87  Pac.  903.  "Wasli. 
Thompson  v.  "Washington  Nat.  Bankj 
68  "Wash.  42,  122  Pac.  606;  Eyan  v. 
Sumner,  17  "Wash.  228,  49  Pac.  487. 
Erig. — Heath  v.  "Weaverham  Tp.,  2  Q.  B. 
108,  58  J.  P.  557,  63  L.  J.  M.  C.  187,  70 
L.  T.  N.  S.  729,  10  Eeports  274,  42 
"Wkly.  Eep.  478;  In  re  Anglo-French 
Co-operative  Soc,  14  Ch.  Div.  533,  49 
L.  J.  Ch.  388,  28  "Wkly.  Eep.  580;Hall  j;. 
Leroy,  L.  E.  10  C.  P.  154,  44  L.  J. 
C.P.  89,  31  L.  T.  N.  S.  727,  23  "Wkly. 
Eep.  393;  Cotter  v.  Barrymore,  '4  Bro. 
P.  C.  203,  2  Eng.  Eeprint  138;  Harris 
V.  Mulkern,  1  Ex.  D.  31,  45  L.  J.  Exch. 
244,  34  L.  T.  N.  8.  99,  24  "Wkly.  Eep. 
208;  Hall  t:  Levy  L.  E.  10  C.  P.  154, 
44  L.  J.  C.  P.  89,  31  L.  T.  N.  S.  727, 
23  "Wkly.  Eep.  393.  Can.— In  re  Man- 
itoba Commission  Co.,  23  Manitoba  477. 
8.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Na- 
tional Foundry,  etc.  "Works  v.  Oconto 
City  "Water  Supply  Co.,  183  U.  S.  216, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  Ill,  46  L.  ed.  157;  Case 
V.  Beauregard,  101  U.  S.  688,  25  L.  ed. 
1004;  Eiedinger  v.  Diamond  Match  Co., 
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123  Fed.  244,  60  C.  C.  A.  1;  Lake  Erie, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Smith,  61  Fed.  885.  Cal. 
Quirk  V.  Eooney,  130  Cal.  S05,  62  Pac. 
825;  Phelan  v.  Quinn,  130  Cal.  374,  62 
Pac.  623;  Montgomery  v.  Harrington, 
58  Cal.  270.  Idaho. — King  v.  Sioux 
Falls  Co-operative  Sav.,  etc.  Assn.,  6 
Idaho  760,  59  Pac.  557.  El. — ^Anderson 
V.  "West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co.,  200  Bl. 
329,  65  N.  E.  717;  ^Monarch  Cycle  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Mueller,  83  HI.  App.  359;  Knowl- 
ton  V.  "Warner,  25  HI.  App.  221.  Ind. 
Earey  v.  Lee,  7  Ind.  App.  518,  34  N.  B. 
749.  Kan. — Eemington  Paper  Co.  v. 
Hudson,  64  Kan.  43,  67  Pac.  636.  Ky. 
Holtheide  v.  Smith's  Guardian,  27  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  60,  84  S.  "W.  321.  La. — Har- 
grave  v.  Mouton,  109  La.  533,  33  So. 
590;  Aiken  v.  Eobinson,  108  La.  267, 
32  So.  415;  Canal,'  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Crescent  City  E.  Co.,  47  La.  Ann;  314, 
16  So.  844;  Broussard  v.  Broussard,  43 
La.  Ann.  921,  9  So.  910.  Mass. — Hosea- 
son  V.  Keegen,  178  Mass.  247,  59  N.  E. 
627.      Md. — Peldmeyer   v.   "Werntz,   119 

Md.  285,  86  Atl.  986.     Minn Thomas 

V.  Joslin,*  36  Minn.  1,  29  N.  W.  344,  1 
Am.  St.  Eep.  624.  Mo. — Givins  v. 
Thompson,  110  Mo.  432,  19  S.  W.  833. 
N.  Y. — Kennedy  v.  City  of  New  York, 
127  App.  Div?  89,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  61; 
Maeder  v.  "Wexler,  98  App.  Div.  68,  90 
N.  Y.  Supp.  598;  Keller  v.  Feldman, 
81  Hun  593,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  41.  N.  0. 
McElwee  v.  Blackwell,  101  N.  C.  192, 
7  S.  E.  893;  Edwards  v.  Baker,  99  N.  C. 
258,  6  S.  E.  255.  Ohio Shaw  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, 1  Ohio  Dec.  91,  1  Ohio  N.  P. 
88.  Pa. — Carpenter  v.  City  of  Lancas- 
ter, 212  Pa.  581,  61  Atl.  1113;  Vajkirk 
V.  Patterson,  204  Pa.  317,  54  Atl.  175; 
Bell  V.  Allegheny,  184  Pa.  296,  39  Atl. 
227,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  795;  Fidelity  Ins., 
etc.  Co.  V.  Fridenberg,  175  Pa.  500,  34 
Atl.  848,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  851;  Nelson 
r.  Nelson,  117  Pa.  278,  11  Atl.  61. 
P.  R. — Gonzales  v.  Mendez,  15  Porto 
Eieo  682.  Tex. — Thomas  v.  Junction 
City  Irr.  Co.,  80  Tex.  550,  16  S.  "W. 
324;  Stuart  v.  Tenison  Bros.  Saddlery 
Co.,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  530,  53  S.  "W. 
83;  Santleben  v.  Alamo  Cement  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  25  8.  "W.  143.  Va. 
Diehl  V.  Marchant,  87  Va.  447,  12  S.  B. 
803.  Wash. — Thompson  v.  "Washington 
Nat.  Bank,  68  "Wash.  42,  122  Pac.  606; 
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in  the  former  action.'  Additional  facts,  which  support  the  original 
cause  of  action,  and  which  might  have  been  presented  therein,  are  not 
sufficient  to  sustain  a  new  action,^"  although  some  authorities  have  held 
that  the  former  judgment  operates  as  an  estoppel  only  as  to  the  facts 
actually  litigated.^^ 

But  the  defeat  or  failure  of  an  action  at  law  predicated  upon  one 
theory  of  the  plaintiff's  legal  rights  with  respect  to  the  transaction  or 
state  of  facts  involved,  because  of  his  failure  to  substantiate  such  the- 
ory, does  not  work  an  estoppel  against  a  second  suit  founded  upon  a 
more  correct  theory,  even  where  there  has  been  no  material  change  in 
the  facts  of  his  case.^^    Likewise  in  equity,  where  the  equities  of  the 


Cuschner  v.  Longbehn,  44  Wash.  546, 
87  Pae.  817.  Wis — Greenleaf  v.  Lud- 
ington,  15  Wis.  558,  82  Am.  Dee.  698. 
Eng. — Phosphate  Sewage  Co.  v.  Mol- 
leson,  4  App.  Gas.  801;  In  re  May,  28 
Ch.  Div.  518,  54  L.  J.  Ch.  338,  52  L.  T. 
N.  S.  79,  33  Wkly.  Rep.  917. 

[a]  Where  the  difEerence  hetween 
the  two  actions  narrows  down  to  a 
mere  difference  of  theory  or  legal  ef- 
fect, the  substantial  facts  remaining 
the  same,  the  former  judgment  is  a 
bar.  Grant  v.  Greene  Consol.  Copper 
Co.,  169  App.  Div.  206,  154  N.  Y.  Supp. 
596. 

9.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Califor- 
nia, etc.  Land  Co.,  192  U.  S.  355,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  266,  18  L.  ed.  476;  Columb  v. 
Webster  Mfg.  Co.,  84  Fed.  592,  28  C. 
C.  A.  225,  43  L.  E.  A.  195;  Boss  v. 
Portland,  105  Fed.  682;  Patterson  v. 
Wold,  33  Fed.  791.  Ala.— Balkum  v. 
Satcher,  51  Ala.  81.  Colo. — ^Breeze  v. 
Haley,  11  Colo.  351,  18  Pac.  551.  Ga. 
Greene  v.  Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co., 
112  Ga.  859,  38  S.  E.  360.  HI.— Tinker 
V.  Babcock,  204  HI.  571,  68  N.  E.  445; 
Euegger  v.  Indianapolis,  etc.  E.  Co., 
103  ni.  449;  Eogers  v.  Higgins,  57  111. 
244.  Ind. — Nickless  v.  Pearson,  126 
Ind.  477,  26  N.  'E.  478.  Kan — Price 
V.  Atchison  First  Nat.  Bank,  62  Kan. 
735,  64  Pac.  637,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  419. 
La.— Buck  V.  Massie,  109  La.  776,  33 
So.  767;  Florance  v.  Wilcox,  14  La. 
58.  Mass. — Barnes  v.  Huntley,  188 
Mass.  274,  74  N.  E.  318.  Minn.— Me- 
Knight  V.  Minneapolis  St.  E.  Co.,  127 
Minn.  207,  149  N.  W.  131.  Ohio.— Mar- 
tin V.  Eoney,  41  Ohio  St.  141.  Pa. 
Bell  V.  Allegheny  County,  184  Pa.  296, 
37  Atl.  227,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  795.  S.  C. 
Newell  V.  Neal,  50  S.  C.  68,  27  S.  E. 
560.  Tex. — Girardin  v.  Dean,  49  Tex. 
243;  Smith  v.  Banks  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
152  S.  W.  449.    Eng.- Phosphate  Sew- 


age Co.  1).  Molleson,  4  App.  Cas.  801; 
McDougall  V.  Knight,  25  Q.  B.  D.  1, 
54  J.  P.  788,  59  L.  J.  Q.  B.  517,  63 
L.  T.  N.  S.  43,  38  Wkly.  Eep.  553; 
In  re  May,  28  Ch.  Div.  518,  54  L.  J. 
Ch.  338,  52  L.  T.  N.  S.  79,  33  Wkly. 
Eep.  917. 

10.  McCain  v.  Louisville,  etc.  E.  Co., 
15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  80,  22~  S.  W.  325; 
Hardy  v.  O'Pry,  102  Miss.  197,  59  So. 
73. 

As  to  judgment  as  estoppel  as  to 
matters  within  scop&  of  former  litiga- 
tion, see  supra,  XVII,  B, -2,  c. 

11.  Bode  V.  New  England  Inv.  Co., 
6  Dak.  499,  42  N.  W.  658,  45  N.  W. 
197;  Moore  v.  Snowball,  98  Tex.  16,  81 
S.  W.  5. 

12.  U.  S.— Dexter,  Horton  &  Co.  v. 
Sayward,  84  Fed.  296.  Conn. — ^Pisk  v. 
Hartford,  70  Conn.  720,,  40  Atl.  906,  66 
Am.  St.  Eep.  147.  Ga. — Henson  v.  Tay- 
lor, 108  Ga.  567,  33  S.  E.  911.  111. 
People  ex  rel.  Slusser  v.  Gary,  196  111. 
310,  63  N.  E.  749;  Pinneo  v.  Good- 
speed,  120  111.  524,  12  N.  E.  196;  Tay- 
lor V.  Indiana  Paper  Co.,  64  111.  App. 
339;  Dowdall  v.  Cannedy;  32  111.  App. 
207.  Ind.— Chicago  &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  r. 
State,  153  Ind.  134,  51  N.  E.  924.  Mass. 
Jones  V.  Fales,  4  Mass.  245.  Mich. 
Brand  v.  Connery,  132  Mich.  88,  92  N. 
W.  784.  Minn. — Richardson  v.  Eieh- 
ards,  36  Minn.  Ill,  30  N.  W.  457. 
N.  M.— Loethart  v.  Leeds,  12  N.  M. 
156,  76  Pac.  312.  N.  Y.— Kreitz  v. 
Frost,  5  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  277;  People  v. 
Dalton,  52  App.  Div.  371,  65  N.  Y. 
Supp.  342;  Stokes  v.  Stokes,  49  App. 
Div.  302,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  887;  Buttling 
V.  Hatton,  33  App.  Div.  551,  53  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1009;  Goldstein  v.  Asen,  46  Misc. 
251,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  783;  Osterman  v. 
Goldstein,  32  Misc.  676,  66  N.  Y.  Supp. 
506.  Ohio. — Jones  v.  Kilbreth,  49  Ohio 
St.  401,  31  N.  E.  346;   Manna  v.  Cin- 
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second  bill  aW  materially  different  from  the  first,  although  the  origin 
of  both  may  be  the  same,  the  decree  in  the  first  suit  is  not  a  bar  to  a 
second.*^  Thus  a  second  suit  may  be  maintained  for  relief  on  the  same 
cause  or  transaction,  where  it  is  based  upon  a  different  right,  title  or 
liability  from  that  claimed  in  the  first,  and  which  could  not  properly 
have  been  adjudicated  in  the  first  ;^*  or  where  the  first  was  an  action 
on  an  account  stated,  and  the  second  is  based  on  the  matter  in  refer- 
ence to  which  it  was  claimed  there  was  an  account  stated.^^ 

The  same  is  true  where  the  first  action  was  upon  an  express  contract 
and  the  second  upon  quantum  meruit  ;^^  where  the  first  was  on  a  writ- 
ten instrument,  and  the  second  for  recovery  on  the  ground  of  mistake 


cinnati,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  549,  6  Ohio 
Cir.  Dee.  824.  Ore. — Nickum  v.  Burcls- 
hardt,  30  Ore.  464,  47  Pae.  788,  48  Pac. 
474,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  822.  R.  I. 
Knowles  v.  Knowles,  33  R.  I.  491,  82 
Atl.  257.  Tex. — See  McGrady  v.  Monks, 
1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  611,  20  S.  W.  959, 
holding  that  a  party  is  not  entitled  to 
have  a  second  trial  of  an  issue  de- 
termined in  a  previous  suit  merely  be- 
cause he  has  a  different  purpose  in 
view,  and  seeks  different  relief.  Wash. 
Commercial  Bank  v.  Faklas,  21  Wash. 
36,  56  Pac.  927.  Wis.— Fordyce  v. 
State,  115  Wis.  608,  92  N.  W.  430; 
Andrew  v.  Schmitt,  64  Wis.  664,  26  N. 
W.  190. 

See  also  snpra,  XVII,  B,  2,  e,  (II), 
(C),   (1). 

13.  Morris'  Admra.  v.  Stuart,  1  6. 
Gr.  (Iowa)  375;  Hunter  v.  Stewart,  4 
De  G.  F.  &  J.  168,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  317, 
31  L.  J.  Ch.  346,  5  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S. 
471,  10  Wkly.  Eep.  176,  45  Eng.  Ee- 
print  1148. 

14.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Kroe- 
gher  V.  Calivada  Colonization  Co.,  119 
Fed.  641,  56  C.  C.  A.  257;  Shinkle  «." 
Vickery,  117  Fed.  916.  Cal. — Heilig  v. 
Parlin,  134  Cal.  99,  66  Pae.  186.  Ga. 
Huff  V.  Huff,  99  6a.  371,  27  S.  B.  699. 
la, — ^Boyle  v.  Maroney,  73  Iowa  70,  35 
N.  W.  145,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  657;  Keater 
V!  Hock,  16  Iowa  23.  Ky. — ^Doom  v. 
Snyder,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  281..  La.— La- 
roussini  v.  Werlein,  50  La.  Ann.  637, 
23  So.  467.  Mass. — ^Harlow  v.  Bartlett, 
170  Mass.  584,  49  N.  E.  1014;  Bridge 
V.  Austin,  4  Mass.  115.  Minn. — ^Wat- 
son V.  St.  Paul  City  Ey.  Co.,  76  Minn. 
358,  79  N.  W.  308.  Mo.— Hill  v.  Combs, 
92  Mo.  App.  242;  Massey  v.  McCoy, 
79  Mo.  App.  169.  N.  J. — Schneider  v. 
Schmidt,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  18,  92  Atl.  789. 
N.  Y.— Belden  v.  State,  103  N.  Y.  1, 
8  N.  E.  363.     Ore.— Spande  v.  Western 
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Life  Indemnity  Co.,  68  Ore.  171,  136 
Pac.  1189;  Feldman  v.  McGuire,  34  Ore. 
309,   55  Pac.   872.      S.    C.^Whaley    i). 

Stevens,'  24  8.  C.  479.    Tex American 

Freehold  Land  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Maedon- 
nell,  93  Tex.  398,  5^  S;  W.  737;  Down- 
ing V.  Diaz,  80  Tex.  436,  16  S.  W. 
49;  Carnes  v.  Carnes,  26  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  610,  64  S.  W.  877;  Parker  v. 
Stephens  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  48  S.  W. 
878. 

[a]  The  difference  in  the  two  titles 
set  up  must  be  real  and  substantial, 
and  not  one  of  nominal  or  technical 
variance.  Werlein  v.  New  Orleans,  177 
U.  S.  390,  20  Sup.  Ct.  682,  44  L.  ed. 
817. 

As  to  matters  which  could  not  have 
been  adjudicated,  see  generally  supra, 
XVII,  B,  2,  b. 

15.  Tuck  V.  Eottowsky,  47  Mise. 
386,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1112. 

16.  V.  S.— Gibboney  v.  Camden 
County,  122  Fed.  46,  58  C.  C.  A.  228; 
Davenport  v.  Allen,  120  Fed.  172.  Mass. 
Salem  India  Eubber  Co.  v.  Adams,  23 
Pick.  256.  Mich. — ^Laird  v.  Laird's 
Est.,  127  Mich.  24,  86  N.  W.  436. 
Minn. — ^Eossmau  v.  Tilleny,  80  Minn. 
160,  83  N.  W.  42,  81  Am.  St.  Eep. 
247.  Miss.— Hardy  v.  O'Pry,,  102  Misa. 
197,  59  So.  73.  •  Mo.— Arthur  Fritsch 
Foundry,  etc.  Co.  v.  Goodwin  Mfg.  Co., 
100  Mo.  App.  414,  74  S.  W.  136.  N.  J. 
Kirkpatrick  v.  McElroy,  41  N.  J.  Eq. 
539,  7  Atl.  647.  N.  Y.— Marsh  v.  Mas- 
teraon,  101  N.  Y.  401,  5  N.  B.  59; 
Maeder  v.  Wexler,  43  Misc.  16,  87  N.  Y. 
Supp.  400.  Ohio. — In  re  Ward,  21  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  753,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  44.  Tex. 
Henrietta  Nat.  Bank  v.  Barrett  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  25  S.  W.  456.  Wash.— Mal- 
lory  V.  City  of  Olympia,  83  Wash.  499, 
145  Pac.  627;  Buddress  v.  Schafer,  12 
Wash.   310,  41   Pac.  43.     Wis ^M»ni- 
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or  fraud,  or  to  have  a  resulting  trust  declared/'  where  the  first  was 
for  the  enforcement  of  a  special  lien  against  property,  and  the  second 
based  upon  the  personal  liability  of  the  defendant/^  or  where  the  first 
action  was  for  the  recovery  of  the  purchase  price  or  consideration  of 
property,  resulting  in  a  failure  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  to  prove  a  sale, 
and  the  second  an  action  for  the  use  or  detention  of  the  property.'-^ 

f .  Identity  of  Parties.  —  (I-)  In  General.^  —  Not  only  must  the 
causes  of  action  be  identical,*  but  a  former  recovery  will  not  operate 
to  bar  a  subsequent  suit,  unless  it  appears  that  the  parties  to  the  two 
actions  are  identical,  either  in  person  or  in  privity.®    If  the  parties 


towoc  Steam  Boiler  Works  v.  Manitowoc 
Glue  Co.,  120  Wis.  1,  97  N.  W.  515. 

Compare  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (11), 
(E). 

17.  U.  S.— Elgin  Nat.  Watch  Co.  v. 

Meyer,    29    Fed.    225.     Cal O'Connor 

V.  Irvine,  74  Cal.  435,  16  Pac.  236. 
Mo. — Davidson  v.  ,  Mayhew,  169  Mo. 
258,  68  S.  W.  1031.  N.  Y.— Gutohess 
V.  Whiting,  46  Barb.  139.  R.  I.— Hor- 
ton  V.  Bassett,  17  E.  I.  129,  20  Atl. 
234.  Va.— Eaves  v.  Vial,  98  Va.  134, 
34  S.  E.  978.  Wis.— Clemens  v.  Clem- 
ens, 28  Wis.  637,  9  Am.  Eep.  520. 

[a]  But  see  Emery  v.  Goodwin,  13 
Me.  14,  29  Am.  Dee.  475,  holding  that 
judgment  in  an  action  of  debt  on  a 
guardian's  bond,  alleging  fraudulent 
management  of  the  plaintiff's  estate, 
is  a  bar  to  a  suit  in  equity  by  the 
plaintiff  seeking  to  charge  the  guard- 
ian as  trustee  of  the  property  alleged 
to  have  been  misappropriated. 

18.  m.— Geary  v.  Bangs,  138  HI.  77, 
27  N.  E.  462.  N.  ]VL— Texas,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Saxton,  7  N.  M.  302,  34  Pac. 
532.  S.  C— Sease  v  Dobson,  34  S.  C. 
345,  13  S.  E.  530.  Tex.— Douglass  v. 
Blount  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W.  429. 
W.  Va. — Brown  v.  Squire's  Admr.,  42 
W.  Va.  367,  26  S.  E.  177. 

19.  Des  Boulets  v.  Gravier,  7  Mart. 
N.  S.  (La.)  27;  Rider  v.  Union  India 
Rubber  Co.,  28  N.  Y.  379. 

7.  What  amounts  to  an  identity  of 
parties  in  connection  with  amendments 
as  to  parties,  see  the  titles  "New 
Cause  of  Action  or  Defense;"  "Par- 
ties;" also  6  Standard  Peoc.  435,  and 
supplement  thereto. 

8.  See  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  e,  (I). 

9.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Aspden 
V.  Nixon,  4  How.  467,  11  L.  ed.  1059; 
Fowler  v.  Stebbins,  136  Fed.  365,  69 
C.  C.  A.  209;  Ransom  ■«.  Pierre,  101 
Fed.  665,  41  C.  C.  A.  585;  In  re  Mayer, 
195  Fed.  571;  Jenkins  v.  Atlantic  Coast 


Line  R.  Co.,  179  Fed.  535;  Johnson  & 
Johnson  v.  Herold,  161  Fed.  593;  Calr 
culagraph  Co.  v.  Automatic  Time  Stamp 
Co.,  154  Fed.  166;  Waite  v.  Triblecock, 
5  Dill.  547,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,046; 
Smith  V.  Turner,  1  Hughes  373,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,119;  Burnham  v.  Web- 
ster, 1  Woodb.  &  M.  172,  4  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,179;  Adams  Express  Co.  v. 
Davison,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  73.  Ala. 
Gilbreath  v.  Jones,  66  Ala.  129;  Law- 
rence V.  Ware,  37  Ala.  553;  Hutchinson 
V.  Dearing,  20  Ala.  798.  Ark.- Tram- 
mell  V.  Thurmond,  17  Ark.  203.  Cal. 
Chase  v.  Swain,  9  Cal.  130.  Conn. 
Cook  V.  Morris,  66  Conn.  137,  33  Atl. 
594;  Cowles  v.  Harts,  3  Conn.  516. 
B.  C— Strong  v.  Grant,  2  Mackey  218. 
Ga. — Alexander  v.  State,  56  Ga.  478. 
lU.— Markley  v.  People,  171  111.  260,  49 
N.  E.  502,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  234; 
Wright  V.  Griffey,  147  111.  496,  35  N.  E. 
732,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  228;  Robinson  v. 
Marr,  181  HI.  App.  605;  American  Per- 
cherou  Horse  Breeders  Assn.  v.  Amer- 
ican Percheron  Horse  Breeders,  etc. 
Assn.,  114  111.  App.  136;  Illinois  Cent. 
R.  Co.  V.  Schwartz,  13  111.  App.  490. 
Ind. — Harvey  v.  State,  94  Ind.  159; 
Willson  V.  Binford,  81  Ind.  588;  Kramer 
V.  Matthews,  68  Ind.  172.  la Daven- 
port V.  Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co.,  38  Iowa 
633.  Kan. — Atchison,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Jefferson  County  Comrs.,  12  Kan.  127. 
Ky. — Liverpool  &  London  &  Globe  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Wright,  166  Ky.  159,  179  8.  1S^. 
49;  Banta  v.  Clay,  5  Litt.  129.  La. 
Semple  v.  Scarborough,  44  La.  Ann. 
257,  10  So.  860;  State  v.  Jumel,  30  La. 
Ann.  861;  Degelos  v.  Woolfolk,  21  La. 
Ann.  706;  Slooomb  v.  De  Lizardi,  21 
La.  Ann.  355,  99  Am.  Deo.  740;  Wells 
V.  Coyle,  20  La.  Ann.  396;  Spears  v. 
Shropshire,  10  La.  Ann.  218.  Md. 
Lumpkin  v.  Lumpkin,  108  Md.  470,  70 
Atl.  238;  Brooks  v.  Brooke,  12  Gill  & 
J.  306,  38  Am.  Dec.  310.    Mass.— Kerr 
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are  not  the  same,  a  second  action  is  not  ordinarily  barred  even  where 
the  two  actions  are  based  upon  the  same  transaction  or  state  of  facts.  ^^ 
Where,  however,  the  parties,  though  nominally  or  technically  different, 


V.  Crane,  212  Mass.  224,  98  N.  E.  783; 
Eice  *.  Coolidge,  121  Mass.  393,  23 
Am.  Eep.  279;  Gilbert  v.  Thompson,  9 
Cush.  348.  Mich. — Kovacs  v.  Mayoras, 
175  Mich.  582,  141  N.  W.  662; 
Lemiette  v.  Starr,  66  Mich.  539,  33  N. 
W.  832;  Gage  v.  Stimson,  26  Minn. 
64,  1  N.  W.  806.  Mo.— State  v.  Kaye, 
83  Mo.  App.  678;  McGill  «)., Wallace,  22 
Mo.  App.  675.  Neb. — Brigham  v.  Mc- 
Dowell, 19  Neb.  407,  27  N.  W.  384. 
N.  J. — Henninger  v.  Heald,  51  N.  J. 
Eq.  74,  26  Atl.  449.  N.  Y.— Tompkins 
V.  Hyatt,  28  N.  T.  347;  Kelsey  v.  Brad- 
bury, 21  Barb.  531;  Hutchins  v.  Eitch, 
4  Johns.  222;  Neafie  v.  Feafie,  7  Johns. 
Ch.  1,  11  Am.  Dec.  380;  Griswold  v. 
Jackson,  2  Edw.  Ch.  461;  Eodman  v. 
Devlin,  23  Hun  590;  Hall  v.  Eichard- 
son,  22  Hun  444;  Woodworth  v.  Sey- 
mour, 22  Hun  245;  Bunker  v.  Langs, 
76  Hun  543,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  210,  58 
N.  Y.  St.  243;  Savage  v.  Buffalo,  49 
App.  Div.  577,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  477; 
Scott  V.  Hartog,  75  Misc.  126,  132 
N.  Y.  Supp.  846;  Matter  of  Lansing, 
31  Misc.  148,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  1125; 
Clay  V.  Hart,  25  Misc.  110,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  43.  N.  C. — Williams  v.  Clouse, 
91  N.  G.  322;  Temple  v.  Williams,  91 
N.  C.  82;  Shuster  v.  Perkins,  47  N.  C. 
217.  N.  D. — Eandall  v.  Johnstone,  25 
N.  D.  284,  141  N.  W.  352.  Ohio.— Crumb 
V.  Treiber,  4  Ohio  Deo.  (Eeprint)  492, 
4  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  616.  Pa. — Ehoads  v. 
Armstrong,  41  Pa.  92;  Hocker  v.  Jam- 
ison, 2  Watts  &  S.  438.  Tenn. — Harris 
&  Cole  Bros.  v.  Columbia  Water,  etc. 
Co.,  114  Tenn.  328,  85  S.  W.  897;  Bur- 
ton V.  Dees,  4  Yerg.  4.  Tex. — Foster  v. 
Wells,  4  Tex.  101.  Vt. — Hazen  v.  Lyn- 
donville  Nat.  Bank,  70  Vt.  543,  41  Atl. 
1046,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  680.  Va.— Clea- 
ton  V.  Chambliss,  6  Eand.  86.  Wis. 
Euth  V.  Oberbrunner,  40  Wis.  238.  Eng. 
Anderson  v.  Collinson,  84  L.  T.  Eep. 
N.  S.  465,  49  Wkly.  Rep.  623.  Can. 
Muir  V.  Carter,  16  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  473; 
In  re  Manitoba  Commission  Co.,  23 
Manitoba  477. 

See  also  the  oases  cited  supra,  XVII, 
B,  1,  b,  (I) ;  and  infra,  note  10. 

[a]  Exception  to  the  rule  is  found 
in  an  action  of  tort,  such  as  trespass, 
where  the  defendant's  responsibility  is 
necessarily   dependent  upon  the  culpa- 
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bility  of  another,  who  was  the  im- 
mediate actor,  and  who,  in  an  action 
against  him  by  the  same  plaintiff  for 
the  same  act,  has  been  adjudged  not 
culpable;  the  defendant  may  have  the 
benefit  of  that  judgment  as  an  estoppel, 
even  though  he  would  not  have  been 
bound  by  it  had  it  been  the  other  way. 
Portland  Gold  Mining  Co.  v.  Stratton's 
Independence,  158  Fed.  63,  85  C.  C.  A. 
393.  And  where  a  husband  authorizes 
his  wife  to  sue  for  expenses  incurred 
as  a  necessary  result  of  personal  in- 
juries, and  permits  her  to  recover  there- 
for without  interposing  a  claim  in  his 
own  behalf,  he  is  estopped  thereby  to 
sue  upon  the  same  cause  of  action  in 
his  own  name.  Neumeister  v.  Dubuque, 
47  Iowa  465. 

[b]  Either  the  bailor  or  bailee  may 
maintain  an  action  against  a  trespasser 
for  the  conversion  of  property,  but  a 
recovery  by  one  bars  an  action  by  the 
other.  First  Commercial  Bank  of  Pon- 
tiac  V.  Valentine,  209  N.  Y.  145,  102 
N.  E.  544,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  1104;  God- 
frey V.  Pullman  Co.,  87  S.  C.  361,  69 
S.  E.  666. 

[c]  "Evefy  person  is  privy  to  a 
judgment  or  decree  who  has  succeeded 
to  an  estate  or  interest  held  by  one 
who  was  a  party  to  such  judgment  or 
decree,  if  the  succession  occurred  after 
the  bringing  of  the  action.  But,  in 
order  that  privity  shall  exist,  the  suc- 
cession must  have  occurred  after  the 
institution  of  the  suit."  Smith  v.  Kess- 
ler,  22  Idaho  589,  127  Pac.  172. 

10.  See  the  following:  XT.  S. — ^Trox- 
ell  V.  Del.,  Lack.  &  West.  E.  E.,  227 
U:  S.  434,  33  Sup.  Ct.  274,  57  L.  ed. 
586;  New  Orleans  v.  Whitney,  138  U.  S. 
595,  11  Sup.  Ct.  428,  34  L.  ed.  1102; 
Gaines  v.  Hennen,  24  How.  553,  16  L. 
ed.  770;  In  re  Sears,  128  Fed.  275,  62 
0.  C.  A.  623;  Bailey  v.  Sundberg,  49 
Fed.  583,  1  C.  C.  A.  387;  United  States 
V.  Hoyt,  1  Blatchf.  326,  26  Fed-  Cas. 
No.  15,409.  Ark. — Doss  v.  Long  Prairie 
Levee  Dist.,  96  Ark.  451,  132  S.  W. 
443;  MoGee  v.  Overby,  12  Ark.  164. 
Cal. — Elliott  V.  Hudson,  18  Cal.  App. 
642,  124  Pac.  103,  108;  Whittle  v. 
Whittle,  5  Cal.  App  696,  91  Pac.  170. 
Del. — Bowring  v.  Wilmington  Malleable 
Iron   Co.,  6   Penn?.   332,   67   Atl.   160, 
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are  substantially  the  same,^^  or  are  their  successors  in  title,  interest 
or  office,^^  the  rule  is  otherwise,  as  it  is  where  the  identical  point  in 
issue  in  the  latter  suit  was  litigated  and  adjudicated  in  the  former 
action.^^ 

Where  the  liarties  do  not  appear  in  the  same  capacity  in  the  two  actions, 
the  judgment  in  the  first  does  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  second  suit.^* 


Ga. — Adel  i>.  Woodall,  122  Ga.  535,  50 
S.  E.  481;  Greer  v.  "Willis,  67  Ga.  43. 
Haw. — Tibbetts  v.  Damon,  17  Hawaii 
203.  m.— Bannon  v.  Thayer,  124  HI. 
451,  17  N.  E.  54;  Cooper  v.  Corbin,  105 
111.  224;  Gittelsou  v.  Eeichman,  184 
111.  App.  86;  Arthur  v.  Doyle,  152  111. 
App.  261;  American  Peroheron  Horse 
Breeders'  Assn.  v.  American  Percheron 
Horse  Breeders',  etc.  Assn.,  114  111. 
App.  136.  Ind. — Harvey  v.  State,  94 
lud.  159.  la.— Malette  v.  Arnold,  83 
Iowa  55,  48  N.  W.  1060.  Ky.— Hyslop 
i;.  Johnson,  Briggs  &  Pitts,  30  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  379,  98  S.  W.  993;  Conwell  v. 
Sandidge,  8  Dana  273.  La. — Amet  v. 
Boyer,  43  La.  Ann.  562,  9  So.  622.  Md. 
Cecil  V.  Cecil,  19  Md.  72,  81  Am.  Dec. 
626.  Mass. — Winthrop  v.  Athol,  216 
Mass.  79,  102  N.  E.  900;  McClellan  v. 
Fisher,  16  Gray  185;  Buttriek  v.  Holden, 
8  Cnsh.  233;  Hawes  v.  Waltham,  18 
Pick.  451.  Mich. — Kingsbury  v.  Kettle, 
90  Mich.  476,  51  N.  W.  541.  Mo.— Eord 
V.  Hennessy,  70  Mo.  580.  Neb. — Morse 
V.  Traynor,  26  Neb.  594,  42  N.  W.  719. 
N.  Y. — Verplanck  v.  Van  Buren,  76  N. 
Y.  247;  Douglass  v.  Ireland,  73  N.  Y. 
100;  Zink  v.  Buffalo,  6  Hun  611;  Mc- 
Donald V.  itainor,  8  Johns.  442;  Dahl- 
strom  V.  Gemunder,  133  App.  Div.  69, 
117  N.  Y.  Supp.  576.  Pa. — Eshelman  v. 
Shuman,  13  Pa.  561;  Burnside  v.  Mis- 
kelly,  5  Watts  506.  Tex. — Torrey  v. 
Schneider,  74  Tex.  116,  11  S.  W.  1068; 
Lane  v.  Kuehn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141 
S.  W.  363.  Wis. — Lampson  v.  Bowen, 
41  Wis.  484.  Bng. — Eeeve  '».  Dalby,  4 
L.  J.  Ch.  O.  S.  117,  2  Sim.  &  St.  464, 
57  Bng.  Eeprint  423.  Can. — ^Muir  v. 
Carter,  16  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  473. 

And  generally  the  cases  cited  supra, 
note  9. 

11.  111. — People  ex  ret.  Lewis  v. 
Whittaker,  254  HI.  537,  98  N.  E.  967; 
Wright  V.  Griffey,  147  HI.  496,  35  N.  E. 
732,  37  Am.  St.  Bep.  228;  Arthur  v. 
Doyle,  152  HI.  App.  261.  Ind.— Bass 
Foundry,  etc.  Works  v.  Parke  County, 
141  Ind.  68,  32  N.  E.  1125.  Kan. 
Gapen  v.  Stephenson,  17  Kan.  613.  Ky. 
Phillips  V.  Queen,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  772, 
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3  S.  W.  146;  Webster  v.  Webster,  7  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  302,  13  Ky.  Op.  545; 
Lowry  v.  McMurtry  (Ky.  Dec), 
251.  Mich.  —  Curtis  v.  Fowler,  99 
Mich.  240,  58  N.  W.  68;  Hoppin  v. 
Avery,  87  Mich.  551,  49  N.  W.  887. 
Miss. — ^Manly  v.  Kidd,  33  Miss.  141. 
N.  Y. — Verplanck  v.  Van  Buren,  76 
N.  Y.  247.  Pa.— FoUansbee  v.  Walker, 
74  Pa.  306.     Tex.— McClesky  v.  State, 

4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  322,  23  S.  W.  518. 
Eng. — Priestley  v.  Fernie,  3  H.  &  C. 
977,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  813,  13  Wkly.  Eep. 
1089. 

12.  TJ.  S.— St.  Joseph;  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Steele,  63  Fed.  867,  11  C.  0.  A.  470. 
Idaho. — Smith  v.  Kessler,  22  Idaho  589, 
127  Pac.  172.  Ky. — Smith  v.  Belmont 
Iron  Co.,  11  Bush  390.  Wash. — Wheel- 
er V.  City  of  Aberdeen,  45  Wash.  63, 
87   Pac.   1061. 

13.  XT.  S.— Bailey  v.  Sundberg,  43 
Fed.  81.  Del. — ^Bowring  v.  Wilmington 
Malleable  Iron  Co.,  6  Penne.  332,  67 
Atl.  160.  Idaho.— Smith  v.  Kessler,  22 
Idaho  589,  127  Pac.  172.  HI. — People 
ex  r^l.  Lewis  v.  Whittaker,  254  HI.  537, 
98  N.  E.  967.  la. — Goodenow  v.  Litch- 
field, 59  Iowa  226,  9  N.  W.  107,  13  N. 
W.  86.  Ky.— Lindsay  v.  Sayre,  8  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  603,  2  8.  W.  678.  Mich.— Bates 
V.  Alphena  Cir.  Judge,  82  Mich.  91,  45 
N.  W.  1125,  21  Am.  St.  Eep.  554.  N.  Y. 
Beloit  Bank  v.  Beale,  34  N.  Y.  473. 
Tex. — Goshorn  v.  Daniel  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  169  S.  .W.  1071.  Wash.— Wheel- 
er ».  City  of  Aberdeen,  45  Wash.  63,  87 
Pac.  1061., 

14.  IT.  S.— Troxell  v.  Del.,  tack.  & 
West.  E.  E.,  227  U.  S.  434,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
274,  57  L.  ed.  586,  reversing  Delaware, 
L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Troxell,  200  Fed.  44, 
118  C.  C.  A.  272.  Compare,  Missouri, 
K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Wulf,  226  U.  S. 
570,  33  Sup.  Ct.  135,  57  L.  ed.  355. 
Cal. — Elliott  V.  Hudson,  18  Cal.  App. 
642,  124  Pac.  103.  Del.— Bowring  v. 
Wilmington  Malleable  Iron  Co.,  6 
Penne.  332,  67  Atl.  160.  Mass.— Frost 
V.  Thompson,  219  Mass.  360,  106  N.  E. 
1009.  Bng. — Leggott  v.  Great  North- 
era  E.  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  599,  45  L.  J. 
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(II.)  Where  All  Parties  Are  Not  Identical. —  Where  a  former  action  was 
by  several  parties  plaintiff  or  against  several  parties  defendant,  and 
the  merits  were  litigated  and  adjudicated  as  to  all,  and  a  party  plain- 
tiff thereafter  proceeds  against  a  party  defendant  for  identically  the 
same  cause  of  action,  the  latter  action  is  between  the  "same  parties" 
as  the  former,  and  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  former  action  merged 
the  cause  of  actioii  and  is  a  bar  to  the  latter,  although  there  were 
parties  to  the  former  action  who  are  not  joined  in*  the  latter,  or  vice 
versa.^^ 

A  judgment  oMained  by  one  or  more  of  several  joint  owners  or  creditors, 
having  claims  against  a  common  debtor,  is  not  a  bar^"  to  a  subsequent 
action  by  the  other  claimants,  or  separate  suits  by  each  of  them,  for 


Q.  B.  557,  35  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  334,  24 
Wkly.  Eep.  784;  Hacking  v.  Lee,  9 
Wkly.  Eep.  70. 

[a]  Where  the  second  loiH  is  hrought 
in  a  different  right,  no  estoppel  arises. 
Huggins  V.  York-Buildings  Co.,  2  Atk. 
44,  Barn.  83,  26   Eng.  Eeprint  423. 

[b]  As  to  change  in  capacity  by 
amendment  and  whether  it  changes  the 
cause  of  action,  see  the  titles  "New 
Cause  of  Action  or  Defense;"  "Par- 
ties;" also  6  Standard  Peoc.  435;  and 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Wulf,  226 
U.  S.  570,  33  Sup.  Ct.  135,  57  L.  ed. 
355. 

15.  U.  S.— Blackburn  v.  Crawford,  3 
Wall.  175,  18  L.  ed.  186;  Southern  Cot- 
ton Oil  Co.  V.  Shelton,  220  Fed.  247, 
136  C.  C.  A.  509.  Cal.— Aldrich  v. 
Stephens,  49  Cal.  676;  Suiaun  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Fairfield  School  Dist.,  19  Cal. 
App.  587,  127  Pac.  349.  HI.— Hanna 
V.  Eead,  102  ni.  596,  40  Am.  Eep.  608; 
Drake  v.  Perry,  58  Jll.  122.  la.— School 
Tp.  of  Bloomfield  v.  Independent  School 
Dist.  of  Castalia,  134  Iowa  349,  112 
N.  W.  5;  Larum  v.  Wilmer,  35  Iowa 
244;  Davis  v.  Milburn,  4  Iowa  246. 
Kan. — Peterson  v.  Warner,  6  Kan.  App. 
298,  50  Pac.  1091.  Ky.— Brizendine  v. 
Frankfort  Bridge  Co.,  2  B.  Mon.  32, 
36  Am.  Dec.  587;  Curts  v.  Bardstown, 
6  J.  J.  Marsh.  536.  Mass. — ^Bigelow  v. 
Winsor,  1  Gray  299;  French  v.  Neal,  24 
Pick.  55.  Miss.— Manly  v.  Kidd,  33 
Miss.  141.  Ore. — ^Neppach  v.  Jones,  28 
Ore.  286,  39  Pac.  999,  42  Pac.  519. 
Ea.— Fell  V.  Bennett,  110  Pa.  181,  5 
Atl.  17;  Butcher  v.  South,  10  Phila. 
104.  But  see  Philadelphia  v.  Stewart, 
23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  552,  holding  that  a 
judgment  against  the  principal  on  a 
bond  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  against 
him  and  his  surety  on  the  same  de- 
mand.      S.     C. — Sovereign     Camp     oi 
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Woodmen  of  the  World  v.  Means,  87 
S.  C.  127,  69  S.  E.  85.  Tex.— Girardin 
V.  Dean,  49  Tex.  243.  Vt. — Pierson  v. 
Catlin,  18  Vt.  77.  Wash.— Loeper  v. 
Loeper,   81   Wash.  454,   142   Pac.  1138. 

[a]  If  principal  parties  are  differ- 
ent, the  former  judgment  is  not  a  bar 
to  the  subsequent  suit.  White  v.  Gaines, 
29  La.  Ann.  769. 

[b]  Co-defendants  in  a  former  ac- 
tion are  not  estopped  by  the  judgment 
rendered  therein  from  litigating  their 
rights  afterwards.  Gardner  v.  Eais- 
beek,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  71. 

[c]  If  the  second  action  is  substan- 
tially different  from  the  first,  the  judg- 
ment rendered  in  the  first  is  no  bar, 
although  some  of  the  parties  to  the  lat- 
ter were  joined  in  the  former.  Bils- 
land  V.  McManomy,  82  Ind.  139. 

16.  Mich. — Wheeler  v.  Clinton  Canal 
Bank,  Harr.  449.  N.  H.— Clark  v. 
Dinsmore,  5  N.  H.  136.  S.  C. — Mobile 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Columbia,  etc.  E.  Co.,  41  S. 
C.  408,  19  S.  E.  858,  44  Am.  St.  Eep. 
725. 

[a]  A  judgment  against  one  joint 
owner,  suing  alone  for  the  total  dam- 
age to  property  injured,  is  a  bar.  to 
a  subsequent  joint  action  by  him  and 
the  other  joint  owner  for  the  damage 
sustained  by  both;  but  it  will  not  bar 
an  action  by  the  joint  owner  who  was 
not  a  party  to  the  first  suit  for  the 
damage  sustained  by  him  alone.  Brizen- 
dine V.  Frankfort  Bridge  Co.,  2  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  32,  36  Am.  Dec.  587. 

[b]  A  judgment  confessed  in  favor 
of  one  creditor,  is  no  bar  to  a  suit  or 
suits  by  other  creditors,  although  it 
was  intended  to  secure  the  claims  of 
all  the  creditors.  Harris  v.  Alcoek,  10 
Gill  &  J.   (Md.)   226,  32  Am.  Dee.  158. 

fc]  The  assignee  of  part  of  an  un- 
liquidated   demand    sounding    in    tort. 
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the  recovery  of  their  claims,  although  it  is  res  judicata   as   to   the 
claims  of  those  who  brought  the  former  suit.*^ 

g.  Divisible  and  Indivisible  Causes  of  Action.  — (I.)  In  General. 
It  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  legal  procedure  that  a  claim,  arising 
either  upon  contract,  or  from  a  wrong,  which  is  in  its  nature  entire, 
cannot  be  divided  and  made  the  subject  of  several  actions.^*  If  suit 
is  brought  for  a  part  only  of  the  items  constituting  an  entire  claim 
or  cause  of  action,  recovery  for  that  part  will  bar  recovery  in  a  sub- 
sequent suit,  for  any  other  items  or  the  residue  of  the  same  demand,^* 


cannot  sue  the  tort  feasor  in  equity, 
except  under  extraordinary  circum- 
stances. Gaugler  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  P. 
S.  Ey.  Co.,  197  Fed.  79. 

[d]  But  see  Hopkinson  v.  Shelton, 
37  Ala.  306,  holding  that  a  judgment 
for  nominal  damages,  reco'vBred  by  two 
of  three  joint  owners,  against  a  sheriff 
and  his  sureties  on  his  ofScial  bond,  for 
his  wrongful  acts  in  selling  the  entire 
interest  in  the  property  under  an  execu- 
tion against  one  of  the  joint  owners, 
and  for  making  the  sale  at  an  un- 
authorized place,  is  a  bar  to  an  action 
by  the  third  joint  owner  for  the  eon- 
version  arising  from  the  wrongful  sale 
of  the  entire  interest. 

17.  Harris  v.  Alcock,  10  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  226,  32  Am.  Dee.  158.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Ees  Judicata." 

18."  See  generally  the  title  "Suc- 
cessive Suits." 

19.  See  the  following:  XT.  S.— United 
States  V.  Throckmorton,  98  U.  S.  61, 
25  li.  ed.  93;  Baird  v.  United  States, 
96  U.  S.  430,  24  L.  ed.  703,  13  Ct.  CI. 
561;  Watkins  ■;;.  American  Nat.  Bank, 
134  Fed.  36,  67  C.  0.  A.  110;  Brown 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  132  Fed.  450,  66  C. 
C.  A.  293;  Bucki,  etc.  Lumb.  Co.  v.  At- 
lantic Lumb.  Co.,  109  Fed.  411,  48  C. 
C.  A.  455;  Claflin  &  Kimball  v.  Mather 
Electric  Co.,  87  Fed.  795.  See  Break- 
water Co.  V.  Donovan,  218  Fed.  340,  134 
C.  C.  A.  148.  Ala. — Davis  v.  Bledsole, 
69  Ala.  362;  South,  etc.  Alabama  E.  Go. 
V.  Henlein  &  Barr,  56  Ala.  368;  O'Neal 
V.  Brown,  21  Ala.  482;  Oliver  v.  Holt, 
11  Ala.  574,  46  Am.  Dec.  288.  Cal. 
Van  Home  v.  Treadwell,  164  Cal.  620, 
130  Pac.  5;  Abbott  v.  The  76  Land  & 
Water  Co.,  161  Cal.  42,  118  Pac.  425; 
Herriter  v.  Porter,  23  Cal.  385;  Night- 
ingale V.  Seannell,  6  Cal.  506,  65  Am. 
Dec.  525;  Suisun  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Fairfield 
School  Dist.,  19  Cal.  App.  587,  127  Pac. 
349.  tJonn. — Wildman  v.  Wildman,  70 
Conn.  700,  41  Atl.  1;  Burritt  v.  Belfy, 
47  Conn.  323,  36  Am.  Kep.  79  j  Marl- 


borough V.  Sisson,  31  Conn.  332;  Pin-  : 
ney  v.  Barnes,  17  Conn.  420;  Avery  v.  ' 
Pitch,  4  Conn.  362.  Ga. — Central  Bank 
&  Trust  Corporation  i;.  State,  139  Ga. 
54,  76  S.  E.  587;  Atlanta  Elevator  Co. 
V.  Fulton  Bag,  etc.  Mills,  106  Ga.  427, 
32  S.  E.  541;  Broxton  v.  Nelson,  103 
Ga.  327,  30  S.  E.  38,  68  Am.  St.  Eep. 
97.  111.— Abbott  V.  Brown,  131  111.  108, 
22  N.  E.  813;  Eoscumueller  v.  Lampe, 
89  111.  212,  31  Am.  Eep.  74;  Mallock  v. 
Krome,  78  111.  110;  Thompson  v.  Sut- 
ton, 51  111.  213;  Lucas  v.  Le  Compte, 
42  111.  303;  Eoss  v.  Weber,  26  111.  221. 
la. — School  Tp.  of  Franklin  v.  Wiggins, 
142  Iowa  377,  120  N.  W.  1032;  Newby 
V.  Caldwell,  54  Iowa  102,  6  N..  W.  154; 
Amsden  v.  Dubuque,  etc.  E.  Co.,  32 
Iowa  288;  Davis  v.  Milburn,  4  Iowa 
246.  Kan.— Wells  v.  Hickox,  1  Kan. 
App.  485,  40  Pac.  821.  Ky. — Com.  v. 
Churchill,  131  Ky.  251,  115  S.  W.  189; 
Gatewood  v.  Long,  106  Ky.  721,  51 
S.  W.  569;  Pilcher  v.  Ligon,  91  Ky. 
228,  15  S.  W.  513;  Com.  ex  rel.  Alex- 
ander V.  Bacon,  31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  472, 
102  S.  W.  839;  Cornett  v.  Moore,  30 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  280,  97  S.  W.  380;  Cole's 
Admx.  V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  27  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1087,  87  S  W.  1082;  Small  v. 
Eeeves,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  729,  76  S.  W. 
395;  Louisville  Bridge  Go.  v.  Louis- 
ville, etc.  E.  Co.,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  405, 
75  8.  W.  285.  La.— Bowman  v.  McBl- 
roy,  15  La.  Ann.  663.  Me. — Pdmeroy 
V.  Prescott,  106  Me.  401,  76  Atl.  898,  138 
Am.  St.  Eep.  347;  Willoughby  v.  Atkin- 
son Furnishing  Co.,  96  Me.  372,  52 
Atl.  756;  Sibley  v.  Eider,  54  Me.  463. 
Md. — Strike's  Case,  1  Bland  57.  Mass. 
Knowlton  v.  New  York,  etc.  E.  Co., 
147  Mass.  606,  18  N.  E.  580,  1  L.  E.  A. 
625;  Goodrich  v.  Yale,  97  Mass.  15. 
Mich. — Andreas  v.  School  Dist.  No.  4, 
138  Mich.  54,  100  N.  W.  1021;  Dutton 
V.  Shaw,  35  Mich.  431.  Minn,- Mc- 
Knight  V.  Minneapolis  St.  Ey.  Co.,  127 
Minn.  207,  149  N.  W.  131;  Gilbert  v. 
Boak  Fish  Co.,  86  Minn.  365,  90  N.  W. 
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although  the  items  are  in  their  nature  distinct  and  arise  or  become 
due  at  different  times.^"  But  the  rule  does  not  apply  unless  the  two 
claims  upon  which  separate  suits  are  brought  are  parts  of,  one  and  the 


767,  58  L.  E.  A.  735.  Mo.— Summet  v. 
City  Bea'lty  &  Brokerage  Co.,  208  Mo. 
501,  106  S.  W.  614;  Bireher  v.  Boemler, 
204  Mo.  554,  103  S.  W.  40;  Van  Court 
V.  Moore,  26  Mo.  92;  Stewart  v.  Dent, 
24  Mo.  Ill;  O'Malley  «.  Musick,  191 
Mo.  App.  405,  177  S.  W.  749;  Fried- 
man, Keller  &  Co.  v.  Olson,  187  Mo. 
App.  469,  173  S.  W.  28;  ,Edmonston  v. 
Jones,  96  Mo.  App.  83,  69  S.  W.  740. 
Neb.— Beck  v.  Deveraux,  9  Neb.  109,  2 
N.  W.  365.  N.  J.— McGlade  v.  Mc- 
Cormick,  57  N.  J.  L.  430,  31  Atl.  460; 
Baker  v.  Baker,  28  N.  J.  L.  13,  75  Am. 
Dec.  243.  N.  Y.— Hahl  v.  Sugo,  169 
N.  Y.  109,  62  N.  B.  135,  88  Am.  St. 
Eep.  539,  61  L.  E.  A.  226;  Price  v. 
Holman,  135  N.  Y.  124,  32  N.  E.  124; 
Montrose  v.  Wanamaker,  134  N.  Y.  590, 
31  N.  E.  252;  Willard  v.  Sperry,  16 
Johns.  121;  Staples  v.  Goodrich,  21 
Barb.  317;  Clark  v.  Jones,  1  Denio  516, 
43  Am.  Dec.  706;  Bendernagle  v.  Cocks, 
19  Wend.  207,  32  Am.  Dec.  448;  Stev- 
ens V.  Lockwood,  13  Wend.  644,  28  Am. 
Dee.  492;-  Guernsey  v.  Carver,  8  Wend. 
492,  24  Am.  Dec.  60;  Miller  v.  Covert, 

I  Wend.  487;  Willard  v.  Sperry,  16 
Johns.  121;  Farrington  v.  Payne,  15 
Johns.  432;  Smith  v.  Jones,  15  Johns. 
229;  Law  v.  McDonald,  62  How.  Pr. 
340;  Eoyal  Live  Fish  Co.  v.  Central 
Fish  Co.,  159  App.  Div.  151,  144  N.  Y. 
Supp.  21 ;  Goldberg  v.  Eastern  Brewing 
Co.,  136  App.  Div.  692,  121  N.  Y. 
Supp.  465;  McCredy  v.  Thrush^  37  App. 
Div.  465,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  68;  De  GrafE 
&  Palmer  v.  Mayper,  65  Misc.  185,  119 
N.  Y.'  Supp.  657.  N.  C— Sloan  v.  Hart, 
150  N.  C.  269,  63  S.  E.  1037;  Evans 
V.  Cumberland  Mills,  118  N.  C.  583,  24 
S.  E.  215.  Ohio. — North  British,  etc. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Cohn,  17  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  185, 

II  O.  C.  D.  826.  Pa, — Pell  v.  Bennett, 
110  Pa.  181,  5  Atl.  17;  Alcott  v.  Hugus, 
105  Pa.  350;  Sykes  v.  Gerber,  98  Pa. 
179;  Tngraham  v.  Hall,  11  Serg.  &  E. 
78;  Eaisig  v.  Graf,  17  Pa.  Super.  509; 
Eisenhower  v.  Centralia  School  Dist., 
13  Pa.  Super.  51;  Buflangton's  Admr.  v. 
Burhman,  3  Clark  73,  4  Pa.  L.  J.  418. 
S.  C— State  V.  Sandifer,  68  S.  C.  204, 
46  S.  E.  1006;  Curtin  v.  South  Bound 
E.  Co.,  43  S.  C.  221,  20  S.  E.  979,  49 
Am.  St.  Eep.  829;  Catawba  Mills  v. 
Hood,  42  S.  C.  203,  20  S.  E.  91;  Steen 
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V.  Mark,  32  S.  C.  286,  11  S.  E.  93; 
Crips  V.  Talvande,  4  McCord  20;  Bates 
V.  Quattlebom,  2  Nott  &  McC.  495. 
Tenn. — Saddler  v.  Apple,  9  Humph.  342; 
Carraway  v.  Burton,  4  Humph.  108; 
Vance  v.  Lancaster,  3  Hayw.  130.  Tex. 
Craig  V.  Broocks,  60  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
83,  127  S.  W.  572.  Vt.— Hayward  v. 
Clark,  50  Vt.  612;  Warren  v.  Newfane, 
25  Vt.  250.  Va.— Hite  v.  Long,  6  Eand. 
(27  Va.)  457,  18  Am.  Dec.  719.  Wash. 
Collins  V.  Gleason,  47  Wash.  62  91 
Pac.  566.  Wis. — Borngesser  v.  Harri- 
son, 12  Wis.  544,  78  Am.  Dec.  757; 
McCormick  v.  Eobinson,  2  Pin.  276,  1 
Chand.  254.  Eng. — Eussell  &  Son  v. 
Waterford,  etc.  E.  Co.,  16  Ir.  314;, 
Bagot  V.  Williams,  3  Barn. ,  &  Cress.' 
235,  5  D.  &  E.  87,  27  Eev.  Eep.  340, 
10  E.  C.  L.  115,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  721; 
Barwell  v.  Kensey,  3  Lev.  179,  83  Eng. 
Eeprint  639;  Fetter  v.  Beale,  1  Salk. 
11,  91  iEng.  Eeprint  II7  Can. — David- 
son 1}.  Belleville,  etc'  E.  Gd.,  5 ,  Oht. 
App.  315;  McKay  v.  Fee,  20  V.  C.  Q.  B., 
268;  Stinson  v.  Branigan,  10  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
402. 

See  also  infra,  XVTL,  B,  2,  g,  (II), 
(A);  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (HI),   (A). 

[a]  Even  where  a  part  of  the  claim 
has  been  assigned  to  another  'person. 
Ingraham  v.  Hall,  11  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.) 
78. 

[b]  An  injijry  occasioned  by  an  at- 
tachment is  an  entirety,  and  the  dam- 
ages resulting  therefrom  cannot  be  ap- 
portioned among  several  wrongdoers, 
nor  divided  into  separate  demands. 
Jones  V.  Allen,  38  Colo.  512,  88  Pac. 
387. 

[c]  A  judgment  for  an  undivided 
three-fourths  of  a  tract  of  land  is  a 
bar  to  a  second  action  for  the  remain- 
ing one-fourth,  where  both  suits  are 
based  upon  the  same  title.  Craig  v. 
Broocks,  60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  83,  127  S. 
W.  572. 

[d]  Rule  applies  to  infringement  of 
patent,  and  a  patentee  iuay  not  so  sub-* 
divide  his  patent  as  to  bring  separate 
suits  upon  its  several  claims  for  the 
same  alleged  infringement  against  the 
same  person.  Bryant  Electric  Co.  v. 
Marshall,  169  Fed.  426. 

20.  Friedman,  Keller  &  Co.  v.  Ol- 
son, 187  Mo.  App.  469,  173  S.  W.  28. 
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same  cause  of  action  ;**  nor  where  the  claim  in  suit  could  not  properly 
have  been  joined  in  the  previous  action,^^  or  where  the  psirty  affected 
by  the  splitting  of  the  cause  of  action  consents  to  it,^'  or  where  the 
parties  have  by  their  agreement  or  conduct  separated  what  might  other- 
wise have  been  a  single  claim,  so  that  at  the  time  the  right  of  actio;n 
accrues  as  to  one  part  there  is  no  right  of  action  as  to  the  other  ;^* 
or  where  no  injury  can  accrue  to  the  debtor  and  the  application  of  the 
rule  would  defeat  the  right  to  claim  mechanics'  liens  for  different  parts 
of  the  debt  on  different  premises.^^ 

Where  distinct  and  disconnected  causes  of  action  arise  between  the 
same  parties,  each  of  which  is  entitled  to  independent  relief,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  required  to  join  them  in  a  single  action,,  even  where 
they  might  be  litigated  in  the  same  suit,  and  a  recovery  upon  one  is 
not  a  bar  to  a  recovery  upon  the  other  f^  and  this  is  true  although  the 


21.  Claflin  v.  Mather  Electric  Co., 
98  Fed.  699,  39  C.  C.  A.  241. 

22.  Taub  v.  McClelland-Colt  Com. 
Co.,  10  Colo.  App.  190,  51  Pac.  168; 
Huffman  v.  Knight,  36  Ore.  581,  60  .Pac. 
207. 

23.  XJ.  S. — Claflin  &  Kimball  «. 
Mather  Electric  Co.,  98  Fed.  699,  39  C. 
C.  A.  241.  Mo. — Edmdnston  v.  Jones, 
96  Mo.  App.  83,  69  S.  W.  741.  Ore. 
Little  V.  Portland,  26  Ore.  235,  37  Pac. 
911. 

24.  U.  S. — Claflin  v.  Mather  Elec- 
tric Co.,  98  Fed.  699,  39  C.  C.  A.  241. 
Minn. — Wheelock  v.  Svensgaard,  63 
Minn.  486,  65  IST.  W.  937.  N.  Y. 
Dreyer  v.  McCormack  Eeal  Estate  Co., 
164  App.  Div.  41,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  322, 
See  Eoyal  Live  Fish  Co.  v.  Central 
Fish  Co.,  159  App.  Div.  151,  144  N.  Y. 
Supp.  21. 

25.  Christopher  &  Simpson,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Kelly,  91  Mo.  App.  93. 

26.  U.  S.— Stark  v.  Starr,  94  U.  S. 
477,  24  L.  ed.  276;  Welch  v.  Farmers' 
Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  165  Fed.  561,  91  C. 
C.  A.  399;  Johnson  &  Johnson  v.  Her- 
old,  161  Fed.  593  (where  no  motion  was 
made  to  ctousolidate) ;  Olsen  v.  Whit- 
ney, 109  Fed.  80.  Ala.— Boyle  v.  Wal- 
lace, 81  Ala.  352,  8  So.  194;  New  Or- 
leans, etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Castello,  50  Ala. 
12;  Eobbins  v.  Harrison,  31  Ala.  160. 
Cal.— Journe  v.  Hewes,  124  Cal.  244,  56 
Pac.  1032;  Hughes  v.  Mendocino  Coun- 
ty, 65  Cal.  xix,  4  Pac.  236.  lU. 
O 'Byrne  v.  Cregier,  181  HI.  App.  569; 
Sherer  v.  Langford,  67  HI.  App.  342. 
Ind.— Indianapolis,  D.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Center  Tp.,  130  Ind.  89,  28  N.  E.  439. 
Ky. — Schuster  v  White's  Admr.,  106 
Ky.  317,  50  S.  W.  242.    Minn.— Wright 


V.  Tileston,  60  Minn.  34,  61  N.  W. 
823;  Eeynolds  v.  Franklin,  47  Minn. 
145,  49  N.  W.  648;  Corby  v.  Taylor, 
35  Mo.  447;  Alkire  Grocer  Co.  v. 
Tagart,  60  Mo.  App.  389;  Taylor  v. 
Hines,  31  Mo.  App.  622.  N.  M. — Neher 
V.  Armijo,  11  N.  M.  67,  66  Pac.  517. 
N.  Y.— Seeor  v.  Sturgis,  16  N.  Y.  548; 
Mills  V.  Garrison,  3  Abb.  Dee.  297,  3 
Keyes  40;  Baehe  v.  Purcell,  51  How. 
Pr.  270;  Bendernagle  v.  Cocks,  19 
Wend.  207,  32  Am.  Dec.  448;  Phillips 
V.  Berick,  16  Johns.  136,  8  Am.  Dec. 
299;  Govin  v.  De  Miranda,  79  Hun 
329,  29  N".  Y.  Supp.  347;  Gedney  v. 
Gedney,  19  App.  Div.  407,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  590;  Gentles  v.  Fiuck,  23  Misc. 
153,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  726;  Scott  v. 
Haines,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  163.  N.  C. 
Tyler  v.  Capeheart,  125  N.  C.  64,  ,  34 
S.  E.  108;  Snow  Steam  Pump  Works 
V.  Dunn,  119  N.  0.  77,  25  S.  B.  741 
Gregory  v.  Hobbs,  93  N.  C.  1.  Pa, 
Terrerri  v.  Jutte,  159  Pa.  244,  28  Atl 
225;  Milligan  v.  Browarsky,  147  Pa, 
155,  23  Atl.  398;  Daniels  v.  Heiden- 
reich,  8  Kulp  413.  Tex. — Harris  v. 
Houston  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  60  S.  W, 
440;  Houston  &  T.  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Per 
kins,  2  Wils.  Civ.  Gas.,  §520.  Vt 
Mussey  v.  Bates,  65  Vt.  449,  2t  Atl, 
167,  21  L.  E.  A.  516.  W.  Va.— Flat 
Top  Grocery  v.  McClaugherty,  46  W. 
Va.  419,  33  S.  E.  252.  Wis.— Eastman 
V.  Porter,  14  Wis.  39. 

[a]  See  Erie  E.  R.  Co.  V.  Erie 
Transportation  Co,  204  U.  S.  220,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  246,  51  L.  ed.  450,  holding 
that  in  a  court  of  admiralty,  the  right 
of  division  of  damages  to  vessels  when 
both  are  in  fault  and  the  contingent 
claim  to  partial  indemnity  for  piiyment 
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causes  of  action  arise  from  the  same  contract  or  series  of  transactions.'' 
Two  separate  and  independent  actions  may  be  mfiintained  upon  the 
same  act  or  transaction,  where  one  proceeds  upon  the  theory  of  a  tort, 


of  damage  to  cargo  are  separable,  and 
the  decree  of  division  in  the  original 
suit,  the  pleadings  in  which  do  not 
.  set  up  such  claim  for  indemnity,  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  brought  to 
enforce  it. 

[b]  A  recovery  in  replevin  is  no  bar 
to  an  action  for  damages  for  the 
wrongful  seizure  and  detention  of  the 
articles  in  question.  Bowen  v.  Harris, 
146  N.  C.  385,  59  S.  E.  1044. 

[c]  A  judgment  iu  ejectment  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  for  the 
growing  crops,  where  such  right  was 
not  litigated  in  the  ejectment  suit. 
Collier  v.  Cunningham,  2  Ind.  App.  254, 
28  N.  E.  341. 

[d]  A'  judgment  for  an  attorney's 
fee,  is  not  a  bar  to  another  action  for 
legal  services  rendered  the  same  party 
under  a  separate  contract.  Wheless  v. 
Serrano,  121  Mo.  App.  17,  98  fe.  W. 
108. 

[e]  Recovery  by  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon, against  the  estate  of  his  deceased 
co-tenant,  of  his  share  of  rents  col- 
lected by  deceased,  is  not  a  bar  to  a 
subsequent  action  for  rents  of  other 
property  held  by  them  in  common. 
Gedney  v.  Gedney,  160  N.  T.  471,  55 
N.  E.  1. 

[f]  Where  a  stockholder  is  sued  on 
a  debt  of  the  corporation,  a  previous 
suit  against  him  on  another  debt  of 
the  corporation  is  not  a  bar  if  the 
debts  were  such  that  separate  actions 
might  have  been  maintained  thereon 
against  the  corporation  itself.  Man- 
ley  V.  Parle,  68  Kan.  400,  75  Pac.  557, 
66  L.  E.  A.  967. 

[g]  Judgment  for  commissions  earned 
prior  to  the  incorporation  of  a  com- 
pany is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  for 
commissions  earned  after  the  incor- 
poration, where  claim  for  the  latter 
was  withdrawn  during  the  former  trial. 
Gottlieb  V.  Fred  W.  "Wolf  Co.;  75  Md. 
126,  23  Atl.  198. 

27.  U.  S. — Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Parrette,  55  Fed.  50;  Muscatine  v. 
Mississippi,  etc.  E.  Co.,  1  Dill.  536,  17 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,971.  Cal.— Curtin  v. 
Salmon  Eiver  Hydraulic  Gold  Min.,  etc. 
Co.,  141  Cal.  808,  74  Pacr  851,  99  Am. 
St.  Eep.  75;  Kimball  v.  Tripp,  136  Cal. 
631,   69   Pac.   428;   Owens  v.  McNally, 
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124  Cal.  29,  56  Pac.  615;  Gillis  v.  Cleve- 
land, 87  Cal.  214,  25  Pac.  351.  Dl. 
Chicago  Opera  House  Co.  v.  Paquin,  70 
HI.  App.  596.  Ky. — Eoberts  v.  Moss, 
127  Ky.  657,  106  S.  W.  297,  17  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  280.  Mass.— Frost  v.  Thomp- 
son, 219  Mass.  360,  106  N.  E.  1009; 
Newhall  v.  Enterprise  Mining  Co.,  205 
Mass.  585,  91  N.  E.  905;  Gaylord  v. 
Pelland,  169  Mass.  356,  47  N.  E.  1019; 
Harding  v.  Hale,  2  Gray  399.  Minn. 
State  V.  Torinus,  28  Minn.  175,  9  N.  W. 
725.  Mo.— BaumhofE  v.  St.  Louis  &  K. 
E.  Co.,  205  Mo.  248,  104  S.  W.  5; 
Belshe  v.  Batdorf,  98  Mo.  App.  627,  73 
S.  W.  888.  Neb.— Latta  v.  Visel,  37 
Neb.  612,  56  N.  W.  311.  N.  M.— Texas, 
S.  F.  &  N.  E.  Co.  v:  Saxton,  7  N.  M. 
302,  34  Pac.  532.  N.  Y.— Millard  v. 
Missouri,  etc.  E.  Co.,  86  N.  Y.  441; 
Derleth  v.  Degraaf,  19  Jones  &  S.  369; 
Clinton  v.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E. 
Co.,  147  App.  Div.  468,  131  N.  T.  Supp. 
881;  Tuck  v.  Eottkowsky,  47  Misc.  386, 
93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1112;  Mincer  v.  Green, 
47  Misc.  374,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  15.  N.  C. 
Bowen  v.  Harris,  146  N.  C.  385,  59 
S.  E.  1044;  Tyler  v.  Capeheart,  125 
N.  C.  64,  34  S.  E.  108;  Pendleton  v. 
Dalton,  92  N.  C.  185.  Pa.— Morrison 
V.  Beckey,  6  Watts  349.  Tex. — Cham- 
pion v.  Johnson  County  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  109  S.  W.  1146;  West  v.  Cole 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  50  S.  "W.  151.  W.  Va. 
Barnes  v.  City  of  Grafton,  61  W.  Va. 
408,  56  S.  E.  608.  Wis. — Kronshage  v. 
Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  45  Wis.  500.  Can. 
Stuart  V.  Mott,  23  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  153, 
384. 

Compare,  Peacock  v.  Coltrane  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  116  S.  W.  389. 

[a]  A  judgment  for  defendant  in 
an  action  against  a  city  for  lighting, 
on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  not 
substantially  performed  his  contract,  is 
not  a  bar  to  a  second  action  to  re- 
cover the  reasonable  value  of  the  same 
service.  Water,  Light  &  Gas  Co.  v. 
City  of  Hutchinson,  160  Fed.  41,  90  C. 
C.    A.   547,   19  L.   E.   A.    (N.   S.)    219. 

[b]  "The  doctrine  of  estoppel  is 
restricted  to  facts  directly  in  issue." 
Excelsior  Coal  Co.  v.  Gildersleeve,  160 
Fed.  47,  87  C.  C.  A.  202. 

[c]  Items  not  due  when  the  first 
suit  was  brought,  were  not  required  to 
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and  the  other  upon  contract,  so  that  resort  to  one  is  not  a  disafBrmanee 
of  the  other,  and  a  recovery  upon  one  does  not  constitute  a  bar  to 
the  other,  unless  satisfaction  is  obtained  thereon.^* 

Eifect  of  Satisfaction  of  Judgment  Upon  One  Cause  of  Action.  —  "While  a 
plaintiff  may  have  several  concurrent  or  successive  rights  of  action 
based  upon  the  same  transaction  or  injury,  and  may  recover  a  separate 


be  included  therein,  and  a  second  suit 
for  tneir  reeovery  is  not  barred  by  the 
judgment  rendered  in  tEe  former  ac- 
tion. Barnes  v.  City  of  Grafton,  61 
W.  Va.  408,  56  S.  E.  608. 

[d]  An  adverse  judgment  in  a  suit 
on  a  note  given  for  patent  medicine, 
void  under  the  statute  for  failure  to 
show  that  fact  on  its  face,  is  no  bar 
to  an  action  on  the  contract  of  sale. 
Warmack  v.  Askew,  97  Ark.  19,  132 
S.  W.  1013. 

[e]  A  judgment  for  defendant  in  an 
action  on  an  express  contract  is  not  a  bar 
to  a  suit  to  recover  on  a  quantum 
meruit.  Champion  v.  Johnson  County 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  109  S.  W.  1146. 

28.  TI.  S. — Farnum  «.  Kennebec 
Water  Dist.,  170  Ted.  173,  95  C.  C.  A. 
355;  Crockett  v.  Miller,  112  Fed.  729, 
50  C.  C.  A.  447;  Glaspie  v.  Keator,  56 
Fed.  203,  5  C.  C.  A.  474.  Ala.— Shaw 
V.  Beers,  25  Ala.  449.  Colo. — Mackenzie 
V.  Porter,  40  Colo.  340,  91  Pac.  916. 
Ga. — ^Linder  v.  Rowland,  122  Ga.  425, 
50  S.  E.  124;  Henson  v.  Taylor,  108  Ga. 
567,  33  S.  E.  911.  m.— Brumbach  v. 
Flower,  20  111.  App.  219.  Ind. — Union 
Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schidler,  130  Ind. 
214,  29  N.  E.  1071,  15  L.  E.  A.  89. 
Ky.— Dodd  t».  Pittsburg,  C,  C.  &  St. 
L.  E.  Co.,  127  Ky.  762,  106  S.  W.  787. 
La. — Preston  v.  Slocomb,  10  Eob.  361. 
Mass. — Greenfield  v.  Wilson,  13  Gray 
384;  Norton  v.  Huxley,  13  Gray  285. 
Mich. — Chesebro  «.  Powers,  78  Mich. 
472,  44 -N.  W.  290;  Black  17.  Miller,  75 
Mich.  323,  42  N.  W.  837.  Mo.— Lin- 
ville  V.  Ehoades,  73  Mo.  App.  217; 
Gens  &  Tiede  v.  Hargadine,  56  Mo. 
App.  245.  N.  H.— Hyde  v.  Noble,  13 
N.  H.  494,  38  Am.  Dee.  508.  ,N.  Y. 
Morgan  v.  Powers,  66  Barb.  35;  Gutch- 
ess  V.  Whiting,  46  Barb.  139;  Butler 
V.  Eice,  17  Hun  406;  Morgan  v.  Skid- 
more,  3  Abb.  N.  C.  92;  Wanzer  v.  Be 
Baun,  1  E.  D.  Smith  261;  Albany  Hdw. 
&  Iron  Co.  V.  Day,  11  App.  Div.  230, 
42  N.  Y.  Supp.  971;  Kahn  v.  Witkoski, 
115  N.  Y.  Supp.  138.  N.  C— Woody 
V.  Jordan,  69  N.  C.  189.  Pa.— Fidelity 
Ins.,  etc.  Co.  V.  Gazzam,  161  Pa.  536, 


29  Atl.  264;  Schriver  v.  Eckenrode,  87 
Pa.  213;  Finley  v.  Hanbest,  30  Pa.  190. 
R.  I.— Whittier  v.  Collins,  15  R.  I.  90, 
23  Atl.  47,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  879.  S.  C. 
Vincent  v.  Southern  Ey.,  88  S.  C.  413, 
70  S.  E.  1056.  Tenn.— Turner  v.  Brook, 
6  Heisk.  50.  Tex. — Pishaway  v.  Run- 
nels, 71  Tex.  352,  9  S.  W.  260.  Vt. 
Oben  V.  Adams,  94  Atl.  506;  Pierce  v. 
Mitchell,  87  Vt.  538,  90  Atl.  577; 
Slack  V.  Bragg,  83  Vt.  404,  76  Atl. 
148;  Priest  v.  Foster,  69  Vt.  417,  38 
Atl.  78;  Merchants'  National  Bank  v. 
Taylor,  66  Vt.  574,  29  Atl.  1012.  Wis. 
Mallory  v.  Mariner,  15  Wis.  177.  Can. 
Hamilton  Provident  and  Loan  Society 
V.  Gilbert,  6  Ont.  434. 

[a]  But  see  Burt  v.  North  Philadel- 
phia Trust  Co.,  45  Pa.  Super.  320,  hold- 
ing that  where  a  depositor  sues  a  bank 
in  assumpsit  for  his  money  on  deposit, 
and  recovers  a  final  judgment  for  the 
same  with  interest  as  damages  for  its 
detention,  he  cannot  thereafter  main- 
tain an  action  of  trespass  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  to  his  credit 
caused  by  the  refusal  of  the  bank  to 
pay  on  his  orders  and  demand  the  same 
money.  ' 

[b]  The  prohibition  against  two 
judgments  may  be  met  by  a  tender  at 
the  second  trial  of  a  discharge  of  the 
first  judgment.  Kahn  v.  Witkoski,  115 
N.  Y.  Supp.  138. 

[c]  A  judgment  recovered  for  the 
conversion  of  goods  is  no  bar  to  an 
action  for  the  price  of  the  goods. 
Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eaney,  117  Ala. 
270,  23  So.  29.  See  Lenoir's  Admr.  v. 
Wilson,   36  Ala.  600. 

[d]  A  recovery  in  an  action  for 
seduction  under  promise  of  marriage,  is 
not  a  bar  to  an  action  for  breach  of 
such  promise  of  marriage.  Ireland  v. 
Emmerson,  93  Ind.  1,  47  Am.  Rep.  364. 

[e]  A  recovery  for  the  value  of 
goods  fraudulently  conveyed  by  one  de- 
fendant to  another  will  not  bar  an  ap- 
tion  in  tort  for  conspiracy  between 
such  defendants  to  prevent  the  plain- 
tiff from   obtaining   satisfaction   of    a 
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judgment  on  each,  one  iuU  satisfaction  will  bar  his  further  actions, 
remedies  and  rights  of  process.^' 

(II.)    Arising  Ex  Contractu.  —  (A.)    In  Geneeal Where  a  contract  or 

obligation  sued  upon  is  entire  and  indivisible,  a  judgment  rendered  in 
an  action  based  thereon  will  inerge  all  claims  arising  under  the  con- 
tract and  bar  further  litigation  based  thereon.^"    Where  a  contract  or 


judgment  against  one  of  them.  Tams 
V.  Lewis,  42  Pa.  402. 

29.  U.  S. — Muscatine  v.  Mississippi 
&  M.  E.  Co.,  1  DiU.  536,  17  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  9,971;  Mayer  v. 'Foulkiod,  4  Wash. 
C.  C.  503,  16  Fed.  Gas.  No.  9,342. 
m. — Kapisehki  v.  Koch,  180  111.  44,  54 
N.  ,E.  179;  Nolte  v.  Lowe,  18  HI.  437. 
N.  Y.— Peters  v.  Sanford,  1  Denio  224. 
N.  C— Painter  v.  Norfolk  &  "W.  B.  Co., 
144  N.  C.  436,  57  8.  E.  151;  Mast  v. 
Sapp,  140  N.  C.  533,  53  S.  E.  350,  5 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  379,  111  Am.  St.  Eep. 
864.  Tenn. — ^Dies  v.  Wilson  County 
Bank,  129'  Tenn.  89,  165  S.  W.  248, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1090.  Wash.  Ter. 
Dawson  v.  Baum,  3  Wash.  Ter.  4&4,  19 
Pac.  46.  W.  Va. — Porter  v.  Mack,  50 
W.  Va.  581,  40,  S.  E.  459;  Peerce  v. 
Athey,'  4  W.  Va.,  22.  Eng.— Bird  v. 
Eandall,  3  Burr.  1345,  1  W.  Bl.  373, 
97  Eng.  Eeprint  866. 

Compare,  Post  v.  Hartford  St.  E.  Co., 
72  Conn.  362,  44  Atl.  547. 

[a]  In  Virginia  a  judgment  against 
one  wrongdoer  bars  a  suhsecLueut  action 
against  the  other  joint  wrongdoers, 
whether  it  is  deemed  a  satisfaction  of 
the  claim  or  a  final  election  to  pro- 
ceed against  that  defendant  alone. 
Staunton  Mut.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Buchanan,  108 
Va.  810,  62  S.  B.  928. 

[b]  Where  plaintiff  has  recovered 
several  judgments  for  successive  con- 
versions by  different  individuals,  he 
may  make  his  election  on  which ,  judg- 
ment he  will  take  out  execution,  and 
when  he  has  done  this,  he  is  estopped 
from"  proceeding  on  the  other  judg- 
ments. Matthews  v.  Menedger,  2  Mc- 
Lean 145,  16  Fed.  Gas.'  No.  9,289. 

Effect  of  satisfaction  of  judgment, 
see  generally  the  title  "Judgments, 
Satisfaction  of." 

30.  See  the  following:  TT.  S.— De 
Weese  v.  Smith,  97  Fed.  309;  Horton 
V.  New  York  Cent.,  etc.  E.  Co.,  63  Fed. 
897;  Culbertson  v.  Ellis,  6  McLean  248, 
6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,461;  Chinn  v.  Ham- 
ilton, Hempst.  438,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,685.  Cal. — Van  Home  ,  v.  Treadwell, 
164  Cal.  620,  130  Pac.  5;  Abbott  v.  The 
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76  Land  &  Water  Co.,  161  Cal.  42,  118 
Pac.  425.  Conn.— Burritt  v.  Belfy,  47 
Conn.  323,  36  Am.  Eep.  79j  Ga. — Steph- 
ens V.  Crawford,  3  Ga.  499.  111. — ^Eosen- 
mueller  v.  Lampe,  89  111.  212,  31  Am, 
Eep.  74;  Nolte  v.  Lowe,  18  HI.  437 
Dalton  V.  Bentley,  15  111.  420.  Ind, 
Indianapolis,  B.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Koons 
105  Ind.  507,  5  N.  E.  549;  Cutler  v. 
Cox,  2  Blackf.  178,  18  Am.  Dec.  152 
Me. — Willoughby  v:  Atkinson  Furnish 
ing  Co.,  96  Me.  372,  52  Atl.  756.  Mass, 
White  V.  Dingley,  4  Mass.  433.  Minn, 
Bowe  V.  Minnesota  Milk  Co.,  44  Minn, 
460,  47  N.  W.  151.  Miss. — Hanes  v. 
Planters'  Cotton-Press,  etc.  As,sn.,  55 
Miss.  654.  Mo. — Kerr  v.  Simmons,  82 
Mo.  269.  N.  J.— Baker  v.  Baker,  28  N. 
J.  L.  13,  75  Am  Dec.  243.  N.  V. 
O'Beirne  v  Lloyd,  43  N.  T.  248;  Miller 
V.  Covert,  1  Wend.  487;  Stuyvesant-  v. 
New  York,  11  Paige  414;  Cogging  v. 
Bulwinkle,  1  E.  D.  Smith  434;  Samuel 
V.  Fidelity,  etc.  Co.,  76  Hun  308,  27  N. 
Y.  Supp.  741;  Eoyal  Live  Fish  Go.  v. 
Central  Fish  Co.,  159  App.  Div.  151, 
144  N.  Y.  Supp.  21;  Pakas  v.  Hollings- 
head,  99  App.  Div.  472,  86  N.  Y.  Supp. 
560,  91  N.'  Y.  Supp.  1105,  42  Misc. 
287;  Maeder  v.  Wexler,  98  App.  Div. 
68,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  598;  Bigolow  v. 
Woolverton,  65  Misc.  178,  119  N.  Y. 
Supp.  630;  New  York  v  Constantine, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  788,  46  N.  Y.  St.  247. 
Ohio. — Stein  v.  The  Prairie  Eose,  17 
Ohio  St.  471,  93  Am.  Dec.  631;  Erwin 
V.  Lynn,  16  Ohio  St.  539.~  Pa. — Thomp- 
son V.  Graham,  246  Pa.  202,  92  Atl., 
118;  Hill  V.  Joy,  149  Pa.  243,  24  Atl. 
293;  Carvill  v.  (Garrigues,  5  Pa.  152; 
Speier  v.  Locust  Laundry,  56  P-a.  Super. 
323.  Tex. — Dixon  v.  Watson,  52  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  412,  115  S.  W.,100;  Texas 
&  P,  E.  Go.  V.  Scoggin  &  Brown,  42 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  335,  95  8.  W.  651; 
Mallory  v.  Dawson  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  32 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  294,  74  8.  W.  953.  Vt. 
Moray  v.  King,  51  Vt.  383.  Va.— Sands 
V.  Eoller,  118  Va.  191,  86  8.  E.  857; 
Hancock  v.  White  Hall  Tobacco  Ware- 
house Co.,  102  Va.  239,  46  8.  E.  288. 
Wash. — Collins    v.    Gleason,    47    Wash. 
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obligation  is  divisible  in  its  nature,,  however,^^  as  where  the  contract 
contains  provisions  for  its  performance  by   instalments    at    different 


62,   91   Pac.   566.     W.    Va.— Peeree    v. 
Athey,  4  W.  Va.  22.     Can. — McKay  v. 
Fee,  20   U.   C.   Q.  B.   268;    Stinson    v. 
Branigan,  10  U.  G.  Q.  B.  402. 
See  also  supra,  2VII,  B,  2,  g,  (I). 

[a]  Oa  the  rendition  of  one  judg- 
ment the  contract  becomes  functus  of- 
ficio, and  cannot  be  revived  as  the 
basis  of  another  judgment;  Sands  v. 
Roller,  118  Va.   191,  86  S.  B.  857. 

[b]  A  judgment  for  a  balance  due 
for  work  under  two  indivisible  verbal 
contracts,  one  supplemental  to  the 
other,  was  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  ac- 
tion for  breach  of  such  contracts,  even 
where  defendant's  appeal  was  with- 
drawn before  adjudication,  upon  ad- 
justment of  the  controversy  by  agree- 
ment. Thompson  v.  Graham,  246  Pa. 
202,  92  Atl.  118. 

[e]  A  sttit  to  recover  rent  should 
be  for  the  full  payment  period,  and 
a  judgment  for  an  amount  less  than 
a  quarter,  when  payable  quarterly,  is 
a  bar  to  an  action  for  the  remainder 
of  the  quarter.  Warren  v.  Comings,  6 
Cush.  (Mass.)  103.  To  same  effect,  see 
Burckhardt  v.  Greene,  26  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
315,  afflrmed  in  68  Ohio  St.  711,  70  N. 
E.  1116,  without  opinion. 

[d]  An  action  by  a  landlord  against 
his  tenant  for  supplies  and  advances 
must  include  a  claim  for  damages  for 
the  tenant's  failure  to  perform  a 
covenant  in  the  lease  to  properly  culti- 
vate the  land,  and  a  judgment  obtained 
in  such  action  will  bar  an  action  for 
the  breach  of  the  covenant.  Dixon  v. 
"Watson,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  412,  115  S. 
W.  100. 

[e]  Successive  breaches  of  a  bond, 
(1)  will  constitute  separate,  causes  of 
action  only  where  the  judgment  recov- 
ered in  the  first  action  was  prior  to 
the  subsequent  breaches  and  did  not 
include  the  penalty  of  the  bond.  Ahl 
V.  Ahl,  60  Md.  207;  Orendorfe  v.  Utz, 
48  Md.  298.  (2)  But  where  sureties 
on  a  second  bond  were  erroneously 
sued  and  forced  to  pay  for  defalca- 
tions which  occurred  under  the  first 
bond,  it  did  not  bar  an  action  against 
the  first  bondsmen  who  were  liable  for 
the  losses  occasioned  by  the  Specula- 
tions of  their  principal.  White  v. 
Smith,  47  N.  0.  4. 

[f]  A  recovery    (1)    for  the  prin- 


cipal of  a  debt  will  bar  a  subsequent 
action  for  interest  on  the  same  debt. 
Harty  v.  Harty,  2  La.  518;  Saul  v. 
His  Creditors,  7  Mart.  N.  S.  (La.)  425; 
Nugent  V.  Delhounne,  2  Mart.  (La.) 
307;  Faurie  v.  Pitot,  2  Mart.  (La.)  83; 
Gordon  v.  Omaha,  71  Neb.  570,  99  N. 
W,.  242.  (2)  But  where  no  interest  was 
asked  or  recovered  in  the  action  for 
recovery  of  the  principal  debt,  the 
judgment  therein  was  not  a  bar  to  an 
action  for  interest  under  a  separate 
contract.  Plorenee  v.  Jennings,  22  C. 
B.  (N.  S.)  454,  3  Jur.  (N.  S.)  772,  26 
L.  J.  C.  P.  274,  89  B.  C.  L.  454. 

[g]  A  recovery  for  the  principal  of 
two  notes,  and  six  per  cent  interest 
thereon,. against  the  maker  and  endorser 
thereof,  will  bar  a  subsequent  suit  on  a 
written  undertaking  of  the  maker  to 
pay  thirty  per  cent  interest  in  consid- 
eration of  a  certain  extension,  ,  such 
subsequent  action  being  to  recover  the  ' 
additional  twenty-four  per  cent  interest 
agreed  to  by  the  maker.  McKay  v. 
Fee,  20  U.  C.  Q.  B.  (Can.)'  268. 

[h]  An  action  against  a  surety  ia 
not  barred  by  a  consent  judgment 
against  his  principal,,  which  is  not  paid, 
when  the  surety  was  not  a  party  to 
the  judgment  on  the  contract  on  which 
he  was  bound  as  such  surety.  Maine 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  National  Surety  Co.,  113 
Me.  465,  94  Atl.  929. 

[i]  Where  two  separate  contracts 
relate  to  the  same  subject-matter,  an 
action  on  one  is  no  bar  to  an  action 
on  the  other.  Peacock  «.  Coltrane 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  116  S.  W.  389. 

[j]  A  judgment  granting  the  relief 
prayed  for  in  a  suit  for  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  to  convey  real 
estate,  will  bar  a  subsequent  suit  for 
the  conveyance  of  other  lands  described  , 
in  the  contract.  Collins  v.  Gleason,  47 
Wash.  62,  91  Pac.  566. 

31.  ni.— Bressler  v.  Martin,  133  111. 
278,  24  N.  E.  518.  Mass.— Hanham  v. 
Sherman,  114  Mass.  19;  Perry  v.  Har- 
rington, 2  Mete.  368,  37  Am.  Dec.  98; 
Badger  v.  Titcomb,  15  Pick.  409,  26 
Am.  Dec.  611.  Mo.— Stifel  v.  Lynch,  7 
Mo.  App.  326.  N.  Y.— Parmenter  v. 
State,  135  N.  Y;  154,  31  N.  E.  1035; 
Bendernagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend.  207,  32 
Am.  Dec.  448;  De  Grafe  &  Palmer  v. 
Mayper,  65  "Misc.  185,  119  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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times,'^  or  where  separate  causes  of  action  accrue  at  difEerent  times, 
from  partial  breaches  of  the  contract,''  each  subsequent  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  in  which  the  recovery  next  prior  thereto  was 
had,'*  several  successive  actions  may  be  brought  based  upon  the  same 
contract,  and  the  prior  actions  based  thereon  will  not  bar  those  sub- 
sequent thereto.'^  But  each  action  must  include  all  claims  due  at  the 
time  the  particular  suit  is  filed,'*  and  in  some  jurisdictions,  up  to 


657.  Tex. — Howe  v.  Harding,  84  Tex. 
74,  19  S.  "W.  363.  Wash.— Harstad  v. 
Olson,  57  Wash.  264,  106  Pac.  741. 

32.  Smith  Pros.  v.  Stern,  148  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1;  Jones  A  Co.  v.  Gammel-States- 
man  Pub.  Co.,  100  Tex.  320,  99  S.  W. 
701,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1197.  See  infra, 
XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (II),  (B). 

33.  See  the  following:  Cal. — Abbott 
V.  The  76  Land  &  Water  Co.,  161  Cal. 
42,  118  Pac.  425;  Shanklin  v.  Gray,  111 
Cal.  88,  43  Pac.  399.  HI. — Just  v.  Greve, 
13  111.  App.  302.  Ind.— Pranke  v. 
Pranke,  15  Ind.  App.  529,  43  N.  E. 
468.  la. — Richmond  v.  Dubuque,  40 
Iowa  264,  33  Iowa  422.  Ky.— Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Cumnock,  25  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1330,  77  S.  W.  933.  Md.— Oren- 
dorfe  V.  tJtz,  48  Md.  298.  Mass. 
Badger  v.  Titcomb,  15  Pick.  409,  26 
Am.  Dec.  611.  Minn. — Eeynolds  v. 
Franklin,  47  Minn.  145,  49  N.  W.  648. 
Mo. — ^Menges  f.  Milton  Piano  Co.,  96 
Mo.  App.  611,  70  S.  W.  728;  Brown  v. 
Chadwick,  32  Mo.  App.  615.  Neb. 
State  ex  rel.  Gordon  v.  Moores,  70  Neb. 
48,  96  N.  W.  1011.  N.  J.— Edward  C. 
Jones  Co.  v.  Guttenberg,  66  N.  J.  L. 
659,  51  Atl.  274.  N.  Y.— Johnson  v. 
Meeker,  96  N.  Y.  93,  48  Am.  Eep.  609; 
Beach  v.  Crain,  2  N.  Y.  86,  49  Am. 
Dec.  369;  Stuyvesant  v.  New  York,  11 
Paige  414.  Ohio. — Gardner  v.  Letson, 
8  Ohio  Dec.  256,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  112. 
Pa. — ^Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Algeo,  31 
Pa.  446;  Wolf  v.  Welton,  30  Pa.  202. 
Tex. — Howe  v.  Harding,  84  Tex.  74,  19 
S.  W.  363;  Old  Eiver  Eice  Irr.  Co.  v. 
Stubbs  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168  S.  W.  29. 
Wash. — Harsin  v.  Oman,  68  Wash.  281, 
123  Pac.  1. 

See  also  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (I). 

[a]  A  recovery  for  a  partial  breach 
is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  for  a  total 
breach,  occurring  thereafter.  Living- 
ston V.  Klaw,  137  App.  Div.  639,  122 
N.  Y.  Supp.  264. 

84.  Minn. — McEvoy  v.  Bock,  37 
Minn.  402,  34  N.  W.  740.  N.  Y.— De 
Graff  &  Palmer  v.  Mayper,  65  Misc. 
185,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  657;    Gould    v. 
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Olympic  Min.  Co.,  49  Misc.  612,  96  N. 
Y.  Supp.  455.  Wash. — See  Harsin  v. 
Oman,  68  Wash.  281,  123  Pac.  1. 

35.  U.  S.— Pittsburg,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Keokuk,  etc.  Bridge  Co.,  107  Fed.  781, 
46  C.  C.  A.  639.  Oal. — People  v. 
Eodgers,  118  Cal.  393,  46  Pac.  740,  50 
Pac.  668;  Wagner  v.  Wagner,  104  Cal. 
293,  37  Pac.  935;  Southern  Pac.  E.  Co. 
V.  Purcell,  77  Cal.  69,  18  Pac.  886;  ' 
Jones  V.  Petaluma,  36  Cal.  230.  Conn. 
Avery  'v.  Fitch,  4  Conn.  3182.  111. — Hen- 
derson V.  Harness,  184  HI.  520,  56  N.  E. 
786;  Chicago  Opera  House  Co.  v. 
Paquin,  70  HI.  App.  596.     Ky.— Maize 

V.  Bowman,  93  Ky.  205,  19  S.  W.  589, 
17  L.  E.  A.  81;  Cook  v.  Vimont,  6  Mon. 
284,  17  Am.  Dee.  157.  La. — Glaude  v. 
Peat,  43  La.  Ann.  161,  8  So.  884.  Minn. 
State  V.  Torinus,  28  Minn..  175,  9  N.  W. 
725.  Mo. — Priest  v.  Deaver,  22  Mo. 
App.  276.'  N.  Y.— Skinner  v.  Walter 
A.  Wood  Mowing,  etc.  Mach.  Co.,  140 
N.  Y.  217,  35  N.  E.  491,  37  Am.  St. 
Eep.  540;  Butler  v.  Wright,  2  Wend. 
369;  Montrose  v.  Wanamaker,  57  Hun 
590,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  106,  32  N.  Y.  St. 
1059;  McCleary  v.  Malcom  Brewing  Co., 
56  App.  Div.  531,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  258; 
Cooper  V.  Brooklyn,  18  N.  Y.  Supp. 
438,  45  N.  Y.  St.  266.  But  see  People 
V.  Board  of  Supervisors,  26  Misc.  233, 
56  N.  Y.  Supp.  318.  N.  C— North 
Carolina  University  v.  Maultsby,  55  N. 
C.  241.  Ore. — Knott  v.  Stephens,  5  Ore. 
235.  Tenn.— Underwood  v.  Smith,  93 
Tenn.  687,  27  S.  W.,  1008,  42  Anr.  St. 
Eep.  946;  McKissick .  i;.  McKissiek,  6 
Humph.  75.  Vt. — McLaughlin  v.  Hill,  6 
Vt.  20. 

36.  Kan. — Whitaker  v.  Hawley,  30 
Kan.  317,  1  Pae.  508,  Mo.— Union  E. 
&  Transp.  Co.  v.  Traube,  59  Mo.  355. 
N. ,  Y.— Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  122  N.  Y. 
41,  25  N.  E.  292,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  470; 
Byrnes  v.  Byrnes,  102  N.  Y.  4,  5  N.  E. 
776;  McCleary  v.  Malcom  Brewing  Co., 
56  App.  Div.  531,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  258; 
Welch  V.  Buchans  Soap  Corp.,  56  Misc. 
689,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  616;  Gould  v. 
Olympic  Min.  Co.,  49  Misc.  612,  96  N. 
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the  time  of  the  trial  thereof,^'  asi  it  will  bar  any  later  action  upon  any 
claim  in  existence  at  the  time  and  which  could  properly  have  been 
included  in  the  prior  suit.  Where  suit  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  for  an  entire  breach  of  the  contract,  a  recovery  therefor  bars 
further  litigation  thereon.^* 

A  judgment  for  the  defendant  in  one  of  several  actions  growing  out 
of  the  same  contract  or  subject-matter  is  not  a  bar  to  other  actions 
arising  thereon,  unless  it  goes  to  the  merits  of  the  whole  subject- 
matter,  in  which  event  it  operates  as  an  estoppel  to  any  subsequent 
suit  thereon." 


Y.  Supp.  455;  Smith  Bros.  v.  Stern,  148 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1.  Pa. — Brandenburg  v. 
Brooke,  45  Pa.  Super.  490.  Tex. — Jones 
&  Co.  V.  Gammel-Statesman  Pub.  Co., 
100  Tex.  320,  99  S.  W.  701,  8  L.  B.  A. 
(N.  S.)   1197. 

See  also  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (11), 
(B);  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (II),  (C). 

[a]  But  see  Kennedy  v.  New  York, 
196  N.  Y.  19,  89  N.  E.  360,  25  L.  R. 
A.  (N.  S.)  847,  holding  that  each  hold- 
ing over  at  the  expiration  of  the  term 
and  of  yearly  periods  thereafter,  by 
a  tender  under  a  lease  for  a  definite 
term  of  years,  constitutes  a  new  term, 
separate  and  distinct  from  those  that 
preceded  it,  so  that  a  recovery  for  the 
rent  due  for  one  term  after  that  for 
several  has  become  due  will  not  bar 
an  action  for  the  rent  which  accrued 
on  the  other  terms. 

[b]  A  judgment  against  a  stock- 
holder for  less  than  the  amount  due 
on  his  stock,  is  a  bar  to  another  action 
for  a  further  assessment  on  such  stock. 
De  Weese  v.  Smith,  97  Fed.  309. 

37.  See  the  title  "Successive  Suits," 
as  to  whether  installments  or  damages 
accruing  up  to  the  time  of  trial  must 
be  included  in  the  recovery. 

[a]  In  Connecticat  the  plaintiff  is 
required  by  statute  to  introduce  by 
amendment  any  cause  of  action  ac- 
cruing under  the  contract  after  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit  and  before  trial, 
else  it  was  barred.  Claflin  &  Kimball 
V.  Mather  Electric  Co.,  87  Fed.  795. 

38.  Ala. — Cooke  v.  Cook,  110  Ala. 
567,  20  So.  64.  Cal.— Abbott  v.  The  76 
Land  &  Water  Co.,  161  Cal.  42,  118 
Pac.  425.  111. — Greenwald  v.  Euby,  178 
111.  App.  415;  Alexander  v.  Potts,  151 
111.  App.  587;  Manton  v.  Gammon,  7 
111.  App.  201.  ivtinn.— Bowe  v.  Min- 
nesota Milk  Co.,  44  Minn.  460,  47  N. 
W.  151.  Mo.— Priest  v.  Deaver,  22  Mo. 
App.  276.     N.  Y.— New  York  v.  Con- 


stantine,  60  N.  Y.  Super.  469,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  788,  ,46  N.  Y.  St.  247.  Pa.— Cor- 
bet V.  Evans,  25  Pa.  310;  Stradley  v. 
Bath  Portland  Cement  Co.,  19  Pa.  Dist. 
45.  -  Tex. — Ben  C.  Jones  &  Co.  v.  Gam- 
mel-Statesman Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  94 
S.  W.  191. 

39.  U.  S.— Bissell  v.  Spring  Valley 
Tp.,  124  IT.  S.  225,  8  Sup.  Ct.  495,  31 
L.  ed.  411;  Cromwell  v.  Sacramento,  94 
V.  S.  351,  24  L.  ed.  195;  Priest  v. 
Glenn,  51  Fed.  405,  2  C.  C.  A.  311; 
Edwards  v.  Bates,  55  Fed.  436;  John- 
son V.  United  States,  4  Ct.  CI.  248.  Ala. 
Gadsden  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Denson,  115 
Ala.  650,  22  So.  518;  Hake's  Admr.  v. 
Pope,  7  Ala.  161.  HI.— Markley  v.  Peo- 
ple, 171  111.  260,  49  N.  E.  502,  63  Am. 
St.  Bep.  234.  Ind. — Hoover  v.  Kilander, 
135  Ind.  600,  34  N.  B.  697;  Kilander 
V.  Hoover,  111  Ind.  10,  11  N.  E.  796; 
Cleveland  v.  Creviston,  93  Ind.  31,  47 
Am.  Bep.  367;  Felton  v.  Smith,  88  Ind. 
149,  45  Am.  Eep.  454;  Goble  v.  Dillon, 
86  Ind.  327,  44'  Am.  Eep.  308;  Lacy 
V.  Eller,  8  Ind.  App.  286,  35  N.  E.  847. 
la. — Aultmau  v.  Mount,  62  Iowa  674, 
18  N.  W.  306;  Goodenow  v.  Litchfield, 
59  Iowa  226,  9  N.  W.  107,  13  N.  W. 
86;  Clark  v.  Sammans,  12  Iowa  368. 
Kan. — Knickerbocker  v.  Beam,  42  Kan. 
17,  21  Pac.  795;  Furneaux  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  of  Whitewater,  39  Kan.  144,  17 
Pac.  854,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  541;  Peru 
Plow,  etc.  Co.  V.  Ward,  6  Kan.  App. 
289,  51  Pac.  805.  Mich.— Hazen  v. 
Eeed,  30  Mich.  331.  Minn.— Osborne  v. 
Williams,  39  Minn.  353f,  40  N.  W.  165. 
N.  Y. — Williams  v.  Fitzhugh,  44  Barb. 
321;  De  Wolf  v.  Crandall,  2  Jones  & 
S.  14;  Bouchaud  v.  Dias,  3  Denio  238; 
Coyle  V.  Ward,  36  App.  Div.  181,  55 
N.  Y.  "Supp.  388;  Burdick  v.  Cameron, 
10  App.  Div.  589,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  78. 
Okla.— Barnett  v.  Worrell,  148  Pac. 
133.  Pa.— Danziger  v.  Williams,  91  Pa. 
?34.     Tex.— Hanrick  v.  Gurley,  93  Tex. 
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(B.)  Several  Notes  or  Instalments., — A  subsequent  action  is  not 
barred  by  a  former  recovery  had  upon  one  or  more  of  several  notes 
constituting  the  consideration  of  a  conveyance  or  contract,  and  pay- 
able at  stated  intervals,*"  or  for  one  of  several  instalments  of  inter- 
est,*^ or  for  purchase  money  for  land  or  other  property,*^  or  for  a 
debt  secured  by  mortgage,  payable  in  instalments.*^  Likewise  a  re- 
covery in  an  action  for  a  special  assessment  for  improvement  of  land,** 
for  indemnity  insurance,*^  or  for  rent,*"  wages,*''  or  other  obligation, 
payable  in  instalments,**  does  not  bar    a    subsequent    action    based 


458,  54  S.  W.  347,  55  S.  W.  119,  56 
S.  "W.  330.  Utah.— Eio  Grande  W.  E. 
Co.  V.  Telluride  Power  Transmission 
Co.,  23  Utah  22,  63  Pac.  995.  Wash. 
Dolan  V.  Scott,  25  Wash.  214,  65  Pae. 
190. 

Judgment  on  merits  as  bar  generally, 
see  infra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d. 

40.  HI. — Buekner  v.  Thompson,  11 
111.  563.  Ind.— Gammon  v.  Cottrell,  87 
Ind.  213.  la.— Bayliss  v.  Deford,  73 
Iowa  A9.5,  35  N.  W.  596.  Mass.— Wood 
V.  Corl,  4  Mete'  203.  N.  Y — Kieley  v. 
Kahn,  50  Misc.  309,  98  N.  Y.  Supp. 
774;  Smith  Bros.  v.  Stern,  148  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1. 

[a]  But  see  Banzer  v.  Eichter,  68 
Misc.  192,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  678,  holding 
that,  under  a  chattel  mortgage  securing 
several  notes,  in  terms  payable  month- 
ly, providing  that  on  default  in  pay- 
ment of  one  all  shall  become  due  and 
payable  immediately,  such  default 
makes  all  due  absolutely,  and  not  at 
the  option  of  the  payee,  and  that  a 
recovery  on  one  of  such  notes  after 
such  default,  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  on  the  others. 

41.  U.  S.— Butterield  v.  Ontario,  44 
Fed.  171.  111.— Telford  v.  Garrels,  122 
m.  550,  24  N.  E.  573;  Wehrly  v.  Mor- 
foot;  103  111.  183;  Dulaney  v.  Payne, 
101  111.  325,  40  Am.  Eep.  205.  Mass. 
Andover  Sav.  Bank  v.  Adams,  1  Allen 
28;  Sparhawk  v.  Wills,  6  Gray  163. 
Mich. — Near  v.  Donnelly,  93  Mich.  460, 
53  N.  W.  616.  Mo.— Curry  v.  La  Fou, 
155  Mo.  App.  678,  135  8.  W.  511.  Tex. 
Kempner  v.  Comer,  73  Tex.  196,  11  S. 
W.  194. 

But  see  Bowler  v.  Estate  of  Al- 
varez, 23  Phil.  Isl.  561. 

42.  Stroud  v.  Conine,  114  Ark.  304, 
169  S.  W.  959;  Kane  v.  Fisher,  2 
Watts  (Pa.)  246;  Hamm  v.  Beaver,  1 
Grant's  Cas.  (Pa.)  448. 

43.  Oal. — McDougal  v.  Downey,  45 
Cal.  165.  La. — Bynum  v.  Gordan,  24 
La.  Ann.  160.    Mo. — Curry  v.  La^Fon, 
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155  Mo.  App.  678,  135  8.  W.  511.  Wis. 
Bliss  V.  Weil,  14  Wis.  35,  80  Am.  Dec. 
766. 

44.  People  v.  Cohen,  219  HI.  200,  76 
N.  E.  388. 

45.  Puckett  V.  National  Annuity 
Assn.,  134  Mo.  App.  501,  114  S.  i  W. 
1039;  Porter  v.  Casualty  Co.  of  America, 
65  Misc.  485,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  71. 

46.  Colo. — Curtis-  v.  Hammond,"  43 
Colo.  277,  95  Pac.  921.  111.— McDole  v. 
McDole,  106  111.  452;  Marshall  v.  John 
Grosse  Clothing  Co.,  83  111.  App.  338 
{affirmed  in  184  111.  421,  56  N.  B.  807, 
75  Am.  St.  Eep.  181).  Ind. — Epstein  v. 
Greer,  85  Ind.  372.  Ky.^Webb  v. 
Bailey,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1117,  33  S.  W. 
935.  La. — Elliott  v.  La  Barre,  5  La. 
223.  Mass. — Stone  v.  St.  Louis  Stamp- 
ing Co.,  155  Mass.  267,  29  N.  E.  623. 
N.  Y.— Kennedy  v.  New  York,  196  N.  Y. 
19,  89  N.  E.  360,  25  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
847;  Brennan  v.  Blath,  3  Daly  478;  Un- 
derhill  v.  Collins,  60  Hun  585,  15  N.  Y. 
Siipp.  495;  Smith  v.  Lehigh  Zinc,  etc. 
Co.,  59  Hun  618,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  449; 
Holthausen  v.  Kells,  18  App.  Div.  80,  45 
N.  Y.  Supp.  471;  Gerson  v.  Blanck,  79 
Misc.  24,  139  N,  Y.  Supp.  47;  Dusen- 
bury  V.  Habisreitinger,  72  Misc.  61,  129 
N.  Y.  Supp.  2;  Kieley  v.  Kahn,  50. 
Misc.  309,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  774.  Ohio. 
Strangward  ■;;.  American  Brass  Bed- 
stead Co.,  82  Ohio  St.  121,  91  N.  E. 
988;  Fox  v.  Althorp,  40  Ohio  St.  322. 
Okla.— Barnett  r.  Worrell,  148  Pac.  133. 
Ore. — Weiler  v.  Henarie,  15  Ore.  28,  13 
Pac.  614.  Pa. — Stites  v.'Himmelwright, 
16  Pa.  Super.  649.  Tenn. — Barnes  v. 
Black  Diamond  Coal  Co.,  101  Tenn.  354, 
47  S.  W.  498.  Tex. — Davidson  v.  Hirsch, 
45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  631,  101  8.  W.  269. 
Wyo. — Bath  v.  Lindenmyer,  1  Wyo.  240. 

47.  Stradley  v.  Bath  Portland  Ce- 
ment Co.,  19  Pa.  Dist.  45;  Speier  v. 
Locust  Laundry,  56  Pa.  Super.  323. 

48.  U-.  S. — Breakwater  Co.  v.  Don- 
ovan, 218  Fed.  340,  134  C.  C.  A.  148. 
Ark.— Stroud  v.  Conine,  114  Ark.  304, 
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thereon,  since  a  distinct  cause  of  action  airises  upon  each  note  or  in- 
stalment when  the  same  becomes  due  and  payable,  which  may  be  en- 
forced by  successive  actions!*'  But  the  plaintiff  will  generally  be 
required  to  include  in  the  first  action  all  such  notes  or  instalments 
due  at  the  time  he  brings  his  suit,'"  in  the  absence  of  statutory  pro- 


169  S.  W.  959.  m.— Greenwald  v.  Ruby, 
178  111.  App.  415.  Mich.— Love  v.  Flit- 
craft,  149  Mich.  149,  112  N.  W.  735. 
N.  Y.— Smith  Bros.  v.  Stern,  148  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1. 

49.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Break- 
water Co.  V.  Donovan,  218  Fed.  340, 
134  C.  b.  A.  148.  Colo.— Curtis  v.  Ham- 
mond, 43  Colo.  277,  95  Pac.  921;  Hal- 
lack  V.  Gagnon,  4  Colo.  App.  360,  86 
Pac.  70.  m.— People  v.  Cohen,  219  111. 
200,  76  N.  E.  388;  Greenwald  v.  Euby, 
178  111.  App.  415.  Ky.— Schmidt  v. 
Louisville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  119  Ky.  287,  8i 
S.  W.  314.  La. — Overton  v.  Gervais,  6 
Mart.  (N.  S.)  685.  Md.— Ahl  v.  Ahl, 
60  Md.  207.  Mich.- Love  v.  Flitcraft, 
149  Mich.  149,  112  N.  W.  735;  Eay- 
mond  V.  White,  120  Mich.  165,  78  N.  "W. 
1071.  Minu. — Doescher  v.  Spratt,  61 
Minn.  326,  63  N.  W.  736;  Eamsey  Coun- 
ty Bldg.  Soc.  V.  Lawton,  49  Minn.  362, 
51  N.  W.  1163.  Miss. — Armfield  v. 
Nash,  31  Miss.  361.  Mo. — Puckett  f. 
National  Annuity  Assn.,  134  Mo.  App. 
501,  114  S.  W.  1039;  Burnside  v.  Wand, 
108  Mo.  App.  539,  84  S.  W.  995;  Jones 
!'.  Silver,  97  Mo.  App.  231,  70  S.  W. 
1109;  West  v.  Moser,  49  Mo.  App.  201; 
Priest  V.  Deaver,  22  Mo.  App.  276. 
N.  H. — Wheeler  v.  Bancroft,  18  N.  H. 
537.  N.  y.— Kennedy  v.  New  York,  196 
N.  Y.  19,  89  N.  E.  360,  25  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  847;  Nathans  v.  Hope,  77  N.  Y. 
420;  Cashman  v.  Bean,  2  Hilt.  340;  Ben- 
dernagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend.  207,  32 
Am.  Dee.  448;  Seed  r.  Johnston,  63 
App.  Div.  340,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  579; 
Gerson  v.  Blanck,  79  Misc.  24,  139  N.  Y. 
Supp.  47;  Dusenbury  v.  Habisreitinger, 
72  Misc.  61,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  2.  Ohio. 
Strangward  v.  American  Brass  Bed- 
stead Co.,  82  Ohio  St.  121,  91  N.  E. 
S88.  Okla.— Barnett  v.  Worrell,  148 
Pac.  133.  Pa. — Hamm  v.  Beaver,  31 
Pa.  58;  Sterner  v.  Gower,  3  Watts  & 
S.  136;  Speier  v.  Locust  Laundry,  56 
Pa.  Super.  323;  Stradley  r.  Bath  Port- 
land Cement  Co.,  19  Pa.  Dist.  45.  Tex. 
Davidson  v.  Hirsch,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
631,  101  S.  W.  269;  Ben  C.  Jones  &  Co. 
v.  Gammel-Statesman  Pub.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  94  S.  W.  191.    Eng.— Hom- 


ing V.  Wilton,  5  Car.  &  P.  54,  24  E.  C. 
L.  450. 

50.  Ark. — Stroud  v.  Conine,  114  Ark. 
304,  169  S.  W.  959.  Colo.— Curtis  v. 
Hammond,  43  Colo.  277,  95  Pac.  921. 
Conn. — Burritt  v.  Belfy,  47  Conn.  323, 
36  Am.  Eep.  79.  Ky.— Outen  v.  Mitoh- 
els,  1  Bibb  360.  Mass. — Warren  v. 
Comings,  6  Gush.  103.  Mo. — Union  E. 
&  Transp.  Co.  13.  Traube,  59  Mo.  355; 
Curry  v.  La  Fon,  155  Mo.  App.  678,  135 
S.  W.  511;  Puckett  v.  National  An- 
nuity Assn.,  134  Mo.  App.  501,  114 
S.  W.  1039;  Morrison  v.  De  Donato,  76 
Mo.  App.  643;  Kerr  v.  Simmons,  9  Mo. 
App.  376.  N.  H. — Brown  v.  West,  64 
N.  H.  385,  10  Atl.  615.  N.  Y.— Re- 
formed Protestanf  Dutch  Church  v. 
Brown,  54  Barb.  191;  Jex  v.  Jacob,  19 
Hun  105,  7  Abb.  N.  C.  452;  Banzer  v. 
Richter,  68  Misc.  192,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
678;  Smith  Bros.  v.  Stern,  148  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1.  Ohio. — Althop  v.  Fox,  6  Ohio, 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  985,  9  Am.  L.  Eee.  381. 
Pa. — Speier  v.  Locust  Laundry,  56  Pa. 
Super.  323.  Tex. — Jones  &  Co.  v.  Gam- 
mel-Statesman Pub.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  94  S.  W.  191. 

See  also  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (II), 
(A). 

But  see  Mass. — Andover  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Adams,  1  Allen  28,  holding  that  a  re- 
covery for  an  instalment  of  interest 
will  not  bar  an  action  for  the  prin- 
cipal, although  the  latter  was  due  at 
the  time  of  the  former  recovery.  Mo. 
Williams  &  Co.  v.  Kitchen,  40  Mo.  App. 
604,  holding  that  two  notes  given  in 
the  same  transaction  by  the  same 
maker  to  the  payee,  constitute  sep- 
arate and  distinctive  causes  of  action, 
and  a  recovery  on  one  will  not  bar  an 
action  on  the  other,  although  both  were 
due  when  the  first  suit  was  brought. 
N.  y.— Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  122  N.  Y. 
41,  25  N.  E.  292,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  470 
(holding  that  where  the  former  judg- 
ment had  the  legal  effect  of-  adjudging 
that  the  contract  upon  which  the  ac- 
tions were  based  was  divisible,  an  ac- 
tion on  a  second  instalment  is  not 
barred);  Kieley  v.  Kahn,  50  Misc.  309, 
98  N.  Y.  Supp.  774,  holding  that  a  le- 
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vision  to  the  contrary,'^  under  penalty  of  having  them  barred  in  case 
he  falls  to  do  so. 

(C.)    Separate  Covenants  or  Provistons  op  Contract A    recovery    for 

the  breach  of  one  covenant,  provision  or  condition  contained  in  a 
contract  or  other  obligation,  will  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  an  action 
upon  another  distinct  and  independent  covenant,  provision  or  con- 
dition contained  in  the  same  contract  or  other  instrument.^^  But  the 
plaintiff  is  required  to  include  in  one  action  all  breaches  of  the  same 
covenant,  provision  or  eondition,^^  or  of  the  several  covenants  con- 
tained in  the  same  instrument,^*  which  have  occurred  prior  to  the  time 
the  action  is  begun,  and  all  damages  resulting  from  such  breaches, 
whether  present  or  prospective,^^  since  those  not  included  will  be  con- 
cluded by  the  recovery  therein.^^ 

(D.)  Accounts.  — A  recovery  upon  a  part  of  a  single  account  for 
goods  sold,  money  advanced  or  loaned,  work  and  labor  performed  or 
services  rendered,  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  for  the  recovery  of 
the  residue  thereof  or  for  other  items  thereon,^^  except  as  to  items 


covery  for  an  instalment  of  rent  does 
not  liar  a  subsequent  action  for  instal- 
ments due  prior  to  the  one  recovered, 
where  an  action  for  those  instalments 
was  pending  when  the  action  for  the 
instalment  recovered  was  brought,  but 
was  dismissed  before  judgment  in  that 
action. 

[a]  And  to  bring  in  by  amendment 
all  others  falling  due  up  to  the  date 
of  the  trial.  Jones  &  Co.  v.  Gammel- 
Statesman  Pub.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
94  S.  W.  191.  Compare,  Carter-Crume 
V.  Peurrung,  99  Fed.  888,  40  C.  C.  A. 
150. 

51.  Brandagee  v.  Chamberlain,  2 
Bob.  (La.)  207. 

52.  TJ.  S. — ^New  Orleans  v.  Whitney, 
138  U.  S.  595,  11  Sup.  Ct.  428,  34  L. 
ed.  1102;  Union  Switch  &  Signal  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  72  Fed.  147,  18  C.  C.  A.  490; 
Oregon  E.  Co.  v.  Oregon  R.,  etc.  Co., 
28  Fed.  505,  lease.  Ala. — Moore  v. 
Johnston,  108  Ala.  324,  18  So.  825. 
Ky. — Givens  v.  Peake,  1  Dana  225. 
Me. — ^Donald  v.  Thompson,  10  Me. 
170,  25  Am.  Dec.  216.  Mass. 
Gilmore  v.  Williams,  162  Mass. 
351,  38  N.  E.  976.  Minn.— Wright  v. 
Tileston,  60  Minn.  34,  61  N.  W.  823; 
West  V.  Hennessey,  58  Minn.  133,  59 
N.  W.  984;  Trautwein  r.  Twin  City 
Iron  Works,  55  Minn.  264,  56  N.  W. 
750.  N".  H. — Parker  v.  Roberts,  63  N.  H. 
431;  Robinson  v.  Crownin-Shield,  1  N. 
H.  76.  N.  Y.— Mcintosh  v.  Lown,  49 
Barb.  550;  La  Haye  v.  Borated  Special- 
ty Co.,  61  Misc.  509,  115  N.  Y.  Supp. 
843.    Ore. — Krebs  Hop  Co.  v.  Livesley, 
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59  Ore.  574,  114  Pae.  944,  118  Pac. 
165.  Pa. — Merchants  Ins.  Co.  v.  Algeo, 
31  Pa.  446.  Wis. — Andrew  v.  Schmidt, 
64  Wis.  664,  26  N.  W.  190. 

[a]  But  see  Leggett  v.  Lippincott, 
50  N.  J.  L.  462,  14  Atl.  577,  wherein 
a  recovery  of  the  consideration  and  in- 
terest thereon  in  an  action  on  a  cov- 
enant of  lawful  ownership,  was  held  to 
be  a  bar  to  an  action  on  covenant  of 
title. 

53.  Ga. — Mitchell  v.  Gillespie,  25 
Ga.  346.  Ind. — Reid  v.  Huston,  55  Ind. 
173.  Mass. — Osborne  v.  Atkins,  6  Gray 
423. 

[a]  A  judgment  on  a  covenant  of 
warranty,  for  damages  for  an  ouster 
from  part  of  the  land  by  paramount 
title,  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action 
on  the  same  covenant  to  recover  an 
amount  which  the  plaintiff  has  been 
obliged  to  pay  the  owner  of  that  title 
for  occupying  the  whole  land  previous- 
ly to  such  ouster.  Osborne  v.  Atkins, 
6  Gray  (Mass.)  423. 

54.  Joyce  «.  Moore,  10  Mo.  271; 
Bendernagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
207,  32  Am.  Dec.  448. 

55.  Taylor  v.  Heitz,  87  Mo.  660. 

56.  See  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (H), 
(A);  XVII,  B,  2,  g,  (II),  (B). 

57.  Ala.— Oliver  v.  Holt,  11  Ala.  574, 

46  Am.  Dec.  228.  Conn.— Bunnel  v. 
Pinto,  2  Conn.  431;  Lane  v.  Cook,  3 
Day  255.  la.— Williams- Abbott  FJee- 
trie  Co.  V.  Model  Electric  Co.,  134  Iowa 
665,  112  N.  W.  181;  Manning  v.  Irish, 

47  Iowa  650.  Kan.— Manley  v.  Tufts, 
59  Kan.  660,  54  Pac.  683;  Bolen  Coal 
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for  which  payment  was  not  due  when  the  Suit  was  filed,''  and  those 
for  which  indebtedness  was  incurred  after  the  institution  of  such 
suit.^^  But'  where  separate  and  distinct  accounts  exist  between  the 
same  parties,°°  or  separate  bills  of  goods  are  bought,  upon  which  differ- 
ent periods  of  credit  are  given,"*^  or  where,  by  agreement,  the  amount 
of  purchases  on  account  during  each  month  is  due  and  payable  at  the 
end  of  the  month,  a  recovery  on  one  will  not  bar  an  action  on  an- 
other.^^ 

(E.)  Employment  Conteacts.  - —  A  recovery  by  an  employe  for  his 
wrongful  discharge  before  the  expiration  of  the  period  for  which  he 
was  employed,  will  operate  as  a  bar  to  another  action  for  the  breach 
of  the  contract  of  employment;*^    But  a  recovery  in  an  action  solely 


Go.  V.  Whittaker,  52  Kan.  747,  35  Pao. 
810.  Ky. — Hobson  v.  Com.,  1  Duv. 
172;  Anderson's  Admr.  v.  Meredith,  10 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  460,  9  S.  "W.  407.  Minn. 
Memmer  v.  Carey,  30  Minn.  458,  15  N. 
W.  877.  Mo. — Hermann  v.  Schwartz 
'Bros.  Commission  Co.,  59  Mo.  App. 
649;  La  Crosse  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Audrain 
County  Agricultural,  etc.  Soc,  59  Mo. 
App.  24;  Piel  v.  Fink,  19  Mo.  App.  338. 
N.  Y. — ^Bendernagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend. 
207,  32  Am.  Dec.  448;  Stevens  v.  Lock- 
wood,  13  "Wend.  644,  28  Am.  Dee.  492; 
Guernsey  v.  Carver,  8  Wend.  492,  24 
Am.  Dec.  60;  Keys  v.  Hoppe,  85  Misc. 
364,  147  N.  Y.  Supp.  443;  Frank  J. 
Lennon  Co.  v.  New  York  Mail  Co.,  81 
Misc.  251,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  483;  Darrow 
V.  Clipper  Mfg.  Co.,  48  Misc.  635,  96 
N.  Y.  Supp.  194.  Pa.— Buck  v.  Wilson, 
113  Pa.  423,  6  Atl.  97;  Ingraham  v. 
Hall,  11  Serg.  &  E.  78.  Tenn.— John- 
son V.  Stalcup,  4  Baxt.  283.  Vt.— Hay- 
ward  V.  Clark,  50  Vt.  612;  Warren  v. 
'Newfane,  25  Vt.  250.  Wis. — Borngesser 
V.  Harrison,  12  Wis.  544,  78  Am.  Dec. 
757.  Bng.— Bagot  v.  Williams,  3  B.  & 
C.  235,  5  D.  &  E.  87,  27  Eev.  Eep. 
340,  10  E.  C.  L.  115,  107  Eng.  Eeprint 
721.  Can. — Davidson  v.  Belleville,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  5  Out.  App.  315. 

[a]  But  see  Badger  v.  Titcomb,  15 
Pick.  (Mass.)  409,  26  Am.  Dec.  611, 
holding  that  a  running  account  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  money  loaned, 
or  money  had  and  received,  at  differ- 
ent times,  will  not  constitute  an  entire 
demand,  unless  there  is  some  agree- 
ment to  that  efiEect,  or  some  usage  or 
course  of  dealing  from  which  such  an 
agreement  or  understanding  may  be  in- 
ferred. 

58.  Bendernagle  v.  Coeks,  19  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  207,  32  Am.  Dee.  448;  Mc- 
Laughlin V.  Hill,  6  Vt.  20. 


59.  Avery  v.  Fitch,  4  Conn.  362. 

60.  Tommey  &  Stewart  v.  Finney,  45 
Ga.  155. 

61.  Stickel  v.  Steel,  41  Mich.  350,  1 
N.  W.  1046;  Secor  v.  Sturgis,  2  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  69  (affirmed  in  16  N.  Y. 
548);  Staples  v.  Goodrich,  21  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)   317. 

62.  Beck  v.  Deveraux,  9  Neb.  109,  2 
N.  W.   365. 

63.  U.  S. — Breakwater  Co.  v.  Don- 
ovan, 218  Fed.  840,  134  C.  C.  A.  148; 
Hughes  v:  Dundee  Mortg.  &  Tr.  Inv. 
Co.,  Ltd.,  26  Fed.  831.  Ark.— Van 
Winkle  v.  Satterfield,  58  Ark.  617,  25 
S.  W.  1113,  23  L.  E.  A.  853.  Colo. 
Saxonia  M.  &  E.  Co.  v.  Cook,  7  Colo. 
569,  4  Pae.  1111.  HI.- Doherty  v. 
Schipper  &  Block,  250  111.  128,  95  N.  E. 
75,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  557,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912B,  364  '{affirming  157  111.  App. 
413);  Eosenmueller  v.  Lampe,  89  111. 
212,  31  Am.  Eep.  74;  Alexander  v. 
Potts,  151  111.  App.  587;  Weill  v. 
Fontanel,  31  HI.  App.  615.  See  Mt. 
Hope  Cemetery  Assn.  v.  Weidenmann, 
139  m.  67,  28  N.  E.  834.  Ind.— Ham- 
ilton V.  Love,  152  Ind.  641,  53  N.  E. 
181,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  384;  Aetna  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Nexsen,  84  Ind.  347,  43  Am. 
Eep.  91;  Eichardson  v.  Eagle  Maeh. 
Works,  78  Ind.  422,  41  Am.  Eep.  584; 
Commissioners  v.  Binford,  70  Ind.  208; 
Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Yawger,  24  Ind. 
App.  460,  56  N.  E.  50.  Kan.— Madden 
V.  Smith,  28  Kan.  798.  Me. — Alie  v. 
Nadeau,  93  Me.  282,  44  Atl.  891,  74 
Am.  St.  Eep.  346.  Md.— See  Gottlieb 
V.  Fred  W.  Wolf  Co.,  75  Md.  126,  23 
Atl.  198.  Mass.— Cutter  v.  Gillette,  163 
Mass.  95,  39  N.  E.  1010;  Mullaly  v. 
Austin,  97  Mass.  30.  Neb. — Kahn  v. 
Kahn,  24  Neb.  709,  40  N.  W.  135.  N.  Y. 
Montrose  v.  Wanamaker,  134  N.  Y. 
590,  31  N.  E.  252;  Colburn  v.  Wood- 
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for  wages  earned  up  to  the  time  of  the  employe's  discharge  is  not  a 
bar  to  an  action  for  damages  for  breach  of  th^  contract,^*  though  if 
such  recovery  is  for  any  period  subsequent  to  the  discharge  of  the 
employe,  when  no  services  were  rendered/^  or  before  the  payment  is 
due,*"  it  will  be  regarded  as  a  recovery  of  damages  for  a  breach  of 
the  contract,"'  and  constitute  a  bar  to  any  other  action."^    A  recovery 


worth,  31  Barb.  381;  Wiseman  v.  Pan- 
ama R.  Co.,  1  Hilt.  300;  Spragg  v. 
Barton,  158  App.  ,Div.  81,  142  N.  T. 
Supp.  616;  Maeder  v.  Wexler,  98  App. 
Div.  68,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  598  (ufflrmed 
in  182  N.  Y.  519,  74  N.  B.  1120); 
Wieland  v.  Willeox,  40  App.  Div.  213, 
57  N.  Y.  Supp.  1038;  Waldron  v.  Hen- 
driekson,  40  App.  Div.  7,  57  N.  Y. 
Supp.  561;  Landsberg  v.  Lewis,  6  N.  Y. 
Supp.  561,  22  Abb.  N.  C.  277;  Rauh  v. 
"Wolf,  62  Misc.  621,  116  N.  Y.  Supp. 
13.  Ohio. — James  v.  Allen  County,  44 
Ohio  St.  226,  6  N.  E,  246,  58  Am.  Eep. 
821.  Pa. — Jenkins  v.  Scranton,  205  Pa. 
598,  55  Atl.  788;  Allen  v.  Colliery  Eng. 
Co.,  196  Pa,  512,  46  Atl.  899;  Stradley 
V.  Bath  Portland  Cement  Co.,  19  Pa. 
Dist.  45;  Eisenhower  v.  School  District, 
13  Pa.  Super.  51;  Moser  v.  Guaranty 
Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.,  2  Sadler  183,  3  Atl. 
454.  Term.  —  Menihan  Co.  v.  Hop- 
kins, 129  Tenn.  24,  164  S.  W.  775; 
Tarbox  v.  Hartenstein,  4  Baxt.  78; 
East-  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Staub, 
7  Lea  397.  Tex. — Litehtenstein  v. 
Brooks,  75  Tex.  196,  12  S.  W.  975. 
Wash. — Carmean  v.  North  American 
Transp.  &  T.  Co.,  45  Wash.  446,  88  Pac. 
834,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  595.  Wis. 
Ornstein  v.  Yahr  &  Lang  Drug  Co.,  119 
Wis.  429,  96  N.  W.  826.  Can.— Hayes 
V.  Harshaw,  30  Ont.  L.  157. 

[a]  As  to  election  of  the  remedy, 
see  the  following  cases:  U.  S. — Alaska 
Pish  &  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Chase,  128  Fed. 
886,  64  C.  C.  A.  1.  HI.— Hope  Cemetery 
Assn.  V.  Weidenmann,  139  111.  67,  28 
N.  E.  834.  Mo. — Glover  v.  Henderson, 
120  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175,  41  Am.  St. 
Eep.  695;  Ehrlich  v.  Aetna  L.  Ins.  Co., 
88  Mo.  249.  S.  C— Watts  v.  Todd,  1 
McMull.  26.  Vt.— Chamberlin  v.  Scott, 
33  Vt.  80.  Wis.— Kennedy  v.  South 
Shore  Lumb.  Co.,  102  Wis.  284,  78  N. 
W.  567. 

64.  TJ.  S.  —  Farnum  v.  Kennebec 
Water  Dist.,  170  Fed.  173,  95  C.  C.  A. 
355;  American  China  Dev.  Co.  v.  Boyd, 
148  Fed.  258.  Ga.— Blun  &  Sterne  v. 
Holitzer,  53  Ga.  82.  Ind.— Chicago, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Yawger,  24  Ind.  App.  460, 
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56  N.  E.  50.  Kan. — James  v.  Parsons, 
E.  &  Co.,  70  Kan.  156,  78  Pac.  438. 
Mont. — Boucher  v.  Powers,  29  Mont. 
342,  74  Pac.  942.  N.  Y.— Levin  v. 
Standard  Fashion  Co.,  16  Daly  404,  11 
N.  Y.  Supp.  706  (afflrming  25  N.  Y.  St. 
817,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  867);  La  Haye  v. 
Berated  Specialty  Co.,  61  Misc.  509,  115 
N.  Y.  Supp.  843;  Neustaedter  v.  Lewis, 
125  N.  Y.  Supp.  438;  Landsberg  v. 
Lewis,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  561,  22  Abb.  N.  C. 
277.  And  see  Weed  v.  Burt,  78  N.  Y. 
191  (afflrming  7  Daly  267)..  Wash. 
Harstad  v.  Olson,  57  Wash.  264,  106 
Pac.  741.  Can. — Jeykal  v.  Nova  Scotia 
Glass  Co.,  20  Nova  Scotia  388. 

65.  m. — Alexander  v.  Potts,  151 
111.  App.  587.  N.  Y.— Brodar  v.  Lord 
14  Jones  &  S.  205;  Waldron  v.  Hendrick 
son,  40  App.  Div.  7,  57  N.  Y.  Supp, 
561.  Tenh. — Menihan  Co.  v.  Hopkins 
129  Tenn.  24,  164  8.  W.  775.  Eng 
Dunn  V.  Murray,  9  Barn.  &  Cress.  780 
109  Eng.  Eeprint  290;  Barnsley  v.  Tay- 
lor, 37  L.  J.  Q.  B.  (N.  S.)  39.  Can 
Hayes  v.  Harshaw,  30  Ont.  L.  157. 

[a]  But  see  Frost  v.  International 
Rubber  Co.,  37  E.  J.  406,  92  Atl.  1022. 
Also  Sharp  v.  McBride,  134  La.  249, 
63  So.  892,  holding  that  an  overseer 
of  a  plantation,  discharged  about  the 
middle  of  the  contract  period,  who  sued 
for  and  recovered  his  salary  for  the 
entire  contract  period,  was  not  thereby 
barred  from  a  second  suit  for  his  per- 
centage of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  crop, 
which  was  not  ascertainable  at  the 
time  of  the  first  recovery. 

66.  James  v.  Parsons,  E.  &  Co.,  70 
Kan.  156,  78  Pac.  438. 

67.  ni.— Alexander  v.  Potts,  151  III. 
App.  587;  Monarch  Cycle  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Mueller,  83  111.  App.  359,  363;  Jones 
V.  Dunton,  7  111.  App.  580.  Mo. — ^Booge 
V.  Pacific  E.  E._,  33  Mo.  212,  82  Am. 
Dec.  160;  Soursin  f.  Salorgne,  14  Mo. 
App.  486.  Neb. — Kahn  v.  Kahn,  24 
Neb.  709,  40  N.  W.  135.  N.  Y.— Parry 
V.  American  Opera  Co.,  19  Abb.  N.  C. 
269,  9  N.  Y.  St.  521. 

68.  in.— Alexander  v.  Potts,  151  111. 
App.  587.     N.  Y.— Colburn    v.    Wood- 
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by  an  employe  for  wages  earned,  under  his  contract  of  employment, 
and  a  recovery  by  him  for  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract,  being 
different  in  their  scope  and  measure  of  damages,  do  not  operate  as  a 
bar  to  each  other -^^  but  a  recovery  on  quantum  meruit  for  the  value 
of  services  actually  rendered,  will  bar  an  action  for  damages  for 
breach  of  the  contract,'"  or  if  a  claim  was  unknown  to  the  plaintiff  at 
the  time  of  the  institution  and  pendency  of  the  former  suit,'^  the  judg- 
ment rendered  therein  will  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action 
for  the  recovery  of  such  claim.  But  if  such  omission  was  due  to  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  plaintiff  to  include  such  claim  in  the  former  suit,'^  or  to 


worth,  31  Barb.  381.  Ohio. — James  v. 
Allen  County,  44  Ohio  St.  226,  6  N.  B. 
246,  58  Am.  Eep.  821.  Tenn.— Meni- 
han  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  129  Tenn.  24,  164 
S.  V.  775. 

[a]  An  action  for  work  under  con- 
tract is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  ac- 
tion for  extra  work  done  under  a 
separate  contract.  Baehler  v.  Hartman, 
1  Pearson   (Pa.)  '500. 

[b]  But  where  labor  is  performed 
at  various  times  under  an  entire  con- 
tract, a  recovery  for  a  part  of  the 
work  will  bar  a  seqond  suit  for  the 
balance,  even  where  the  items  consti- 
tuting the  basis  of  the  second  suit 
were  withdrawn  at  the  trial  of  the  fi?:st 
with  a  reservation  of  the  right  to 
bring  another  suit  thereon.  Logan  v. 
CafErey,  30  Pa.  196. 

[e]  Commissions. — A  recovery  by 
an  employe  for  damages  sustained  by 
a  wrongful  discharge  where  his  com- 
pensation was  in  part  a  salary  and  in 
part  commissions,  is  a  bar  to  a  subse-' 
quent  action  for  commissions  which  he 
would  have  earned  but  for  the  dis- 
charge, but  not  a  bar  to  an  action  for 
commissions  earned  prior  to  the  dis- 
charge. Landsberg  v.  Lewis,  22  Abb. 
N.  C.  277,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  561;  Perry 
V.  Dickerson,  85  N.  Y.  345,  39  Am.  Eep. 
663  (affirming  7  Abb.  N.  Cas.  466). 

69.  Ga. — Blun  &  Sterne  v.  Holitzer, 
53  Ga.  82.  lU.— Great  Northern  Hotel 
Co.  V.  Leopold,  72  -HI.  App.  108.  Kan. 
James  v.  Parsons,  E.  &  Co.,  70  Kan. 
156,  78  Pac.  438.  Md.— See  '  01m- 
stead  V.  Bach,  25  Atl.  343.  Mass. 
MuUaly  v.  Austin,  97  Mass.  30. 
Mo.  —  Evans  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  & 
S.  E.  Co.,  24  Mo.  App.  114.  N.  Y. 
-  Perry  v.  Dickerson,  85  N.  Y.  345,  39 
Am.  Eep.  663  (affirming  7  Abb.  N.  C. 
466);  Howard  v.  Daly,  61  N.  Y.  362, 
19  Am.  Eep.  2»5;  Tullis  v.  Hassell,  22 
Jones  &  S.  391;  Thompson  v.  Wood,  1 


Hilt.  93;  Levin  v.  Standard  Fashion 
Co.,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  867,  25  N.  Y.  St. 
817.  Can. — Jeykal  v.  Nova  Scotia 
Glass  Co.,  ,20  Nova  Scotia  388. 

[a]  See  also  Mt.  Hope  Cemetery 
Assn.  V.  Weidenmann,  139  HI.  67,  28 
N.  B.  834,  holding  that  a  person  suing 
for  damages  for  a  wrongful  discharge, 
may,  by  adding  a  common  count  for 
work  and  labor  to  his  complaint,  re- 
cover under  it  for  work  actually  done. 

70.  m. — ^Mt.  Hope  Cemetery  Assn. 
V.  Weidenmann,  139  HI.  67,  28  N.  B. 
834.  Kan. — James  v.  Parsons,  E.'  &  Co., 
70  Kan.  156,  78  Pac.  438.  Md.— Keedy 
V.  Crane,  71  Md.  395,  18  Atl.  707; 
Keedy  v.  Long,  71  Md.  385,  18  Atl. 
704,  5  L.  E.  A.  759.  Mo. — Glover  "d. 
Henderson,  120  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175, 
41  Am.  St.  Eep.  695;  Bhrlich  v.  Aetna 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  88  Mo.  249.  N.  Y.— Levin 
V.  Standard  Fashion  Co.,  16  Daly  404, 
11  N.  Y.  Supp.  706  (affirmi/rtg  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  867,  25  N.  Y.  St.  817);  Moody 
V.  Leverich,  14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  145. 
S.  C— Watts  V.  Todd,  1  McMull.  L.  26. 
Vt.— Chamberlin  v.  Scott,  33  Vt.  80. 
Wis. — Ornsteiu  v.  Yahr  &  Lang  Drug 
Co.,  119  Wis.  429,  96  N.  W.  826. 

71.  Ark. — Alexander  v.  Bridgford, 
59  Ark.  195,  27  S.  W.  69.  Mich.— John- 
son V.  Provincial  Ins.  Co.,  12  Mich.  216, 
86  Am.  Dec.  49.  Mo. — Moran  v.  Plank- 
inton,  64  Mo.  337;  Bdmonston  v.  Jones, 
96  Mo.  App.  83,  69  S.  W.  741.  N.  Y. 
Gedney  v.  Gedney,  100  N.  Y.  471,  55 
N.  B.  1;  Conklin  v.  Field,  37  How. 
Pr.  455;  Farrington  v.  Payne,  15 
Johns.  432.  N.  C. — Jones  v.  Beaman, 
119  N.  C.  300,  25  S.  B.  970,  117  N.  C. 
259,  23  S.  B.  248.  Ohio. — Euehlmann  v. 
Bleventh  Ward  Bldg.  Assn.,  1  Ohio  PI. 
428,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  296.  Vt.— Post  v. 
Smilie,  48  Vt.  185. 

72.  TT.  S.— Stocktoi^  v.  Ford,  18  How. 
418,  15  L.  ed.  395.  Ga. — The  Macon 
&  Augusta  K.  Co.  v.  Garrard,  54  Ga. 
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the  mistake  or  error  of  the  court  or  a  referee,  which  the  plaintiff 
neglects  to  have  corrected  or  take  an  appeal  from,  he  is  estopped  from 
recovering  such  claims  or  items  in  a  second  suit  therefore'  This  rule 
does  not  apply  to  any  cause  of  action  which  was  neither  joined  nor 
embraced  within  the  pleadings  of  the  former  action,  although  it  might 
have  been  brought  into  the  litigation.''* 

(F.)  Sectjbed  Conteacts  or  Obligations,  etc.  — Where  two  distinct 
causes  of  action  exist,  oile  upon  a  principal  debt  and  the  other  upon 
a  security  held  as  collateral  thereto,  a  recovery  upon  one  will  not 
merge  the  other,  or  bar  an  action  thereon,^^  unless  the  judgment  has 


327.  la. — Keokuk  v.  Alexander,  21 
Iowa  377.  Ky. — Newport,  etc.  Bridge 
Co.  V.  Douglas,  12  Bush  673;  Eussell 
V.  England,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1879,  50  S. 
"W.  250;  Callahan  v.  Murrell,  20  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  28,  45  S.  W.  67;  Eussell  v.  Me- 
Ilvoy,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  755,  41  S.  W. 
765.  Mass. — Folsom  v:  Clemenee,  119 
Mass.  473.  Mo.  —  "Wickersham  v. 
Whedon,  33  Mo.  561.  N.  J.— Weber  v. 
Morris,  etc.  E.  Co.,  36  N.  J.  L.  213. 
N.  Y. — Hayes  v.  Eeese,  34  Barb.  151; 
Platner  ■;;.  Best,  11  Johns.  530;  Eocke- 
feller  v.  St.  Eegis  Paper  Co.,  39  Misc. 
746,  80  N.  T.  Supp.  975.  N.,  C— Hor- 
ner V.  Dunnagan,  41  N.  C.  371.  Ohio. 
Ewing  V.  McNairy  &  Claflin,  20  Ohio 
St.  315.  Pa.— Ahl's  Estate,  169  'Pa. 
609,  32  Atl.  621;  Buffington,'s  Admr.  v. 
Burhman,  3  Clark  73,  4  Pa.  L.  J.  418. 
S.  0. — Dukes  V.  Broughton,  2  Spears 
620. 

73.  Town  «;  "smith,  14  Mich.  348; 
Bancroft  v.  Winspear,  44  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
209.  But  see  Adams  v.  United  States, 
33  Ct.  CI.  411,  holding  that  where  a 
commissioner  in  passing  upon  claims  pre- 
sented, excludes  those  subsequent  to  a 
given  date  "without  prejudice,"  a  sec- 
ond suit  may  be  had  for  the  excluded 
claims. 

74.  Shakespeare  v.  Land  Co.,  144  N. 
C.  516,  57  S.  E.  213. 

75.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Clark 
1).  Young,  1  Cranch  181,  2  L.  ed.  74; 
Phillips  V.  Bossard,  35  Fed.  99;  Bank 
of  United  States  v.  Johnson,  3  Cranch 
C.  C.  228,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  919.  Ark. 
Ford  V.  Burks,  37  Ark.  91.  Conn. 
Fairchild  v.  Holly,  10  Conn.  474.  6a. 
Dykes  v.  McVay,  67  Ga.  502.  111. 
"Wanack  v.  People,  187  HI.  116,  58  N.  E. 
242.  Ind. — ^Merriman  v.  Barker,  121 
Ind.  74,  22  N.  E.  992;  Jenkinson  v. 
Ewing,  17  Ind.  505.  la. — ^Eeed  v.  Lane, 
96  Iowa  454,  65  N.  W.  380;  Burnheimer 
Bros.  V.  Hart,  27  Iowa  19,  99  Am.  Dec. 
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641,  1  Am.  Eep.  209.  Me. — Hill  v. 
Crocker,  87  Me.  208,  32  Atl.  878,  47 
Am.  St.  Eep.  321;  Hill  v.  Stevenson, 
63  Me.  364,  18  Am.  Eep.  231.  Mass. 
Hervey  v.  Eawson,  164  Mass.  501,  41 
N.  E.  682;  Vanuxem  v.  Burr,  151  Mass. 
386,  24  N.  E.  773,  21  Am.  St.  Eep. 
458;  Storer  v.  Storer,  6  Mass.  390. 
Minn.  —  Macomb  Sewer  -  Pipe  Co.  v. 
Hanley,  61  Minn.  350,  63  N.  "W.  744. 
N.  Y.— Ackley  v.  Westervelt,  86  N.  Y. 
448;  Corn  Exch.  Ins.  Co.  1).  Babcock, 
57  Barb.  231;  Hawks  v.  HinchclifE,  17 
Barb.  492;  Clapp  v.  Meserole,  1  Abb. 
Dee.  362,  1  Keyes  281;  Chappell  v.  Pot- 
ter, 11  How.  Pr.  365;  Davis  v.  Anable, 
2  Hill  339;  Chipman  v.  Martin,  13 
.Johns,  240;  Empire  Trust  Co.  v.  Magee, 
117  App.  Div.  34,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  9; 
Frisbee  v.  Tufts,  74  Misc.  49,  133  N.  Y. 
Supp.  641;  Friedman  v.  Lowenstein,  135 
N.  Y.  Supp.  569.  Ohio. — Hammond  v. 
Deaver,  2  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  395.  Ore. 
MeCullough  V.  Hellman,  8  Ore.  191.  Pa. 
Anderson  v.  Neef,  32  Pa.  379;  Myers 
-i;  Clark,  3  Watts  &  S.  535;  Elbert  v. 
Jeanes,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  67.  S.  C— Noble 
V.  Cothran,  18  S.  C.  439;  Treasurers  of 
State  V.  Oswald's  Sureties,  2  Bailey 
214.  Wash. — ^Fischer  v.  Quigley,  8 
Wash.  327,  35  Pac.  1071.  Wis.— First 
Nat.  Bank  of  Milwaukee  v.  Finek,  100 
Wis.  446,  76  N.  W.  608.  Eng.— Drake 
V.  Mitchell,  3  East  251,  7  Eev.  Eep. 
449,  102  Eng.  Eeprint  594. 

Compare,  Ehinelander  v.  Barrow,  17 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  538;  Moran  v.  Vreden- 
burgh,  Lalor   (N.  Y.)   392. 

[a]  Tlje  plaintiff  may  pursue  his 
remedy  upon  the  debt  and  upon  the 
security  at  the  same  time,  and  judg- 
ment in  one  is  not  a  bar  to  judgment 
in  the  other.  The  debt  is-  not  dis- 
charged by  judgment,  but  ..by  satisfac- 
tion. There  may  be  several  judgments, 
but  qnly  one  satisfaction.  Friedman  v. 
Lowenstein,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  569. 
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been  satisfied,'®  especially  when  the  equitable  rights  of  the  plaintiff 
would  be  thereby  endangered."  Nor  will  a  former  recovery  against 
a  person  acting  in  an  of&cial  or  fiduciary  capacity  bar  a  subsequent 
action  on  his  official  or  Indemnity  bond.''  But  where  a  note  and  a 
bond,'^  or  a  mortgage  and  a  bond,  is  given  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  same  debt,  a  judgment  on  one  security  will  bar  an  action  on  the 
other;*"  and  where  the  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  upon  both  the 
debt  and  the  security,  was  submitted  in  the" former  action,  the  judg- 
ment rendered  therein  will  bar  a  subsequent  acti,on,  although  the  jury 
ignored  one  of  the  causes  in  the  former  trial.*'- 

A  judgment  against  the  endorser  of  a  note  does  not  merge  the 
cause  of  action  except  as  to  such  endorser,  and  is  no  bar  to  an  action 
against  the  debtor  on  the  note.*^  But  a  recovery  for  the  full  amount 
of  a  note  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  by  the  surety  thereon  to  re- 
cover the  amount  of  an  uncredited  payment  made  prior  to  suit,  where 
both  maker  and  surety  were  sued  and  failed  to  defend,  or  claim  credit 
for  the  payment.*^ 

Recovery  on  Debt '  or  Lien.  —  An  unsatisfied  judgment  recovered  on  a 
debt  secured  by  a  lien,  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  seeking  to  enforce  the 
lien;**  nor  is  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  or  other  lien  against 
property,  a  bar  to  an  action  upon  a  note  or  bond,  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  which  the  mortgage  or  lien  is  given,*^  unless  the  judgment 


76.  Mass. — National  Security  Bank 
V.  Hunnewell,  124  Mass.  260.  N.  Y. 
Lembeck  &  Betz  Eagle  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Crudo,  134  N.  ,Y.  Supp.  576.  Va.— Black- 
well 's  Admr.  v.  Bragg,  78  Va.  529. 

77.  Mass. — ^Fisher  v.  Fisher,  98 
Mass.  303.  N.  Y.— Steele  v.  Lord,  28 
Hun  27.  Pa.— White  v.  Smith,  33  -Pa. 
186,  75  Am.  Dec.  589. 

78.  D.  C. — United  States  v.  Hine,  3 
McArthur  27;  Ga. — Morton  v.  Gahona, 
70  Ga.  569.  HI.— People  v.  Allen,  86 
111.  166.  la. — Charles  v.  Haskins,  11 
Iowa  329,  77  Am.  Dec.  148.  Mass. 
Hawkes  v.  Davenport,  5  Allen  390; 
Greenfield  v.  Wilson,  13  Gray  384.  Miss. 
McAllister  v.  Clopton,  60  Miiss.  207. 
Mo.— Worley  v.  Heath,  1  Mo.  App.  378. 
N.  J.— Eiehman  v.  Powell,  7  N.  J.  L.  .T. 
45.  N.  C; — Walton  v.  Pearson,  85  N. 
C.  34.  Pa. — Carmack  v.  Com.,  5  Binn. 
184;  Com.  v.  Whitaker,  2  Del.  Co.  Eep. 
36;  Com.  v.  Lelar,  1  Phila.  173,  8  Leg. 
Int.  50.  S.  C— State  v.  Cason,  11  S.  C. 
392;  Treasurers  of  State  v.  Bates,  2 
Bailey  362.  Tex. — McKee  v.  Price,  3 
Wills.  Civ.  Cas.,  §335, 

Contra,  Hall  v.  Forman,  82  Ky.  505. 

[a]  "A  recovery  against  a  principal 
alone,  without  satisfactfon,  for  a  mat- 
ter which  constitutes  a  breach  of  his 
official  bond,  is  .not  a  bar  to  a  subse- 


quent suit  against  him  and  his  sureties 
on  the  bond."  McKee  v.  Price,  3  Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.   (Tex.),  §335. 

79.  Seaman  v.  Haakins,  2  Johns.  Cas. 
(N.  Y.)  195. 

80.  New  York  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  571,  14  Atl.  756. 

81.  Brockway  v.  Kinney,  2  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)   210. 

82.  Bunker  v.  Langs,  76  Hun  543,  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  210;  Howell  v.  McCracken, 
87  N.  C.  399. 

83.  Buick  V.  Wood,  43  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
315. 

84.  m. — Palmer  v.  Harris,  100  111. 
276.  Ean. — Eossiter  v.  Merriman,  80 
Kan.  739,  104  Pac.  858,  24  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  8.)  1095.  Tex.— Waldrom  v.  Zach- 
arie,  54  Tex.  503.  Wis. — Hyland  v. 
Bohn  Mfg.  Co.,  91  Wis.  574,  65  N.  W. 
369. 

[a]  A  creditor  may  take  judgment 
on  a  note  secured  by  mortgage  without 
releasing  the  mortgage  or  waiving  his 
right  to  foreclose  it.  Eossiter  v.  Mer- 
riman, 80  Kan.  739,  104  Pac.  858,  24 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1095. 

85.  Conn. — Peck's  Appeal,  31  Conn. 
215.  m.— Bressler  v.  Martin,  133  HI. 
278,  24  N.  B.  518;  Eockwell  v.  Servant, 
63  111.  ,424;  Eussell  v.  Hamilton,  3  111. 
56.    Ind. — Rodman  v.  Eodman,  64  Ind. 
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or  decree  of  foreclosure  awards  a  personal  judgment  for  any  deficiency 
which  may  occur;**'  in  which  event  the  cause  of  action  on  the  prin- 
cipal debt  will  be  merged,  and  another  action  thereon  barred,  where 
the  mortgage  or  lien  is  coextensive  with  the  debt  f  or  if  the  mortgagee 
takes  a  judgment  of  foreclosure  only,  neglecting  to  take  a  judgment 
for  the  deficiency  also,  he  will  be  thereby  barred  from  maintaining 
another  action  for  the  unsatisfied  deficiency  after  exhausting  the 
premises.**  An  action  to  foreclose  a  lien  is  not  barred  by  the  judgment 
or  decree  of  another  state  holding  that  an  action  on  the  note  secured 
by  such  lien  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.*' 

A  successful  defense  on  the  merits  will  bar  a  second  action,  whether 
upon  the  principal  debt  or  the  security,'"  or  lien  held  in  .connection 
therewith  5"^  but  a  defense  which  succeeds  upon  some  other  ground 
or  question,  such  as  the  validity  of  the  instrument  sued  on,'^  or  the 


65;  Huston  v.  Fatka,  30  Ind.  App.  693, 
66  N.  E.  74.  Micll.^Goodricli  v.  White, 
'39  Mich.  489.  Mo.— Watson  v.  Hawkins, 
60  Mo.  550.  N.  Y.—0 'Dougherty  v. 
Eemington  Paper  Co.,  81  N.  Y.  496. 
Ohio. — McClelland  v.  Bishop,  42  Ohio 
St.  113;  Avery  v.  Vansiekle,  35  Ohio 
St.  270.  Vt.— Manly  v.  Slason,  28  Tt. 
346. 

[a]  See  Smith  v.  Lamb,  1  Vt.  395, 
holding  that  a  decree  of  foreclosure 
satisfied  by  payment  is  not  a  bar  to 
an  action  on  the  mortgage  securities 
for  the  recovery  of  a  sum  omitted  from 
such  decree. 

[b]  Where  a  mortgage  is  given  to 
secure  several  notes  falling  due  at  dif- 
ferent times,  a  foreclosure  on  a  part 
of  the  land  to  satisfy  one  note  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  second  suit  to  foreclose  on 
the  balance  of  the  land  to  satisfy  the 
other  notes  and  an  unsatisfied  balance 
on  the  first  note  sued  on.  Bressler  v. 
Martin,  133  HI.  278,  24  N.  E.  518. 

[c]  A  judgment  on  a  scire  facias  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  does  not  extin- 
guish the  debt  evidenced  by  the  col- 
lateral note.  Eockwell  v.  Servant,  63 
111.  424.  But  see  Eeedy  v.  Burgert,  1 
Ohio  157,  holding  that  a  judgment  on 
a  scire  facias  and  mortgage  is  an  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  original  debt  se- 
cured by  the  mortgage. 

86.  G-a.^ — Shackelford  v.  Covington, 
130  6a.  858,  61  S.  E.  984.  La.— Denis- 
toun  &  Co.  V.  Payne,  7  La.  Ann.  333. 
Me.— Puller  v.  Eastman,  81  Me.  284,  17 
Atl.  67.  .  N.  J.— New  York  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  571,  14 
Atl.   756. 

87.  Cal.— Kittridge  v.  Stevens,  16 
Cal.  381.     N.  y.— Toope    v.    Prig^e,    7 
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Daly   208.     CMiio.— Brigel  V.   Creed,   65 
Ohio  St.  40,  60  N.  E.  991. 

[a]  Compare,  Bice  v.  Marquette 
Opera-House  Bldg.  Co.,  96  Mich.  24,  55 
N.  W.  382,  holding  that  where  an 
action  was  commenced  to  recover  the 
value  of  material  in  the  construction 
of  a  building,  the  fact  that  plaintiff 
had  instituted  suits  against  the  con- 
tractors, and  to  enforce  a  lien,  did  not 
affect  plaintiff's  rights,  so  long  as  the 
judgments  therein  remain  unsatisfied. 

88.  Crosby  v.  Jeroloman,  37  Ind. 
264. 

89.  Lightfoot  V.  Davis,  198  N.  Y. 
261,  91  N.  E.  582;  Brooklyn  Bank  v. 
Barnaby,  197  N.  Y.  210,  226,-90  N.  E. 
834;  House  v.  Carr,  185  N.  Y.  453,  78 
N.  E.  171,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  936,  6  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  510;  Hulbert  v.  Clark, 
128  N.  Y.  295,  28  N.  E.  638,  14  L.  E. 
A.  59;  Greenlfey  v.  Greeuley,  114  App. 
Div.  640,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  114;  Piper  v. 
Hayward,  71  Misc.  41,  127  N.  Y.  Supp. 
240. 

90.  U.  S.— Chapman  v.  Smith,  16 
How.  114,  14  L.  ed.  868.  lU.— Palmer 
V.  Sanger,  143  111.  34,  32  N.  E.  390. 
Ky. — Bush's  Heirs  v.  Hampton,  4  Dana 
83.  La.— Flagg  v.  St.  Charles  Parish, 
48  La.  Ann.  765,  19  So.  944;  Johnson 
V.  Porstall,  3  La.  Ann.  446.  Me. — Lan- 
der V.  Arno,  65  Me.  26.  N.  J. — In- 
habitants of  Lower  AUoways  Creek  v. 
Moore,  15  N.  J.  L. .  146.  Ohio. — Long- 
worth  V.  Flagg,  10  Ohio  300.  Pa. 
Sykes  v.  Gerber,  98  Pa.  179. 

91.  New  York  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  571,  14  Atl.  756; 
Whelan  v.  Hill,  2  Whart.   (Pa.)  118. 

92.  Ind. — ^Winningham  v.  State,  56 
Ind.    243.     N.    Y.— Slauson    v.    Engle- 
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existence  of  the  lien  claimed,  does  not  extinguish  the  cause  of  action, 
or  bar  a  subsequent  action  on  the  debt.®''  ' 

(III.)  Arising  Ex  Delictu. —  (A.)  In  General.  — A  former  recovery  on 
tort  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  based  upon  a  separate  and 
distinct  tortious  act  committed  at  a  different  time  or  place.®*  But  any 
recovery  upon  the  merits  in  an  action  for  any  part  of  the  damages 
-resulting  from  a  single  tort  "will  bar  a  recovery  in  any  subsequent 
action  predicated  upon  the  same  tortious  act  or  transaction-.®^  This 
rule  applies  where  a  recovery  has  been  had  for  damages  to  a  part  of 
an  entire  tract  of  land  and  a  subsequent  suit  for  damages  for  another 


hart,  34  Barb.  198;  Wells  v.  Salina,  71 
Hun  559,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  134.  Pa. 
Darlington  v.  Gray,  5  Whart.  487.  S.  C. 
Stoddard  &  Co.  v.  Mellwain,  9  Eich.  L. 
451.  Tenn. — Betterton  v.  Roope,  3  Lea 
215,  31  Am.  Bep.  633.  Wis.— Eastman 
V.  Porter,  14  Wis.  39. 

[a]  A  successfiil  defense  to  a  forged 
note,  in  an  action  against  sureties,  is 
not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  against 
them  on  a  genuine  note  whieh  had 
been  surrendered  to  the  principal  on 
delivery  of  the  forged  note.  Bowman 
V.  Humphrey,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  511,  37 
S.  W.  150. 

93.  Geary  v.  Bangs,  138  HJ.  77,  27 
N.  E.  462. 

94.  See  the  following:  Cal. — De  La 
Guerra  v.  Newhall,  55  Cal.  21.  Kan. 
Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Scammon,  41 
Kan.  521,  21  Pac.  590.  Mass.— Adams 
V.  Haffards,  20  Pick.  127;  White  v. 
Moseley,  8  Pick.  356.  N.  Y. — Bender- 
nagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend.  207,  32  Am. 
Dec.  448.  Pa. — Amrhein  v.  Quaker 
City  Dye  Works,  192  Pa.  253,  43  Atl; 
1008. 

[a]  But  see  Fields  v.  Law,  2  Root 
(Conn.)  320,  holding  a  judgment  for 
trespass  merges  all  prior  trespasses  of 
the  same  kind,  and  will  bar  a  subse- 
quent action  for  a  like  trespass  com- 
mitted prior  to  the  commencement  of 
the  former  action. 

Where  distinct  causes  of  action  to 
both  person  and  property  arise  from 
same  tort,  see  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  g, 
(HI),  (C),  (1).  „     -o     ,  • 

95.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Rankm 
V.  St.  Louis,  ete.  B.  Co.,  98  Fed.  479. 
Ala. — ^Poster  v.  Napier,  73  Ala.  595; 
Pratt  Consol.  Coal  Co.  v.  Morton  (Ala. 
App.),  68  So.  1015;  Birmingham  Ry., 
Light  &  Power  Co.  v.  Long,  5  Ala.  App. 
510,  59  So.  382.  Ark.— Hydrick  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  8.  R.  Co.,  116  Ark.  402, 
177  S.  W.  5;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  K. 


Co.  r.  Bruudidge,  115  Ark.  606,  171  S. 
W.  859.  Cal.— Herriter  v.  Porter,  23 
Cal.  385.  Fla.— Tidwell  v.  Wither- 
spoon,  ,21  Fla.  359,  58  Am.  Rep.  665. 
111. — Palmer  v.  People,  111  111.  App. 
381.  Kan. — Wichita  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Beebe,!  39  Kan.  465,  18  Pac.  502.  Ky. 
Dils  V.  Justice,  137  Ky.  822,  127  S.  W. 
472;  McCain  v.  Louisville,  etc.  R.  Co.,' 
97  Ky.  804,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  80,  22  S. 
W.  325;  Cole's  Admx.  v.  Illinois  Cent. 
R.  Co.,  27  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1087,  87  S.  W. 
1082;  Covington,  e^te.  El.  R.  Co.  v.  Klim- 
erer,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1415,  49  S.  W.  484. 
Md. — Paekham  v.  German  F.  Ins.  Co., 
91  Md.  515,  46  Atl.  1066,  80  Am.  St. 
Rep.  461,  50  L.  R.  A.  828.  Mass. 
Stevens  v.  Pierce,  151  Mass.  207,  23 
N.  B.  1006;  Goodrich  v.  Tale,  97  Mass. 
15.  Mich. — Jungnitsch  v.  Michigan 
Malleable  Iron  Co.,  121  Mich.  460,  80 
N.  W;  245;  Finn  v.  Peek,  47  Mich.  208, 
10  N.  W.  202.  Miss. — Kimball  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  94  Miss.  396,  48  So. 
230.  See  Jkynigan  v.  Fleming,  43  Mi«s. 
710,  5  Am.  Rep.  514.  Mo.— Kellogg  v. 
City  of  Kirksville,  149  Mo.  App.  1,  129 
8  W.  57;  Linville  v.  Green,  125  Mo. 
App.  289,  102  S.  W.  67.  N.  J.— Ochs 
V.  Public  Service  Ry.  Co.,  80  N.  J.  L. 
148,  77  Atl.  533.  N.  Y.— Sheldon  ,v. 
Carpenter,  4  N.  Y.  S79,  55  Am.  Dec. 
301;  Barnard  v.  Devine,  34  Misc.  182, 
68  K'.  Y.  Supp.  859.  See  Rockwell  v. 
Brown,  36  N.  Y.  207.  N..  C— Filer  v. 
Carolina  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  140  N.  C. 
140,  52  8.  E.  305,  3  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
225.,  Pa. — Long  v.  Long,  5  Watts  102. 
Tenn.— Saddler  v.  Apple,  9  Huir^ph. 
342.  Vt.— Kennett  v.  Tudor,  85  Vt. 
190,  81  Atl.  633.  Va.— Hite  v.  Long,  6 
Rand.  (27  Va.)  457,  18  Am.  Dec.  719. 
Wash.— Kline  v.  Stein,  46  Wash.  546, 
90  Pac.  1041. 

Compare,  Colo. — Hattersley  v.  Bur- 
rows, 4  Colo.  App.  538,  36  Pac.  889.  111. 
O 'Byrne  v.  Cregier,  181  111.  App.  569. 
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part  of  it  is  sought  to  be  maintained,^^  as  well  as  where  a  judgment 
has  been  recovered  for  a  part  of  a  tract  of  land  of  which  plaintiff  has 
been  dispossessed  and  it  is  sought  by  another  action  to  recover  the 
balance  thereof.®^  It  also  obtains  where  a  recovery  has  been  had  as  to 
any  of  several  different  chattels  or  items  of  property  affected  by  the 
same  tortious  act  or  transaction.^*  It  applies  to  prospective  damages 
as  well  as  those  already  suffered.®^ 

A  recovery  in  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  resulting  from 
a  tortious  act  bars  a  recovery  in  an  action  for  a  penalty,  based  upon 
the  same  tortious  act,  where  the  penalty  is  given  by  way  of  compensa- 
tion for  the  injury.^  A  civil  action  may  be  maintained  for  the  recovery 
of  a  penalty  for  a  tortious  act  in  addition  to  a  criminal  prosecution  for 
the  same  act.^ 

So  also  a  recovery  in  an  action  for  a  penalty  does  not  bar  a  subse- 


Ky. — Harp  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  150  Kj. 
564,  150  S.  W.  663,  holding  that  a  re- 
covery, on  an  agreed  case  rriade  up,  for 
damages  to  a  growing  crop,  does  not 
bar  a  subsequent  action  for  injury  to 
plaintiff's  house  and  household  effects 
in  the  same  explosion,  since  defendant 
might  have  insisted  tlat  the  whole 
controversy  be  embraced  in  the  agreed 
ease.  Miss. — Underwriters  at  Lloyd's 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Vicksburg  Traction  Co.,  106 
I  Miss.  244,  63  So.  455. 

[a]  A  judgment  for  nominal  dam- 
ages will  bar  an  action  for  actual  dam- 
ages. Kennett  v.  Tudor,  85  Vt.  190,  81 
Atl.  633. 

96.  Cal. — ^Beronio  v.  Southern  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  86  Cal.  415,  24  Pac.  1093,  21 
Am.  St.  Eep.  57.  Ga. — Cunningham  v. 
Morris,  19  Ga.  583,  65  Am.  Dec.  611. 
Mass. — Knowlton  v.  New  York,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  147  Mass.  606,  18  N.  E.  580,  1 
L.  E.  A.  625.  Minn. — Pierro  v.  St. 
Paul,  etc.  E.  Co.,  39  Minn.  451,  40 
N.  "W.  520,  12  Am  St.  Eep.  673. 

Compare,  O  'Byrne  v.  Cregier,  181  111. 
App.  569,  and  Pantall  r.  Eochester,  etc. 
Coal,  etc.  Co.,  204  Pa.  158,  53  Atl.  751. 

97.  Kline  v.  Stein,  46  Wash.  546,  90 
Pac.  1041. 

98.  Ala.— O'Neal  v.  Brown,  21  Ala. 
482.  Kan.— Burdge  v.  Kelchner,  66 
Kan.  642,  72  Pac.  232;  Thisler  v.  Miller, 
53  Kan.  515,  36  Pac.  1060,  42  Am.  St. 
Eep.  302.  Mass. — McCaffrey  v.  Carter, 
125  Mass.  330;  Trask  v.  Hartford,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  2  Allen  331.  Mo.— Union  E.  & 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Traube, /59  Mo.  355; 
Garth  v.  Everett,  16  Mo.  490;  Skeen  v. 
Springfield  Engine,  etc.  Co.,  42  Mo. 
App.  158.  N.  Y.— Phillips  v.  Beriok,  16 
Johns.  136,  8  Am.  Dec.  299;  Farrington 
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V.  Payne,  15  Johns.  432;  Tex. — St. 
Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Moss,  9  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  6,  28  S.  W.  1038.  Wis.— Stern  v. 
Eiehes,  111  Wis.  591,  87  N.  W.  555, 
87  Am.  St.  Eep.  892. 

99.  Ala.— Pratt  Consol.  Coal  Co. 
V.  Morton  (Ala.  Appf.),  68  So.  1015. 
Ark.— Hydrick  i:  St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S. 
E.  Co.,  118  Ark.  402,  177  S.  W.  5.  la. 
Watson  V  Van  Meter,  43  Iowa  76.  Mo. 
Kellogg  V.  City  of  Kirksville,  149  Mo. 
App.  1,  129  S.  W.  57.  N.  Y.— Bender- 
nagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend.  207,  32  Am. 
Dec.  448.  Vt. — Whitney's  Admr.  v. 
Clarendon,  18  Vt.  252,  46  Am.  Dee. 
150.  Eng.— Hods'oU  v.  Stallebrass,  11 
A.  &  E.  301,  9  C.  &  P.  63,  38  E.  0.  L. 
49,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  482,  9  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
132,  3  P.  &  D.  200,  113  Eng.  Eeprint 
429;  Fetter  v.  Beale,  1  Salk.  11,  91  Jlng. 
Eeprint  11. 

[a]  But  see  Jones  v.  Seattle,  23  Wash. 
753,  63  Pac.  553,  holding  that  a  re- 
covery of  damages  for  grading  a  street 
will  not  bar  an  action  for  negligent 
grading,  where  the  former  recovery 
was  before  the  completion  of  the  grad- 
ing. 

1.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  People,  84 
HI.  App.  260;  Wabash  E.  Co.  c.  Peopfe, 
78  111.  App.  268;  Terre  Haute,  etc.  E. 
Co.  f.  People,  41  111.  App.  513. 

[a]  It  is  otherwise  where  the  action 
for  damages  and  for  the  penalty  are 
separate  and  distinct.  Vincent  l\ 
Southern  Eailway,  88  S.  C.  4i3,  70  S. 
E.  1056. 

2.  McDonald  v.  Stark,  176  HI.  456, 
52  N.  E.  37;  State  v.  Schoonover,  135 
Tnd.  526,  35  N.  E.  119,  21  L.  E.  A. 
767. 
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quent  action  for  damages  based  upon  the  same  tortious  act,  where  the 
penalty  is  given  by  way  of  punishment  rather  than  damages.^^ 

(B.)  Bt  Repetition  or  Continuance  of  Trespass  or  NtriSANCE.  —  A  former 
recovery  of  damages  for  a  tortious  act  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  for  the  recovery  of  additional  or  other  damages  resulting  from 
a  repetition  of  the  wrongful  act,'  or  from  the  continuous,  or  recurrent, 
nature  of  the  trespass,*  or  nuisance,  whereby  the  plaintiff  suffers  a 
repetition  or  continuance  of  the  injury.®    Thus  a  recovery  for  dam- 


2V2-  St.  Louis,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Trim- 
ble, 54  Ark.  354,  15  8.  W.  899. 

3.  m. — Sanitary  Dist.  v.  Ray,  199 
lU.  63,  64  N.  E.  1048,  93  Am.  St.  Eep. 
102.  Ind.— Henson  v.  Veatch,  1  Blackf. 
369.  Ean. — See  Beard  v.  Kansas  City, 
96  Kan.  102,  150  Pae.  540.  Ky.— Shep- 
herd V.  Thompson,  2  Bush  176.  N.  Y. 
Rockwell  V.  Brown,  36  N.  Y.  207.  Ohio. 
Shepherd  v.  "Willis,  19  Ohio  142.  Tenn. 
Underwood  v.  Smith,  93  Tenn.  687,  27 
S.  W.  1008,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  946. 

■Compare,  District  of  Columbia  v. 
Hutchinson,  1  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  403. 

[a]  Successive  publications  of  the 
same  libel  (1)  will  support  as  many 
successive  actions,  and  a  recovery  upon 
one  is  no  bar  to  another.  Woods  v. 
Pangborn,  14  Hun  (N.  T.)  540.  (2) 
See  Union  Associated  Press  v.  Heath, 
49  App.  Div.  247,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  96, 
holding  that  a  judgment  against  a  press 
association  for  sending  out  a  libel 
article  to  its  customers,  is  not  a  bar 
to  an  action  against  one  of  such  news- 
papers for  publishing  it.  Compare 
supra,  XVII,  B,  t,  e,  note  85  [a].  (3) 
But  where  the  damages  are  enhanced 
by  evidence  of  repetitions  of  a  slander, 
such  judgment  operates  as  a  bar  to  an 
action  for  a  further  repetition.  Leon- 
ard V.  Pope,  27  Mich.  145. 

[b]  A  former  recovery  does  not  bar 
an  action  for  damages  for  a  wrong 
occurring  after  such  recovery  for  the 
original  negligence,  since  it  could  not 
be  included  therein.  Texas  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Scoggin  &  Brown,  42  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  335,  95  S.  W.  651. 

[c]  A  recovery  for  permanent  in- 
juries may  be  had,  even  where  dam- 
ages for  permanent  injury  were  claimed 
in  a  former  suit,  based  upon  another 
accident,  if  no  damages  were  recovered 
on  such  claim,  and  the  plaintiff  has 
since  fully  recovered  her  health,  or  if 
the  injuries  were  to  another  part  of 
her  body.  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  Logan 
Valley  Electric  Co.,  236  Pa.  365,  84 
Atl.  846. 


4..  Ark,— Chicago,  R.   L   &   P.   Ry. 

V.  McCutchen,  80  Ark.  235,  96  S.  W. 
1054.  Conn. — Piatt  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  City 
of  Waterbury,  80  Conn.  179,  67  Atl. 
508,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  111.  Ky.— 
Madisonville,  H.  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Thomas, 
148  Ky.  131,  146  S.  W.  33.  Me.— See 
Rollins  V.  Blackden,  112  Me.  459,  92 
Atl.  521.  Mass.— Curtis  Mfg.  Co.  ■;;. 
Spencer  Wire  Co.,  203  Mass.  448,  89  N. 
B.  534,  133  Am.  t.  Rep.  307.  N.  H. 
Troy  V.  Cheshire  E.  Co.,  23  N.  H.  83, 
55  Am.  Dec.  177.  N.  J.— P.  Ballantine 
&  Sons  V.  Public  Service  Corp.,  86  N.  J. 
L.  331,  91  Atl.  95,  L.  R.  A.  1915A, 
369.  N.  Y.— Klingenberg  v.  City  of 
New  York,  164  App.  Div.  718,  150  N. 
Y.  Supp.  199;  Covert  v.  Brooklyn,  13 
App.  Div.  188,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  310.  -But 
see  Porter  v.  Cobb,  22  Hun  278.  Tex. 
Gulf,  B.  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v:  Roberts 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  86  S.  W.  1052.  W.  Va. 
Pickens  v.  Coal  River  Boom'&  Timber 
Co.,  66  W.  Va.  10,  38,  65  S.  E.  865,  24 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  354. 

[a]  A  riparian  owner  whose  lands 
were  eroded  at  each  successive  rise  of 
the  river,  because  of  deileotions  of  the 
water,  due  to  wing  dams  constructed 
by  the  opposite  owner,  is  entitled  to 
maintain  successive  actions  for  the  suc- 
cessive injuries.  Gulf,  C.  &  8.  F.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Moseley,  6  Ind.  Ter.  369,  98  S.  W. 
129.  , 

5.  Ala. — Pratt  Consol.  Coal  Co.  v. 
Morton,  68  So.  1015.  Cal. — Donahue  ■«). 
Stockton  Gas  &  Electric  Co.,  6  Cal. 
App.  276,  92  Pac.  196.  Ga. — Southern 
E.  Co.  V.  Cook,  117  Ga.  286,  43  S.  B. 
697;  Mulligan  v.  City  Council  of  Augus- 
ta, 115  Ga.  337,  41  S.  E.  604.  HI. 
Kewanee  v.  Otley,  204  111.  402,  68  N.  B. 
388.  la. — Bennett  v.  Marion,  119  Iowa 
473,  93  N.  W.  558.  Me.— Eussell  v. 
Brown,  63  Me.  203.  Mass.— Kent  v. 
Gerrish,  18  Pick.  564;  Staple  v.  Spring, 
10  Mass.  72.  Minn. — Byrne  v.  Min- 
neapolis, etc.  R.  Co.,  38  Minn.  212,  36 
N.  W.  339,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  668;  Sloggy 
V.  Dilwarth,  38  Minn.  179,  86  N.  W. 
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ages  to  real  property  caused  by  the  construction  of  a  railroad  or  other 
works,"  or  the  wrongful  or  improper  construction  of  a  bridge,  culvert, 
fill  or  other  works,  whereby  the  waters  of  a  stream,  or  other  drain- 
age waters,  are  ^o  obstructed  as  to  overflow  the  lands  of  an  adjoining 
owner,  does  iot  bar  a  subsequent  action  to  recover  damages  for  a 
recurrence  of  the  injury  resulting  from  such  construction,''  where  such 
damages  accrue  subsequently  to  the  former  recovery.*  A  judgment 
for  the  abatement  of  a  nuisance  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  for  damages 


451,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  656;  Brakken  v. 
Minneapolis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  32  Minn.  425, 
21  N.  W.  '414.  Mo.— Charles  v.  St. 
Louis,  M.  &  S.  E.  E.  Co.,  124  MO. 
App.  293,  101  S.  W.  680.  Neb.— Omaha, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Standen,  22  Neb.  343,  35 
N.  W.  183.  N.  H.— Cheshire  Turnpike 
V.  Stevens,  13  N.  H.  28.  N.  J.— P. 
Ballantine  &  Sons  v.  Public  '  Service 
Corp.,  86  N.  J.  L.  331,  91  Atl.  95,  L. 
E.  A.  1915A,  369.  N.  Y.— Beckwith  v. 
Griswold,  29  Barb.  291;  Seigel  v.  Neary, 
38  Misc.  297,  77  N.  Y.,Supp.  854.  Pa. 
Smith  V.  Elliott,  9  Pa.  345;  Hartman  v. 
Pittsburg  Incline  Plane  '  Co.,  11  Pa. 
Super.  438.  Tex. — ^Uvalde  Electric 
Light  Co.  V.  Parsons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
138  S.  "W.  163.  Wis.— Hazeltine  v.  Case, 
46  "Wis.  391,  1  N.  W.  66,  32  Am.  Eep. 
715.  Eng. — Holmes  v.  Wilson,  10  Ad. 
&  El.  503,  37  E.  C.  L.  273,  113  Eng. 
Eeprint  190.  Compare,  Clarke  v.  Torke, 
52  L.  J.  Ch.  32,  47  L.  T.  Eep.  (N.  S.) 
381,  31  Wkly.  Eep.  62. 

[a],  A  judgment  of  not  guilty  of 
the  violation  of  a  smoke  ordinance  in 
one  year  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  for 
violating  the  ordinance  in  a  subsequent 
year.  City  of  Buffalo  v.  George  P.  Eay 
Mfg.  Co.,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  913. 

[b]  A  former  recovery  for  dam- 
ages to  a  water-mill  from  deposits  of 
sand,  caused  by  a  boom,  will  not  bar 
other  recoveries  as  often  as  the  dam- 
ages occur.  Pickens  v.  Coal  Eiver 
Btom  &  Timber  Co.,  66  W.  Ya.  10,  38, 
65  S.  E.  865,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)   354. 

6.  Ala. — Pratt  Consol.  Coal  Co.  v. 
Morton,  68  So.  1015.  Ariz.— Brady  v. 
Pinal  County,  8  Ariz.  114,  71  Pac.  910. 
m.— Morgen/tern  v.  Klees,  30  111.  422; 
Vansant  v.  Allmon,  23  111.  30.  Ind. 
Crause  V.  Holman,  19  Ind.  30.  N.  Y. 
De  Graff  &  Palmer  v.  Mayper,  65  Misc. 
185,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  657;  Meth  v.  But- 
ler &  Herriman,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  656. 
Ohio. — Gardner  v.  Letson,  8  Ohio  Dec. 
256,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  112.  Wash.— Har- 
stad  V.  Olson,  57  Wash.  264,  106  Pac. 
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741.     Wis.— Bliss  v.  Weil,  14  Wis.  35, 
80  Am.  Dee.  766. 

7.  U.  S. — Evey  v.  Mexican  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  81  Fed.  294,  26  C.  C.  A.  407,  38 
L.  E.  A.  387.  ni.- Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E. 
Co.  V.  Schaffer,  124  111.  112,  16  N.  E. 
239;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co. 
V.  Nuttall,  59  111.  App.  639;  Ohio,  etc. 
E.  Co.  V.  Dooley,  32  lU.  App.  228.  Ind. 
Earey  v.  Lee,  7  Ind.  App.  518,  34  N.  E. 
749.  Mtnn. — ^Bowers  v.  Mississippi, 
etc.  Boom  Co.,  78  Minn.  398,  81  N.  W. 
208,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  395.  Mo.— McKee 
V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  49  Mo.  App. 
174.  N.  C. — Candler  v.  Asheville  Elec- 
tric Co.,  135  N.  C.  12,  47  S.  E.  114; 
Eidley  v.  Seaboard,  etc.  E.  Co.,  118 
N.  C.  996,  24  S.  E.  730,  32  L.  E.  A. 
708.  Tex.— Clark  v.  Dyer,  81  Tex.  339, 
342,  16  S.  W;  1061;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
Ey.  V.  Helsley,  62  Tex.  593;  Interna- 
tional &  G.  N.  Ey.  V.  Kyle  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  101  S.  W.  272;  Gulf,  W.  T.  & 
P.  Ey.  V.  Goldman,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
257,  28  S.  W.  267;  Texas,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Long,  1 -White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §559. 
Va.— Ellis  V.  Harris '  Exr.,  32  Gratt.  (73 
Va.)  684. 

[a]  Damages  resulting  from  an 
a'batable  nuisance,  such  as  a  railroad 
embankment  with  openings  insufficient 
to  pass  the  wafer  in  times  of  high 
water,  may  be  recovered  by  successive 
actions  within  the  period  of  limitations 
after  each  injury  occurs.  Hayes  i).  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  177  Mo.  App. 
201,  162  S.  W.  266. 

[b]  A  ditch  or  embankment  which 
only  becomes  a  nuisance  at  intervals 
by  diverting  water  to  the  plaintiff's 
land,  is  not  a  permanent  injury,  and 
damages  resulting '  therefrom  may  be 
recovered  in  successive  suits  as  they 
occur.  International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Slusher  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  115  S.  W. 
673. 

8.  Eumsey  v.  New  York,  etc.  E.  Co., 
63  Hun  200,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  672,  45 
N.  Y.  St.  33  (affirmed  in  137  N.  Y.  583, 
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sustained  prior  thereto.*  But  where  the  continuance  and  operation  of 
a  permanent  structure  are  necessarily  injurious,  the  damages  resulting 
therefrom  must  be  recovered  in  one  suit,  and  such  recovery  is  a  bar 
to  a  subsequent  action  for  damages  arising  from  the  same  tort;^" 
though  in  some  jurisdictions  the  plaintiff  may  elect  whether  he  will 
treat  the  injury  as  permanent  and  recover  his  full  damages  in  one 
action,  or  as  continuing,  and  recover  in  successive  actions  as  the 
damage  accrues/^  Claims  for  damages  from  an  abatable  nuisance  or 
remediable  trespass  cannot  be  separated  from  those  based  upon  per- 
manent injuries,  and  where  both  exist  there  can  be  but  one  recovery.^^ 


33  N.  E.  338);  Hoch  v.  Manhattan  Ey. 
Co.,  59  Hun  541,  625,  13  N.  T.  Supp. 
633;  Hartman  v.  Pittsburg  Incline 
Plane  Co.,  ,11  Pa.  Super.  438. 

[a]  A  recovery  by  a  former  owner 
of  abutting  property  for  damages  re- 
sulting from  a  failure  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  keep  its  track  in  repair,  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  suit  by  a  subsequent  owner 
of  the  property  for  later  injuries  inci- 
dent to  changes  in  the  condition  of  Such 
track.  Stein  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey. 
Co.,  132  Ky.  322,  116  8.  W.  738. 

9.  Gleason  v.  Gary,  4  Conn.  418.  See 
generally  the  title  "Nuisance." 

10.  Ark.— Chicago/,  E.  I.  &  P.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  McCutchen,  80  Ark.  235,  96  S. 
W.  1054;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Biggs,  52  Ark.  240,  12  S.  W.  SSI, 
20  Am.  St.  Eep.  174,  6  L.  E.  A.  804. 
Cal. — ^Los  Angeles"  v.  Baldwin,  53  Cal. 
469.  Colo. — ^Denver  City  Irr.,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Middaugh,  12  Coio.  434,  21  Pac.  565, 
13  Am.  St.  Eep.  234.  D.  C— District 
of  Columbia  v.  Hutchinson,  1  App.  Cas. 
403.  Ga.— Clark  v.  Lanier,  104  Ga.  184, 
30  S.  E.  741.  lU.— Vette  v.  Sanitary 
Dist.  of  Chicago,  260  HI.  432,  103  N.  E. 
241;  Miller  v.  Sanitary  Dist.  of  Chi- 
cago, 242  ni.  321,  90  N.  E.  1;  Chicago, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Loeb,  118  Hb  203,  8  N. 
E.  460,  59  Am.  Eep.  341;  Decatur  Gas- 
light, etc.  Co.  V.  Howell,  92  HI.  19; 
Chicago  &  Alton  E.  Co.  li.  Maher,  91 
111.  312;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
Jones,  110  HI.  App.  626;  Lake  Erie  & 
W.  E.  Co.  V.  Purcell,  75  HI.  App.  573. 
Ind. — North  Vernon  v.  Voegler,  103 
Ind.  314,  2  N.  E.  821.  la.— Hodge  v. 
Shaw,  85  Iowa  137,  52  N.  W.  8,  39 
Am.  St.  Eep.  290;  Bizer  v.  Ottumwa 
Hydraulic  Power  Co.,  70  Iowa  145,  30 
N.  W.  172;  Stodghill  v.  Chicago,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  53  Iowa  341,  5  N.  W.  495; 
Powers  V.  Council  Bluffs,  45  Iowa  652, 
24  Am.  Eep.  792.  Ky.— Oliver  v.  H- 
linois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  235, 


74  S.  W.  1078.  Mass.— Fowle  v.  New 
Haven,  etc.  Co.,  112  Mass.  334,  17  Am. 
Eep.  106.  Minn. — Gilbert  v.  Boak  Pish 
Co.,  86  Minn.  365,  90  N.  W.  767,  58 
L.  E.  A.  735.  Neb. — Omaha,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Standen,  22  Neb.  343,  35  N.  W.  183. 
N.  H.— Troy  v.  Cheshire  E.  Co.,  23  N. 
H.  83,  55  Am.  Dec.  177.  N.  C— Harper 
V.  Town  of  Lenoir,  152  N.  C.  723,  68 
S.  E.  228.  Pa. — Murphy  v.  Matthews,  ■ 
43  Pa.  Super.  286.  Tex.— Brown  v. 
Southwestern  Tel.,  etc.  Co.,  17  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  433,  44  S.  W.  59;  Inter- 
national &  G.  N.  E. '  Co.  v.  Geiselman, 
12  Tex.  Civ.  ApP.  123,  34  S.  W.  658. 
Vt. — ^Whitney's  Admr.  v.  Clarendon,  18 
Vt.  252,  46  Am.  Dec.  150.  Eng,— Clarke 
V.  Midland  Great  Western  E.  Co.,  2  Ir. 
294. 

[a]  Damages  for  depreciation  of  the 
value  of  land,  because  of  the  construc- 
tion of  the  roadbed  of  a  railroad,  are 
permanent,  and  such  recpvery  is  a  ba,r 
to  further  actions  founded  on  the  same 
trespass  to  the  land.  Lewis  v.  St. 
Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  107  Ark.  41, 
154  S.  W.  198. 

[b]  A  recovery  by  a  landowner  for 
the  entire  destruction  of  the  beneficial 
use  of  land  flooded  by  seepage  of  water 
from  a  raceway  operated  by  a  corpora- 
tion, will  bar  an  action  by  a  grantee 
of  the  land  for  a  later  loss  of  crops 
or  injury  to  the  use  and  occupation  of 
the  same  land,  no  change  in  the  amount 
of  land  flooded,  or  condition  of  the 
raceway  being  shown.  Vanderslice  v. 
Trondale  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  Power 
Co.,  232  Pa.  435,  81  Atl.  445. 

11.  la. — Eisher  v.  Acken  Coal  Co., 
147  Iowa  459,  124  N.  W.  764.  N.  C. 
Harper  v.  Town  of  Lenoir,  152  N.  C. 
723,  68  S.  E.  228.  Pa.— Murphy  v.  Mat- 
thews, 43  Pa.  Super.  286. 

12.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Blankenship,  158  Ky.  270,  164  S.  W. 
943.  , 
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(C.)  Wheee  Several  Injuries  Arise  From  Single  Act.  —  (1.)  In  General. 
Where  several  injuries  arise  froin  a  single  act,  the  question  of  whether 
a  recovery  for  any  one  of  such  injuries  constitutes  a  bar  to  a  r3covery 
upon  any  other  depends  upon  whether  a  single  cause  of  action  is  created 
by  such  act,  or  whether  several  causes  of  action  are  created  thereby. 
Thus  the  authorities  are  in  conflict  as  to  whether  injuries  resulting 
to  both  person  and  property  from  a  single  tortious  act  constitute,  two 
distinct  causes  of  action  or  only  one.  Some  cases  hold  t,hat  where 
injury  to  the  person  and  damage  to  the  property  result  from  one  and 
the  same  negligent  act,  distinct  causes  of  action  arise,  upon  which 
separate  actions  may  be  maintained,  one  for  injury  to  the  person  and 
the  other  for  injury  to  the  property,  and  a  recovery  in  one  is  not  a 
bar  to  a  recovery  in  the  other."  But  some  authorities  hold  that  the 
claim  for  both  kinds  of  injuries  constitute  biit  a  single  cause  of  action, 
and  that  separate  actions  cannot  be  maintained  therefor  and  that  one 
recovery  is  a  bar  to  further  litigation  on  the  same  tortious  act." 

Injuries  to  distinct  kinds  or  parts  of  property,^^  or  to  different  in- 
terests or  rights,  may  constitute  distinct  causes  of  action,  upon  which 
separate  suits  may  be  maintained  without  the  recovery  on  one  of  them 
operating  as  a  bar  to  a  recovery  on  the  other." 


13.  U.  S. — Boyd  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.,  218  Fed.  653.  Oal.— Scher- 
merhorh  v.  Los  Angeles  Pae.  K.  Co.,  18 
Cal.  App.  454,  123  Pae.  351.  N.  J. 
Ochs  V.  Public  Service  R.  Co.,  81  N.  J. 
L.  661,  80  Atl.  495,  36  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
240,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  255  {reversing 
80  N.  J.  L.  148,  77  Atl.  533).  N.  Y. 
Eeilly  v.  Sicilian  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.,  170 
N.  Y.  40,  62  N.  B.  772,  88  Am.  St. 
Eep.  636,  57  L.  E.  A.  176;  Mclnerney 
V.  Main,  82  App.  Div.  543,  81  N.  Y. 
Supp.  539;  Eagan  v.  New  York  Transp. 
Co.,  39  Misc.  Ill,  78TSr.  Y.  Supp.  209, 
11  Ann.  Cas.  394;  Griffith  v.  Friendly, 
30  Misc.  393,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  391. 
Tex. — Watson  v.  Texas,  etc.  E.  Co.,  8 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  144,  27  S.  W.  924.  Wash. 
MuUerleile  v.  Brandt,  64  Wash.  280,  116 
Pae.  868.  Bng. — Brunsden  v.  Humphrey, 
14  Q.  B.  D.  141,  49  J.  P.  4,  53  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  476,  51  L.  T..  Eep.  (N.  S.)  529, 
32  Wkly.  Eep.  944  {reversing  11  Q.  B. 
D.  712). 

See  also  14  Standard  Proc.  639. 

[a]  The  resultant  injuries,  rather 
than  the  negligent  act,  constitutes 
the  grounds  of  action.  Boyd  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  218  Fed. 
653;  Ochs  v.  Public  Service  E.  Co.,  81 
N.  J.  L.  661,  80  Atl.  495,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912D,  255,  36  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  240 
{reversing  80  N.  J.  L.  148,  77  Atl. 
533). 

14.  V.  S.— Southern  E.  Co.  v.  King, 
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160  Fed.  332,  87  C.  C.  A.  284.  Ky. 
Cole's  Admx.  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co., 
120  Ky.  686,  87  S.  W.  1082.  Mass. 
Derail  v.  Cohen,  147  Mass.  342,  17  N.  E. 
647.  Minn. — King  v.  Chicago,  etc.  By. 
Co.,  SO  Minn.  83,  82  N.  W.  1113,  81 
Am.  St.  Eep.  238,  50  L.  E.  A.^  161. 
Mo. — Von  Fragstein  v.  Windier,  2  Mo. 
App.  598.  Tenn. — Mobile,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Matthews,  115  Tenn.  172,  91  S.  W. 
194. 

See  also  14  Standard  Proc.  639. 

15.     Cal. — De  La  Guerra  v.  Newhall, 

55  Cal.  21.  Mass. — White  v.  Moseley, 
8  Pick.  356.  Mtes.— Illinois  Cent.  E. 
Co.  V.  Wilbourn,  74  Miss.  284,  21  So.  1. 
Va. — Southside  E.  Co.  v.  Daniel,  20 
Gratt.  (61  Va.)  344.  Wis.— Hagan  v. 
Casey,  30  Wis.  553. 

[a]  But  see  St.  Louis  Southwestern 
E.  Co.  V.  Moss,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  6,  28 
S.  W.  1038,  holding  that  the  killing  of 
two  horses  at  the  same  time  and  place 
eonstitiites  but  one  cause  of  action,  in- 
divisible in  its  nature. 

[b]  Injuries  to  land  are  distinct 
from  injuries  to  crops  growing  on  it. 
Southside  E.  Co.  v.  Daniel,  20  Gratt. 
(61  Va.)  3^4. 

18.  Mass. — McCarthy  v.  William  H. 
Wood  Lumb.  Co.,  219  Mass.  566,  107 
N.  E.  439.  Tex.— St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ey. 
Co.    V.    Hall,    23    Tex.    Civ.    App.    211, 

56  S.  W.  140;  Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Nel- 
Bon,   9   Tex.   Civ.   App.   156,   29   S.   W. 
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(2.)  Several  Persons  Injured  hy  Single  Act.  —  Where  several  persons 
sustain  injuries  by  a  single  tortious  act,  generally  separate  causes  of 
action  arise  in  favor  of  such  persons  and  a  recovery  by  one  of  such 
persons  upon  any  cause  of  action  in  his  favor  will  not  bar  a  recovery 
by  the  others.^''  Thus  where  both  husband  and  wife  have  a  separate 
cause  of  action  arising  from  the  same  subject-matter,  a  judgmeilt  in 
one  action  is  not  a  bar  to  the  other  action.^^  So  where  an  infant  is 
injured  through  the  negligence  or  fault  of  another,  two  distinct 
causes  of  action  arise,  one  by  the  infant  for  his  pain  and  suffering 
and  permanent  impairment  of  earning  capacity  after  attainment  of 
his  majority;  the  other  by  the  parent  for  loss  of  the  child's  services 
during  minority,  and  for  medical  treatment ;  and  upon  these  separate 
actions  may  be  maintained,  and  a  recovery  in  one  will  not  operate  as 
a  bar  to  the  other.^^ 


78;  St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Edwards, 
3  Wills.  Civ.  Gas.,  §346.  Vt.— Newbury 
V.  Conneeticut,  etc.  E.  Co.,  25  Vt.  377. 

[a]  There  is  no  privity  between  an 
administrator  prosecuting  an  action  for 
the  conscious  suffering  of  his  intestate 
before  death  and  the  same  administra- 
tor prosecuting  an  action  for  the  death 
of  the  intestate,  and  a  recovery  in  one 
is  not  a  bar  to  the  other.  McCarthy  v. 
William  H.  Wood  Lumb.  Co.,  219  Mass. 
566,  107  N.  E.  439;  St.  Louis,  L  M.  & 
S.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Sweet,  63  Ark.  563,  40 
S.  W.  463. 

[b]  But  see  Clare  v.  New  York,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  172  Mass.  211,  51  N.  E.  1083, 
holding  that  a  judgment  for  an  admin- 
istrator in  an  action  by  him  under  a 
statute  for  personal  injuries  suffered 
by  his  intestate,  is  a  bar  to  a  second 
action  by  himi  to  recover  for  such  in- 
juries under  the  common  law. 

17.  See  the  following:  IT.  S.— Cali- 
fornia Dry  Dock  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  17 
Fed.  216,  8  Sawy.  523.  Colo.— Denver 
Consol.  Tramway  Co.  v.  Eiley,  14  Colo. 
App.  132,  59  Pae.  476.  lU.— Dlinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.  ■;;.  Slater,  139  111.  190,  28 
N.  E.  830.  Mich.— Bennett  v.  Miller's 
Estate,  160  Mich.  309,  125  N.  W.  2. 
Mo.— Duffy  V.  Gray,  52  Mo.  528.  Okla. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  ».  Goode,  42 
Okla.  784,  142  Pac.  1185.  R.  I.— Brier- 
ly  V.  Union  E.  Co.,  26  E.  L  119,  58 
Atl.  451.  Tex.— Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Kutac,  72  Tex.  643,  11  8. 
W.  127;  San  Antonio,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Flato,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  214,  35  S.  W. 
859. 

[a]  The  right  of  a  tenant  is  distinct 
from  that  of  the  freeholder,  and  a  re- 
covery by  one  for  waste  is  not  a  bar 


to  an  action  by  the  other  for  the  same 
waste.  California  Dry-Dock  Co.  v. 
Armstrong,  17  Fed.  216,  8  Sawy.  523. 

[b]  A  judgment  for  the  mother  of 
a  decedent  for  his  death  from  intoxica- 
tion from  liquor  bought  of  the  defend- 
ant, does  not  bar  an  action  by  deced- 
ent's sister,  who  by  contract  was  en- 
titled to  support  and  assistance  from 
him  during  her  life.  Bennett  v.  Miller's 
Estate,  160  Mich.  309,  125  N.  W.  2. 

18.  11  Standard  Peoc.  803,.  et  seq. 

19.  Ala. — McNamara  v.  Logan,  100 
Ala.  187,  14  So.  175;  South,  etc.  Ala- 
bama E.  Co.  V.  Donovan,  84  Ala.  141, 
4  So.  142.  Ark.— Sibley  v.  Eatliffe,  50 
Ark.  477,  8  S.  W.  686.  Cal — Durkee  v. 
Central  Pac.  E.  Co.,  56  Cal.  388,  38  Am. 
Eep.  59;  Karr  v.  Parks,  44  Cal.  46. 
Conn.— Beebe  v.  Trafford,  Kirby  215. 
Ga. — ^Hooper  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  112 
Ga.  96,  37  S.  E.  165;  Central  E.  Co. 
V.  Brinsou,  64  Ga.  475.  Ind.— Bartlett 
V.  Kochel,  88  Ind.  425;  Eogers  v.  Smith, 
17  Ind.  323,  79  Am.  Dec.  483,  488; 
Boyd  V.  Blaisdell,  15  Ind.  73.  Ky. 
Akers  v.  Fulkerson,  153  Ky.  228,  154 
S.  W.  1101;  Pullman  Co.  v.  Ward,  143 
Ky.  727,  137  S.  W.  233.  Me.— Bernard 
V.  Merrill,  91  Me.  358,  40  Atl.  136. 
Mass. — Horgan  v.  Pacific  Mills,  158 
Mass.  402,  33  N.  B.  581,  35  Am.  St. 
Eep.  504;  .Wilton  v.  Middlesex  E.  Co., 
12S  Mass.  130.  Minn. — Bamka  v.  Chi- 
cago, etc.  E.  Co.,  61  Minn.  549,  63  N. 
W.  1116,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  618.  N.  Y. 
Traver  v.  Eighth  Ave.  E.  Co.,  4  Abb. 
Dee.  422,  3  Keyes  497,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
46;  Lieberman  v.  .Third  Ave.  E.  Co.,  25 
Misc.  704,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  677.  Ohio. 
Larwill  v.  Kirby,  14  Ohio  1.  S.  0. 
Bridger  v.  Asheville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  27  8. 
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h.  Defenses,  Counterclaims,  Set-Off s  and  Cross-Actions. — (!•)  De- 
fenses.—  (A.)  Set  Up  in  Pbiob  Action. —  Where  a  defense  has  been  pre- 
sented and  adjudicated  under  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  in  a  former 
action,  it  is  thereby  concluded,  and  is  not  available  as  a  defense  in 
any  subsequent  litigation  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies 
on  the  same  subject-matter  or  the  judgment  recovered  thereon;^"  nor 


C.  456,  3  S.  E.  860,  13  Am.  St.  Eep. 
653.  Tex. — Texas  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Morin,  66  Tex.  133,  18  S.  W.  345; 
Texas,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Howard,  2  Posey 
Unrep.  Cas.  429.  Vt.— Bradley  «.  An- 
drews, 51  Vt.  525. 

Compare,  Lathrop  v.  Schutte,  61  Minn. 
196,  63  N.  W.  493. 

[a]  But  a  suit  for  both  elements  of 
damage,  the  minor's  damages  and  the 
parent's  loss  of  the  services  of  his  child, 
is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  by  the 
parent  in  his  own  iame  for  loss  of  his 
child's  services.  Chicago  Screw  Co.  v. 
Weiss,  107  Bl.  App.  39  (affirmed  in  203 
m.  536,  68  N.  B.,  54).  See  also  Baker 
«.  Flint,  91  Mich.  298,  51  N.  W.  897, 
30  Am.  St.  Eep.  471,  16  L.  E.  A.  154. 

[b]  A  satisfied  judgment  for  dam- 
ages for  the  death  of  a  minor,  recov- 
ered in  an  action  in  which  proof  is 
made  of  the  value  of  the  decedent's 
services  diiring  minority,  is  a  bar  to 
a  subsequent  action  by  the  parent  for 
the  loss  of  such  services,  where  the  re- 
covery was  under  statute  and  the  sec- 
ond suit  on  the  common  law.  Graham 
V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  E.  Qo.,  28  Fed.  744. 

20.  U.  S.— Wilcox  &  Gibbs  Sew. 
Maeh.  Co.  v.  Sherborne,  123  Fed.  875, 
59  C.  C.  A.  363;  Fisher  v.  Eutherford,' 
Baldw.  188,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,823. 
Ala. — Penny  p.  British,  etc.  Mortg.  Co., 
132  Ala.  357,  31  So.  96.  Conn.— Per- 
kins V.  Brazos,  66  Conn.  242,  33  Atl. 
908;  Betts  v.  Starr,  5  Conn.  550,  13 
Am.  Dec.  94.  Ga. — Jones  v.  Laurens 
Banldng  Co.,  137  Ga.  561,  73  S.  E. 
835;  Fowler  v.  Davis,  1  Ga.  App.  549, 
57  S.  E.  939.  m.— Merki  v.  Merki,  212 
111.  121,  72  ISr.  E.  9;  Stevens '  ?j;  Had- 
fleld,  178  HI.  ^32,  52  N.  E.  875.  Ind. 
Stanton  v.  Kenrick,  185  Ind.  382,  35 
N.  E.  19;  Steves  v.  Frazee,  19  Ind. 
App.  284,  49  N,  E.  385.  la.— Strow  v. 
Allen,  98  N.  W.  141;  Heichew  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 4  G.  6r.  317,  61  Am.  Dec.  122. 
Kan. — Garden  City  v.  Merchants,  etc. 
Nat.  Bank,  65  Kan.  345,  69  Pac.  325, 
93  Am.  St.  Eep.  284.  La. — Eice  v.  Gar- 
rett, 12  La.  Ann.  755.  Mass. — Sherer 
V.  Collins,  106  Mass.  417.    Illicll.— Farr 
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V.  Lachman,  130  Mich.  40,  89  N.  W. 
688;  :6u3ch  v.  Wileox,  106  Mie'h.  514, 
64  N.  W.  .485.  Miss.— Gross  v.  Todd, 
94  Miss.  168,  47  So.  801.  Mo.— Hieker- 
son  V.  Mexico,  58  Mo.  61.  NeTj. — Gil- 
more  V.  Whiteman,  50  Neb.  760,  70  N. 
W.  364;  Latta  v.  Visel,  37  Neb.  612, 
56  N.  W.  311.  N.  J.— Delaware,  etc.  E. 
Co.  V.  Breckenridge,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  581, 
43  Atl.  1097;  Manley  v.  Mickle,  53  N. 
J.  Eq.  155,  32  Atl.  210,  affirming  52  N. 
J.  Eq.  712,  29  Atl.  434.  N.  Y.— Wood- 
house  V.  Duncan,  106  N.  Y.  527,  13  N. 
E.  334;  Campbell  v.  Consalus,  25  N.  Y. 
613;  Candee  v.  Burke,  10  Hun  350; 
Hartnett  v.  Adler,  15  Daly  69,  2  N.  Y. 
Supp.  713,  19  N.  Y.  St.  798;  Morris 
V.  Floy4,  5  Barb.  130.  Compare,  Bath 
Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Eowland,  178  N.  Y. 
631,  71  N.  E.  1127.  Pa.— Peoples' 
Water  Co.  v.  City  of  Pittston,  241  Pa. 
208,  88  Atl.  503;  Allen  v.  International 
Text  Book  Co.,  201  Pa.  579,  51  Atl.  323, 
88  Am.  St.  Eep.  834;  Eauwolf  v.  Glass, 
184  Pa.  237,  39  Atl.  79;  McClain's  Es- 
tate, 180  Pa.  231,  63  Atl.  743.  E.  I. 
Mills  V.  Allen,  26  "E.  L  177,  58  Atl. 
622.  Teuu. — Matilda  v.  Crenshaw,  4 
Yerg.  299.  Tex. — ^Fricke  v.  Wood,  31 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  167,  71  S.  W.  784.  Vt. 
Carpenter  v.  Gleason,  58  Vt.  244,  4  Atl. 
706;  Gilson  v.  Bingham,  43  Vt.  410,  5 
Am.  Eep.  289.  W.  Va. — Sayre's  Admr. 
V.  Harpold,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11  S.  E. 
16;  Coville  v.  Gilman,  13  W.  Va.  314. 
Eng. — Dawson  v.  Gregory,  7  Q.  B.  756, 
9  Jur.  688,  14  L.  J.  Q.  B.  286,  53  E. 
C.  L.  756,  115  Eng.  Eeprint  673;  Shoe 
Machine  Co.  v.  Cutlan,  1  Ch.  667,  65 
L.  J.  Ch.  314,  74  L.  T.  Eep.  (N.  S.) 
166.  Can. — ^Leinster  v.  Stabler,  17  U. 
C.  C.  P.  532;  Gordon  v.  Eobinson,  14 
V.  C.  C.  P.  566. 

See  generally  the  title  "Res  Judi- 
cata." 

[a]  Adjudication  of  a  defense  of 
failure  of  consideration  for  three  notes 
in  a  suit  on  one  of  them  precludes  that 
defense  in  an  action  on  the  other  notes. 
Gross  V.  Todd,  94  Miss.  168,  47  So. 
801., 

[b]  Where  the  defense  of  settlement 
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can  it  be  made  the  basis  of  a  subsequent  action.^^    But  this  rule  does , 
not  extend  to  matters  which  are  independent  .of  the  subject  of,  the 
litigation,^^  or  to  defenses  not  embraced  by  the  issues  of  the  litigation 
or  determined  therein.^^ 

(B.)  Not  Set  Up  in  Prior  StuT,  But  Which  Might  Have  Be^n.  —  (1.) 
Generally.  —  Since  a  defendant  is  required  to  interpose  all  the  defenses 
upon  which  he  relies,^*  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  in  a  former  action ' 
is  conclusive  in  a  subsequent  suit  between  the  same  parties  or  their 
privies  as  to  every  defense  which  was  or  might  have  been  interposed 
thereto,  so  as  to  render  them  unavailable  as  either  a    defense,^^    or 


was  set  up  in  a  suit  upon  two  of  a 
series  of  four  notes  and  adjudicated  in 
a  recovery  for  the  plaintiff  thereon, 
such  defense  is  not  available  in  a  sub- 
sequent action  on  the  other  two  notes. 
Jones  V.  Laurens  Banking  Co.,  137  Ga. 
561,  73  S.  E.  835. 

[c]  Where  the  validity  of  an  agree- 
ment has  been  adjudicated  against  the 
defendant,  he  cannot  set  it  up  in  de- 
fense of  another  action  between  the 
same  parties  or  their  privies  under 
identical  conditions  and  circumstances. 
Peoples'  Water  Co.  v.  Pittston,  241  Pa. 
208,  88  Atl.  503. 

[d]  A  defense  unsuccessfully  plead- 
ed in  a  proceeding  to  revive  a  judg- 
ment, cannot  be  set  up  in  an  ejectment 
suit  to  recover  possession  of  land  pur- 
chased by  plaintiff  at  execution  sale 
under  such  judgment.  Greer  v.  Major, 
114  Mo.  145,  21  S.  W.  481. 

Necessity  for  identity  of  subject- 
matter,  see  generally  supra,  XVII,  B, 
2,  e,  (I). 

21.  Drevet  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Moore  Bros. 
Glass  Co.,  168  Ped.  246,  93  C.  C.  A. 
522;  Powler  v.  Davis,  1  Ga.  App.  549, 
57  S.  E.  939. 

22.  Summet  v.  City  Eealty  &  Broker- 
age Co.,  208  Mo.  501,  106  S.  W.  614; 
Edgell  V.  Sigerson,  26  Mo.  583;  Mason 
V.  Summers,  24  Mo.  App.  174. 

23.  Ala. — Corey  v.  Penney,  165  Ala. 
234,  51  So.  624.  Ga. — Henderson  v. 
Pox,  80  Ga.  479,  6  S.  E.  164.  Ind. 
Smith  V.  Downey,  8  Ind.  App.  179,  34 
N.  E.  823,  35  N.  E.  568,  52  Am.  St. 
Eep.  467.  Ky. — ^Falkenburg  v.  Johnson, 
102  Ky.  543,  44  S.  W.  80,  80  Am.  St. 
Eep.  369.  Mo. — ^McMahan  v.  Geiger,  73 
Mo.  145,  39  Am.  Eep.  489.  N.  Y. 
Goodale  v.  Tuttle,  29  N.  Y.  459.  W.  Va. 
Garrett  v.  South  Penn  Oil  Co.,  66  W. 
Va.   587,   66   S.  E.   741. 

[a]  A  defense  successfully  pleaded 
in  a  former  action  on  part  of  a  series 


of  notes  given  for  a  stock  of  goods  and 
interest  on  the  balance,  setting  up  par- 
tial failure  of  consideration,  where  the 
value  of  the  entire  stock  is  not  neces- 
sarily determined,  may  be  again  urged 
in  a'  suit  on  the  balance  of  the  notes 
wherein  the  total  value  of  the  stock  is 
properly  litigated.  Corey  v,  Penney, 
165  Ala.  234,  51  So.  624. 

24.  MePherson  v.  Alta  Irr.  Dist.,  14 
Cal.  App.  353,  112  Pac.  193;  Harring- 
ton V.  Huff  &  Mitchell  Co.,  155  Mich. 
139,  118  N.  W.  924.  See  Tibbetts  v. 
Terrill,  26  Colo.  App.  64,  140  Pac. 
936. 

25.  tr.  S. — Werlein  v.  New  Orleans, 
177  V.  S.  390,  20  Sup.  Ct.  682,  44  L.  ed. 
817;  Cromwell  v.  Sao  County,  94  TJ.  S. 
351,  24  L.  ed.  195;  Aurora  v.  West,  7 
Wall.  82,  19  L.  ed.  42;  Harrison  v. 
Eemington  Paper  Co.,  140  Fed.  385,  72 
C.  C.  A.  405,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  954; 
Brown  v.  Newton  Pirst  Nat.  Bank,  132 
Fed.  450,  66  C.  C.  A.  293;  Allen  v. 
Davenport,  132  Fed.  209,  65  C.  C.  A. 
641;  Hauley  v.  Beatty,  117  Fed.  59,  54 
C.  C.  A.  445.  Ala.— Brown  v.  Tillman, 
121  Ala.  626,  25  So.  836;  Peet  v.  Hatch- 
er, 112  Ala.  514j  21  So.  711,  57  Am. 
St.  Eep.  45;  Murrell  v.  Smith,  51  Ala. 
301;,  Mervine  v.  Parker,  18  Ala.  241. 
Ark. — ^Briggs  v.  Manning,  80  Ark.  304, 
97  S.  W.  289;  Livingston  v.  New  Eng- 
land Mortgage  Security  Co.,  77  Ark. 
379,  91  8.  W.  752.  Cal.— Johnson  v. 
Eeed,  125  Cal.  74,  57  Pac.  680;  Byers 
V.  Neal,  43  Cal.  210.  Colo.— Comrs.  of 
Eio  Grande  County  v.  Burpee,  24  Colo. 
57,  48  Pac.  539.  D.  C— Karrick  1>. 
Wfitmore,  25  App.  Cas.  41^  Fla. 
Mattair  v.  Car-d,  19  Fla.  455.  Ga. 
Stewart  v.  Ellis,  130  Ga.  685,  61  S.  E. 
597;  Eyan  v.  Kingsbery,  89  Ga.  228,,  15 
S  E.  302;  Stiles  v.  Elliott,  68  Ga.  83; 
Desvergers  v.  Willis,  58  Ga.  388;  Grubb 
r.  Kolb,  55  Ga.  630.  111. — Harvey  «. 
Aurora,   etc.   E.   Co.,   186   111.   283,   57 

Vol.  XV 


542 


JUDGMENTS 


N.  E.  857;  !Ruegger  v.  Indianapolis, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  103  111.  449;  Kelly  v.  Don- 
lin,  70  111.  378;  Union  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  57  HI.  App.  430. 
Ind.— Turner  v.  Allen,  66  Ind.  252.  la. 
Pulliam  V.  Drake,  105  Iowa  615,  75 
N.  W.  479;  Baxter  v.  Myers,  47  N.  W. 
879;  Keokuk  Gas-Light  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
Keokuk,  80  Iowa  137,  45  N.  W.  555; 
Mally  V.  Mally,  52  Iowa  654,  3  N.  W. 
670;  Heichew  v.  Hamilton,  4  G.  Gr. 
317,  61  Am.  Dee.  122.  Ky.— Jefferson, 
Noyes  &  Brown  v.  Western  Nat.  Bank, 
144  Ky.  62,  138  8.  "W.  308;  tTpton's 
Committee  v.  Handley,  123  S.  W.  1188; 
Hardwiek  v.  Young,  110  fey.  504,  62 
S.  W.  10;  Hill  V.  Lancaster,  88  Ky. 
338,  11  S.  W.  74;  Snapp  v.  Snapp,  87 
Ky.  554,  9  S.  W.  705;  Shaw  v.  Milby's 
Exr.,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  645, .  63  S.  W. 
577;  Bell  County  Coke,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Pineville  Graded  School,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
789,  42  S.  W.  92.  La; — Brigot's  Heirs 
V.  Brigot,  49  La.  Ann.  1428,  22  So.  641; 
Ludeling  v.  Chaffe,  40  La.  Ann.  645, 
4  So.  586;  State  v.  Clinton,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  21  La.  Ann.  156;  Franklin  v.  War- 
field's  Syndics,  2  La.  126.  Me.— White 
v.  Savage,  94  Me.  138,  47  Atl.  138. 
Md.— State  v.  Brown,  64  Md.  199,  1 
Atl.  54,  6  Atl.  172.  Mass.— Burlen  v. 
Shannon,  99  Mass.  200,  96  Am.  Dec. 
733.  Mich.— Harrington  v.  Hufi  & 
Mitchell  Co.,  155  Mich.  139,  118 -N.  W. 
924;  Napper  v.  Fitzpatrick,  139  Mich. 
139,  102  N.  W.  642;  Sayers  v.  Auditor- 
Gen.,  124  Mich.  259,  82  N.  W.  1045; 
Hoppin  V.  Avery,  87  Mich.  551,  49  N. 
W.  887.  Miuu. — Harbek  v.  Carpenter- 
Eobinson  Co.,  123  Minn.  389,  143  N.  W. 
916;  Irish  v.  Daniels,  100  Minn.  189, 
110  N.  W.  968;  Bazille  v.  Murray,  40 
Minn.  48,  41  N.  W.  238;  Fowler  v.  At- 
kinson, 6  Minn.  503.  MiSS.^Mosby  & 
Kyle  V.  Wall,  23  Miss.  81,  55  Am.  Dec. 
71.  Mo.— Eandall  v.  Snyder,  214  Mo. 
23,  112  S.  W.  529,  127  Am.  St.  Eep. 
653;  Swinford  v.  Teegarden,  159  Mo. 
635,  60  S.  W.  1089;  Lyman  v.  Mil- 
waukee Harvester  Co.,  68  Mo.  App.  637. 
N.  H. — Bergeron  v.  Dartmouth  Sav. 
Bank,  62  N.  H.  655.  N.  J.— Brinker- 
hofE  V.  Eansom,  57  N.  J.  Eq.  312,  41 
Atl.  725,  reversing  56  N.  J.  Eq.  149,  38 
Atl.  919.  N.  M.— El  Capitan  Land  & 
Cattle  Co.  of  New  Mexico  v.  Lees,  13 
N.  M.  407,  86  Pac.  924.  N.  Y.— Foulke 
V.  Thalmessinger,  158  N.  T.  725,  53 
N.  E.  1125;  Decker  v.  Decker,  108  N.  Y. 
128,  15  N.  E.  307;  Woodhouse  v.  Dun- 
can,  106   N.   Y.   527,   13   N.    E.    334; 
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Bowe  V.  Wilkins,  105  N.  Y.  322,  11  N. 
E.  839;  Chemung  Canal  Bank  v.  Jud- 
son,  8  N.  Y.  254;  Foot  v.  Sprague,  12 
How.  Pr.  355;  Winfield  v.  Bacon,  24 
Barb.  154;  Wilcox  v.  Gilchrist,  85  Hun 
1,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  608;  Phipps  v. 
Oprandy,  69  App.  Div.  497,  74  N.  Y. 
Supp.  985;  Fritz  v.  Tompkins,  39  App. 
Div.  73,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  847;  Zerega  v. 
Will,  34  App.  Div.  488,  54  N.  Y.  Supp. 
361;  White  v.  Cuthbert,  10  App.  Div. 
220,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  818;  Weinman  v. 
Salit,  85  Misc.  456,  147  N.  Y.  Supp. 
758;  Crompton,  etc.  Loom  Works  v. 
Brown,  27  Misc.  319,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.. 
823;  Barber  v.  Rutherford,  12  Misc. 
33,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  89;  Goldberg  v.  Zieg- 
ler,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  777;  McLaughlin 
V.  Great  Western  Ins.  Co.,  20  N.  Y. 
Supp.  536,  46  N.  Y.  St.  759.  N.  0. 
Lee  V.  McKoy,  118  N.  C.  518,  24  S.  B. 
210;  Tysor  v.  Lutterloh,  57  N.  C.  247;  ' 
Bond  V.  Billups,  53  N.  C.  423.  Ohio. 
Mengert  v.  Brinkerhoff,  67  Ohio  St. 
472,  66  N.  E.  530;  Kunneke  v.  Mapel, 
60  Ohio  St.  1,  53  N.  E.  259;  Cincin- 
nati V.  Emerson,  57  Ohio  St.  132,  48 
N.  E.  667;  Bell  v.  McColioeh's  Bxrs.,  31 
Ohio  St.  397.  Ore. — Morrill  v.  Morrill, 
20  Ore.  96,  25  Pac.  362,  23  Am.  St. 
Eep.  95,  11  L.  E.  A.  155.  Pa.— Allen 
V.  International  Text  Book  Co.,  201 
Pa.  579,  51  Atl.  323,  88  Am.  St.  Eep. 
834;  Lancaster  v.  Frescoln,  192  Pa.  4o?, 
43  Atl.  961;  Lawrence's  Estate,  169  Pa. 
185,  32  Atl.  406;  In  re  Schwartz,  14 
Pa.  42.  E.  I. — Tucker  v.  Carr,  20  E.  I. 
477,  40  Atl.  1,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  892. 
S.  0. — Crenshaw  v.  Julian,  26  S.  C.  283, 
2  S.  E.  133,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  719;  Eice 
V.  MahafEey,  9  8.  C.  281.  S.  D.— How- 
ard V.  Huron,  6  S.  D.  180,  60  N.  W. 
803.  Tenn. — Evans  v.  International 
Trust  Co.,  59  S.  W.  373;  Daniel  v. 
Gunn,  45  S.  W.  468.  Tex. — Harkness 
V.  Huteherson,  90  Tex.  383,  38  8.  W. 
1120;  Muhle  v.  New  York,  etc.  E.  Co., 
86  Tex.  459,  25  S.  W.  607;  Thomas  v. 
Junction  City  Irr.  Co.,  80  Tex.  550,  16 
8.  W.  324;  Thompson  v.  Lester,  75 
Tex.  521,  14  8.  W.  20;  Powell  v.  Davis, 
19  Tex.  380;  O'Connor  v.  Lucio,  14  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  682,  39  8.  W.  139;  Cook  v. 
Carroll,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  326,  25  8.  W. 
1034.  Utah.— Everill  v.  Swan,  20  Utah 
56,  57  Pac.  716.  Vt.— Weed  v.  Hunt, 
81  Vt.  302,  70  Atl.  564;  Spaulding  v. 
Warner,  59  Vt.  646,  11  Atl.  186;  Mar- 
shall V.  Aiken,  25  Vt.  327.  Wash. 
State  ex  rel.  Cook  v.  Fairley,  45  Wash. 
52,  87  Pae.  1052;  State  ex  rel.  Pub.  Po. 
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grounds  upon  which  another  action  may  be  maintained,^'  in  equity  as 
well  as  at  law;^^  and  the  rule  applies  even  where  a  good  defense  is 
offered  and  the  court  improperly  rejects  it.^^    But  the  rule  does  not 


V,  Gloyd,  14  Wash.  5,  44  Pac.  103; 
Stallcup  V.  Tacoma,  13  Wash.  141,  42 
Pao.  541,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  25.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Boner,  57  W.  Va.  81,  49  S.  E. 
944;  Sayre's  Admr.  v.  Harpold,  33  W. 
Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16.  Eng — In  re  De- 
fries,  31  Wkly.  Eep.  720.  Can..T-Ijein- 
ster  V.  Stabler,  17  U.  C,  C.  P.  532. 

[a]  But  see  (1)  Bond  «.  Markstrum, 
102  Mich.-  11,  60  N.  W.  282,  holding 
that  defenses  not  litigated  or  passed 
on  in  the  former  action  are  not  barred 
in  a  subsequent  suit,  and  that  the  bur- 
den is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that 
such  defenses  w^re  actually  made  and 
passed  on  in  the  former  action.  (2) 
Jaeobson  v.  Miller,  41  Mich.  90,  1  N. 
W.  1013,  holding  that  where,  in  an 
action  upon  a  lease  for  rent,  the  de- 
fendant's failure  to  deny  under  oath 
the  execution  of  the  lease,  precluded 
him  from  disputing  such  execution, 
he  was  not  barred  by  the  judg- 
ment/ therein  rendered  from  setting  up 
such  defense  in  a  subsequent  suit  on 
the  same  lease  for  other  rents  accruing 
thereunder.  (3)  Farrell  v.  St.  Paul,  62 
Minn.  271,  64  N.  W.  809,  54  Am.  St^ 
Eep.  641,  29  L-.  E.  A.  778,  holding  that 
a  tax  judgment,  entered  upon  default, 
against  a  lot  for  street  improvement, 
being  in  rem,  does  not  bar  the  owner 
of  the  lot  from  subsequently  bringing 
an  action  for  damages  against  the  for- 
mer plaintiff  for  the  wrongful  grading 
of  the  street  to  the  injury  of  the  lot. 
State  V.  Cooley,  58  Minn.  514,  60  N.  W. 
338;  Adams  v.  Adams,  25  Minn.  72. 
Compare,  Tudor  v.  Kennett,  87  Vt.  99, 
88  Atl.  520. 

[b]  A'  defendant,  in  a  suit  for  rent 
under  a  lease,  who  sets  up  the  claim 
that  the  tenancy  had  been  changed  by 
agreement  from  a  yearly  rental  into 
one  from  month  to  month,  cannot,  in  a 
subsequent  suit  for  the  next  month's 
rent,  interpose  a  defense  of  surrender 
and  release,  or  a  violation  of  the  con- 
tract by  the  lessor,  since  he  should  set 
up  all  his  defenses  in  the  first  suit. 
Harrington  v.  Huflf  &  Mitchell  Co.,  155 
Mich.  139,  118  N.  W.  924.   . 

[c]  A  claim  for  the  reduction  of  the 
amount  of  a  judgment  in  condemnation 
proceedings,  which  the  plaintiff  omits 
to  urge,  cannot  be  set  up  in  defense 


of  mandamus  proceedings,  to  compel 
payment  of  the  full  amount  of  the 
judgment.  State  ex  rel.  Cook  v.  Fair- 
ley,  45  Wash.  52,  87  Pac.  1052. 

[d]  A  default  judgment,  against 
which  defendant  was  prevented  from 
setting  up  a  defense  by  reason  of  ac- 
cident and  mistake,  is  conclusive,  and 
equity  will  not  restrain  its  enforcement 
upon  such  defense,  where  defendant 
had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  for 
opening  the  default  and  neglected  to 
avail  herself  of  it.  Weed  v.  Hunt,  81 
Vt.  302,  70  Atl.  564. 

[e]  A  probate  decree  adjudicating 
a  widow's  right  to  dower  in  the  estate 
of  her  deceased  husband  was  res  judi- 
cata as  to  all  defenses  which  might 
have  been,  but  were  not,  set  up  in  bar 
of  her  right.  Briggs  v.  Manning,  80 
Ark.  304,  97  S.  W.  289. 

[f ]  A  decree  foreclosing  a  mortgage 
is  conclusive  of  all  defenses  which 
might  have  been  pleaided  therein.  Liv- 
ingston V.  New  England  Mortgage  Se- 
curity Co.,  77  Ark.  379,  91  S.  W.  752. 

[g]  A  previous  recovery  for  breach 
of  contract  is  conclusive  on  defendant 
in  a  second  action  on  the  same  con- 
tract except  as  to  the  subsequent 
breach  and  the  damage  claimed  there- ^ 
for.  Heichew  v.  Hamilton,  4  G.  Gr. 
(Iowa)  317,  61  Am.  Dec.  122. 

[h]  A  satisfied  judgment  for  salary 
due  for  two  weekly  instalments,  under 
an  employment  for  one  year,  based  up- 
on a  claim  of  wrongful  discharge,  con- 
clusively establishes  the  wrongfulness 
of  the  discharge,  and  estops  the  de- 
fendant from  denying  it  in  a  subse- 
quent action  by  the  discharged  employe 
for  the  recovery  of  salary  for  the  bal- 
ance of  the  year.  Allen  v.  Internation- 
al Text  Book  Co.,  201  Pa.  579,  51  Atl. 
323,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  834. 

26.  Weinman  v.  Salit,  85  Misc.  456, 
147  N.  T.  Supp.  758. 

27.  Cal. — Parnell  v.  Hahn,  61  Cal. 
131.  m.— Oliver  v.  Oliver,  179  111.  9, 
53  N.  E.  304.  la. — Painter  ».  Hogue,  48 
Iowa  426.  Mo. — Mallory  v.  Patterson, 
174  Mo.  App.  605,  161  S.  W.  306.  Va. 
Simpson  v.  Dugger,  88  Va.  963,  14  S.  E. 
760. 

28.  Smith  v.  McCluskey,  45  Barb. 
(N.  T.)  610. 
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apply  to  a  defense  accruing  after  the  former  judgment  was  rendered,^^ 
nor  where  the  first  action  was  purely  in  rem  and  the  second  in  per- 
sonam,^" or  where  the  second  action  is  upon  a  different  claim  ;^^  nor, 
in  some  jurisdictions  does  it  prevent  the  defendant  from,  basing  a 
claim  for  equitable  relief  from  a  judgment,  on  a  defense  which  was 
not  known  to  him  when  the  judgment  was  rendered.^^  Where  the 
former  action  was  at  law  and  the  defense  was  not  available  because 
purely  equitable  in  nature,  the  former  recovery  does  not  preclude  re- 
sort to  the  defense  in  a  subsequent  suit.^^  i 

(2.)  Bule  Applied. —  For  partial  payments  made  and  not  credited  on 
the  debt,  a  defendant  is  required  to  seek  redress  in  the  action  brought 
for  its  recovery,  and  a  failure  to  plead  and  prove  the  payment  in  such 
action  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  to  recover  it   baek,^*      So   also, 


29.  Ky.  —  Upton's  Committee  v. 
Handley,  123  S.  W.  1188.  Miss.— Ne- 
ville V.  Ihrie,  103  Miss.  454,  60  So. 
577.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  McCluskey,  45 
Barb.  610;  People  v.  Van  Gaasbeck, 
118  App.  Div.  511,  913,  103  N.  Y. 
Supp.  249. 

[a]  A  decision,  reversing  a  judg- 
ment for  defendants  and  determining 
tliat  they  were  not  entitled  to  the  prop- 
erty claimed  by  plaintiff,  is  conclusive 
as  to  all  defenses  which  could  have 
been  made  in  the  trial  court,  but  not 
as  to  matters  arising  after  the  original 
judgment  was  rendered  and  prior  to  its 
reversal.  Upton's  Committee  v.  Hand- 
ley  (Ky.),  123  S.  W.  1188. 

30.  Bliss  V.  Heasty,  61  111.  338. 

31.  Tudor  V.  Kennett,  87  'Vt.  99,  88 
Atl.  520. 

[a]  Where  A  brought  suit  against  B 
for  an  assault  committed  upon  him,  a 
recovery  by  him  in  such  action  did 
not  bar  a  suit  by  B  against  A  for  A's 
excessive  use  of  force  in  repelling  the 
assault  of  B.  Cade  v.  McFarland,  48 
Vt.  47. 

See  the  title  "Ees  Judicata." 

32.  See  White  v.  Smith,  174  Mo. 
186,  73  S.  W.  6ID,  and  the  title  "Judg- 
ments. ' ' 

33.  U.  S. — People's  Pure  Ice  Co.  v. 
Trumbull,  70  Fed.  166,  17  C.  C.  A.  43; 
Tompkins  v.  Drennen,  56  Fed.  694,  6 
C.  C.  A.  83;  Hawkins  v.  Wills,  49  Fed. 
506,  1  C.  C.  A.  339.'  Ala.— Strieklin 
V.  Kimbrell,  69  So.  14;  Stevens  v. 
Hertzler,  114  Ala.  563,  22  So.  121. 
Cal.— Hills  V.  Sherwood,  48  Cal.  386; 
Hough  V.  Waters,  30  Cal.  309;  Lorraine 
V.  Long,  6  Cal.  452.  Ga. — Waters  v. 
Perkins,  65  Ga.  32.  Mich. — Petrie  v. 
Badenoch,  102  Mich.  45,  60  N.  W.  449, 
47  Am.  St.  Eep.  503;  Bush  v.  Merriman, 
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87  Mich.  260,  49  N.  W.  567;  Nims  v. 
Vaughn,  40  Mich.  356.  Miss. — Mosby 
&  Kyle  V.  Wall,  23  Miss.  81,  55  Am. 
Dec.  71.  Mo.— Witte  v.  Storm,  236  Mo. 
470,  139  S.  W.  384.  N.  C— Mauney  v. 
Hamilton,  132  N.  C.  303,  43  S.  E.  903. 
Compare,  Turtle  v.  Harrill,  85  N.  C.  456. 
Ore. — MoMahan  v.  Whelan,  44  Ore.  402, 
75  Pac.  715;  Hill  v.  Cooper,  6  Ore. 
181.  S.  D.— Cassill  v.  Morrow,  13  S.  D. 
109,  82  I^.  W.  418.  Tex.— Owens  v. 
Heidbreder  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  44  S.  W. 
1079. 

[a]  A  defendant  in  ejectment,  hav- 
ing an  equitaTole  defense  only,  is  not 
prevented  £rom  maintaining  a  bill  to 
restrain  the  enforcement  of  the  judg- 
ment because  he  did  not  assert  his 
equitable  defense  in  equity  before  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment  in  eject- 
ment. Strieklin  v.  Kimbrell  (Ala.),  69 
So.  14., 

[b]  Where  an  -equitable  defense  was 
set  up,  but  dismissed  without  being 
presented  to  the  court,  a  judgment  ren- 
dered in  such  -action  is  not  a  bar  to 
•'a  subsequent  action,  begun  in  due  time, 
embracing  the  subject-matter  of  such 
equitable  defense.  McCreary  v.  Casey, 
45  Cal.  128. 

34.  Ala.— State  v.  McBride,  76  Ala. 
51;  Bobe's  Heirs  v.  Stickney,  36  Ala. 
482;  Mitchell  v.  Sanford,  11  Ala.  695; 
Broughton  v.  Mcintosh,  1  Ala.  103;  De 
Sylva  V.  Henry,  3  Port.  132.  la. — Doyle 
V.  Eeilly,  18  Iowa  108,  85  Am.  Dee. 
582;  Wright  v.  Leclaire,  3  Iowa  221. 
Ky. — Callahan  v.  Murrell,  20  Ky  L. 
Rep.  28,  45  S.  W.  67.  Me.— Puller  v. 
Eastman,  81  Me.  284,  17  Atl.  67;  Hagar 
V.  Springer,  60  Me.  436;  Baker  ». 
Stinchfield,  57  Me.  -363;  Tootman  v. 
Stetson,  32  Me.  17,  52  Am.  Deo.  634. 
Mass.— Hunt  v.  Brown,  146  Mass.  253, 
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according  to  the  weight  of  authority,  a  defendant  is  required  to  plead 
a  defense  of  usury  in  the  action  on  the  usurious  debt,  ahd  his  failure 
to  do  so  will  bar  him  from  subsequently  setting  it  up  or  maintaining 
an  action  for  its  recovery.^" 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  any  action  involving  a  claim 
of  title  to  or  trespass  on  real  property,  or  a  foreclosure  of  mortgage 
thereon,  to  plead  all  the  defenses  he  has,  since  he  will  be  estopped, 
by  his  failure  to  set  up  any  title  or  claim  in  such  action,  from  after- 
wards asserting  the  same.** 


15  N.  E.  587;  Fuller  v.  Shattuck,  13 
Gray  70,  74  Am.  Dec.  622;  Sacket  v. 
Loomig,  4  Gray  148;  Loring  v.  Mans- 
field, IT  Mass.  394.  Minn. — Harbek  v. 
Carpenter-Eobinson  Co.,  128  Minn.  389, 
143  N.  W.  916.  Miss.— Williams  v. 
Jones,  10  Smed.  &  M.  108.  Mo.— Green- 
abanm  v.  Elliott,  60  Mo.  25.  N.  H. 
Tilton  V.  Gordon,  1  N.  H.  33.  N.  Y. 
Binck  V.  Wood,  43  Barb.  315;  Walker 
V.  Ames,  2  Cow.  428;  Loomis  v.  Pulver, 
9  Johns.  244;  Potter  v.  Gates,  56  Hun 
639,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  87;  Weiser  v. 
Weiser,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  578.  Ohio. 
Swenson  v.  Cresop,  28  Ohio  St.  668. 
Pa.— Ahl's  Estate,  169,  Pa.  609,  32  Atl. 
621;  Lawrence's  Estate,  169  Pa.  185, 
32  Atl.  406.  S.  C. — ^Davis  v.  Murphy, 
2  Eich.  560,  45  Am.  Dec.  749.  Tenn. 
Kirklan  &  Hickson  v.  Brown,  4  Humph. 
174,  40  Am.  Dec.  635.  Vt.— Corey  v. 
Gale,  13  Vt.  639.  W.  Va.— Sayre's 
Admr.  v.  Harpold,  33  W.  Va.  553,  11 
S.  E.  16.  Eng. — Cadaval  v.  Collins,  4 
A.  &  E.  858,  31  E.  C.  L.  376,  111  Eng. 
Eeprint   1006. 

But  see  Woodward  v.  Hill,  6  Wis. 
143. 

35.  Conn. — ^Betts  v.  Starr,  5  Conn. 
550,  13  Am.  Dec.  94.  HI. — ^Lagerquist 
V.  Williams,  74  111.  App.  17.  la. 
Philips  V.  Gephart,  53  Iowa  396,  5 
N.  W.  683.  N.  Y. — Eeich  v.  Cochran, 
151  N.  Y.  122,  45  N.  E.  367,  56  Am.  St. 
Eep.  607,  37  L.  E.  A.  805;  Davidson  v. 
Weed,  20  Misc.  147,  45  N.  Y.  .Supp. 
718.  Pa.— Montague  v.  McDowell,  99 
Pa.  265.  Tex. — Henry  v.  Sansom,  2 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  150,  21  S.  W.  69.  W.  Va. 
Snyder  v.  Middle  States  Loan,  etc.  Co., 
52  W.  Va.  6o5,  44  S.  E.  2d0;  Tracey  v. 
Shumate,  22  W.  Va.  474.  Wis.- Heath 
V.  Frackleton,  20  Wis.  320,  91  Am.  Dec. 
405.  Vt.— Weed  v.  Hunt,  81  Vt.  302, 
70  Atl.  564. 

But  see  Ky. — Owsley  v.  Boles '  Admr., 
124  Ky.  775,  99  S.  W.  1157;  Chinn  v. 
Mitchell,  2  Mete.  92.  Minn.— Wether- 
ell  V.  Stewart,  35  Mnn.  496,  29  N.  W. 


196.  Tenn.— Wood  v.  Todd,  3  Baxt.  89. 
Can. — Edinburgh  Life  Assurance  Co.  v. 
Clark,  10  V.  C.  C.  P.  351,  holding  that 
where  a  defendant  pleaded  payment  to 
a  suit  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage 
it  did  not  bar  him  from  impeaching  the 
same  mortgage  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment brought  thereon  on  the  ground  of 
usury. 

[a]  But  where  the  original  note  and 
mortgage  is  not  usurious,  the  subse- 
quent payment  of  usury  upon  it  has  no 
legal  connection  with  it,  and  the 
amount  so  paid  may  be  recovered  back 
in  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, notwithstanding  a  failure  to 
urge  the  usury  as  an  off-set  in  a  pre- 
vious foreclosure  suit.  Grow  v.  Albee, 
19  Vt.  540. 

36.  See  the  following  iTT.  S. — Dowell 
V.  Applegate,  152  TJ.  S.  327,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  611,  38  L.  ed.  463;  Boot  v.  Wool- 
worth,  150  U.  S.  401,  14  Sup.  Ct.  136, 
37  L.  ed.  1123.  Cal.— Flynn  v.  Hite,  107 
Cal.  455,  40  Pac.  749.  Ind.— Masters 
V.  Templeton,  92  Ind.  447;  McCaffrey 
V.  Corrigan,  49  Ind.  175.  la. — Dodd  v. 
Scott,  81  Iowa  319,  46  N.  W.  1057,  25 
Am.  St.  Eep.  492,  10  L.  E.  A.  360.  Kan. 
Provident  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Marks, 
6  Kan.  App.  34,  49  Pae.  625.  Ky. 
Ligon  V.  Triplett,  12  B.  Mon.  283.  La. 
Lindquist  v.  Maurepas  Land,  etc.  Co., 
112  La.  1030,  36  So.  843;  Howoott  v. 
Pettit,  106  La.  530,  31  So.  61;  Shaffer 
V.  Seuddy,  14  La.  Ann.  575.  Mich. 
Pierson  v.  Conley,  95  Mich.  6l9,  55  N. 
W.  387.  Mmn.— Bazille  v.  Murray,  4D 
Minn.  48,  41  N.  W.  238.  Miss. — Jones 
V.  Merrill,  69  Miss.  747,  11  So.  23. 
Pa. — Church's  Appeal,  7  Atl.  751;  Eis- 
enhart  v.  Slaymaker,  14  Serg.  &  E.  153. 
S.  C. — Jones  v.  Weathersbee,  4  Strob. 
50,  51  Am.  Dec.  653;  Caston  v.  Perry, 
1  Bailey  533,  21  Am.  Deo.  482.  Tex. 
Nichols  V.  Dibrell,  61  Tex.  539;  Me- 
Cray  v.  ~  Freeman,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
268,  43  S.  W.  37;  Beer  v.  Thomas,  13 
Tex.  Civ,  App.  30,  34  S.  W.  1010.    Va. 
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Defenses  of  illegality,  invalidity  and  fraud  come  under  the  foregoing 
rule,  and  are  barred  by  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  former  action  to 
which  they  might  have  been  interposed.^' 

(II.)  Counterclaim  or  Set-Off. —  (A.)  When  Sued  on  oe  Pleaded  in  Peiok 
Suit.  — Where  a  'counter-claim  or  set-off  has  been  passed  upon'  and 
adjudicated  in  a  former  action  between  the  same  parties  or  their 
privies,  such  demand  is  thereby  concluded,  and  cannot  thereafter  be 
used  as  a  whole  or  in  part  as  a  defense  or  counter-claim,^^ '  or  made 


Simpson  v.  bugger,  88  Va.  963,  14  S.  E. 
760.  Can. — Leinster  v.  Stabler,  17  U. 
C.  C.  P.  532. 

37.  U.  S.— Lake  County  v.  Piatt,  70 
Fed.  567,  25  C.  C.  A.  87;  Edmonson  v. 
Best,  57  Fed.  531,  6  0.  C.  A.  471;  Mo- 
Mullen  V.  Ritchie,  64  Fed.  253.  Ala. 
Peet  V.  Hatcher,  112  Ala.  514,  21  So. 
711,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  45.  Cal.,— -Pavisieh 
V.  Bean,  48  Cal.  364.  Ky. — Eaymer  v. 
Trustees  White  School  Dist.  No.  18, 
124  Kv.  96,  98  S.  W.  323;  Gray  v. 
Roberts,  2  A.  K.  Mars,h.  2^08, .  12  Am. 
Dec.  383.  Compare,  Myers  v.  Sander, 
7  Dana  506.  Md. — Eoyston  v.  Horner, 
86  Md.  249,  37  Atl.  718,  63  Am.  St. 
Eep.  510.  Mass.— Flint  v.  Bodge,  10' 
Allen  128.  Mo. — Pitts  v.  Fugate,  41 
Mo.  405.  Neb. — Gilmore  v.  Whiteman, 
50  Neb.  760,  70  N.  W.  364.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Van  Gaasbeck,  118  App.  Div. 
511,  913,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  249.  Pa. 
Rauwolf  V.  Glass,  184  Pa.  237,  39  Atl. 
79;  Lewis  v.  Nenzel,  38  Pa.  222.  S.  0. 
Euff  V.  Doty,  26  S.  C.  173,  1  S.  E. 
707,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  709;  Pettus  v. 
Smith,  4  Eich.  Bq.  197.  Tenn.— Arnold 
I'.  Kyle,  8  Baxt.  319.  Vt.— Tudor  v. 
Kennett,  87  Vt.  99,  88  Atl.  520.  Eng. 
Z)'\  re  Hnton,  67  L.  T.  Eep.  (N.  S.) 
594,  9  Moor.  Bankr.  Cas.  286. 

[a]  But  see  Branham  v.  San  Jose, 
24  Cal.  585,  holding  that  a  city  is  not 
bound  by  a  decree  of  foreclosure,  when 
its  interest  in  the  land  was  not  af- 
fected by,  the  mortgage  foreclosed,  and 
that  it  is  not  thereby  estopped  from 
thereafter  setting  up  the  invalidity  of 
such  mortgage. 

38.  U.  S. — Janney  v.  Smith,  2  Craneh 
C.  C.  499,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,214.  Ala. 
Evans  v.  Mackey,  189  Ala.  283,  66  So. 
3;  South  &  North  Ala.  E.  Co.  v.  Hen- 
lein,  56  Ala.  368;  House  v.  Donnelly,  7 
Ala.  App.  267,  61  So.  18.  Compare, 
Penny  v.  Corey,  147  Ala.  617,  41  So. 
978.  "/Cal.— Reed  v.  Cross,  116  Cal.  473, 
48  Pac'.  491;  Rich  v.  Davis,  6  Cal.  141. 
Colo.— Worrel  v.  Smith,  6  Colo.  141. 
HI.— Litch  r.  Clinch,  136  ni.  410,  26  N., 
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E.  579.;  Hilton  t:  Searight,  163  111. 
App.  605.  Ind.— Nave  v.  Wilson,  33 
Ind.  294;  Newman  v.  Gates  (Ind.  App.), 
67  N.  E.  468.  la.— J.  J.  Smith  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Sisters  of  Charity,  146  Iowa  454, 
125  N.  W.  214;  Hogle  v:  Smith,  136 
Iowa  32,  113  N.  W.  556.  Ky.— Jeffer- 
son, Noyes  &  Brown  v.  Western  Nat. 
Bank,  144  Ky.  62,  138  S.  W.  308; 
Campbell  v.  Mayhugh,  15  B.  Mon.  142. 
La. — Witlow  V.  Suarez,  46  La.  Ann.  715, 
15  So.  89;  Glaude  v.  Peat,  43  La.  Ann. 
161,  8  So.  884.  Me.— Baker  v.  Stinoh- 
field,  57  Me.  363;  Smith  v.  Abbott,  40 
Me.  442.  But  see  Smith  v.  Berry,  37 
Me.  298.  Mass.— Stevenb  v.  Miller,  13 
Gray  283;  O'Connor  v.  Varney,  10  Gray 
231;  Jones  v.  Richardson,  5  Mete.  247. 
Mich. — Paccalona  v.  Peninsula  Bank  & 
Lumber  Co.,  171  Mich.  605,  137  N.  W. 
518.  Mo. — Union  R.  &  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Traube,  59  Mo.  355;  Mallory  v.  Patter- 
son, 174  Mo.  App.  605,  161  S.  W.  306. 
Neb.— Latta  v.  Visel,  37  Neb.  612,  56 
N.  W.  311.  N.  H.— Andrews  v.  Varrell, 
46  N.  H.  17.  N.  J.— Conover  v.  Soott, 
11  N.  J.  L.  400.  N.  Y.— Wright  v.  Mil- 
ler, 147  N.  T.  362,  41  N.  E.  698; 
Wilder  v.  Case,  16  Wend.  583;  Skelding 
V.  Whitney,  3  Wend.  154;  Miller  v.  Co- 
vert, 1  Wend.  487;  Hatch  r.  Benton,  6 
Barb.  28;  Timpano  v.  David  Stevenson 
Brewing  Co.,  123  App.  Div.  903,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.  317.  See  Collyer  v.  Col- 
lins, 17  Abb.  Pr.  467;  Wolfe  v.  Wash- 
burn, 6  Cow.  261.  N.  C— Case  Mfg. 
Go.  Moore,  144  N.  C.  527,  57  S.  E.  213; 
Evans  V.  Cumberland  Mills,  118  N.  C. 
583,  24  S.  E.  215.  Ohio.— Smiley  v. 
Dewey,  17  Ohio  156;  Dougherty  v.  Cum- 
mings,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  718,  6  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  714.  Tex. — Bemus  v.  Donnigan,  18 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  125,  43  S.  W.  1052; 
Lewis  V.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  8. 
W.  294;  Hoefling  v.  Dobbin  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  40  S.  W.  58.  Vt.— Tiilison  v. 
Tillison,  63  Vt.  411,  22  Atl.  531;  Peach 
V.  Mills,  14  Vt.  371.  Wis.— Nev  Lon- 
don Bank  v.  Ketchum,  66  Wis.  428,  29 
N.  W.  216;  Evans  v.  Ely,  55  Wis.  194, 
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the  basis  of  a  separate  action  f^  and  this  is  true  whether  or  not  it  was 
a  proper  subject  of  set-off,*°  and  whether  it  was  set  up  in  the  first 
action  merely  as  a  defense/^  pleaded  as  a    counter-claim    or    set-ofE 


12  N.  W.  372.  Eng. — Eastmure  v. 
Lawes,  2  Arn.  54,  5  Bing.  N.  Cas.  444, 
7  Dowl.  P.  0.  431,  3  Jur.  460,  8  L.  J. 
C.  P.  236,  7  Scott  461,  35  E.  C.  L.  241, 
132  Eng.  Eeprint  1170. 

39;  U.  S.— Clement  v.  Field,  147  U. 
S.  467,  13  Sup.  Ct.  358,  37  L.  ed.  244; 
Watkins  v.  American  Nat.  Bank,  134 
Fed.  36,  67  C.  C.  A.  110;  Smith  v. 
United  States,  11  Ct.  CI.  707.  Ala. 
Riddle  v.  "McLester-Van  Hoose  Co., 
145  Ala.  307,  40  So.  101;  Mc- 
Lane  v.  Miller,  12  Ala.  643.  Com- 
pare, Vincent  v.  Rogers,  33  Ala.  224. 
Dak. — Thompson  v.  Schuster,  4  Dak. 
163,  28  N.  W.  858.  Ga.— Brown  v. 
Everett-Eidley-Eagan  Co.,  Ill  Ga.  404, 
36  S.  E.  813.  m.— Barnes  v.-  Huffman, 
113  111.  App.  226;  Miller  v.  Ticker,  14 
111.  App.  558.     Ind. — Eeichert  v.  Krass, 

13  Ind.  App.  348,  40  N.  E.  706,  41  N.  E. 
835.  la.— Hogle  v.  Smith,  136  Iowa  32, 
113  N.  W.  556;  Munn  v.  Shannon,  86 
Iowa  363,  53  N.  W.  263;  Gunsaulis  v. 
Cadwallader,  48  Jowa  48.  Ky. — Jeffer- 
son, Noyes  &  Brown  v.  Western  Nat. 
Bank,  144  Ky.  62,  138  S.  W.  308.  Me. 
Smith  V.  Berry,  37  Me.  298.  Mass. 
Sargent  v.  Fitzpatrick,  4  Gray  511; 
Burnett  v.  Smith,  4  Gray  50;  White  v. 
Dingley,  4  Mass.  433.  Mo^ — Thompson 
V.  Wineland,  11  Mo.  243.  N.  H.— Brit- 
ton  V.  Turner,  6  N.  H.  481,  26  Am.  Dee. 
713.  N.  Y. — Conkling  v.  Secor  Sewing 
Mach.  Co.,  55  How.  Pr.  269;  Vauder- 
bilt  V.  VanderWlt,  54  How.  Pr.  250; 
Eogers  f.  Eogers,  1  Daly  194;  Inslee 
%\  Hampton,  11  Hun  156;  Timpano  v. 
David  Stevenson  Brewing  Co.,  123  App. 
Div.  903,  107  N.  T.  Supp.  317.  Ohio. 
Bell  V.  McColloch's  Exrs.,-  31  Ohio  St. 
397.  Pa.— Cox  V.  Hartranft,  154  Pa. 
457,  26  Atl.  304;  Boland  r.  Spitz,  153 
Pa.  590,  26  Atl.  22;  Simes  &  Co.  v. 
Zane,  24  Pa.  242.  S.  C— Smith  v. 
Smith,  1  Eich.  Eq.  130.  Wis.— Dorer 
.V.  Hood,  113  Wis.  607,  88  N.  W.  1009; 
Phelan  v.  Fitzpatrick,  84  Wis.  240,  54 
N.  W.  614.  Eng.— -Danks  ».  Harley,  1 
Wkly.  Eep.  291. 

40.  Thayer  v.  Kansas,  L.  &  T.  Co., 
100  Fed.  901,  41  C.  C.  A.  106;  Blodgett 
&  Orswell  V.  George  S.  Lings  &  Co.,  194 
Fed.  569;  Hight  v.  Hirsoh,  149  Fed. 
890;  J^nney  v.  Smith,  2  Cranoh  C.  C. 
499,    13    Fed.    Cas.    No.    7,214.      Ala. 


Wood  v.  Wood,  134  Ala.  557,  33  So.  347. 
Ark. — Jenkins  v.  Jenkins,  78  Ark.  388, 
94  S.  W.  45;  Walker  v.  Byers,  19  Ark. 
323.  Dak. — Thompson  v.  Schuster,  4 
Dak.  163,  28  N.  W.  858.  Ga.— Bryan 
V.  Jones,  138  Ga.  719,  75  S.  E.  1117. 
111.— Howell  V.  Goodrich,  69  111.  556; 
Eork  V.  McDavid,  91  111.  App.  262; 
Miller  v.  Ticker,  14  111.  App.  558.  Ky. 
Home  Const.  Co.  v.  Duncan,  111  Ky. 
914,  64  S.  W.  997.  La.— Barr  v.  Hen- 
derson, 107  La.  323,  31  So.  762.  Minn. 
Skordal  v.  Stanton,  89  Minn.  511,  95 
N.  W.  449.  Miss. — Miller  v.  Bulkley, 
85  Miss.  706,  38  So.  99.  Mo, — Sturgeon 
v.  Mudd,  190  Mo.  200,  88  S.  W.  630. 
N.  H. — Haynes  v.  Ordway,  58  N.  H. 
167.  N.  Y.— Wright  v.  Miller,  147  N. 
Y.  ,362,  41  N.  E.  698  {affirming  67  Hun 
649,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  24);  Nemetty  v. 
Naylor,  100  N.  Y.  562,  3  N.  E.  497; 
CoUyer  v.  Collins,  17  Abb.  Pr.  467; 
Smith  V.  Kelly,  2  Hall  217;  Wilder  v. 
Case,  16  Wend.  583;  Skelding  v.  Whit- 
ing, 3  Wend.  154.  N.  0. — Evans  v. 
Cumberland  Mills,  118  N.  C.  583,  24 
S.  E.  215.  Ohio. — Dougherty  v.  Cum- 
mings,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  718,  6  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  714.  Ore. — Kafka  v.  Simon,  3 
Ore.  555.  R.  I.— Hodges  v.  Bullock,  15 
E.  I.  592,  10  Atl.  643.  Tex.— Murphy 
V.  Wallace,  3  Will.  Civ.  Cas.,  §432.  Vt. 
Peach  V.  Mills,  14  Vt.  371.  Va.— Huff 
V.  Broyles,  26  Gratt.  (67  Va.)  283.  Wis. 
Evans  v.  Ely,  55  Wis.  194,  12  N.  W. 
372;  DriscoU  v.  Damp,  17  Wis.  4J9. 
Can. — Leinster  v.  Stabler,  17  U.  C.  0.  P. 
532. 

[a]  A  note  merely  introduced  in 
evidence,  but  not  pleaded  as  a  counter- 
claim or  set-off,  is  not  concluded  by  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  nor  is  a  sub- 
sequent suit  thereon  thereby  barred. 
Leask  v.  Dew,  102  App.  Div.  529,  92 
N.  Y.  Supp.  891. 

41.  Kan.  -Biprer  v.  Fretz,  37  Kan. 
27,  14  Pac.  558.  Ky. — Jefferson,  Noyes 
&  Brown  v.  Western  Nat.  Bank,  144 
Ky.  62,  138  S.  W.  308.  Mass.— O'Con- 
nor V.  VarTiey,  10  Grav  231.  N.  Y. 
Patrick  v.  Shaffer,  94  N.  Y.  423. 

[b]  But  this  rule  does  not  apply 
where  the  action  was  such,  as  in  case 
of  replevin,  that  the  matter  though 
proper  defensively,  could  not  be  used 
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therein,*^  either  as  a  whole  or  in  part,*^  or  constituted  the  claim,  de- 
mand or  cause  of  action  upon  which  such  former  action  was  predi- 
cated." 

When  Not  Adjudicated.  —  In  order  for  such  judgment  to  operate  as 
a  merger  of  the  defendant 's  claim,  and  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  recovery 
thereon,  there  must  have  been  an  adjudication  thereof.*^  Where  a 
counter-claim  or  set-ofE  pleaded  in  a  former  action  between  the  parties. 


as  a   eounterelaim.      Osborne    v.    Wil- 
liams, 39  Miim.  353,  40  N.  W.  165. 

42.  U.  S.— Clement  v.  Field,  147  U. 
8.  467,  13  Sup.  Ct.  358,  37  L.  ed.  244; 
Smith  V.  United  States,  11  Ct.  CI.  707. 
Ala.— McLane  v.  Miller,  12  Ala.  643; 
House  V.  Donnelly,  7  Ala.  App.  267,  61 
So.  18.  Dak. — Thompson  v.  Schuster, 
4  Dak.  163,  28  N.  W.  858.  Ga.-— Brown 
V.  Everett-Eidley-Eagan  Co.,  Ill  Ga. 
404,  36  S.  E.  813.  111.— Hilton  v.  Sea- 
right,  163  111.  App.  605;  Barnes  v.  Huff- 
man, 113  HI.  App.  226;  Miller  v.  Ticker, 
14  111.  App.  558.  la.— J.  J.  Smith 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Sisters  of  Charity,  146 
V  Iowa  454,  125  N.  W.  214;  Munn  v. 
'  Shannon,  86  Iowa  363,  53  N.  W.  263; 
Gunsaulus  v.  Cadwallader,  48  lowa  48. 
Ky. — Jefferson,  Noyes  &  Brown  v. 
"Western  Nat.  Bank,  144  Ky.  62,  138 
S.  W.  308.  Me.— Smith  v.  Berry,  37 
Me.  298.  Mass. — Sargent  v.  Fitzpatrick, 
.4  Gray  511;  Burnett  v.  Smith,  4  Gray 
50;  White  v.  Dingley,  4  Mass.  433. 
Mo. — Thompson  v.  Wineland,  11  Mo. 
243;  Mallory  v.  Patterson,  174  Mo.  App. 
605,  161  S.  W.  306.  N.  H.— Britton  v. 
Turner,  6  N.  H.  481,  26  Am.  Dec.  713. 
N,  Y. — Inslee  v.  Hampton,  11  Hun  156; 
Rogers  v.  Eogers,  1  Daly  194;  Conkling 
V.  Secor  Sewing  Mach.  Co.,  55  How.  Pr. 
269;  Vanderbilt  v.  Vanderbilt,  54  How. 
Pr.  250;  Timpano  v.  David  Stevenson 
Brewing  Co.,  123  App.  Div.  903,  107 
N.  T.  Supp.  317.  Compare,  Gordon  v. 
"Van  Cott,  38  App.  Div.  564,  56  F.  Y. 
Supp.  554.  N.  C— Case  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Moore,  144  N.  C.  527,  57  S.  E.  213. 
Ohio.— Bell  v.  McColloch's  Exrs.,  31 
Ohio  St.  397.  Pa. — Cox  v.  Hartranft, 
154  Pa.  457,  26  Atl.  304;  Boland  «;. 
Spitz, -153  Pa.  590,  26  Atl.  22;  Simes 
&  Co.  V.  Zane,  24  Pa.  242.  S.  C. 
Smith  15.  Smith,  1  Rich.  Eq.  180.  Wis. 
Dorer  v.  Hood,  113  Wis.  607,  88  N.  W. 
1009;  Phelan  v.  Fitzpatrick,  84  Wis. 
240,  54  N.  W.  614. 

[a]  A  judgment  Is  presumed  to  in- 
clude a  counter-claim  or  set-off  which 
accrued  prior  to  the  rendition  of  such 
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judgment,  but  the  contrary  may  be 
shown.     Carter  v.  Hanna,  2  Ind.  45. 

43.  House  v.  Donnelly,  7  Ala.  App. 
267,  61  So.  18. 

44.  Colo. — Worrell  v.  Smith,  6  Colo. 
141.     m.— Litch  V.  Clinch,  136  111.  410, 

26  N.  E.  579.  Ind. — Nave  v.  Wilson, 
33  Ind.  294.  Ky.— Campbell  v.  May- 
hugh,  15  B.  Mon.  142.  Mass. — Stevens 
f.  Miller,  13  Gray  283;  O'Connor  v. 
"Varney,  10  Gray  231;  Jones  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 5  Mete.  247.  Mich. — ^Paccalona 
V.  Peninsula  Bank  &  Lumber  Co.,  171 
Mich.  605,  137  N.  W:  518.  Mo.— Union 
E.  &  Transp.  Co.  v.  Traube,  59  Mo. 
355.  N.  H. — Andrews  v.  Varrell,  46 
N.  H.  17.  N.  J.— Conover  v.  Scott,  11 
N.  J.  L.  400.    N.  Y.— Miller  v.  Covert, 

1  Wend.  487.  Ohio. — Smiley  v.  Dewey, 
17  Ohio  156. 

[a]  A  claim  litigated  and  allowed 
in  part  and  paid,  is  thereby  extin- 
guished and  cannot  afterwards  be  set 
up  as  a  counter-claim.  Phelan  v.  Fitz- 
patrick, 84  Wis.  240,  54  N.  W.  614. 
And  see  Townsend  v.  Niles,  210  Mass. 
524,  96  N.  E.  1035. 

45.  Ala.^ — De  Sylva  v.  Henry,  3 
Port.  132.  Cal.— Hobbs  v.  Duff,  23  Cal. 
596.     m.— Morton  v.  Bailey,  2  111.  213, 

27  Am.  Dee.  767;  Sheetz  v.  Baker,  38 
311.  App.  349.  la. — Gunsaulis  v.  Cad- 
wallader, 48  Iowa  48.  Ky. — City  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Gardner,  5  Ky.  L.  Rep.  682. 
Compare,  Hill  v.  Lancaster,  88  Ky.  338, 
1]  S.  W.  74,  as  to  when  application  for 
homestead  allowance  becomes  barred 
by  a  decree.  Me. — Smith  v.  Abbott,  40 
Me.  442;  Smith  v.  Berry,  37  Me.  298. 
Mass. — Burnett  v.  Smith,  4  Gray  50. 
Mich. — Nichols  v.  Marsh,  61  Mich.  509, 

28  N.  W.  699;  Baker  v.  Morehouse,  48 
Mich.  334,  12  N.  W.  170.  Mo.— Mason 
V.  Summers,  24  Mo.  App.  174.  N.  J. 
Longstreet  v.  Phile,  39  N.  J.  L.  63. 
N.  Y.— Wolf e  V.  Washburn,  6  Cow.  261  ;■ 
Rogers  v.  Rogers,  1  Daly  194.  Pa. 
Thropp  V.  Susquehanna  Mut.  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  125  Pa.  427,  17  Atl.  473,  11  Am. 
St.  Rep.  909;  Muirhead  v.  Kirkpatriek, 

2  Pa.  425. 
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was  voluntarily  withdrawn  by  the  defendant,**  or  where,  for  any 
cause,  it  is  rejected  or  excluded  by  the  court,  so  as  to  prevent  its 
adjudication  therein,  it  is  not  concluded  by  the  judgment  rendered  in 
such  action,  and  may,  therefore,  be  made  the  basis  of  a  separate 
action.*^  Even  where  a  plaintiff  voluntarily  credits  the  defendant 
with  any  item  or  claim  which  would  be  available  as  a  counter- 
claim or  set-off,  but  fails  to  allow  full  value  therefor,  his  judgment, 
if  entered  upon  a  default,  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  by  the 
defendant  to  recover  the  balance  of  the  amount  for  which  he  should 
have  received  credit;*^  but  credit  for  the  full  value  will  bar  an  action 


46.  Md. — Davison  Chemical  Co.  v. 
Andrew  Miller  Co.,  122  Md.  134,  89 
Atl.  401.  N.  Y. — McDonald  v.  Christie, 
42  Barb.  36;  Weinman  v.  Salit,  85  Misc. 
456,  147  N.  Y.  Supp.  758.  Ore.— Spenee 
V.  Hull,  75  Ore.  267,  146  Pac.  95.  Pa. 
Muirhead  v.  Kirkpatrick,  2  Pa.  425. 

[a]  Submissloa  to  the  jury,  after 
withdrawal  of  defendant's  set-off,  was 
harmless  error,  where  it  clearly  ap- 
peared that  the  question  was  not  de- 
termined by  the  jury,  and  the  judg- 
ment rendered  in  such  action  was  no 
bar  to  a  separate  suit  on  the  counter- 
claim. Davison  Chemical  Co.  v.  An- 
drew Miller  Co.,  122  Md.  134,  89  Atl. 
401. 

[b]  A  failure  to  appear  at  the  trial 
and  urge  a  counterclaim  is  equivalent 
to  a  withdrawal  or  dismissal  of  the 
same  and  the  judgment  in  the  action 
is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action 
thereon.  North  Baltimore  Bottle  Glass 
Co.  V.  Altpeter,  133  Wis.  112,  113  Wis. 
435. 

47.  U.  S.— Central  Trust  Co.  «. 
Clark,  81  Fed.  269,  26  C.  C.  A.  397. 
Ala. — Haas  v.  Taylor,  80  Ala.  459,  2 
So.  633.  Cal.— Hobbs  v.  DufC,  23  Gal. 
596.  HI.— Crabtree  v.  Welles,  19  HI.  55 
(as  counter-claimi  not  due  when  offered 
as  a  set-off) ;  Litch  v.  Clinch,  35  111. 
App.  654,  as  for  failure  to  appear  at 
the  trial.  Ind. — Gates  v.  Newman,  18 
Ind.  App.  392,  46  N.  B.  654.  la. 
Secor  V.  Siver,  165  Iowa  673,  146  N.  W. 
845.  La. — ^Maillet  v.  Martin,  7  La. 
Ann.  635,  for  defective  pleading.  Md. 
Dubreuil  v.  Gaither,  98  Md.  541,  56  Atl. 
965;  Garrott  v.  Johnson,  11  Gill  &  J. 
173,  35  Am.  Dee.  272.  Mass.— Clapp 
V.  Thomas,  5  Allen  158.  Mich.— Fifield 
V.  Edwards,  39  Mich.  264.  N.  Y.— De 
Graff  V.  Wyekoff,  118  N.  Y.  1,  22  N.  E. 
1118;  Ives  v.  Goddard,  1  Hilt.  434; 
Beebe  v.  Bull,  12  Wend.  504,  27  Am. 
Dec.  150;  Weinman  v.  Salit,  85  Misc. 


456,  147  N.  Y.  Supp.  758;  Jarvis  v. 
New  York  House  Wrecking  Co.,  84  N. 
Y.  Supp.  191  (for  failure  to  present 
any  proof  in  support  of  it).  Ohio, 
Lancaster  Mfg.  Co.  v.'  Colgate,  12  Ohio 
St.  344,  for  attempting  to  set  off  a  part 
only  of  an  indivisible  claim,  so  as  to 
come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  jus- 
tice. Ore. — Spenoe  v.  Hull,  75  Ore.  267, 
146  Pac.  95.  Pa. — Goodhart  v.  Bishop, 
142  Pa.  416,  21  Atl.  876;  Thropp  V. 
Susquehanna  Mut.  F.  Co.,  125  Pa.  427, 
17  Atl.  473,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  909.  Tex. 
Anderson  v.  Eogge  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  28 
S.  W.  106.  But  see  Grain  v.  National 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  56  Tex.  Civ.  App.  406, 
120  S.  W.  1098,  holding  that  where,  in 
an  action  for  land  sold,  defendants 
sought  by  cross-action  to  obtain  judg- 
ment against  the  plaintiff  only  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  plaintiff's  recov- 
ery of  the  land,  the  award  of  the  land 
to  plaintiff  unconditionally  was  equiv- 
alent to  an  express  finding  against  them 
on  such  cross-action.  Va. — Niday  v. 
Harvey,  9  Gratt.  (50  Va.)  454. 

[a]  Where  a  demurrer  is  sustained 
to  a  counter-claim,  and  judgment  ren- 
dered for  plaintiff  on  the  other  issues, 
such  counter-claim  is  not  thereby  con- 
eluded.  Secor  V.  Siver,  165  Iowa  673, 
146  N.  W.  845. 

48.  Mass. — ^Minor  v.  Walter,  17  Mass. 
237.  Mich. — MoEwen  v.  Bigelow,  40 
Mich.  215.  Pa. — Moloney  v.  Davis,  48 
]?a.  512;  Kauff  v.  Messner,  4  Brewst. 
98.  W.  Va. — Kennedy  v.  Davisson,  46 
W.  Va.  433,  33  S.  E.  291. 

[a]  A  dismissal,  though  a  bar  to' 
another  action  by  plaintiff,  is  no  bar 
to  a  subsequent  action  by  defendant 
to  recover  a  sum  credited  him  by 
plaintiff.  Means  v.  Hoar,  110  Me.  409, 
86  Atl.  772.  Judgment  of  dismissal 
generally  as  bar,  see  infra,  XVII,  B, 
3,  d,  (II),  (G). 
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on  the  same  items,^'  and  so  will  a  judgment  if  the  action  be  con- 
tested.=°       '     ' 

(B.)  When  Not  Pleaded  in  Prior  Suit.  ' —  The  fact  that  defendant  in 
a  former  action  in  which  judgment  was  rendered  against  him,  had  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiff  which  he  might  have  pleaded"  de- 
fensively by  way  of  set-off,  counter-claim,  or  recoupment,  but  failed 
to  do  so,  does  not  bar  a  subsequent  action  by  him  upon  such  cause 
of  action,^^  or  preclude  him  from  using  it  as  a  counter-claim  or  set-off 


49.  Minor  v.  "Walter,  17  Mass.  237; 
Briggs  V.  Eiehmond,  10  Pick.  (Mass.) 
391,  20  Am.  Dec.  526;  Hudelmeyer  v. 
Hughes,  13  Mo.  87.  ' 

50.  Mass. — Abbott  v.  Stevens,  117 
Mass.  340.  Mo. — Hermann  v.  Schwartz 
Commission  Co.,  59  Mo.  App.  649.  Ore. 
Kafka  v.  Simon,  3  Ore.  555. 

51.  TJ.  S. — Brown  v.  Newton  First 
Nat.  Bank,  132  Fed.  450,  66  C.  C.  A. 
293;  Pitzhugh  v.  McKinney,  43  Fed. 
461;  Eobinsoii  v.  Wiley,  1  Hempst,  38, 
20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,968a.  Ala.— New 
England  Mortg.  Sec.  Co.  v.  Fry,  143 
Ala.  637,  42  So.  57,  111  Am.  St.  Eep. 
62;  Weaver  v.  Brown,  87  Ala.  533,  6 
So.  354;  South  &  North  Alabama  E.  Co. 
V.  Henlein,  56  Ala.  368;  Bobbins  v.  Har- 
rison, 31  Ala.  160;  Be  Sylva  v.  Henry, 
3  Port.  132;  Garrow  v.  Carpenter,  1 
Port.  359.  Ark. — Beaty  v.  Johnston,  66 
Ark.  529,  52  S.  W.  129;  Desha's  Ex];s. 
V.  Eobinson's  Admr.,  17  Ark.  228.  Cal. 
Gregory  v.  Clabrough,  129  Cal.  475,  62 
Pac.  72;  Hills  v.  SherWood,  48  Cal. 
386;  Hobbs  v.  Duff,  23  Cal.  596.  Conn. 
Allis  v.  Hall,  76  Conn.  322,  56  Atl.  637. 
Ga. — Johnson  v.  Beeves,  112  Ga.  690, 
37  S.  E.  980;  Chappell  v.  Boyd,  61  Ga. 
662.  ni.— Smith  v.  Eonntree,  185  111. 
219,  56  N.  E.  1130;  Umlauf  v.  TJmlauf, 
117  111.  580,  6  N.  E.  455,  57  Am.  Eep. 
880;  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Field,  86 
ni.  270;  Briscoe  v.  Power,  85  111.  420; 
Sheetz  v.  Baker,  38  HI.  App.  349.  Ind. 
Wright  r.  Anderson,  117  Ind. ,  349,  20 
N.  E.  247;  Hildebrand  v.  McCrum,  101 
Ind.  61;  Axtel  v.  Chase,  83  Ind.  546; 
Gates  V.  Newman,  18  Ind.  App.  392, 
46  N.  E.  654;  Manchester  F,  Assur.  Co. 
V.  Koerner,  13  Ind.  App.  372,  40  N.  E. 
1110,  41  N.  E.  848,  55  Am.  St.  Eep. 
231;  Indiana  Farmers'  Live  Stock  Ins. 
Co.  f.  Stratton,  4  Ind.  App.  566,  31 
N.  E.  380.  ■Compare,  Morearity  v. 
Calloway,  134  Ind.  503,  34  N.  E.  226. 
la. — Price  v.  Macomber,  163  Iowa  406, 
144-  N.  W.  1020;  Conly  v.  Scanliu,  109 
N.  W.  300;  Jones  V.  Witousek,  114 
Iowa  14,  86  N.  W.'  59;  Savery  v.  Sypher, 
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39  Iowa  675;  Fairfield  v.  McNany,  37 
Iowa  75.  Kan. — Waite  v.  Teeters,  36 
Kan.  604,  14  Pac.  146.  Ky.— Bishop's 
Admr.  v.  Bishop,  162  Ky.  769,  173  S. 
W.  130;  Jefferson,  Noyes  &  Brown  v. 
Western  Nat.  Bank,  144  Ky.  62,  138 
S.  W.  308;  Emmerson's  Admr.  v.  Herri- 
ford,  8  Bush  229;  Chinn  v.  Mitchell,  2 
Mete.  92;  Truesdale  v.  Brady,  31  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1336,  105  S.  W.  122;  City 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Gardner,  5  Ky. '  L.  Eep. 
682.  Compare,  Eogers  v.  Wiggs,  12  B. 
Mon.  504.  La. — Downing  v.  Delassize, 
13  La.  256;  Commercial  Bank  v.  New 
Orleans,  11  La.  213;  Eiehardson  v. 
Gurney,  9  La.  285;  Wandell  v.  Stephens, 
9  Bob.  491;  Delahoussaye  v.  Judice,  6 
Mart.  N.  S.  251.  Mass. — "Vanuxem  v. 
Burr,  151  Mass.  386,  24  N.  E.  773,  21 
Am.  St.  Eep.  458;  Hunt  v.  Brown,  146 
Mass.  253,  15  N.  E.  587;  Cook  v.  Brown, 
125  Mass.  503,  28  Am.  Eep.  259;  Minor', 
V.  Walter,  17  Mass.  237.  Mich.— Sev- 
enth Day  Adventist  Pub.  Assn.  v. 
Fisher,  95  Mich.  274,  54  N.  W.  759; 
Mimnaugh  v.  Partlin,  67  Mich.  391,  34 
N.  W.  717;  Nichols  v.  Marsh,  61  Mich. 
509,  28  N.  W.  699;  Baker  v.  More- 
house, 48  Mich.  334,  12  N.  W.  170; 
McEwen  v.  Bigelow,  40  Mich.  215.  Mo. 
Patillo  V.  Martin,  107  Mo.  App.  653, 
83  S.  W.  lOlOf  Mason  v.  Summers,  24 
Mo.  App.  174.  Nel). — Eiehardson  v. 
Halstead,  44  Neb.  606,  62  N.  W.  1077; 
Owen  V.  Udall,  39  Neb.  14,  57  N.  W. 
761;'  Uppfalt  v.  Woermann,  30  Neb. 
189,  46  N.  W.  419.  N.  H.— Parsons  v. 
Crawford,  64  N.  H.  23,  3  Atl.  632; 
Metcalf  V.  Gilmore,  63  N.  H.  174; 
Towns  V.  Nims,  5  N.  H.  259,  20  Am. 
Dec.  578.  N.  J.— Baldwin  v.  Wood- 
bridge,  etc.  Eng.  Co.,  59  N.  J.  L.  317, 
36  Atl.  683;  Longstreet  v.  Phile,  39  N. 
J.  L.  63.  N.  y.— Brown  v.  Gallaudet, 
80  N.  Y.  413;  Gillespie  v.  Torrance,  25 
N.  T,  306,  S2  Am.  Dee.  ^55;  Smith  V. 
Week's,  26  Barb.  463;  Moore  v.  Davis,, 
11  Johns.  144;  Dean  v.  Allen,  8  Johns. 
390;  Allen  v.  Horton,  7  Johns.  23; 
Welch  V.  Hazelton,  14  How.  Pr.  97j 
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in  another  aetion,^^  unless  the  defendant's  claim  constitutes  matter  of 
defense  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  m  such  sense  that  it  is  neces- 
sarily adjudicated  in  the  recovery  therein,  so  that  a  subsequent  as- 
sertion of  the  claim  is,  in  effect,  a  denial  of  the  facts  affirmed  by  such 
judgment,*^  and  a  former  recovery  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action 


Halsey  v.  Carter,  1  Duer  667;  Culver 
V.  Barney,  14  Wend.  161;  Frost  v.  Mc- 
Ginnis,  15  Daly  113,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  241; 
Davis  V.  Aikin,  85  Hnn  554,  33  N.  Y. 
Supp.  103,  66  N.  Y.  St.  706;  Weston 
V.  Turner,  44  Hun  624,  8  N.  Y.  St. 
296;  Felix  vr  Devlin,  50  App.  Div.  331, 
64  N.  Y.  Supp.  214;  Reiner  v.  Jones,  38 
App.  Div.  441,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  423; 
Cuff  V.  Heine,  26  Misc.  859,  56  N.  Y. 
Supp.  393;  Boyd  v.  Boyd,  26  Misc.  679, 
56  N.  Y.  Supp.  760;  Notara  v.  De 
Kamalaris,  22  Mise.  337,  49  N.  Y.  Supp. 
216;  Cantoni  v.  Forster,  12  Mise.  376, 
33  N.  Y.  Supp.  645;  Potter  v.  Gates, 
2  Silv.  389,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  87.  But  see 
Eitchie  v.  Talcott,  10  Misc.  412,  31  N. 
Y.  Supp.  196;  McKerras  v.  Gardner,  3 
Johns.  137.  N.  C— Cook  v.  Cook,  159 
N.  C.  46,  74  S.  B.  639;  Shankle  v. 
Whitley,  131  N.  C.  168,  42  S.  E.  574; 
Blaekwell  Durham  Tobacco  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Elwee,  94  N.  0.<  425.  Ore.— Hill  v. 
Cooper,  6  Ore.  181.  Pa. — ^Bander's  Ap- 
peal, 115  Pa.  480,  10  Atl.  41;  Steven- 
son V.  Kleppinger,  5  Watts  420.  R.  I. 
Dewsnap  v.  Davidson,  18  E.  I.  98,  26 
Atl.  902.  S.  C. — Kirven  v.  Virginia- 
Carolina  Chemical  Co.,  77  S.  C.  493,  58 
S.  E.  424;  Eabb  v.  Patterson,  42  S.  C. 
528,  20  S.  E.  540,  46  Am.  St.  Eep. 
473;  Davis  v.  Schmidt,  22  S.  C.  128; 
Eowand  v.  Fraser,  1  Eich.  325.  S.  D. 
T,urner  Tp.  v.  Williams,  17  S.  D.  548, 
97  N.  W.  842.  Tex.— Norwood  v.  In- 
terstate Nat.  Bank,  92  Tex.  268,  48  S. 
W.  3;  Hunt  v.  Butterworth,  21  Tex. 
133,  73  Am.  Dec.  223;  Morgan  v.  Tims, 
44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  308,  97  S.  W.  832; 
Norton  v.  Wochler,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
522,  72  S.  W.  1025;  Mayfield  Lumber 
Co.  v.  Carver,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  467,  66 
S.  W.  216.  Vt.^Felt  v.  Davis,  48  Vt. 
506;  Davenport. f.  Hubbard,  46  Vt.  200, 
14  Am.  Eep.  620;  Taggart  v.  Eice,  37 
Vt.  47;  Grow  v.  Albee,  19  Vt.  540. 
Compare,  Keuney  v.  Howard,  67  Vt. 
375,  31  Atl.  850.  Va. — Danner  v.  Fred- 
erick, 82  Va.  414,  5  8.  E.  537;  Eagsdale 
V.  Hagy,  9  Gratt.  (50  Va.)  409.  W.  Va. 
Kennedy  v.  Davisson,  46  W.  Va.  433, 
33  S.  E.  291.  Wis.— North  Baltimore 
Bottle  Glass  Co.  v.  Altpeter,  133  Wis. 
112,  113  N.  W.  435.      Bng.— Davis    v. 


Hedges,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  687,  40  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  276,  25  L.  T.  Eep.  (N.  S.)  155, 
20  Wkly.  Eep.  60;  Sintzenick  v.  Lucas, 
1  Esp.  44.  Can. — Deacon  v.  Great 
West.  E.  Co.,  6  U.  C.  C.  P.  241. 

[a]  '  A  set-off  may  or  may  not  be 
pleaded,  at'  the  election  of  the  defend- 
ant; and  if  not  pleaded,  the  right  to 
sue  upon  it  as  an  independent  cause  of 
action,  or  to  rely  upon  it  in  defense 
of  another  action  by  the  same  plain- 
tiff, is  not  affected  or  impaired  by  a 
judgment  against  the  defendant;  and 
the  rule  applies  to  a  suit  on  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  another  state,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  that  a  different  rule 
prevails  there.  Eoach  v.  Privett,  90 
Ala.  391,  7  So.  808,  24  Am.  St.  Eep. 
819. 

[b]  A  judgment  in  the  United 
States  court  on  a  note  for  fertilizers 
is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  in  a  state 
court  for  damages  to  defendant's  crops, 
caused  by  the  use  of  such  fertilizers, 
where  the  same  questioh  was  raised  in 
the  United  States  court,  but  with- 
drawn by  consent  of  the  court.  Kirven 
v.  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co.,  77 
S.  C.  493,  58  S,  E.  424. 

[e]  Breach  of  Warranty. — ^It  is 
optional  with  a  party,  who  sustains 
damages  by  fraud  or  breach  of  war- 
ranty in  the  purchase  of  goods,  where 
sued  for  their  price,  to  set  off  or  recoup 
such  damages  in  that  action,  or  to  re- 
serve his  claim  for  a  separate  action. 
Gillespie  v.  Torrance,  25  N.  Y.  306,  82 
Am.  Dec.  355. 

[d]  Where,  in  a  distress  proceed- 
ing, defendant  omitted  to  reconvene 
for  damages  for  the  wrongful  suing  out 
of  the  warrant,  a  judgment  of  fore- 
closure therein  is  not  a  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent action  for  such  damages.  Mor- 
gan V.  Tims,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  308,  97 
S.  W.  832. 

52.  Bishop's  Admr.  v.  Bishop,  162 
Ky.  769,  173  8.  W.  130,,  in  an  action  on 
the  former  judgment. 

53.  U.  S.— Piudel  V.  Holgate,  221 
Fed.  342,  137  C.  C.  A.  158.  Del.— Jones 
V.  Charles  Warner  Co.,  2  Boyce  566,  83 
Atl.  131.  Ind.— Eeichert  v.  Krass,  13 
Ind.     App.     348,    40    N.     E.     7'06,    41 
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by  the  defendant  on  a  claim  which  he  could  not  properly  set  off 
against  the  plaintiff's  demands  in  the  former  action.^*  In  some  states 
the  matter  is  controlled  by  statutes  requiring  the  defendant  to  set  off 
against  the  plaintiff's  demand  any  counter-claim  or  set-off    he   may 


N.  E.  835.  Compare,  Jefferson, 
Noyes  &  Brown  v.  Western  Nat.  Bank, 
144  Ky.  62,  138  8.  W.  308.  N.  J. 
Dey  V.  Jackson,  39  N.  J.  L.  535.  N.  Y. 
Brown  v.  Gallaudet,  80  N.  Y.  413; 
Schroeppel  v.  Corning,  10  Barb.  576; 
Deane  v.  Loucks,  58  Hun  555,  12  N.  Y. 
Supp.  903,  35  N.  Y.  St.  772;  Calrow  v. 
"Watson,  43  Hun  640,  6  N.  Y.  St.  610. 
N.  C— Bell  V.  Mutual  Mach.  Co.,  150 
N.  C.  Ill,  63  S.  E.  680.  Pa.— Arm- 
strong V.  Johnson,  2  Chest.  Co.  Eep.  64. 
Tex. — Murphy  v.  Wallace,  3  Wils.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §432.  Vt. — Gilson  v.  Bingham,  43 
Yt.  410,  5  Am.  Eep.  289;  Grow  v.  Albee, 
19  Vt.  540.  Wis.— DriscoU  v.  Damp,  17 
Wis.  419. 

See  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  h,  (I),  (B). 

[a]  Where  one  partner  buys  the 
other's  interest  for  a  givjn  sum  less 
one-half  the  firm  debts,  a  jitdgment  for 
a  balance  due  on  the  purchase  price 
bars  any  claim  which  the  judgment  de- 
fendant may  have  had  against  the  firm 
for  services  rendered.  Evans  v.  Maokey, 
189  Ala.  283,  66  So.  3. 

[b]  Failure  of  the  payees  of  a  note, 
on  being  sued  thereon  by  their  in- 
dorsee and  on  the  maker's  bankruptcy, 
to  assert  misrepresentations  by  the  in- 
dorsee as  to  maker's  solvency,  which 
induced  the  payees  to  take  the  note, 
precludes  subsequent  suit  by  the  payees, 
to  recover  on  that  ground,  the  amount 
they  paid  on  the  judgment  obtained 
against  them,  the  matter  being  de- 
fensive in  its  nature  and  not  available 
as  a  counter-claim  on  which  an  inde- 
pendent suit  might  be  brought.  Jeffer- 
son, Noyes  &  Brown  v.  Western  Nat. 
Bank,  144  Ky.  62,  138  S.  W.  308. 

[c]  In  Equity. —  (1)  Where  the 
vendee  under  a  land  contract  sues  for 
rescission  which  is  granted,  the  vendor 
must,  in  the  same  suit,  set  up  any 
claim  for  rent  for  the  occupancy  other- 
wise his  claim  is  barred.  Rogers  v. 
Wiggs,  12  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  504.  But  (2) 
the  granting  of  the  relief  asked  in  a 
counter-claim,  by  rescinding  a  contract 
upon  which  the  note  sued  on  was  given, 
does  not  estop  the  defendant  '  from 
suing  for  purchase  money  paid  under 
the  contract.  Wright  v.  Anderson,  117 
Ind.  349,  20  N.  E.  247. 
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[d]  A  previous  agreement  to  pay 
the  debt  upon  which  plaintiff  sues  de- 
fendant, is  a  defense  which  must  be 
pleaded  by  the  latter,  and  not  a  coun- 
ter-claim which  may  be  sued  on  after 
judgment  in  the  suit  on  the  note.  Law- 
rence Sav.  Bank  v.  Stevens,  46  Iowa 
429. 

[e]  A  judgment  that  a  contract  had 
been  performed,  rendered  in  an  action 
for  making  repairs,  bars  an  action  for 
damages  from  the  defectiveness  of  the 
work  of  repair,  foundation  for  the  lat- 
ter being  taken  away  by  the  judg- 
ment in  the  foriiier.  Bell  v.  Mutual 
Mach.  Co.,  150  N.  C.  Ill,  63  S.  E.  680. 

[f]  Where  malpractice  results  in  a 
cause  of  action  for  damages,  it  is  not 
merged  in  a  judgment  recovered  by  a 
physician  for  services  rendered  where 
it  is  not  pleaded  in  the  action.  Conly 
V.  Scanliu  (Iowa),  109  N.  W.  300.  But 
see  contra,  Gates  v.  Preston,  41  N.  Y. 
113;  Bellinger  v.  Craigue,  31  Barb>  (N. 
Y.)  534,  holding  that  malpractice  is 
purely  defensive  and  not  a  matter  of 
counterclaim  and  must  therefore  be 
urged  in  the  action  by  the  physician 
since  the  judgment  therein  will  bar  the 
right  to  subsequently  rely  upon  it. 
Compare  infra,  XVII,  B,  2,  h,  (III), 
note  62. 

54.  la. — ^Parker  v.  Albee,  86  Iowa  46, 
52  N.  W.  533.  N.  Y.— Gay  v.  Eieh- 
tnann  Mantel  Co.,  53  App.  Div.  507,  65 
N.  Y.  Supp.  964.  Pa. — McMiehael  v. 
MePalls,  23  Pa.  Super.  256.  Tex. — Dix- 
on v.  Watson,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  412, 
115  S.  W.  100. 

[a]  A  claim  which^  could  not  have 
been  recouped  in  "  the  former  action, 
may  be  litigated  in  a  subsequent  ac- 
tion.   McLane  v.  Miller,  12  Ala.  643. 

[b]  Where  the  former  action  was 
replevin  by  the  mortgagee  to  obtain 
possession  of  mortgaged  property,  and 
the  defense  of  failure  of  consideration 
for  notes  and  mortgage  was  success- 
fully interposed,  this  does  not  prevent 
the  defendant,  in  an  action  on  the 
notes,  from  interposing  a  counterclaim 
based  upon  the  same  failure  of  con- 
sideration which  was  used  defensively 
in  the  replevin  action.  Osborne  v.  Wil- 
liams, 39  Minn.  853,  40  N.  W.  165. 
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have,  or  forfeit  his  right  of  recovery  or  relief  thereon,  where  such 
claim  is  founded  upon  or  connected  with,  the  transaction  constituting 
the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,^^  with  special  provisions,  in  some  states, 
applicable  to  suits  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,'*  but  excepting  from 
the  rule,  claims  for  unliquidated  damages,'^  and  counter-claims  which 
exceed  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought.'* 
Some  statutes  provide  that  one  who  fails  to  avail  himself  of  a  set-off 
which  he  might  have  pleaded  shall  not  be  entitled  to  costs  in  a  sub- 
sequent action  on  such  cause  of  action." 


[c]  A  chancery  suit  to  compel  the 
several  partners  to  account  with  each 
other,  iiL  which  all  partners  are  parties 
and  a  final  decree  is  rendered,  decree- 
ing to  each  member  the  amount  due 
him,  is  a  bar  to  any  claim  which,  ex- 
isted prior  thereto.  Hunter's  Exrs.  v. 
Stewart,  23  W.  Va.  549. 

55.  Cal. — ^Brosnan  v.  Kramer,  135 
Cal.  36,  66  Pao.  979;  Gregory  v.  Cla- 
brough,  129  Cal.  475,  62  Pae.  72.  Minn. 
See  Douglas  v.  Hastings  Pirst  Nat. 
Bank,  17  Minn.  35.  N.  J. — Links  v, 
Mariowe,  83  N.  J.  L.  389,  84  Atl.  1056; 
Dey  V.  Jackson,  39  N.  J.  L.  535;  John- 
son V.  Pennington,  15  N.  J.  L.  188; 
Henry  v.  Milhain,  IS"  N.  J.  L.  266; 
Ei^hter  v.  Van  Eiper,  3  N.  J.  L.  715. 
N.  Y.— Dunham  v.  Bower,  77  N.  Y.  76, 
33  Am.  Eep.  570;  Davis  v.  Aikin,  85 
Hun  554,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  103,  66  N.  T. 
St.  706;  Calrow  v.  Watson,  43  Hun  640, 
6  N.  Y.  St.  610;  Weiser  v.  Kling,  38 
App.  Div.  266,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  48.  Tex. 
Dixon  V.  Watson,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
412,  115  S.  W.  100. 

[a]  Where  defendant's  counterclaim 
exceeded  plaiutiS's  demand,  and  he 
did  not  pray  for  the  excess  over  such 
demand,  he  is  estopped  by  the  judg- 
ment in  the  former  action  from  suing 
for  the  excess  of  his  counter-claim. 
Inslee  v.  Hampton,  11  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
156. 

[b]  An  occupying  claimant  who  has 
made  improvements  and  paid  taxes 
must,  under  the  Ohio  law,  interpose 
his  claim  for  reimbursement  in  an 
ejectment  suit  against  him,  otherwise 
it  will  be  barred  by  an  adverse  judg- 
ment therein.  Raymond  v.  Eoss,  40 
Ohio  St.  343,  followed  in  Klever  v. 
Seawall,  65  Fed.  373,  12  C.  C.  A.  653. 

56.  HI. — Lathrop  i).  Hayes,  57  111. 
279;  Morton  v.  Bailey,  2  HI.  213,  27 
Am.  Dec.  767;  Lamkin  v.  Burnett,  7 
111.  App.  143.  Mont.— Walter  v.  Cox, 
36   Mont.   20,   91   Pac.    1063.      N,    J. 


Johnson  v.  Pennington,  15  N.  J.  L. 
188;  Henry  v.  Milham,  13  N.  J.  L. 
266;  Eighter  v.  Van  Eiper,  3  N.  J.  L. 
715.  N.  Y. — Douglas  v.  Hoag,  1  Johns. 
283.  Pa.— Shoup  V.  Shoup,  15  Pa.  361; 
Herring  v.  Adams,  5  Watts  &  S.  459; 
Walsh  V.  Greenwood,  2  Pa.  Dist.  64; 
Light  V.  Eiugler,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  156; 
White  V.  Johnson,  2  Ashm.  146;  Sly- 
hoof  V.  Flitcraft,  1  Ashm.  171;  Arm- ' 
strong  V.  Johnson,  2  Chest.  Co.  Eep. 
64.  W.  Va. — Bowdish  &  Degarmo  Bros. 
V.  Groscup,  70  W.  Va.  758,  74  S.  E. 
950. 

57.  Bush  V.  Kindred,  20  HI.  93; 
Lamkin  v.  Burnett,  7  111.  App.  143. 
Compare,  Links  v.  Mariowe,  83  N.  J.  L. 
389,  84  Atl.  1056;  White  v.  Curtis,  49 
Misc.  50,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  319. 

[a]  Unliquidated  damages  need  not 
be  set  off  in  a  suit  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  although  the  statute  re- 
quires that  a  liquidated  claim  shall  be 
set  off,  in  an  action  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace.  Bush  v.  Kindred,  20  111. 
93. 

58.  N.  J.— Sipley  v.  Wass,  47  N.  J. 
L.  187.  N.  Y.— Baboock  v.  Peek,  4 
Denio  292.  Ohio. — Devinny  1).  Jelly, 
Tapp.  159.  Pa. — Simpson  v.  Lapsley,  3 
Pa.  459;  Gillum  v.  Kahnweiler,  2  Pa. 
Dist.  656.  Tex. — ^Dixon  ■!).  Watson,  52 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  412,  115  S.  W.  100. 
W.  Va. — Bowdish  &  Degarmo  Bros.  v. 
Groscup,  70  W.  Va.  758,  74  S.  E.  950. 

See  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace." 

[a]  Where  defendant's  claim  ex- 
ceeds the  jurisdictional  amount,  he  need 
not  set  it  up  in  justice  court.  Sipley 
V.  Wass,  47  N.  J.  L.  187. 

59.  Ind.  —  Indiana  Farmers'  Live 
Stock  Ins.  Co.  V.  Stratton,  4  Ind.  App. 
566,  31  N.  E.  380.  Mich. — Mimnaugh 
V.  Partlin,  67  Mich.  391,  34  N.  W.  717. 
Ohio. — Devinny  v.  Jelly,  Tapp.  159. 

See  the  title  "Set-Off,  Counterclaim 
and  Recoupment.' ' 
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(III.)  Cross-Actions.  —  As  in  the  ease  of  a  eounter-elaim  or  set-off,^" 
the  failure  of  a  party  to  interpose  a  cross-action  available  to  him  does 
not  bar  a  subsequent  independent  action  upon  it  unless  \the  facts  upon 
which  it  depends  were  adjudicated  in  the  previous  action.^^  Thus  a 
recovery  for  work  and  labor  or  personal  services  does  not,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  bar  an  action  for  damages  for  the  negligent  or  unskilful 
performance  thereof,®^  unless  such  negligence  or  lack  of  skill  was  set 
up  as  a  defense  or  counter-claim  in  the  first  action,^^  or  has  been 
litigated  as  a  cause  of  action. °*  Nor  will  a  recovery  for  the  purchase 
price'  of  goods  bar  an  action  for  breach  of  warranty,"^  or  for  the 


60.  See  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  h,   (II). 

61.  'U.  S.— Thayer  v.  Kansas  L.  &  T. 
Co.,  100  Fed.  901,  41  C.  C.  A.  106. 
Btass. — Eiley  v.  Hale,  158  Mass.  240,  33 
N.  E.  491.  Mo. — Lyman  v.  Milwaukee 
Harvester  Co.,  68  Mo.  App.  637.  Pa. 
Schwan  v.  Kelly,  173  Pa.  65,  33  Atl. 
J.107,  equitable  cross-action.  W.  Va, 
Garrett  v.  South  Penn  Oil  Co.,  66  W. 
Va.  587,  66  S.  E.  741. 

62.,  m.— Barton  v.  Southwick,  258 
111.  515,  101  N.  E.  928.  Mich.— Mim- 
naugh  V.  Partlin,  67  Mich.  391,  34  N. 
W.  717.  Minn.— Jordahl  v.  Berry,  72 
Minn.  119,  75  N.  W.  10,  7;i  Am.  Eep. 
469,  45  L.  R.  A.  541.  Ohio.— Sykes  v. 
Bonner,  1  Cine;  Super.  Ct.  464,  13  Ohio 
Dec.  662.  Tenn.— Sale  v.  Bichberg,  105 
Tenn.  333,  59  S.  W.  1020,  52  L.  E.  A. 
894.  Vt. — Davenport  v.  Hubbard,  46 
Vt.  200,  14  Am.  Eep.  620.  W.  Va. 
Lawson  V.  Conaway,  87  W.  Va.  159,  16 
S.  E.  564,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  18  L.  E. 
A.  627.  Wis. — Eessequie  v.  Byers,  52 
Wis.  650,  9  N.  W.  779,  38  Am.  Eep. 
775. 

■Compare  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  h,  (II), 
(B),  note  53. 

[a]  A  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  In  favor  of  a  physician,  for 
services  rendered  his  patient,  is  not  a 
bar  to  an  action  for  malpractice,  unless 
the  defense  of  malpractice  was  set  up 
in  the  first  action.  Barton  v.  South- 
wick, 258  111.  515,  101  N.   E.  928. 

[b]  In  New  York  the  rule  beems  to 
be  otherwise.  Davis  v.  Tallcot,  12  N. 
Y.  184;  White  v.  Merritt,  7  N.  Y.  352, 

57  Am.  Dec.  527  (even  a  fraudulent 
judgment  is  a  bar) ;  Deane  v.  Loueks, 

58  Hun  555,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  903,  35  N. 
Y.  St.  772;  American  Grocery  Co.  v. 
Pirkl,  25  Misc.  727,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
606.  See  Dunham  v.  Bower,  77  N.  Y. 
76,  33  Am.  Rep.  570. 

[e]  Thus  (1)  where  a  defendant  in 
a  suit  by  a  physician  for  his  profession- 

Vol.  XV 


al  Services,  withdrew  his  answer  and 
made  no  contest,  he  is  barred  by  the 
judgment  rendered  for  the  value  of 
plaintiff's  services  from  maintaining  a 
subsequent  suit  against  the  plaintiff 
for  malpractice,  on  the  same  ground. 
Blair  v.  Bartlett,  75  N.  Y.  150,  31  Am. 
Eep.  455.  And  see  Gates  v.  Preston, 
41  N.  Y.  113;  Bellinger  v.  Craigue,  31. 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  533.  (2)  Conversely,  a 
recovery  for  negligence  and  unskillful- 
ness  against  a  physician  will  bar  an 
action  for  the  professional  services.  Ed- 
wards ,v.  Stewart,  15  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
67.  (3)  The  fact  that  a  party  permits 
a  default  to  be  entered  against  him, 
makes  no  difference.  He  is  barred  ijy 
the  judgment.  Foster  v.  Milliner,  50 
Barb.  (N.  Y.*).  385.  ^ 

63.  Ala. — South,  etc.  Alabama  E. 
Co.  V.  Henlein,  56  Ala.  368.  Colo. — Mc- 
Nicholas  v.  Lake,  13  Colo.  App.  164, 
56  Pae.  987.  111. — Howell  v.  Goodrich, 
69  HI.  556.  Ind.— Goble  v.  Dillon,  86 
Ind.  327,  44  Am.  Rep.  308.  Mass.— See 
Merriam  v.  Woodcock,  104  Mass.  326, 
holding  that  a  judgment  on  the  merits 
for  the  full  amount  claimed  for  labor, 
is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  for  neg- 
ligent performance  of  such  labor,  where 
such  negligence  was  set  up  as  a  defense 
in  the  former  action,  though  without 
seeking  to  recoup  therefor. 

64.  Haynes  v.  Ordway,  58  N.  H. 
167.  ,  I 

65.  Mass. — ^Bodurtha  v.  Phelon,  13 
Gray  413.  See  also  Gilmore  jJ.  Wil- 
liams, 162  Mass.  351,  38  N.  E.  976. 
Minn. — Thoreson  v.  Minneapolis  Har- 
vester Works,  29  Minn.  341,  13  N.  W. 
156.  N.  H.— Parker  v.,  Roberts,  63  N. 
H.  431;  Bascom  v.  Manning,  52  N.  H. 
132.  Tex. — Standefer  v.  Aultman,  etc. 
Mach.  Co.,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  160,  78 
8.  W.  552.  Eng. — Davis  v.  Hedges,  R. 
R.,  6  Q.  B.  687,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  276,  25 
L.  T.  Eep.  (N.  S.)  155,  20  Wkly.  Rep. 
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recovery  of  an  over-payment,"'"  unless  such  breach  of  warranty  or  over- 
payment was  set  up  in  the  other  action  by  way  of  set-off  or  recoup- 
ment.'". A  recovery  for  breach  of  warranty  is  not  a  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent action  for  the  purchase-price.^* 

3.  Nature,  Itequisites  and  Sufficiency  of  Former  Judgment.  —  a. 
As  Affected  by  Jurisdiction  of  Court  or  Tribunal  Rendering  It. 
(I.)  In  G-eaeral.  —  A  former  adjudication  may  operate  as  a  bar  whether 
the  courts  involved  in  the  two  actions  were  of  coordinate  or  concurrent 
jurisdiction,^^  or  the  court  rendering  the  former  judgment  was  an 
appellate  court.''"    So  the  judgments  of  inferior  courts  will  operate  as 


60;  Mondel  v.  Steel,  1  Dowl.  P.  C. 
(N.  S.)  1,  10  L.  J.  Exch.  426,  8  M.  & 
W.  858;  Eigge  v.  Burbidge,  15  L.  J. 
Exch.  309,  16  M.  &  W.  598. 

Compare,  Gilson  v.  Bingham,  43  Vt. 
410,  5  Am.  Eep.  289. 

66.  Whitcomb  v.  Williams,  4  Pick. 
(Mass.)  228. 

67.  Cal.— Earl  v.  Bull,  15  Cal.  421. 
N.  Y.— Barth  v.  Burt,  43  Barb.  628,  17 
Abb.  Pr.  349;  Cook  v.  Moseley,  13 
Wend.  277.  Ohio. — Timmons  v.  Dunn, 
4  Ohio  St.  680.  Va.— Huff  v.  Broyles, 
26  aratt.  (67  Va.)  283. 

68.  Barker  v.  Cleveland,  19  Mich. 
230.   , 

69.  U.  S.— Sehuler  v.  Israel,  120  U. 
S.  506,  7  Sup.  Ct.  648,  30  L.  ed.  707; 
Parrish  v.  Ferris-,  2  Black  608,  17  L.  ed. 
317;  Stewart  v.  Board  of  Trustees,  156 
Fed.  773,  84  C.  C.  A.  451;  Hargadine- 
McKittriek  Dry  Goods  Oo.  v.  Hudson, 
122  Fed.  232,  58"  C.  C.  A.  596;  The 
President,  213  Fed.  121;  Case  v.  Moun- 
tain Timber  Co.,  210  Fed.  565;  Gun- 
ning System  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  157 
Fed.  249.  111. — ^Black  v.  Thomson,  120 
ni.  App.  424.  N.  Y. — In  re  Livingston, 
34  N.  Y.  555,  2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  1, 
32  How.  Pr.  20;  In  re  Weaver,  156  App. 
Div.  927,  141  N.  Y.  Supp.  1054;  Ungrieh 
V.  Ball,  152  App.  Div.  824,  137  N.  Y. 
Supp.  722.  Pa. — ^AUen  v.  International 
Text  Book  Co.,  201  Pa.  579,  51  Atl. 
323,  88  Am.' St.  Eep.  834;  Dyer's  Ap- 
peal, 3  Grant's  Cas.  326;  Wallace  v. 
Stevenson,  25  Pittsb.  Leg.  J.  (N.  S.) 
363,  42  Pittsb.  Leg.  J.  (O.  S.)  363. 
W.  Va.— Chesapeake  &  Ohio  E.  Co.  v. 
McDonald,  65  W.  Va.  201,  63  S.  E. 
968.  Can. — Cochrane  v.  The  Hamilton 
Provident  Loan  Society,  15  Ark.  128. 

[a]  The  judgment  of  a  consular 
court  will  bar  an  action  in  a  domestic 
court  for  'the  same  cause.  Barber  v. 
Lambe,  8  0.  B.  N.  S.  95,  6  Jur.  N.  S.- 
981,  29  L.  J.  C.  P.  234,  2  L.  T.  Eep. 


N.  S.  238,  8  Wkly.  Eep.  461,  98  E.  C. 
L.  95,  141  Eng.  Eeprint  1100.  * 

[bj  The  doctrine  does  not  depend 
upon  any  superior  authority  of  the 
court  rendering  the  judgment.  The 
President,  213  Fed.  121. 

Judgment  of  state  court  in  federal 
court  and  vies  versa,  see  infra,  XVIII. 

70.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Puget 
Sound  Electric  Ey.  v.  Lee,  207  Fed. 
860.  Oal. — Lucas  v.  San  Francisco,  28 
Cal.  591.  Ga.— Atlanta  v.  First  Meth- 
odist Church,  South,  83  Ga.  448,  10  S. 
E.  231.  HI.— Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Peterson,  115  HI.  597,  6  N.  E. 
412;  Martin  v.  Todd,  121  111.  App.  230. 
Ihd. — Sturgis  v.  Sogers,  26  Ind.  1.  Ky. 
Upton's  Committee  v.  Handley,  123  S. 
W.  1188;  Mead  v.  Mead  (Ky.), 
112  S.  W.  867.    Me.— Atkins  v.  Wyman, 

45  Me.  399.  Miss. — Wilkes  v.  Coop- 
wood,  39  Miss.  348.  Mo. — Chouteau  v. 
Gibson,  78  Mo.  38;  Miller  v.  Bernecker, 

46  Mo.  194.  Neb.— Stutzner  v.  Printz, 
43  Neb.  306,  61  N.  W.  620.  N.  C. 
Herndon  v.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.,  108  N.  C. 
648,  13  S.  B.  188.  Pa.— Walker  Tp.  4!. 
West  Buffalo  Tp.,  11  Pa.  95;  Koan's 
Estate,  6  Kulp  520.  P.  I. — Bowler  v. 
Estate  of  Alvarez,  23  Phil.  Isl.  561. 
Tenn. — McNairy  v.  Nashville,  2  Baxt. 
251.  Tex. — Wiren  v.  Nesljitt,  85  Tex. 
286,  20  S.  W.  128;  ^telle  v.  Shannon, 
62  Tex.  198;  Crane  v.  Blum,  56  Tex. 
325;  State  v.  Hodges,  25  Tex.  Supp. 
63.  Va.— Pindlay  v.  Trigg's  Admr.,  83 
Va.  539,  3  S.  E.  142;  Campbell's  Exrs. 
V.  Campbell's  Exr.,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.) 
649;  Price  v.  Campbell,  5  Call  (9  Va.) 
115.  W.  Va. — Kinports  v.  Eawson,  36 
W.  Va.  237,  15  S.  E.  66. 

[a]  Identity  of  Parties  and  Issues. 
In  order  to  bind  an  appellate  court  its 
former  decision  must  have  been  upon 
the  same  subject-matter  and  between 
the  same  parties.  Anderson  v.  Fowler, 
48  S.  C.  8,  25  S.  E.  900.    Necessity  gen- 
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a  merger  or  bar  to  the  same  extent  as  the  judgments  of  other  courts," 
,  except  as  to  matters  of  which  they  had  no  jurisdiction/^ 

The  judgment  of  a  probate  court  is  a  conclusive  bar  to  another  action 
upon  the  same  matter,^^  unless  it  was  without  jurisdiction  of  the  matter 
determined.'* 

Judgments  of  another  state  or  country  as  a  merger  or  bar  will  be  found 
treated  elsewhere  in  this  article,  and  the  same  is  true  of  federal  judg- 
ments as  a  bar  in  state  courts  and  vice  versa.'*'^ 

'  (II.)  Special  and  Quasi-Judicial  Tribunals.  —  Judgments  of  tribunals 
created  by  military  authority  for  the  trial  of  civil  causes  within  ter- 
ritory in  the  firm  possession  of  the  forces  of  such  authority,  operate 
as  a  bar  to  other  actions  on  the  questions    adjudicated    thereby.'^ 


erally  for  identity  of  subject-matter 
and  parties,  see  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  e 
and  f. 

[b]  Judgment  not  affected  by  later 
decisions  that  the  court  had  no  juris- 
diction in  such  cases.  State  v.  Wau- 
paca County  Bank,  20  Wis.  640. 

[c]  On  Appeal  From  Justice  Court. 
Koehler  v.  Holt  Mfg.  Co.,  146  Cal.  335, 
feO  Pac.  73. 

[d]  Original  jurisdiction  vested  in 
an  appellate  court  will  not  be  exercised 
where  a  superior  court  exercised  juris- 
diction of  the  matter.     In  re  Graham, 

7  Wash.  237,  34  Pac.  931. 

71.  Ala. — Davis  v.  Bedsole,  69  Ala. 
362.  Ind.— Pressler  v.  Turner,  57  Ind. 
56.  Mich. — Town  v.  Smith,  14  Mich. 
348.  Mo. — Cooksey  v.  Kansas  City,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  74  Mo.  477;  Hendrickson  v.  St. 
Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  34  Mo.  188,  84  Am. 
Dec.  76;  Langford  v.  Doniphan,  61  Mo. 
App.  288.  N.  Y. — Blum  v.  Hartman,  3 
Daly  47;  Thayer  v.  Hamilton,  5  Hill 
443.  N.  C— Brunhild  &  Bro.  v.  Free- 
man, 80  N.  C.  212;  Piatt  v.  Potts,  33 
N.  C.  266,  53  Am.  Dec.  412.  Ohio. 
Moore  v.  Robison,  6  Ohio  St.  302; 
Cavanaugh  v.  Bloom,  10  Ohio  Dec.  222, 

8  Ohio  N.  P.  6.  Pa.— Marsteller  v. 
Marsteller,  132  Pa.  517,  19  Atl.  344,  19 
Am,  St.  Eep.  604;  Nalen  v.  Burke,  12 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  490;  Spoonhour  v.  Endler, 
8  Kulp  62.  Tex.— Poster  v.  Wells,  4 
Tex.  101.  W.  Va.— Davis  v.  Trump,  43 
W.  Va.  191,  27  S.  E.  397,  64  Am.  St. 
Rep.  849.  Eng. — Behreus  v.  Pauli,  1 
Keen  456,  48  Eng.  Reprint  382;  Wright 
V.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.,  2  Q.  B. 
D,  271,  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  429,  36  L.  T. 
Eep.  N.  S.  590,  25  Wkly.  Rep.  647. 

72.  Del. — Green  v.  Clawson,  5  Houst. 
159.  ni.— Barrett  v.  Petry,  148  111.  App. 
622.  Ind. — McOarty  v.  Kinsey,  154  Ind. 
447,  57  N.  E.  108;  Newman  v.  Manning, 
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89  Ind.  422.  Mich. — Clark  v.  Holmes,  1 
Doug.  390.  N.  Y.— Gage  v.  Hill,  43 
Barb.  44;  Andrews  v.  Horton,  66  Misc. 
66,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  431.  N.  C. 
■Springs  v.  Schenek,  106  N.  C.  153,  11 
S.  E.  646.  Pa.— Gobble  v.  Minnich,  10 
Pa.  488.  P.  R. — Martinez  y  Martinez 
V.  CeboUero,  5  Porto  Eico  Fed.  417. 
Eng. — Attorney-General  v.  Eriche,  A.  C. 
518,  63  L.  J.  P.  C.  6,  1  Eeports  440, 
69  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  505;  Beg.  v.  Hutch- 
ins,  6  Q.  B.  D.  800,  45  J.  P.  504  50 
L.  J.  M.  C.  35,  44  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S. 
364,  29  Wkly.  Rep.  724. 

73.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Tate 
V.  Norton,  94  U.  S.  746,  24  L.  ed.  222. 
lU.— Merrill  v.  Merrill,  187  111.  App. 
589.  la. — Hart  v.  Jewett,  11  Iowa  276. 
La. — Allen's  Succession,  49  La.  Ann. 
1096,  22  So.  319;  Womack  v.  Womack, 

23  La.  Ann.  351.  Mo. — Townsend  v. 
Townsend,  60  Mo.  246;  McKinney's 
Admr.  v.  Davis,  6  Mo.  501.  N.  Y. 
XJngrieh  v.  Ball,  152  App.  Div.  824,  137 
N.  Y.  Supp.  722.  Wis.— Jameson  i). 
Barber,  56  Wis.  630,  14  N.  W.  859. 
Eng. — Priestman  v.  Thomas,  9  P.  D.  210, 
53  L.  J.  P.  &  Adm.  109,  51  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  843,  32  Wkly.  Rep.  842. 

See  generally  the  title  "Probate 
Courts." 

74.  D.  C. — Perry  v.  Sweeney,  11 
App.  Cas.  404.  la. — See  Gordon  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 36  Iowa  167.  N.  Y. — Sweeney  v. 
Warren,  127  N.  Y.  426,  28  N.  E.  413, 

24  Am.  St.  Rep.  468;  Neilley  v.  Neilley, 
89  N.  Y.  352.  S.  C— Anderson  »., Cave, 
49  S.  C.  505,  27  S.  E.  478.  Tex.— Mayo 
V.  Tudor,  74  Tex  471,  12  S.  W.  117. 
Wash. — Reese  v.  Murnan,  5  Wash.  373, 
31  Pac.   1027. 

741/2.     See  infra,  XVIII. 

75.  Heflferman  v.  Porter,  6  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  391,  98  Am.  Dec.  459;  Walt 
V.  Thomasaon,  10  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  151, 
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So  also,  the  decision  of  a  special  statutory  tribunal  upon  a  matter 
properly  within  its  jurisdiction  is  conclusive  of  such  question,  but 
cannot  be  used  for  any  other  purpose.'* 

A  decision  rendered  by  an  officer,  or  board  of  officers,  in  the  proper 
exercise  of  judicial  powers,  which  has  under  the  law  the  force  and 
effect  of  a  judgment,  will  operate  as  a  bar  to  any  other  action  by  the 
parties  or  their  privies  on  the  matters  determined/'  But  if  the  law 
of  tne  forum  does  not  ascribe  to  the  decision  of  such  officer  or  board 
the  force  and  effect  of  a  judgment,'^  or  if  such  officer  or  board  act  in 
a  ministerial,  instead  of  a  judicial,  capacity  in  the  matter,  further 
proceedings  in  relation  thereto  v;ill  not  be  thereby  barred.'' 

b.  As  Affected  iy  Nature  or  Form  of  Action  or  Proceeding, 
(I.)  In  General.  — The  rules  herein  stated  as  to  former  judgments  as 
merger  or  bar  are  not  dependent  upon  the  nature  or  form  of  the 
action  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered  ■,^°  they  apply  in  all  classes 
and  forms  of  actions  and  proceedings  in  which  a  final  adjudication  is 
had.*^    Thus  a  final  recovery  in  an  action  at  law  will  bar  a  suit  in 


76.  First  National  Bank  of  Hart- 
ford V.  Hartford  Life  &  Annuity  Ins. 
Co.,  45  Conn.  22;  Warner  v.  Scott,  39 
Pa.  274. 

77.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Puget 
Sound  Electric  Ey.  v.  Lee,  207  Fed.  860. 
Cal. — Sanders  v.  Whitesides,  10  Cal.  88. 

,La. — Villar's  Heirs  v.  Kennedy,  5  La. 
Ann.  724.  N.  Y.— Barber  v.  New  Scot- 
land, 64  App.  Div.  229,  71  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1052.  R.  I. — ^Burlingame  v.  Brown,  5 
E.  I.  410.  Vt. — Connecticut,  etc.  E.  Co. 
«.  Bailey,  24  Vt.  465,  58  Am.  Dec. 
181. 

[a]  The  decision  of  a  referee  upon 
a  question  properly  referred  to  Mm,  is 
a  determination,  which,  when  made  an 
order  of  court  without  objection,  is  con- 
clusive on  the  parties.  Demarest  v. 
Daig,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  9,  affirming 
32  N.  Y.  281,  29  How.  Pr.  266. 

[b]  An  auditor's  decision  as  to  the 
ownership  of  a  judgment  is  a  bar  to  an 
action  between  the  claimants  therefor 
for  damages  for  refusal  by  one  to  as- 
sign it  to  the  other.  Abington  Bldg. 
Assn.  V.  Melcher,  2  Walk.  (Pa.)  499. 

78.  Conn. — jj'irst  National  Bank  of 
Hartford  v.  Hartford  Life  &  Annuity 
Ins.  Co.,  45  Conn.  22.  Neb. — Custer 
County  v.  Chicago  B.,  etc.  E.  Co.,  62 
Neb.  657,  87  N.  W.  341.  Ohio.— Mil- 
ler V.  Longview  Asylum,  7  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)  650,  4  Cine.  L.  Bui.  690. 
Pa. — Clark  Bros.  Coal  Min.  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  241  Pa.  515,  88 
Atl.  754. 

[a]  An  award  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  is  not  a  judicial 


decision,  but  is  a  prima  facie  finding 
of  the  facts  therein  stated  only,  and 
as  such  is  subject  to  collateral  attack. 
Clark  Bros.  Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania E.  Co.,  241  Pa.  515,  88  Atl.  754. 

79.  Baldwin  v.  Shine,  84  Ky.  502,  2 
S.  W.  164;  Koonce  v.  Butler,  84  N.  C. 
221. 

80.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — South- 
ern Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  168 
U.  S.  1,  18  Sup.  Ct.  18,  42  L.  ed.  355. 
Del.— Capelle  v.  Baker,  3  Houst.  344. 
D.  C. — United  States  v.  Moore,  3  Mac- 
Arthur  226.  lU.— O  'Connor  v.  Board  of 
Trustees,  247  111.  54,  93  N.  E.  124. 
N.  Y.— Matter  of  Roberts,  59  How.  Pr. 
136.  S.  C— Connor  v.  Ashley,  41  S.  C. 
67,  19  S.  E.  201.  W.  Va.— West  Vir- 
ginia Nat.  Bank  v.  Spencer,  71  W.  Va. 
678,  77  S.  E.  269. 

[a]  The  principle  of  estoppel  by  for- 
mer adjudication  applies  to  proceedings 
of  a  judicial  nature  in  the  patent  office. 
Horine  v.  Wende,  29  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.) 
415. 

81.  Cal. — Suisun  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Fair- 
field School  District,  19  Cal.  App.  587, 
127  Pac.  349.  Colo. — Denver  v.  Laben- 
stein,  3  Colo.  216.  Conn. — State  v. 
Hartford  St.  Ey.  Co.,  76  Conn.  174,  56 
Atl.  506.  Fla. — Manley  v.  Union  Bank, 
1  Fla.  160.  HI.— O'Connor  v.  Board  of 
Trustees,  247  111.  54,  93  N.  E.  124.  Me. 
Paul  V.  Thorndike,  97  Me.  87,  53  Atl. 
877;  Matthews  v.  Houghton,  11  Me.  377. 
Neb. — Nebraska  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Doman, 
4  Neb.  (Unof.)  334,  93  N.  W.  1022. 
N.  Y.— People  v.  White,  11  Abb.  Pr. 
168.     Pa.— Miller   v.   Eohrer,    127    Pa. 
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equity  between  the  same  parties  upon  the  same  matters  ;^^  and  a  jfinal 
decree  on  the  merits  in  a  suit  in  equity  operates  as  a  bar  to  an  action 
at  law  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies  upon  the  matters  de- 
termined on  the  merits  thereby.*^  But  a  former  recovery  at  law  will 
not  bar  a  subsequent  suit  in  equity  as  to  matters  exclusively  within  the 


384,  18  Atl.  2.    W.  Va "West  Virginia 

Nat.  Bank  v.  Spencer,  71  W.  Va.  678, 
77  S.  E.  269. 

82.  U.  S. — Blanchard  v.  Brown,  3 
"Wall.  245,  18  L.  ed.'69;  United  States 
V.  Price,  9  How.  83,  13  L.  ed.  56; 
Cheatham  Electric  Switch  Device  Co. 
V.  Transit  Development  Co.,  203  Fed. 
285;  Price  v.  Dewey,  6  Sawy.  493,  11 
Fed.  104;  Eeynolds  v.  Badger,  20  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  11,726;  Bryant  v.  Hunter,  3 
"Wash.  48,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,068.  Ala. 
Waring  V.  Lewis,  53  Ala.  615;  Cullum 
V.  Bloodgood,  15  Ala.  34.  Cal. — San 
Francisco  v.  Spring  Valley  "Water 
"Works,  39  Cal.  473;  Suisun  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Fairfield  School  District,  19  Cal.  App. 
587,  127  Pac.  349.  Colo.— Smith  v. 
Cowell,  41  Colo.  178,  92  Pac.  20.  D.  C. 
Birdsall  v.  Welch,  6  D.  C.  316.  Fla. 
Moore  v.  Felkel,  7  Fla.  44.  Ga. — Smith 
V.  Smith,  125  Ga.  83,  54  S.  E.  73; 
Grubb  V.  Kolb,  55  Ga.  630;  Eussel  v. 
Slaton,  38  Ga.  195;  Pollock  v.  Gilbert, 
16  Ga.  398,  60  Am.  Dec.  732.  111.— Tel- 
ford V.  BrinkerhofE,  163  111.  439,  45  N. 
B.  156;  "Wayman  v.  Cochrane,  35  HI. 
152.  Ky. — Sanson  v.  Connolly,  141  Ky. 
120,  132  S.  "W.  159;  Sharp  v.  Carlile,  5 
Dana  487.  Me. — Jordan  v.  Chase,  83 
Me.  540,  22  Atl.  394;  Alley  v.  Chase, 
8'3  Me.  537,  22  Atl.  393;  Lane  v.  Lane, 
80. Me.  570,  16  Atl.  323.  Mich.— Spoon 
V.  Baxter,  31  Mich.  279.  Neb.— Stocker 
V.  Nemeha  County,  72  Neb.  255,  100  N. 
W.  308.  N.  J.— "West'  New  York  Silk 
Mill  Co.  1).  Laubsch;  53  N.  J.  Eq.  65, 
30  Atl.  814.  N.  Y.— Steinbaoh  v.  Be- 
lief Fire  Ins.  Co.,  77  N.  Y.  498,  33  Am. 
Eep.  655;  Orcutt  v.  Qms,  3  Paige  459; 
Southgate  v.  Montgomery,  1  Paige  41; 
Holmes  v.  Remsen,  7  Johns.  Ch.  286; 
Gregory  v.  Burrall,  2.Bdw.  Ch.  417;  At- 
water  v.  Fowler,  1  Edw.  Ch.  417.  Ore. 
"Wells  Fargo  &  Co.  v.  "Wall,  1  Ore.  295. 
S.  C. — Tate's  Exrs.  v.  Hunter,  3  Strob. 
Eq.  136;  Henderson  v.  Mitchell,  Bailey 
Eq.  113,  21  Am.  Dec.  526.  Tenri. 
Overton  v.  Searcy,  Cooke  36,  5  Am. 
Dee.  665.  Vt.— Hall  v.  Dana,  2  Aik. 
381.  W.  Va.— "Western  Min.  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V,  Virginia  Carmel  Coal  Co.,  10  "W. 
Va.  250.  Eng.— Pitt  r.  Hill,  Rep.  Temp. 
Finlifh  70,  23  Eng.  Reprint  37;  Hellam 
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V.    Grave,    Eep.    Temp.    Finch    205,    23 , 
Eng.  Reprint  112. 

[a]  An  equitable  defense  heard  in 
a  court  of  law,  cannot  be  reheard  on  a 
bill  in  equity.  Haneman  v.  Pile,  161 
Pa.  599,  29  Atl.  113. 

Necessity  for  identity  of  causes  of 
action  and  parties,  see  supra,  XVII,  B, 
2,  e  and  £. 

[b]  ""Wlien  the  complainant's  title 
is  both  legal  and  equitable,  a  trial  in 
ejectment,  which  may  be  renewed,  is 
no  bar  to  the  assertion  of  his  claim  in 
equity  any  more  than  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  a  jiew  ejectment ;  .  .  .  "  "Win^ 
Chester  v.  Gleaves,  3  Hay^y.  (Tenn.) 
213. 

83,  U.  S.— Brown  v.  Fletcher,  182 
Fed.  963,  105  C.  C.  A.  425;  Robinson 
V.  American  Car  &  Foundry  Co.,  159 
Fed.  131,  86  C.  C.  A.  321;  Manhattan 
Trust  Co.  V.  Trust  Co.  of  North  Amer- 
ica, 107  Fed.  328,  46  C.  C.  A.  322. 
Ala. — Collier  v.  Alexander,  142  Ala. 
422,  38  So.  244;  Penny  v.  British,  etc. 
Mortg.  Co.,  132  Ala.  357,  31  So.  96; 
Strang  v.  Moog,  72  Ala.  460;  Tankersly 
v.  Pettis,  71  Ala.  179.  Ark. — Peay  v. 
Duncan,  20  Ark.  85.  Cal. — "Wolverton 
V.  Baker,  86  Cal.  591,  25  Pac.  54.  Colo. 
Smith  V.  Cowell,  41  Colo.  178,  92  Pac. 
20;  Denver  v.  Lobenstein,  3  Colo.  216; 
Smith  V.  Schlink,  15  Colo.  App.  325,  62 
Pac.  1044.  D.  C. — Stevens  v.  DuBarry, 
]  Mackey  294.  Ha.-^Sanford  v.  Cioud, 
17  Fla.  532.  Ga. — Baldwin  v.  MeCrea, 
38  Ga.  650.  HI.— Stiekney  v.  Goudy, 
132  111.  213,  23  N.  E.  1034;  "Wayman 
V.  Cochrane,  35  HI.  152;  Jones  v.  Smith, 
13  111.  301;  Black  v.  Thomson,  120  111. 
App.  424;  Meyer  v.  Meyer,  40  HI.  App. 
94;  Laur  v.  People,  17  HI.  App.  448. 
la. — Madison  v.  Garfield  Coal  Co.,  114 
Iowa  56,  86  N.  "W.  41.  Ky.— Price  v. 
Sthreshly,  2  Bibb  588.  Md.— Tifel  v. 
Jenkins,  95  Md.  665,  53  Atl.  429;  Mar- 
tin V.  Evans,  85  Md.  8,  36  Atl.  258,  60 
Am.  St.  Rep.  292,  36  L.  R.  A.  218. 
Mass. — Corbett  v.  Craven,  193  Mass. 
30,  78  N.  E.  748;  Foster  v.  The  Rich- 
ard Busteed,  100  Mass.  409-,  1  Am.  Eep. 
125;  Bigelow  v.  "Winsor,  1  Gray  299; 
Mills  V.  Gore,  20  Pick,  28.  Mich. 
Hanchett.v.  Auditor  General,  124  Mich. 
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jurisdiction  pf  courts  of  equity.'*  Nor  will  sucli  a  recovery  operate 
as  a  bar  where  equitable  intervention  is  justified  on  account  of  fraud, 
or  for  other  sufficient  reason.^^ 

(II.)  Summary  and  Special  Proceedings.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Orders  or 
rulings  in  special  proceedings  involving  some  contested  right  or  claim 
operate, as  a  bar  to  any  other  action  or  proceeding  between  the  same 
parties  or  their  privies  on  the  matters  determined  thereby.^^  "While 
a  decision  upon  the  issues  raised  in  a  summary  proceeding  operates 
as  an  estoppel  in  the  same  manner  as  would  a  judgment  in  a  formal 


424,  83  N.  W.  103;  Bayers  v.  Auditor- 
Gen.,  124  Mich.  259,  82  ,N.  W.  1045. 
Mo. — Barnett  v.  Smart,  isS  Mo.  167, 
59  S.  W.  235.  N.  J.— Wooster  v.  Cooper, 
59  N.  J.  Eq.  204,  45  Atl.  381;  Manley 
V.  Miekle,  53  N.  J.  Eq.  155,  32  Atl. 
210  (affirming  52  N.  J.  Eq.  712,  29 
Atl.  434);  New  York  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Newton,  ,50  N.  J.  L.  571,  14  Atl. 
756;  Putnam  v.  Clark,  34  N.  J.  Eq. 
532.  N.  Y.— Young  v.  Farwell,  165  N. 
Y.  341,  59  N.  E.  143.  N.  C— Gibson  v. 
Smith,  63  N.  C.  103.  Ohio.— Brigel  v. 
Creed,  65  Ohio  St.  40,  60  N.  E.  991; 
Porter  v.  Wagner,  36  Ohio  St.  471; 
Cramer  v.  Moore,  36  ©hio  St.  347; 
Babcock  &  Co.  v.  Camp,  12  Ohio  St. 
11.  Okla.— Pratt  V.  Eatliff,  10  Okla. 
168,  61  Pac.  523.  Pa. — Kelsey  v.  Mur- 
phy, 26  Pa.  78.  Vt.^Pierson  v.  Catlin, 
18  Vt.  77;  Pelton  v.  Mott,  11  Yt.  148, 
34  Am.  Dec.  678.  W.  Va.— Gallaher  v. 
Moundsville,  34  W.  Va.  730,  1^  S.  E. 
859,  26  Am.  St.  Eep.  942.  Eng. — Trede- 
gar V.  Windus,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  607,  44 
L.  J.  Ch.  268;  Langmead  v.  Maple,  18 
C.  B.  N.  S.  255,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  177,  12 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  143,  13  Wkly.  Rep. 
469,  114  E.  C.  L.  255,  144  Eng.  Re- 
print 441. 

•  84.  XT.  S. — Cheatham  Electric  Switch- 
ing Device  Co.  v.  Transit  Development 
Co.,  203  Fed.  285.  Ala.— Wetumpka  v. 
Wetumpka,  63  Ala.  611.  Colo. — Smith 
V.  Cowell,  41  Colo.  178,  92  Pac.  20.  Ga. 
Pollock  V.  Gilbert,  16  Ga.  398,  69  Am. 
'Dec.  732.  Mass. — Weeks  v.  Edwards, 
176  Mass.  453,  57  N.  E.  701.  Mich. 
Nash  V.  Morrell,  171  Mich.  658,  137 
N.  ;W.  516;  Bush  v.  Merriman,  87  Mich. 
260,  49  N.  W.  567.  Minn. — Major  v. 
Owen,  126  Minn.  1,  147  N.  W.  662.  Neb; 
Grand  View  Bldg.  Assn.  v.  Northern 
'  Assur.  Co.,  102  N.  W.  246,  holdii^g  that 
a  suit  to  reform  a  policy  of  fire  in- 
surance and  to  recover  on  it  so  re- 
formed, may  be  maiitained  after  an 
adverse  judgment  at  law  on  the  orig- 
inal policy.     N.  J. — Metropolitan  Sav. 


&  Loan  Assn.  ■«.  Dughi  (N.  J.  Eq.),  49 
Atl.  542.  N.  C— Gash  v.  Ledbetter,  41 
N.  C.  183;  Blue  v.  Patterson,  21  N.  C. 
457;  Blanchard  v.  Pasteur's  Exrs.,  3  N. 
C.  393.  Ohio.— Elliott  v.  Lawhead,  43 
Ohio  St.  171,  1  N.  B.  577.  Ore.— Starr 
V.  Stark,  7  Ore.  500.  Tenn. — Danforth 
V.  Lowry,  3  Hayw.  61.  Vt. — Ordway  v. 
Farrow,  79  Vt.  192,  64  Atl.  1116.  Va. 
Hawkins  v.  Depriest,  4  Munf.  (18  Va.) 
469. 

85.  U.  S.— Gallaher  v.  Roberts,  1 
Wash.  320,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,194.  Pa. 
See  Sohwan  v.  Kelly,  173  Pa.  65,  3? 
Atl.  1107.  Tenn. — Robnett  v.  Howard 
(Tenn.  Ch.),  61  S.  W.  1082.  Tex.— See 
Allen  i;.  Stephaues,  18  Tex.  658.  Va. 
Isaac  V.  Johnson,  5  Munf.  (19  Va.) 
95;  Hawkins  v.  Depriest,  4  Munf.  (18 
Va.)  469. 

86.  See  the  following:  U.,  S.— Har- 
gadine-McKittrick  Dry  Goods  Co.  v. 
Hudson,  111  Fed.  361,  affirming  122  Fed. 
232,  58  C.  C.  A.  596;  Delano  v.  Scott, 
Gilp.  489,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,753.  Ark. 
Walker  v.  Fuller,  29  Ark.  448.  Cal. 
Sunkler  v.  McKenzie,  127  Cal.  554,  59 
Pac.  982,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  86;  Societa 
di  Mut'uo  Socorso  v.  Mantel,  1  Cal.  App. 
107,  81  Pao.  659.  .Oblo.— Loiiden  Irr. 
Canal  Co.  v.  Handy  Ditch  Co.,  22  Colo. 
102,  43  Pac.  535.  D.  C— Slack  v.  Per- 
rine,  9  App.  Cas.  128.  111. — Rich  v. 
Chicago,  187  111.  396,  58  N.  E.  306. 
Ind.— Baker  v.  State,  109  Ind.  47,  9 
N.  E.  711.  Ky. — Southern  Planing 
Mill  V.  Doerhoefer,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1834,  78  S.  W.  882.  La.— Foss  v.  Bren- 
tel,  14  La.  Ann.  798.  Mo. — State  v. 
Boothe,  68  Mo.  546.  N.  J.— Cadwal- 
lader  v.  Durham,  46  N.  J.  L.  53.  N.  Y. 
Matter  of  Smal,  53  How.  Pr.  432; 
Sehrauth  v,.  Dry  Dock  Sav.  Bank,  8 
Daly  106;  Carter  v.  Clarke,  7  Robt. 
43;  In  re  Roberts,  10  Hun  253.  Pa. 
Long  V.  Lebanon  Nat.  Bank,  211  Pa. 
165,  60  Atl.  556;  Importers'  &  T.  Nat. 
BanTi  v.  Lyons,  209  Pa.  136,  58  Atl. 
148.     Va.— Raub  v.  Otterback,   92  Va. 
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action,  where  the  parties  have  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  thereon,*' 
,it  is  otherwise  where  the  proceedings  are  purely  ex  parte  in  their 
nature.** 

(B.)  Motions  and  Summary  Applications.  —  Decisions  or  rulings  upon 
motions  or  summary  applications  in  a  pending  suit  or  action  do  not 
usually  bar  a  subsequent  determination  of  the  same  matter  presented 
in  another  action,*®  although  the  courts  have  generally  held  that  the 
denial  of  a  motion  or  application  for  an  interlocutory  or  incidental 
order  is  a  bar  to  its  renewal  in  the  same  proceeding,^"  except  by  leave 


517,  23  S.  E.  883.  Can.— Eex  v.  Eob- 
inson,  14  Ont.  L.  Eep.  51«,  10  Ont.  W. 
E.  338. 

■Compare,  Sehott  V.  Touree,  142  HI. 
233,  31  N.  E.  591;  Burnes  v.  St.  Louis, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  71  Mo.  163. 

Necessity  for  identity  of  parties,  see 
supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  f. 

87.  D.  C— Slack  v.  Perrine,.  9  App. 
Cas.  128.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Kennedy,  125 
Ga.  830,  54  8.  E.  731.  la.— Hawk  v. 
Evans,  76  Iowa  593,  41  N.  W.  368,  14 
Am.  St.  Eep.  247.  N.  Y. — Nemetty  v. 
Naylor,  100  N.  Y.  562,  3  N.  E.  497; 
Onondaga  v.  Briggs,  2  Hill  195;  Kelsey 
V.  Ward,  16  Abb.  Pr.  98  {affirmed,  38 
N.  Y.  83) ;  McCotter  v.  Flinn,  30  Misc. 
119,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  786;  Lazarus  v. 
Ludwig,  18  Misc.  474,  41  N.  Y.  Supp. 
999;  Lockwood  v.  Adolpho,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  367.  Pa. — Marsteller  v.  Marstel- 
ler,  132  Pa.  517,  19  Atl.  344,  19  Am. 
St.  Eep.  604.  S.  C— Hadwin  v.  South- 
ern Ey.,  67  S.  C.  463,  45  S.  E.  1019. 
Wis. — State  v.  Whitcher,  117  Wis.  668, 
94  N.  W.  787,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  968. 
Eng. — Wright  V.  London  Gen.  Omnibus 
Co.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  271,  46  L.  J.  Q.,B. 
429,  36  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  590,  25  Wkly. 
Eep  647. 

88.  Ga. — Craft  v.  Perkins,  83  Ga. 
760,  10  S.  E.  357.  la,.— In  re  Morgan, 
125  Iowa  247,  101  N.  W.  127  .  Kan. 
Wilcox  V.  Johnson,  34  Kan.  655,  9 
Pac.  610  .  La. — Lampton's  Succession, 
35  La.  Ann.  418;  Dalton  v.  WicklifEe, 
35  La.  Ann.  855. 

89.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S.— Wills 
c.  Chandler,  1  McCrary  276,  2  Fed.  273. 
Cal. — Johnston  v.  Brown,  115  Cal.  694, 
47  Pac.  686.  la.— Ellis  v.  Soper,  111 
Iowa  631,  82  N.  W.  1041.  Kan.— Dry- 
den  v.  St.  Joseph,  etc.  E.  Co.,  23  Kan. 
525.  Ky. — Crockett  v.  Lashbrook,  5 
Mon.  530,  17  Am.  Bee.  98.  Mass. 
Nantasket  Beach  E.  Co.  v.  Eansom,  147 
Mass.  240-,  17  N.  E.  640.  Mich.— Bres- 
lor  r.  Wavne  Probate  Judge,  152  Mich. 
167,  115  N.  W.  960.     Minn.— Kanne  v. 
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Minnneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  33 
Minn.  419,  23  N.  W.  854.  Neb.— But- 
ler V.  Secrist,  92  Neb.  506,  138  N.  W. 
749.  N.  J. — Felz  v.  Roseberger,  10  N.  J. 
L.  J.  79.  N.  Y. — Everett  v.  Everett, 
180  N.  Y.  452,  73  N.  E.  231;  Wing 
V.  De  La  Eionda,  125  N.  Y.  678,  25 
N.  B.  1064;  Easton  v.  Pickersgill,  75 
N.  Y.  599;  Acker  v.  Ledyard,  8  Barb. 
514;  Mack  v.  Patchin,  29  How.  Pr. 
20;  Dickenson  v.  Gilliland,  1  Cow.  481; 
Simson  v.  Hart,  14  Johns.  63;  Business 
Men's  Eealty  Co.  v.  Comet  Co.,  152 
App.  Div.  941,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  823; 
Eeilly  v.  Provost,  98  App.  Div.  208, 
90  N.  Y.  Supp.  591;  Hahl  v.  Sugo,  27 
Misc.  1,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  920.  Ore. 
Burnett  v.  Marrs,  62  Ore.  598,  125  Pac. 
838.  Pa. — Ashton's  Appeal,  73  Pa. 
153;  Wistar  v.  McManes,  54  Pa.  318, 
93  Am.  Dec.  700.    S.  C. — Sims  v.  Davis, 

70  S.  C.  362,  49  S.  E.  872.  Va.— News- 
Eegister  Co.  v.  Eockingham  Pub.  Co., 
13  8  Va.  140,  86  S.   Er  874;   Dillard  v. 

JefEeries,  86  S.  E.  844.     Wis Hart  v. 

Godkin,  122  Wis.  646,  100  N.  "V^.  1057. 

90.  Cal. — Wheeler  v.  Eldred,  137 
Cal.  37,  69  Pac.  619;  Ford  v.  Doyle,  44 
Cal.  635.  D.  C— Johnson  v.  Ofhitt,  2 
MacArthur  168.  Ga. — Obear  v.  Gray, 
73  Ga.  455.  Kan.— Sanford  v.  Weeks, 
50  Kan.  339,  31  Pac.  1088.  La. — Jacobs 
V.  Augustin,  3  La.  Ann.  703.  Md. 
Johnson  v.  Stookham,  89  Md.  368,  43 
Atl.  943.  Minn. — Griffin  v.  Jorgenson, 
22  Minn.  92.     Neb. — ©akes  v.  Ziemer, 

71  Neb.  65,  98  N.  W.  443.  N.  H. 
Claggett  V.  Simes,  25  N.  H.  402.  N.  Y. 
Bangs  V.  Strong,  4  N.  Y.  315;  Hall  v. 
Emmons,  39  How.  Pr.'  187,  8  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  451,  2  Sweeny  396;  Hoffman 
V.  Livingston,  1  Johns.  Ch.  211;  Bay 
V.  Connor,  3  Edw.  Ch.  478;  German 
Exch.  Bank  v.  Kroder,  14  Misc.  179,  35 
N.  Y.  Supp.  380.  N.  C— Wingo  v. 
Hooper,  98  N.  C.  482,  4  S.  E.  463; 
Eoulhac  V.  Brown,  87  N.  C.  1;  Mabry 
V.  Henry,  83  N.  C.  298.  B.  I.— Curry 
V,  Swett,  13  E.  I.  476.    Wis.— Dick  v. 
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of  court  under  a  new  state  of  faets,®^  unless  the  former  ruling  of  the 
court  was  due  to  irregularity  or  insuffieieney  of  the  application  or 
motion.^^  But  if  the  motion  or  .application  goes  to  the  substantial 
.  rights  of  the  parties,  and  vitally  affects  the  result  of  their  litigation, 
so  that  an  appeal  will  lie,  and  no  appeal  is  taken  from  the  ruling 
thereon,  the  party  is  estopped  from  further  proceedings  in  the  mat- 
ter."" 

Applying  these  rules,  it  has  been  held  that  the  overruling  of  a  motion 
to. set  aside  a  verdict  and  entry  of  judgment  thereon,"*  or  the  over- 
ruling of  a  motion  to  open  a  default  or  vacate  a  judgment,*®  or  for  a 


"Wmrams,  87  Wis.  651,  58  N.  "W.  1029, 
10371  But  see  Turner  v.  Nachtsheim, 
U  Wis.  16,  36  N.  W.  637;  Schatt- 
scliaeider  v.  Johnson,  39  Wis.  387. 

91.  Cal.— Ford  v.  Doyle,  44  Cal.  635. 
Mont. — Jensen  v.  Barbour,  12  Mont. 
566,  31  Pac.  592.  N.  Y.— Easton  v. 
Piekersgill,  75  N.  T.  599;  Port  Jervis 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hansee,  15  Abb.  N.  C. 
488;  Chichester  v.  Cande,  3  Cow.  39,  15 
Am.  Dec.  238;  People  r.  Dalton,  52  App. 
Div.  371,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  342.  N.  0. 
Allison  V.  Whittier,  101  N.  C.  490,  8 
S.  B.  338.  S.  D.— Weber  v.  Tsehetter, 
1  S.  D.  205,  46  N.  W.  201.  Wis. 
Lego  V.  Shaw,  38  Wis.  401. 

92.  Mass. — Soper  r.  Manning,  158 
Mass.  381,  33  IST.  E.  516.  Miss. — Hope 
fe.  Hurt,  59  Miss.  174.  Neb. — Oakes  v. 
Ziener,  71  Neb.  65,  98  N.  W.  443. 
S.  D. — Whittaker  v.  Warren,  14  S.  D. 
611,  86-  N.  W.  638.  Wis.— Corwith  v. 
State  Bank,  15  Wis.  289. 

As  to  necessity  for  judgment  on 
merits,  see  infra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d,  (I). 

93.  U.  S. — Spencer  v.  Watkins,  169 
Fed.  379,  94  C.  C.  A.  659;  McDonald 
V.  Seli^man,  81  Fed.  753;  Buckles  v. 
Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  53  Fed.  566;  Spit- 
lev  r.  Frost,  5  McCrary  43,  15  Fed. 
299.  Ala.— Walker  v.  Carroll,  65  Ala. 
61;  Lee  v.  State,  49  Ala.  43;  Langdon 
V.  Eaiford,  20  Ala.  532.  El.— Parrott 
V.  Hodgson,  46  111.  App.  232;  Kauf- 
man V.  Schneider,  35  HI.  App.  256. 
la. — Second  Nat.  Bank  of  Dubuque  v. 
Haerling,  106  Iowa  505,  76  N.  W.  826. 
Kan. — ^Wilson  County  Comrs.  v.  Mcin- 
tosh, 30  Kan.  234,  1  Pac.  572.  Minn. 
Eobitshek  v.  Swedish-American  Nat. 
Bank,  72  Minn.  319,  75  N.  W.  231. 
N.  C— Wilson  V.  Craige,  113  N.  C.  463, 
18  S.  E.  715;  Sanderson  v.  Daily,  83  N. 
C.  67.  Ohio. — Swing  D.  McNairy,  20 
Ohio  St.  315.  Ore.- White  v.  Ladd,  41 
Ore.  324,  68  Pac.  739,  93  Am.  St.  Rep. 
732.    Pa.+— Long  v.  Lebanon  Nat.  Bank, 

39 


211  Pa.  165,  60  Atl.  556;  Straw  v. 
Smith,  179  Pa.  376,  36  Atl.  162;  Com. 
1-.  Comrey,  174  Pa.  355,  34  Atl.  581; 
Haneman  v.  Pile,  161  Pa.  599,  29  Atl. 
113;  Gordinier's  Appeal,  89  Pa.  528. 
R.  I.— Curry  v.  Swett,  13  R.  I.  476. 
W.  Va. — Burner  v.  Hevener,  34  W.  Va. 
774,  12  S.  E.  861,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  948. 
[a]  Where  no  review  of  the  order, 
by  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  is  provided 
by  law,  a  subsequent  application  or 
motion  is  not  barred.  Rockwell  v. 
Lake  County  Dist.  Ct.,  17  Colo.  118, 
29  Pac.  454,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  265. 

94.  Grier  v.  Jones,  54  Ga.  154;  Page 
V.  Esty,  54  Me.  319. 

95.  Ga. — Grier  v.  Jones,  54  6a.  154. 
Idaho. — Bernhard  v.  Idaho  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.,  21  Idaho  598,  123  Pac.  481. 
Ind. — ^Moore  v.  Horner,  146  Ind.  287,  45 
N.  E.  341.  Mich.— Steele  v.  Bliss,  170 
Mich.  175,  134  N.  W.  1D13,  135  N.  W. 
931.  Minn. — Carlson  v.  Carlson,  49 
Minn.  555,  52  N.  W.  214.  Neb.— Oakes 
V.  Ziemer,  71  Neb.  65,  98  N.  W.  443. 
Ore. — Thompson  v.  Connell,  31  Ore.  231, 
48  Pac.  467,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  818. 
Pa. — Keystone  Brew.  Co.  v.  Schermer, 
241  Pa.  361,  88  Atl.  657;  Haneman 
V.  Pile,  lol  Pa.  599,  29  Atl.  113;  Heil- 
man  v.  Kroh,  155  Pa.  1,  25  Atl  751 
(holding  that  the  denial  of  a  petition 
to  open  a  judgment  entered  on  a  bond~ 
giving  power  of  attorney  to  confess 
judgment  thereon  was  res  judicata  as 
to  those  questions).  S.  D. — Weber  v. 
Tsehetter,  1  S.  D.  205,  46  N.  W.  201. 
Wash.— Newell  v.  Young,  59  Wash.  286, 
109  Pac.  801;  Flueck  v.  Pedigo,  55 
Wash.  646,  104  Pac.  1119;  Chezum  v. 
Claypool,  22  Wash.  498,  61  Pac.  157, 
79  Am.  St.  Rep.  055.  Wis.— Dick  v. 
Williams,  87  Wis.  651,  58  N.  W.  1029. 
But  see  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  73  Wis. 
84,  40  N.  W.  671,  holding  that  the 
modification  of  a  judgment  after  term 
is  void,  and  is  not  res  judicata. 
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new  trial,*^  or  to  quash  an  execution,''  or  for  leave  to  issue  one,"* 
and  an  order  "setting  aside  or  confirming  a  sale,^®  bar  further  pro- 
ceedings based  upon  the  same  grounds  i:nderlying  the  prior  motions, 
though  it  is  otherwise  as  to  jurisdictional  grounds.^  On  the  other 
hand,  it  has  been  held,  in  pursuance  of  the  same  general  rules,  that 
a  decision  upon  a  motion  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,^  or  the 
decision  upon  a  motion  to  vacate  or  discharge  an  attachment,^  or  to 
set  off  a  judgment,*  or  of  an  application  by  stockholders  to  be  made 
parties  to  a  suit  against  their  cQtporatioii,^  does  not  bar  a  further 
applicatioii  of  the  same  nature  in  another  suit. 

c.  As  Affected  iy  Validity  of  Judgment.  ■^-  (I.)  In  General.  —  To 
operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  based  upon  the  same  cause  of 
action,  a  judgment  must  be"  a  valid  and  subsisting  one,  rendered  after 
the  parties  have  had  ample  opportunity  to  be  heard."     It  must  be 


[a]'  Erroneous  denial  of  a  motion  to 
vacate  a  judgment  will ,  operate  as '  a 
bar  to  any  subsequent  proceeding, 
either  by  motion  or  action  for  the  same 
relief.  Kelley  v.  Sakai,  72  Wash.  364, 
130  Pac.  503. 

96.  Cal.— Collins  v.  Butler,  14  Cal. 
223.  Ga.— Obear  v.  Gray,'  73  6a.  455. 
E.  I.— Curry  v.  Swett,  13  E.  I.  476. 
Tex. — Metzger  v.  Wendler,  35  Tex.  378. 

97.  Ala. — Saint  v.  Ledyard,  14  Ala. 
244.  Oal.— Wolverton  v.  Baker,  86  Cal. 
591,  25  Pac.  54.  Conn. — Eogers  v.  Hen- 
drick,  85  Conn.  260,  82  Atl.  586.  Del. 
Solomon  v.  Loper,  4  Harr.  187.  Fla. 
Thornton  v.  Eppes,  6  Fla.  546.  Ga. 
Kelly  V.  Strouse  &  Bros.,  116  Ga.  872, 
43  S.  E.  280;  Pritchett  v.  Bartow  Coun- 
ty Conjrs.,  93  Ga.  736,  19  S.  E.  896; 
Girardey  v.  Bessman,  77  Ga.  483 ; 
Crutchfield  v.  State,  24  Ga.  335.  111. 
Frew  V.  Taylorj  106  111.  159;  Andrews 
V.  Scott,  113  HI.  App.  581  {affirmed  in 
211  111.  612,  71  N.  B.  1112,  103  Am. 
St.  Eep.  215).  Ind. — Boyer  «.  Berry- 
man,  123  Ind.  451,  24  N.  E.  249;  Phil- 
lips V.  Lewis,  109  Tnd.  62,  9  N.  E.  395. 

98.  Parker  v.  "Wright,  62  Ind.  398; 
-Beeves  v.  Plough,  46  Ind.  350. 

99.  Berkley  v.  Lamb,  8  Neb.  392,  1 
N.  W.  320. 

1.  The  denial  of  a  motion  to  open 
a  judgment,  did  not  estop  defendant 
from  moving  to  set  it  aside  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  not  been  served 
with  process  of  the  action  on  which 
the  judgment  was  founded.  Crim  ». 
Crawford,  47  Ga.  628. 

2.  Anderson  v.  Powell,  44  Iowa  20. 
S.  ,  la. — Cox  V.  Allen,   91   Iowa  462, 

59  N.  W.  335.    Kan. — Bishop  v.  Smith, 
66  Kan.  621,  72  Pac.  220;  Miami  Coun- 
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ty  Nat.  Bank  b.  Barkalow,  53  Kan.  68, 
35  Pac.  796;  Frazer  v.  Barry,  4  Kan. 
App.  33,  45  Pac.  724.  Minn. — Bennett 
V.  Denny,  33  Minn.  530,  24  N.  W.  193 
(affirmed  in  128  TJ.  S.  489,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
134,  32  L.  ed.  491).  Mo.— State  v. 
Bierwirth,  47  Mo.  App.  551.  Neb. 
Quigley  v.  McEwony,  41  Neb.  73,  59 
N.  W.  767.  Okla. — Brunson  v.  Merrill, 
17  Okla.  44,  86  Pac.  431.  Ore.— But 
see  White  v.  Ladd,  41  Ore.  324,  68  Pac. 
739,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  732. 

[a]  Since  a  motion*  to  quash  a  levy  , 
is  not  an  appropriate  method  of  trying 
questions  of  exemptions,  the  denial  of 
such  a  motion  ^oes  not  bar  a  subse- 
quent suit  against  the  ofScer  for  levy- 
ing on  exempt  property.  State  V. 
Bierwirth,  47  Mo.  App.  551. 

4.  Pignolet  v.  Geer,  19  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  264. 

5.  Tazewell  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co., 
12  Fed.  752.  But  see  Morrill  v.  Little 
Falls  Mfg.  Co.,  46  Minn.  260,  48  N.  W. 
1124. 

6.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S. — Straits 
of  Dover  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Munson,  100  Fed. 
1005,  41  C.  C.  A.  156;  Eamsejf  c.  Hern- 
don,  1  McLean  450,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,546.  Conn- — Holbrook  v.  Brooks,  33 
Conn.  347.  Ga. — Chattanooga  E.,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Jackson,  86  Ga.  676,  13  S.  E. 
109.  111. — School  Directors  v.  Newman, 
47  111.  App.  364.  Kan.— Cackley  v. 
Smith,  47  Kan.  €42,  28  Pac.  617,  27 
Am.  St.  Eep.  "311.  la. — Cusachs  'v. 
Dugue,  113  La.  261  36  So.  960;  Fer- 
guson V.  Chastant,  35  La.  Ann.  485. 
Mass. — Hooker  v.  Hubbard,  102  Mass. 
239,  245;  Wells  v.  Dench,  1  Mass.  232. 
Mo. — Cody  «.  Vaughan,  53  Mo.  App; 
169.    N.  Y.— McLean    v.    Hugarin,    13 
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susceptible  of  enforcement/  though  it  is  not  objectionable  that  the 
time  within  which  it  could  be  enforced  has  lapsed  by  reason  of 
laches.*  The  judgment  must  be  in  form  sufficiently  specific  and 
definite  to  show  conclusively  what  was  the  cause  of  action  merged 
therein."  But  its  operation  as  a  bar  is  not  affected  by  its  payment, 
satisfaction  or  release,^"  or  by  the  fact  that  by  reason  of  the  insufficiency 
of  the  amount  involved, ^^  or  other  peculiar  circumstance/^  the  judg- 
ment is  not  appealable ;  nor  is  the  scope  of  a  judgment  as  a  bar  de- 


Johns.  184;  Lawrence  v.  Houghton,  5 
Johns.  129.  N.  C— Ladd  v.  Byrd,  113 
N.  C.  466,  18  S.  E.  666;  Winslow  & 
Cannon  v.  Stokes,  48  N.  C.  285,  67  Am. 
t)ec.  242.  Ohio. — ^Moore  v.  Bobinson,  6 
Ohio  St.  302;  La  Grange's  Lessee  v. 
Ward,  11  Ohio  257;  Berry  v.  Green- 
field, Wright  348.  Ore.— Lovejoy  v. 
Willamette  Falls  Elec.  Co.,  31  Ore.  181, 
51  Pac.  197. 

7.  Conn. — Pinney  v.  Barnes,  17 
Conn.  420.  la. — Kirkhart  v.  Eoberts, 
123  Io,wa  137,  98  N.  W.  562.  Mass. 
Pond  V.  Makepeace,  2  Mete.  114.  Mich. 
Wixom  V.  Stephens,  17  Mich.  518,  97 
Am.  Dec.  205.  R.  I. — Watson  Company 
V.  Citizens'  Concrete  Co.,  28  B.  I.  472, 
68  Atl.  310,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  749; 
Smith  V.  Borden,  17  B.  1.  220,  21  Atl. 
351,  33  Am.  St.  Bep.  867,  11  L.  B.  A. 
585.  S.  0. — Sovereign  Camp  of  Wood- 
men of  the  World  v.  Means,  87  S.  C 
127,  69  S.  E.   85.     Tenn. — McNairy  v. 

'  Nashville,  2  Baxt.  251;  Kelley  v.  Mize, 
3  Sneed  59.  Tex. — Cook  v.  Burnley,  45 
Tex.  97;  Bankin  v.  Hooks  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  81  S.  W.  1005;  Powell  v.  Heok- 
erman,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  304,  25  S.  W. 
166.  Va. — Howison  v.  Weeden,  77  Va. 
704.  W.  Va.— Lee  v.  Smith,  54  W.  Va. 
89,  46  S.  E.  352;  Davis  v.  Trump,  43 
W.  Va.  191,  27  S.  E.  397,  64  Am.  St. 
Bep.  849;  Sayre's  Admr.  v.  Harpold,  33 
W.  Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16.  Wis.— Heath 
V.  Frackleton,  20  Wis.  320,  91  Am.  Dec. 
405;  Gale  v.  Best,  20  Wis.  44.  Wyo. 
Price  ».^  Bonnifield,  2  Wyo.  80.  Eng. 
Clanmorris  v.  Clanmorris,  4  Ir.  Ch.  420. 
But  see  Jenks  v.  Howland,  3  Gray 
(Mass.)  536;  Hamilton  v.  Fleming,  26 
Neb.  240,  41  N.  W.  1002  (holding,  upon 
statutory  grounds,  that  the  order  of  a 
justice  of  the  peace  for  the  sale  of 
exempt  property,  unddr  final  judgment, 
is  not  conclusive  upon  the  defendant 
in  the  action). 

8.  Bazille  v.  Murray,  40  Minn.  48, 
41  N.  W.  238. 

9.  TJ.  S. — Bamsey  v.  Herndon,  1  Mc- 
Lean  450,   20   Fed.    Gas.    No.    11,546. 


ni.— Walker  v.  Ogden,  192  111.  314,  61 
N.  E.  403.  Ind. — Watsoi^  v.  Lecklider, 
147  Ind.  395,  45  N.  E.  72.  la.— Cit 
izens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  City  Nat.  Bank, 
111  Iowa  211,  82  N.  W.  464.  La. 
Minor's  Heirs  v.  New  Orleans,  115  La» 
301,  38  So.  999.-  Md.— Streeks  v.  Dyer, 
39  Md.  424;  Gray  v.  Swan,  1  Harr.  & 
J.  142.  Mich. — Tucker  v.  Rohrback,  13 
Mich.  73.  Mo. — Weese  v.  Brown,  28 
Mo.  App.  521.  Neb. — Johnson  v.  Hesser, 
61  Neb.  631,  85  N.  W.  894.  N.  Y. 
Shaw  V.  Broadbent,  129  N.  Y.  114,  29 
N.  E.  238;  Bowne  v.  Joy,  9  Johns. 
221;  Knapp  v.  Crane,  14  App.  Div.  120, 
43  N.  Y.  Supp.  513.  Tenn.— Union  & 
Planters'  Bank  v.  Memphis,  107  Tenn. 
66,  64  S.  W.  13.  Tex.— Cow  Payou 
Canal  Co.  v.  Orange  County  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  158  S.  W.  173.  W.  Va.— Davis 
V.  Trump,  43  W.  Va.  191,  27  S.  E. 
397,  64  Am.  St.  Bep.  849. 

[a]  A  mere  notation  by  the  trial 
judge  on  his  docket  forms  no  part  of 
the  record  of  the  case,  and  is  not 
suificient  as  a  judgment  to  support  the 
doctrine  of  res  judicata. ,  Cow  Bayou 
Canal  Co.  v.  Orange  County  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  158  S.  W.  173. 

[b]  But  a  judgment  on  the  merits 
is  a  bar  notwithstanding  demurrable 
defects  of  the  declaration.  Hughes  v. 
Blake,  1  Mason  515,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,845,  affirming  6  Wheat.  453,  5  L.  ed. 
303. 

Form  and  sttfficiency  of  judgments 
generally,  see  supra,  XI. 

10.  Ind.— Ferris  v.  Udell,  139  Ind. 
579,  38  N.  E.  180.  Me.— Fogg  v.  San- 
born, 48  Me.  432.  Pa. — ^Hopkins  v. 
West,  83  Pa.  109. 

But  see  Osterhout  v.  Eoberts,  8  Oow. 
(N.  Y.)  43. 

11.  XT.  S. — Johnson  Co.  v.  Wharton, 
152  U.  S.  252,  14  Sup.  Ct.  608,  38  L. 
ed.  429.  Del. — Green  v.  Clawson,  5 
Houst.  159.  D.  0. — Perry  v.  Sweeny, 
11  App.  Cas.  404. 

12.  Jungnitsch    v.    Michigan    Mal- 
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pendent  upon  the  reasoning  of  the  court,  except  fSi"  interpretation  of 
the  decretal  part  of  the  judgment.^^ 

An  erroneous  or  irregular  judgment  is  none  the  less  conclusive  upon  the 
parties  until  set  aside  in  a  direct  proceeding  instituted  for  that  pur- 
pose, when  rendered  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter  an^  the  person.^* 


ieable  TroU  (?o>,  121  Mioh.  460,  80  N. 
W.  245.  "■ 

13.  U.  S. — ABraham  v.  Casey,  179 
V.  S.  209,  21  Sup.  Ct.  88,  45'  L.  ed. 
156.  Ga. — MuUer  v  Rhuman,  62  Ga. 
332;  Beverly  v.  Burke,  9  Ga.  440,  54 
Am.  Dec.  351.  111. — ^Lusk  v.  Chicago, 
211  111.  183,  71  N.  E.  878;  Eichardaon 
V.  Aiken,  84  111.  221;  Johnson  v.  Logan, 
68  111.  313.  Ind.— MeCarty  v.  Kinsey, 
154  Ind.  447,  57  N.  E.  108;  Joyce  v. 
Whitney,  57  Ind.  550;  Ehoades  v.  Be- 
•  laney,  50  Ind.  468.  la. — Zalesky  v. 
Iowa  State  Ins.  Co.,  102  Iowa  512,  70 
N.  W.  187,  71  N.  W.  433.  Kan.— Pow- 
ell V.  Geisendorff,  23  Kan.  538.  Ky. 
Eeading  v.  Price,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  61,  19 
Am.  Dec.  162.  La. — Labaiive  v.  Slack, 
31  La.  Ann.  134;  Wamsley  v.  Eobinson, 
28  La.  Ann.  793.  Md.— Offutt 's  Admrs. 
V.  Offutt,  2  Harr.  &  G.  178.  Mass. 
Bartlet,t  v.  Slater,  182  Mass.  208,  65 
N.  E.  73.  Mich. — Wilson  v.  Van  Buren 
County  Farmers'  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co., 
184  Mioh.  530,  151  N.  W.  752;  Shurte 
V.  Fletcher,  111  Mich.  84,  69  N.  W. 
233;  Gould  v.  Jacobson,  58  Mich.  288, 
25  N.  W.  194;  Basom  v.  Taylor,  39 
Mich.  682;  Wixom  v.  Stephens,  17  Mich. 
518,  97  Am.  Dec.  205.  Minn.— Plum- 
mer  v.  Hatton,  51  Minn.  181,  53  N.  W. 
460.  Miss. — Fort  /v.  Battle,  13  Smed.  & 
M.  133.  Mo.— Hope  v.  Blair,  105  Mo. 
85,  16  S.  W.  595,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  366; 
Horn  V.  Mississippi  Eiver,  etc.  E.  Co., 
88  Mo.  App.  469;  Dailey  v.  Sharkey,  29 
Mo.  App.  518.  Mont. — ^Finlen  v.  Heinze, 
27  Mont.  107,  69  Pac.  829,  79  Pac.  517. 
Neb.— Colby  v.  Parker,  34  Neb.  510,  52 
N.  W.  693.  N.  J. — Eichman  v.  Bald- 
win, 21  N.  J.  L.  395.  N.  M.— Board  of 
Trustees,  etc  Grant  v.  Board  of  Trus- 
tees Belen  Land  Grant,  20  N.  M.  145, 
146  Pae.  959.  N".  Y.— Eeed  v.  Chilson, 
142  N.  Y.  152,  36  N.  E.  884;  Sweeney 
V.  Warren,  127  N.  Y.  426,  28  N.  E.  413, 
24  Am.  St.  Eep.  468;  Neilley  r.  Neil- 
ley,  89  N.  Y.  352;  Kintz  v.  McNeal, 
1  Denio  436;  Blin  v.  Campbell,  14 
Johns.  432;  Quattrone  v.  Simon,  82 
Misc.  610,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  1094; 
Page  V.  Cohen,  76  Misc.  567,  137  N.  Y. 
Supp.   116;   Hancock  v.  Plynn,  5  Silv. 
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122,  8  N.  T.  Supp.  133;  Hoch- 
stein  V.  James  W.  Hill  Co.,  153  N.  Y. 
Supp.  899.  N.  C. — Springer  v.  Shaven- 
der,  118  N.  C.  33,  23  S.  E.  976,  54  Am. 
St.  Eep.  708.  Ohio. — Oil  Well  Supply 
Co.  V.  Keen,  64  Ohio  St.  422,  60  N.  E. 
603.  Okla. — First  State  Bank  v.  Lat- 
timer,  149  Pac.  1099.  Pa.— Hinds  v. 
Willis,  13  Serg.  &  E.  213;  Enterline  v. 
Comrey,  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  627.  R.  I. 
Westerly  Prob.  Ct.  v.  Potter,  26  E.  1. 
202,  58  Atl.  661.  S.  C. — Anderson  v. 
Cave,  49  S.  C.  505,  27  S.  B.  478.  Tenn. 
McCadden  v.  Slausen,  96  Tenn.  586,  36 

5.  W.  378;  Clark  v.  Stroud,  1  Swan 
274;  Johnston  v.  Ditty,  7  Yerg.  85.  Tex. 
Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Haynes,  82  Tex.       i 

448,  18  S.  W.  605;  Mayo  v.  Tudor,  74 
Tex.  471,  12  S.  W.  117;  Vance  v.  South- 
ern Kansas  Ey.  Co.   (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 

173  S.  W.  264.     Va Linn  v.  Carson's 

Admr.,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.)  170.  Wash. 
Eeese  v.  Murnan,  5  Wash.  378,  31  Pac. 
1027.  Eng. — Eeg.  v.  Hutchins,'  6  Q.  B. 
D.-  300,  45  J.  P.  504,  59  L.  J.  M.  C. 
35,  44  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  364,  29  Wkly. 
Eep.  724;  Briscoe  v.  Stephens,  2  Bing. 
213,  3  L.  J.  C.  P.  O.  S.  257,  9  Moore 
413,  27  Eev.  Eep.  597,  9  E.  C.  L.  550, 
130  Eng.  Eeprint  288;  Toronto  E.  Co. 
V.  Toronto,  A.  C.  809,  91  L.  T.  Eep. 
N.  S.  541,  20  T.  L.  E.  774;  Atty.-Gen. 
V.   Eriohe,   A.   C.   518,   63   L.   J.   P.   C. 

6,  69  L.  T.  Eep.  N.   S.   505,  1  Eepts. 

449.  Can. — Jack  v.  Bonnell,  35  N. 
Bruns.  323. 

14.  See  the  following:  XJ.  S.— Milne 
V.  Deen,  121  U.  S.  525,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1004, 
80  L.  ed.  980;  United  States  v.  Board 
of  Auditors,  28  Fed.  407;  Seat  v.  United 
States,  18  Ct.  CI.  458;  Osborn  v.  United  , 
States,  9  Ct.  Cl.  153.  Ala.— Penny  v. 
British,  etc.  Mortgage  Co.,  132  Ala. 
357,  31  So.  96;  Tankersly  v.  Pettis,  71 
Ala.  179;  Hopkinson  v.  Shelton,  37  Ala. 
306;  Cole  v.  ConoUy,  16  Ala.  271.  Ark. 
Janes  v.  Williams,  31  Ark.  175.  Ind. 
Parker  v.  Obenchain,  140  Ind.  211,  89 
N.  E.  869.  Kan. — Mills  v.  Pettigrew, 
45  Kan.  573,  26  Pac.  33.  Ky.— Eeed  v. 
Whitlow,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1538,  43  S.  W. 
686.  La. — Trescott  v.  Lewis,  12  La. 
Ann.  197.    Mo. — Johnson  v.  Latta,  84 
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A  judgment  which  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  of  either  the  sub- 
ject-matter or  the  person  of  the  defendant,  does  not  merge  the  cause 
of  action,  and  therefore  cannot  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  re- 
covery upon  the  same  cause  of  action.^' 

(n.)  Effect  of  Fraud  or  Collusion.  — The  fact  that  a  judgment  was 
procured  by  fraud  does  not  of  itself  defeat  the  operation  of  the  rule 
that  a  judgment  or  decree  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  is 


Mo.  139.  Mont. — Jensen  v.  Barbour, 
12  Mont.  566,  31  Pac.  592.  N.  Y.— Sher- 
man V.  Grinnell,  159  N.  Y.  50,  53  N.  E. 
674;  Monroe  v.  Monroe,  66  Hun  635, 
21  N.  Y.  Supp.  655;  Bush  v.  O'Brien, 
47  App.  Div.  581,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  685; 
Button  V.  Smith,  10  App.  Div.  566,  42 
N.  Y.  Supp.  80,  4  N.  Y.  Ann.  Gas.  25. 
S.  C— Ehoad  v.  Patrick,  37  S.  C  517, 
16  S.  E.  536. 

Contra. — Rockwell  v.  Lake  County 
Dist.  Ct.,  17  Colo.  118,  29  Pac.  454,  31 
Am.  St.  Rep.  265  (because  no  appeal 
or  writ  of  error  lies  from  the  order) ; 
Carrico  v.  Tarwater,  103  Ind.  86,  2  N. 
B.  227. 

Compare,  Kansas  City  Southern  E. 
Co.  V.  King,  74  Ark.  366.  85  S  W.  1131. 

But  see  U.  S. — Steers  v.  Daniel,  2 
Flip.  310,  4  Fed.  587. '  Fla.— Sanford  v. 
Cloud,  17  Fla.  532,  holding  that  the 
failure  of  the  court  to  award  damages 
and  that  the  decree  cannot  be  enforced, 
is  not  a  sufficient  reply  to  a  plea  of 
res  judicata.  Ind. — Pressler  v.  Turner, 
57  Ind.  56.  la. — Iowa  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Boylan,  48  N".  W.  730;  McCrillis  v. 
Harrsion  County,  63  Iowa  592,  19  N.  W. 
679.  Kan.— Santa  Fe  Bank  v.  Haskell 
County  Bank,  51  Kan.  50,  32  Pac.  627. 
Ky. — Stum's  Admr.  v.  Stum,  116  Ky. 
534,  76  S.  W.  500;  Breckinridge  v.  Quer- 
temus,  4  Dana  493;   Wallace  v.  Usher, 

4  Bibb  508;  HoUiday  v.  Field's  Heirs, 
24  Ky.L.  Rep.  413,  68  S.  W.  624;  Scott 
V.  Louisville  Banking  Co.,  23  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  123,  62  S.  W.  713;  Davis  v.  Young, 

5  J.  J.  Marsh.  165.  La. — Heroman  v. 
Louisiana  Deaf,  etc.  Inst.,  34  La.  Ann. 
805;  Fluker  v.  Herbert,  27  La.  Ann. 
284.  Md,— Thomas  v.  Malster,  14  Md. 
382;  Beall  v.  Pearre,  12  Md.  550. 
Mich.— Carr  v.  Brick,  113  Mich.  664,  71 
N.  W.  1103;  Town  v.  Smith,  14  Mich. 
348.  Miss. — ^Perry  v.  Lewis,  49  Miss. 
443;  Wall  v.  Wall,  28  Miss.  409.  Mo. 
Barnett  v.  Smart,  158  Mo.  167,  59  S.  W. 
235;  Asbury  v.  Odell,  83  Mo.  264;  Jones 
V.  Silver,  97  Mo.  App.  231,  70  S.  W. 
1109;  Eyermann  v.  Seollay,  16  Mo. 
App.    498.     Nev.-T-Gulling   v.   Washoe 


County  Bank,  24  Nev.  477,  56  Pac. 
580.  N.  J.— Manley  v.  Mickle,  53  N.  J, 
Eq.  155,  32  Atl.  210,  affirming  52  N.  J. 
Eq.  712;  29  Atl.  434.  N.  Y.— Griffin  v. 
Long  Island  E.  Co.,  102  N.  Y.  449,  7 
N.  E.  735;  Colburn  v.  Woodworth,  31 
Barb.  381;  Heoht  v.  Mothner,  4  Misc. 
536,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  826;  Spoor  v. 
Cornell,  12  Civ.  Proc.  319;  Matter  of 
Phyfe,  5  Leg.  Obs.  331.  Ore.— Crabill 
i;.  Crabill,  22  Ore.  588,  30  Pac.  320. 
Pa.— Bolton  v.  Hey,  168  Pa.  418,  31 
Atl.  1097;  Kase  v.  Best,  15  Pa.  101,  53 
Am.  Dec.  573;  Emery  v.  Nelson,  9  Serg. 
&  R.  12;  Dunlevy's  Estate,  10  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  454.  P.  I. — Bowler  v.  Estate  of  Al- 
varez, 23  Phil.  Isl.  561.  Tex.— Cow 
Bayou  Canal  Co.  v.  Orange  County 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.).,  158  S.  W.  173;  Hol- 
land V.  Western  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  56 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  324,  118  8.  W.  218,  119 
S.  W.  694.  Vt. — Ferguson  v.  Sheffield, 
52  Vt.  77;  Dixon  r.  Sinclear,  4  Vt. 
354,  24  Am.  Dee.  610.  Wash. — Lloyd 
V.  Lloyd,  34  Wash.  84,  74  Pac.  1061. 
W.  Va. — Davis  v.  Trump,  43  W.  Va. 
191,  27  S.  E.  397,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  849. 
As  to  the  right  te  collaterally  attack 
a  merely  erroneous  ©r  irregular  judg- 
ment see  supra,  XVII,  A. 

15.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — ^Brown 
v.  Fletcher,  182  Fed.  963,  105  C.  C.  A. 
425;  Missouri  v.  Tiedermann,  3  Mc- 
Crary  399,  10  Fed.  20;  Semple  v.  British 
Columbia  Bank,  5  Sawy.  394,  21  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  12,660.  Ark.— Kansas  City,  P. 
&  G.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Moon,  66  Ark.  409,  50 
S.  W.  996;  McLain  v.  Taylor,  9  Ark. 
358.  Conn. — Miles  v.  Strong,  68  Conn. 
273,  36  Atl.  55;  Blakeslee  v.  Murphy, 
44  Conn.  188.  Ga.— Griffin  v.  Collins, 
122  Ga.  102,  49  S.  E.  827;  Yan  v.  Bald- 
win, 76  Ga.  769.  La. — ^Fulton's  Heirs 
V.  Welsh,  7  Mart.  N.  S.  256;  Legendre 
V.  McDonough,  6  Mart.  N.  S.  518;  Har- 
rison V.  Godbold,  MoGloin  178.  N.  Y. 
Denike  v.  Denike,  167  N.  Y.  585,  60 
N.  E.  1110;  Griffin  v.  Long  Island  R. 
Co.,  102  N.  Y.  449,  7  N.  B.  735.  Wash. 
Dolan  V.  Scott,  25  Wash.  214,  65  Pac. 
190. 
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usually  a  bar  to  a  further  recovery  upon  the  same  cause  of  action,^* 
though  this  is  not  true  where  the  fraud  renders  the  judgment  void  or 
the  proceedings  in  the  subsequent  suit  amount  to  a  direct  atta6k  upon 
the  judgment  for  fraud.^^  And  where  because  of  collusion,  it  is  per- 
missible to  attack  the  judgment  in  the  subsequent  proceedings,  it  is 
not  a  conclusive  bar.^* 

d.  Judgment  Must  Be  on  Merits.  —  (I.)  General  Rule  Stated. —  In  or- 
der that  a  judgment  in  one  suit  or  action  may  operate  as  a  bar  to 
another  suit,  it  ^ust  not  only  be  rendered  in  a  proceeding  between 
the  same  parties  or  their  privies,^''  upon  an  identical  cause  of  action,^" 
but  it  must  be  a  determination  on  the  merits  of  the  controversy.^^ 


As  to  right  to  collaterally  attsEck  a 
void  judgment,  see  supra,  XVII,  A. 

16.  See  the  foUo-v^ing:  U.  S.— Penin- 
sular Iron  Co.  V.  Eells,  68  Fed.  24,  15 
C.  C.  A.  189.  Del,— Solomon  v.  Lo]per, 
4  Harr.  187.  La. — Gusman  v.  Hearsey, 
28  La.  Ann.  709,  26  Am.  Eep.  104. 
Nev.^Gulling  f.  Washoe  County  Bank, 
24  Nev.  477,  56  Pae.  580.  N.  Y.— Whlt- 
alser  &  Moore  v.  Merrill,  28  Barb.  526; 
Verplanck  v.  Van  Buren,  11  Hun  328;^ 
Eoss  t-.  Wood,  8  ( Hun  185  {affirmed  in 
70  N.  Y.  8).  Tenn.— Kelley  v.  Mize,  3 
S;need  59.  Can. — Johnston  v.  Barkley, 
10  Ont.  L.  E.  724,  6  Ont.  W.  E.  549, 
4  Ont.  W.  E.  453. 

17.  See  the  following:  Colo. — Hal- 
lack  V.  Loft,  19  Colo.  74,  34  Pae.  568, 
holding  that  by  statute  equitable  as 
■well  afe  legal  relief  may  be  had  in  the 
same  action,  and  that  a  reply  alleging 
to  be  fraudulent  a  judgment  pleaded 
in  bar,  is  sufficient.  111. — Mount  v. 
Scholes,  120  HI.  394,  11  N.  E.  401.  Ky, 
Campbell  v.  Sherley,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
904,  76  S.  W.  540,  holding  that  where 
a  subsequent  suit  between  the  same 
parties  directly  attacks  the  judgment 
in  a  former  suit  for  fraud  practiced 
in  obtaining  it  the  former  judgment  is 
not  a  bar  to  such  suit. 

See  also  Houser  v.  W.  E.  Bonsai  & 
Co.,  149  N.  _C.  51,  62  S.  E.  776,  holding 
that  where  in  an  action  in  the  superior 
court  for  personal  injury  defendant 
pleaded  in  bar  a  judgment  of  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  and  plaintiff  alleged  that 
such  judgment  was  obtained  by  fraud, 
and  all  the  parties  were  before  the 
court,  the  judgment  was  assailed  in  a 
direct  proceeding,  requiring  the  court 
to  submit  the  issue  to  a  jury. 

18.  U.  S.— Andes  v.  Ely,  158  U..  S. 
312,  15  Sup.  Ct.  954,  39  L.  ed.  996. 
Ala. — Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  E.  Co.  v. 
Hayes,   97   Ala.    201,    12   So.    98.     Ky. 
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B.  T^.  Johnson  Pub.  Co.  v.  Common- 
wealth, 30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  148,  97  S.  W. 
749;  May  v.  Vaughn,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1088,  91  S.  W.  273.  N.  Y.— Kerr  v. 
Blodgett,  25  How.  Pr.  303,  48  N.  Y. 
62,  16  Abb.  Pr.  137;  Gray  v.  Eichmond 
Bicycle  Co.,  40  App.  Div.  506,  58  N.  Y. 
Supp.  182.  S.  C— Kerr  v.  Webb,  9 
Eich.  Eq.  369.  Tex. — De  Garcia  v.  San 
Antonio,  etc.  E.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  77 
S.  W.  275.  Eng. — Girdlestone  v. 
Brighton  Aquarium  Co.,  4  Ex.  D.  107, 
48  L.  J.  Exch.  373,  27  Wkly.  Eep. 
523. 

As  to  the  right  to  collaterally  attack 
a  judgment  for  collusion,  see  supra, 
XVII,  A. 

19.  Necessity  for  identity  of  parties, 

see  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  f. 

20.  Necessity  for  identity  of  causes, 
see  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  e. 

21.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Gould 
V.  Evansville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  91  U.  S.  526, 
23  L.  ed.  416;  Hughes  );.  United  States, 
4  Wall.  232,  18  L.  ed.  303;  Brown  v. 
Fletcher,  182  Fed.  963,  105  C.  C.  A. 
425;  Eobiuson  i\  American  Car,  etc. 
Co.,  135  Fed.  693,  68  C.  C.  A.  331 
{affirming  132  Fed.  165) ;  Billing  v.  Gil- 
mer, 62  Fed.  661,  10  C.  C.  A.  579. 
Ala. — Moody  v.  Atkinson,  165  Ala.  299, 
51  So.  621;  Perkins  v.  Moore,  16  Ala. 
9;  Pace  v.  Dossey,  1  Stew.  20.  Ariz. 
Eeilly  v.  Perkins,  6  Ariz.  188,  56  Pae. 
734.  Ark.— Cooper  v.  McCoy,  116  Ark. 
501,  173  S.  W.  412;  Cannon  v.  State,  17 
Ark.  365;  Moss  v.  Ashbrooks,  12  Ark. 
369.  Gal.- Nevills  v.  Shortridge,-  146 
Cal.  277,  79  Pae.  972;  Oakland  v.  Oak- 
land Water  Front  Co.,  118  Cal.  160,  50 
Pae.  277;  Waterman  v.  Morrill,  72  Cal. 
48,  13  Pae.  52;  Gray  v.  Noon,  66  Cal. 
186,  4  Pae.  1191.  Conn.— Allis  v.  Hall, 
76  Conn.  322,  56  iktl.  637.  Fla.— Arm- 
strong V.  Manatee  County,  49  Fla.  273," 
37   So.    938.     Ga.— Callaway   v.   Irvin, 
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(n.)    What  Constitutes.  —  (A.)    In  General.  —  A     decision     as    to     the 
rights  of  the  parties,  based  upon  the  showing  thereof  as  set  forth  in 


123  Ga.  344,  51  S.  E.  477.  lU.— Chicago 
Terminal  Transfer  E.  Co.  v.  Winslow, 
216  111.  166,  74  N.  E.  815;  Lundy  v. 
Mason,  174  HI.  505,  51  N.  B.  614; 
Vanlandingham  v.  Byan,  17  111.  25; 
Carson  v.  Clark,  2  111.  113,  25  Am.  Dec. 
79;  Greenwald  v.  Euby,  178  111.  App. 
415;  Siegel  v.  Fish,  129  111.  App.  319; 
MacDowell  v.  Jones,  116  111.  App,  13. 
la. — ^Bandolph  v.  Cottage  Hospital,  103 
N.  W.  157;  The  Telegraph  v.  Lee,  125 
Iowa  17,  98  N.  W.  364;  Corwin  v.  "Wal- 
lace, 17  Iowa  374;  Griffin  v.  Seymour, 
15  Iowa  30,  83  Am.  Dec.  396;  Delany 
V.  Eeade,  4  Iowa  292.  Kan. — Myers  v. 
Coonradt,  28  Kan.  211.  Ky.— Birch  v. 
Funk,  2  Mete.  544;  Thomas  v.  Hite,  5 
B.  Men.  590;  Kendal  v.  Talbot,  1  A.  K. 
Marsh.  321;  Cecil's  Trustee  v.  Eobert- 
son  ,&  Broy  3^  Ky.  L.  Eep.  357,  105 
S.  W.  926.  Me. — Damren  v.  American 
Light,  etc.  Co.,  95  Me.  278,  49  Atl. 
'  1092.  Md. — Johnson  v.  Stoekham,  89 
,  Md.  368,  43  Atl.  943;  Field  v.  Malster, 
88  Md.  691,  41  Atl.  1087.  Mass. 
Hutchins  v.  Nickerson,  212  Mass.  118, 
98  N.  E.  791;  Corbett  v.  XJraven,  196 
Mass.  319,  82  N.  E.  37;  Stone  v.  Addy, 
168  Mass.  26,  46  N.  E.  431;  Foster  v. 
The  Eichard  Busteed,  100  Mass.  409,  1 
Am.  Eep.  125;  Morton  v.  Sweetser,  12 
Allen  134.  Mich.— Steel  v.  Bliss,  135 
N.  W.  931;  Tucker  v.  Eohrback,  13 
Mich.  73.  Minn. — ferryll  v.  Baily,  27 
Minn.  304,  7' N.  W.  261;,  Gerrish  & 
Brewster  v.  Pratt,  6  Minn.  53.  Miss. 
Sudberry  v.  Meridian  Fertilizer  Fac- 
tory, 106  Miss.  744,  64  So.  723;  John- 
son V.  White,  13  Smed.  &  M.  584;  Ag- 
new  V.  McElroy,  10  Smed.  &  M.  552,  48 
Am.  Dec.  772.  Mo. — Johnson  v.  United 
Eys.  Co.,  243  Mo.  278,  147  S.  W.  1077; 
Couch  V.  Harp,  201  Mo.  457,  100  S.  W. 
9;  Barnett  v.  Smart,  158  Mo.  167,  59 
S.  W.  235;  Verhein  v.  Schultz,  57  Mo. 
326;  O'Malley  v.  Musick,  191  Mo.  App. 
405,  177  S.  W.  749;  Swing  v.  Karges 
Furniture  Co.,  150  Mo.  App.  574,  131 
S.  W.  153;  State  ex  inf.  Eosenberger 
f  Town  of  Bellflower,  129  Mo.  App. 
138,  108  S.  W.  117;  Carp  v.  National 
Assurance  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  99  S.  W. 
523.  Mont.— PuUen  v.  City  of  Butte, 
45  Mont.  46,  121  Pae.  878;  Peterson  v. 
City  of  Butte,  44  Mont.  129,  120  Pac. 
231.  Neb. — Burkholder  v.  Hallicheck,  4 
Neb.  (Unof.)  65^,  95  N.  W.  860;  Walsh 


V.  Walsh,  1  Neb,  (TTnof.)  719,  95  N.  W. 
1024.  N.  0.— Brackett  v.  Hoitt,  20  N. 
H.  257.  N.  J. — Henninger  v.  Heald,  51 
N.  J.  Eq.  74,  26  Atl.  449.  N.  Y. 
Stowell  V.  Chamberlain,  60  N.  Y.  272; 
Reynolds  v.  Garner,  66  Barb.  310,  319; 
Vaughn  v.  O'Brien,  39  How.  P".  515; 
Miller  v.  McGuekin,  15  Abb.  N.  C. 
204;  Skinner  v.  Dayton,  19  Johns.  513, 
10  Am.  Dec.  286;  Peqple  v.  Barrett,  1 
Johns.  66;  Van  Wagner  v.  Tilly,  146 
App.  Div.  920,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  1148; 
Ladew  v.  Hart,  8  App.  Div.  150,  40  N. 
Y.  Supp.  509;  Steel  v.  Holtzer,  144  N. 
Y.  Supp.  643.  N.  C— Brick  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  145  N.  C.  203,  58 
S.  E.  1073;  Coleman  v.  Howell,  131  N. 

C.  125,  42  8.  E.  555.  Ohio.— Porter  v. 
Wagner,  36  Ohio  St.  471;  Cramer  v. 
Moore,-  36  Ohio  St.  347;  Mahafifey  v. 
Rogers,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  24,  6  Ohio  Cir. 
Dee.  88,  affirmed,  56  Ohio  St.  767,  49 
N.  E.  1112.  Ore.— Spence  v.  Hull,  75 
Ore.  267,  146  Pac.  95.  "Pa.. — Buchanan 
V.  Banks,  203  Pa.  599,  53  Atl.  500; 
Haws  V.  Tiernan,  53  Pa.  192;  Heikes  v. 
Com.,  26  Pa.  513;  Carmony  v.  Hoober, 
5  Pa.  305;  Levison  v.  Blumenthal,  25 
Pa.  Super.  55.;  K.  I. — Sayles  v.  Tib- 
bitts,  5  E.  I.  79.  S.  0. — Eoberts  v. 
Jones,  71  S.  C.  404,  51  S.  E.  240;  Duke 
V.  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.,  71  S.  C.  95, 
50  S.  E.  675.  Tenn. — Harris  &  Cole 
Bros.  V.  Columbia  Water,  etc.  Co.,  114 
Tenn.  328,  85  S.  W.  897.  Tex.— Phil- 
ipowski  V.  Spencer,  63  Tes.  604;  Cook 
V.  Burnley,  45  Tex.  97;  Houston  v. 
Musgrove,  35  Tex.  594;  Weathered  v. 
Mays,  4  Tex.  387;  Foster  v.  Wells,  4 
Tex.  101;  Kruegel  «.  Daniels,  50  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  215,  109  S.  W.  1108.  Vt. 
Derosia  v.  Ferland,  86  Vt.  15,  83  Atl. 
271;  Dunklee  v.  Goodenough,  63  Vt. 
459,  21  Atl.  494;  Swift  v.  Hamblin, 
Brayt.  189.  Wash. — ^Bartelt  v.  Seehorn, 
25  Wash.  261,  65  Pac.  185.  W.  Va. 
Iguano  Land  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Jones,  65 
W.  Va.  59,  64  S.  E.  640.  Wis.— State 
ex  ret  Faber  «.  Hinkel,  131  Wis.  103, 
111  N.  W.  217.  Eng.— Brandlyn  «.  Ord, 
1  Atk.  571,  26  Eng.  Eeprint  359; 
Massam  v.  Thornley's  Cattle  Food  Co., 
14  Ch.  D.  748,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  851,  28 
Wkly.  Eep.  966;  Eeg.  v.  May,  5  Q.  B. 

D.  382,  49  L.'J.  M.  C.  67,  42  L.  T. 
N.  8.  772,  28  Wkly.  Eep.  918;,  Jenkins 
V.  Merthyr  Tydvil  Urban  Dist.  Council, 
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the  pleadings  and  evidence,  or  either,  constitutes  a  judgment  on  the 
merits, ^^  whether  the  controversy  at  issue  be  heard  upon  evidence  intro- 
duced and  decided  by  the  verdict  or  findings  thereon,^^  or  decided 
upon  the  pleadings  presenting  the  same,  after  a  waiver  of  the  right  to 
such  trial  or  hearing,  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  or  the  mistake  or 
failure  of  either.^*  The  particular  form  or  name  given  the  judgment 
is  not  of  vital  importance,  provided  it  imparts  a  determination  of  the 
case  on  its  merits;^®  but  if  the  case  is  terminated  by  a  ruling  on  a  mere 
technical  plea  or  objection,  or  one  subsidiary  or  preliminary  to  a  de- 
termination of  the  real  issues,  it  is  not  a  judgment  on  the  merits.^® 
(B.)  JiTDGMENTS  BY  CONFESSION.  —  While  a  judgment  by  confession, 
entered  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  creditor  in  whose 
favor  it  is  given,  does  not  operate  as  a  merger  of  the  demand  or  an 
estoppel  to  further  proceedings  thereon,  unless  ratified  by  such  cred- 


80  L.  T.  N.  S.  600.  Can.— Chisholm  v. 
Morse,  11  U.  C.  C.  P.  589;  McPherson 
V.  Lusher,  3  V.  C.  Q.  B.  (O.  S.)  602; 
Baker  v.  Booth,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  (O.  S.) 
373.;  Leger  v.  Fournier,  14  Can.  Sup. 
Ct.  314;  Creelman  v.  Stewart,  28  Nova 
Scotia  185. 
See  also  7  Enct.  OF  Ev.  789. 

22.  U.  S. — Fourniquet  v.  Perkins,  7 
How.  160,  12  L.  ed.  650;  Spencer  v. 
Watkins,  169  Fed.  379,  94  C.  C.  A. 
659;  In  re  Reynolds,  133  Fed.  585. 
Cal.— People  v.  Skidmore,  27  Cal.  287. 
Conn. — Johnson  v.  Sanford,  13  Conn. 
461.  la. — Trescott  v.  Barnes,  51  Iowa 
409,  1  N.  W.  660.  Md.— Pledderman  v. 
Fledderman;  112  Md.  266,  76  Atl.  85; 
Williams  v.  Annapolis,  6  Har.  &  J.  529. 
Mo. — In  re  Boutelle,  124  Mo.  App.  450, 
101  S.  W.  1096.  Mont.— Dunseth  v. 
Butte  Electric  By.  Co.,  41  Mont.  14, 
108  Pac.  567.  N.  Y.— Young  v.  Over- 
aeker,  2  Johns.  191;  Clark  v.  Soovill, 
133  App.  Div.  821,  118  N.  Y.  Supp. 
235;  Euegamer  v.  Cieslinskie,  104  App. 
Div.  135,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  599.  N.  C. 
Davie  v.  Davis,  108  N.  C.  501,  13  S.  E. 
240,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  71.  Pa.— Besecher 
V.  Flory,  176  Pa.  23,  34  Atl.  926; 
Brazier  v.  Banning,  20  Pa.  345.  R.  I. 
H.  F.  Watson  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Concrete 
Co.,  28  E.  I.  472,  68  Atl.  310,  125  Am. 
St.  Eep.,  749.  Tenn — Parkes  v.  Clift, 
9  Lea  524.  Tex. — Horton  v.  Hamilton, 
20  Tex.  606.  Utah.— Smalley  v.  Eio 
Grande  Western  E.  Co.,  34  Utah  423", 
98  Pac.  311.  Va. — Supervisors  v.  Cat- 
lett's  Exrs.,  86  Va.  158,  9  S.  E.  999. 
Wash.— McKim  v.  Porter,  60  Wash.  270, 
110  Patj.  1073,  114  Pac.  456. 

23.  111. — Zimmerman  v.  Zimmerman, 
15  111.  84.    Ind.— Landers  v.  George,  49 
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Ind.  309.  Mont. — Dunseth  v,  Butte 
Electric  By.  Co.,  41  Mont.  14,  108  Pac. 
567.  N.  Y.^ — Hamilton  Bldg.  Assn.  ». 
Eeynolds,  5  Duer  671.  E.  I. — H.  F. 
Watson  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Concrete  .Co., 
28  E.  I.  472,  68  Atl.  310,  125  Am.  St. 
Eep.  749.  Utah. — Smalley  v.  Eio 
Grande  Western  E.   Co.,  34  Utah  423, 

98  Pac.  3U. 

24.  U.  S.— Worrell  v.  Kemmerer,  192 
Fed.  911,  114  C.  C.  A.  351;  In  re  Eey- 
nolds, 133  Fed.  585.  Cal.— People  v. 
Skidmore,  27  Cal.  287.  Fla. — State  V. 
Padgett,  19  Fla.  518.  Md.— Fledder- 
man V.  Fledderman,  112  Md.  266,  76 
Atl.  85.  Me. — Buck  v.  Collins,  69  Me. 
445.  N.  Y. — Euegamer  v.  Cieslinskie, 
104  App.  Div.  135,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  -599. 
Ore. — Glenn  v.  Savage,  14  Ore.  567,  13 
Pac.  442. 

25.  Ga. — Gallaway  i>.  Irvin,  123  6a. 

344,  51  S.  E.  477.  La.— Wells  v.  Hunter,. 
5   Mart.    (N.   S.)    119.      Me.— Buck    v. 

Spofford,  35  Me.  526.    Mass ^Eoach  v. 

Eoach,  190  Mass.  253,  1Q  N.  E.  651. 
N.  Y. — ElwelJ  V.  McQueen,  10  Wend. 
519.  Vt.— Dixon  v.  Sinclear,  4  Vt.  354, 
24  Am.  Dec.  610. 

26.  Ga. — Callaway  v.  Irvin,  123  Ga. 
344,  51  S.  B.  477.  la.— Procter  v.  Cole, 
104  Iowa  373,  3  N.  E.  106,  4  N.  E. 
303.  La. — Surget  v.  Newman,  43  La. 
Ann.  873,  9  So.  561;  Wells  v.  Hunter, 
5  Mart.  N.  S.  119.  Mo.— Couch  v. 
Harp,  201  Mo.  457,  100  S.  W.  9;  Carp 
V.  National  Assurance  Co.   (Mo.  App.), 

99  S.  W.  523.  N.  Y.— Mertz  v.  Press, 
99  App.  Div.  443,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  264 
(affirmed,  184  N.  Y.  530,  76  N.  E.  1100) ; 
German  Exeh.  Bank  v.  Kroder,  14  Misc. 

179.  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  380.    Tenn Witeh- 

er  V.  Oldham,  4  Sneed  220. 
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itor,^'  ordinarily  a  cause  of  action  is  as  effectually  merged  in  a  judg- 
ment entered  upon  confession  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  judgment, 
and  therefore  such  judgment  is  as  conclusive  as  any  other  as  a  bar 
to  another  action  on  the  same  cause  of  action.^*  But  a  confessed 
judgment  does  not  bar  an  action  on  a  counter-claim  not  presented 
in  the  first  suit.^^ 

By  One  of  Several  Joint  Obligors In  the  absence  of  a  statute  other- 
wise providing,  in  an  action  against  two  or  more  joint  obligors,  a  con- 
fession of  judgment  by  one  of  them  and  the  acceptance  thereof  by  the 
plaintiff  is  a  bar  to  a  suit  against  the  others  by  the  same  plaintiff.^" 
A  judgment  confessed  against  a  firm  by  one  of  its  members,  without 
authority  from  the  others,  bars  another  action  against  the  firm  on  the 
same  cause,  though  it  binds  only  the  member  by  whom  it  was  con- 


(C.)  JuBGMENTs  BY  DEPAtTLT.  — Where  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject-matter  and  the  parties,  a  judgment  by  default  operates  as 
a  bar  to  a  furftier  suit  between  the  same  parties  upon  the  same  cause 


27.  Haggerty  v.  Juday,  58  Ind.  154. 

28.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Whit- 
aker  v.  Bramson,  2  Paine  209,  29  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  17,526.  Ark. — Jeffries  v.  Mor- 
gan, 1  Ark.  169.  Del. — Solomon  v. 
Lopfer,  4  Harr.  187.  HI. — Hall  v.  Jones, 
32  HI.  38;  Lagerquist  v.  "Williams,  74 
111.  App.  17.  Ind. — Chapin  v.  McLaren, 
lOSInd.  563,  5  N.  E.  688;  Hopper  v. 
Lucas,  86  Ind.  43;  Mavity  v.  Eastridge, 
67  Ind.  211;  Kennard  v.  Carter,  64  Ind. 
31.  la. — Twogood  v.  Pence,  22  Iowa 
543.  Mich. — Town  v.  Smith,  14  Mich. 
348.  N.  J.— Dean  v.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J. 
L.  470.  N.  y. — ^Davies  v.  New  York, 
93  N  Y.  250,  4  Civ.  Proo.  290;  Kirby 
V.  Fitzgerald,  31  N.  Y.  417;  Neusbaum 
V.  Keim,  24  N.  Y.  325;  Stone  v.  Wil- 
liams, 40  Barb.  322.  N.  C— State  v. 
Mangum,  28  N.  C.  369.  Pa — Orr  v. 
Mercer  County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  114 
Pa.  387,  6  Atl.  696;  Weikel  v.  Long,  55 
Pa.  238;  Wistar  v.  McManes,  54  Pa. 
318,  93  Am.  Dec.  700;  Davenport  v. 
Wright,  51  Pa.  292;  Work  v.  Prall,  26 
Pa.  Super.  104;  Dixon  v.  Miller,  20 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  335;  Dwyer  v.  Wright,  14 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  406.  S.  D.— Culhane  v. 
Etting,  35  S.  D.  544,  153  N.  W.  301; 
Howard  v.  Huron,  6  S.  D.  180,  60  N.  W. 
803.  Tenn.— Goff  v.  Dabbs,  4  Baxt.  300. 
Vt. — Barnes  v.  Lapham,  28  Vt.  307. 
Eng. — Newington  v.  Levy,  L.  R.  5  C.  P. 
607,  39  L.  J.  C.  P.  334,  23  L.  T.  N.  S. 
70,  18  Wkly.  Eep.  1198  {affirmed  in 
L.  R.  6  C.  P.  180,  40  L.  J.  C.  P.  29, 
23  L.  T.  N.  S.  595,  19  Wkly.  Eep. 
473). 

See  also  7  Enct.  of  Ev.  793.    , 


[a]  Judgment  confessed  by  a  third 
person,  for  a  debt  due  from  defendant, 
is  not  a  merger  or  payment  of  the 
debt,  however.  Wolf  v.  Wyeth,  11 
Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  149. 

29.  Kauff  V.  Messner,  4  Brewst. 
(Pa.)  98. 

As  to  merger  or  bar  of  counter- 
claims, see  suyra,  XVII,  B,  2,  h,  (II). 

30.  See  the  following:  D.  C— Hutch- 
inson V.  Brown,  8  Mackey  136;  Harris 
».  Leonardt,  2  App.  Cas.  318.  Fla. 
Ferrall  v.  Bradford,  2  Pla.  508,  50  Am. 
Dec.  293.  Ind. — Maghee  v.  Collins,  27 
Ind.  83;  Shimer  v.  Isaac,  Smith  377. 
la. — Sherman  v.  Christy,  17  Iowa  322. 
Mich. — Beals  v.  Clinton  County  Cir. 
Judge,  91  Mich.  146,  51  N.  W.  885., 
N.  Y.— Harbeck  v.  Pupin,  123  N.  Y. 
115,  25  N.  E.  311;  Heckemann  v.  Young, 
134  N.  Y.  170,  31  N.  E.  513,  30  Am. 
St.  Rep.  655;  Candee  v.  Smith,  93  N.  Y. 
349;  Robinson  v.  Marks,  19  Hun  825; 
Kantrowitz  v.  Kulla,  20  Abb.  N.  C. 
321,  13  Civ.  Proc.  74.  Pa. — Wallace  v. 
Fairman,  4  Watts  378;  Beltzhoover  v. 
Com.,  1  Watts  126;  Miller  v.  Reed,  3 
Grant's  Cas.  51;  Welsh  v.  Hirst,  1 
Phila.  50.  Va. — Cahoon  v.  McCulloch, 
92  Va.  177,  23  S.  E.  225;  Beazley's 
Admr.  v.  Sims'  Admr.,  81  Va.  644. 
W.  Va.— Snyder  v.  Snyder,  9  W.  Va. 
415. 

31.  la.— North  v.  Mudge  &  Co.,  13 
Iowa  496,  81  Am.  Dec.  441.  Ohio. 
Sloo  V.  Lea,  18  Ohio  279.  Eng.— Gouch- 
er  V.  Clayton,  11  Jur.  N.  8.  107,  34 
L.  J.  Ch.  239,  13  Wkly.  Rep.  336. 
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of  action  the  same  as  any  other  judgment  upon  the  merits.'^  But  the 
judgment  rendered  must  be  final  and  not  merely  an  interlocutory, 
one,^'  and  if  the  proceeding  is  in  personam,  a  judgment  rendered 
without  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  would  not  bind  him  in  a  sub- 
sequent proceeding.^*  The  default  of  one  joint  defendant,  will  not 
operate  to  merge  the  cause  of  action  as  to  another.^^ 

As  to  defenses,  a  default  judgment  concludes  and  bars  further  use 
of  all  such  'rtrhich  might  have  been  pleaded  in  the  action,^^  except  such 


32.  See  the  foUowiig:  U.  S.— Phil- 
adelphia Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Atlantic 
City,  130  Fed.  751,  65  C.  C.  A.  177; 
Groton  Bridge,  etc.  Co.  v.  Clark  Pressed 
Brick  Co.,  126  Fed.  552  {affirmed,  136 
Fed.  27,  68  C.  C.  A.  577) ;  Lake  County 
V.  Piatt,  79  Fed.  567,  25  C.  C,  A.  87; 
Garner  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  89  Fed. 
636;  Derby  v.  Jacques,  1  Cliff.  425;  7 
!Ped.'  Cas.  No.  3,817.  Cal. — Morenhout 
V.  Higiiera,  ,32  Cal.  289;  Kittridge  v. 
Stevens,  16  Cal:  381;  Stearns  v.  Aguirre, 
6  Cal.  176.  D.  C— Horine  v.  Wende,  29 
App.  Cas.  415.  Ga. — Harbig  v.  Freund 
&  Co.,  69  Ga.  180.  Ind. — Lawrence  v. 
Beecher,  116  Ind.  312,  19  N.  E.  143; 
Irwin  V.  Helgenberg,  21  Ind.  106;  Pat- 
terson V.  State,  12  Ind.  86.  Ind.  Ter. 
Tootle  V.  McClellan,  7  Ind.  Ter.  64, 
103  S.  "W.  766,  12  L.  Er  A.  (N.  S.) 
941.  Kan. — Johnson  v.  Jones,  58  Kan. 
745,  51  Pae.  224.  Ky. — Ligon  v.  Trip- 
lett,  12  B.  Mon.  283.  La. — Searcy  v. 
Creditors,  46  La.  Ann.  376,  14  So. 
910;  Waddell  v.  Judson,  12  La.  Ann. 
13;  Gilman  v.  Horseley,  5  Mart.  N.  S, 
661.  Me. — White  v.  Savage,  94  Me. 
138,  47  Atl.  138.  Mass. — Eeid  v.  Holmes, 
127  Mass.  326;  Gaskill  v.  Dudley,  6 
Mete.  546,  39  Am.  Dec.  750;  Brigga  v. 
Richmond,  10  Pick.  391,  20  Am.  Dec. 
526;  Minor  v.  Walter,  17  Mass.  237; 
Thatcher  v.  Gammon,  12  Mass.  268. 
Minn.— Northern  Trust  Co.  v.  Crystal 
Lake  Cemetery  Assn.,  67  Minn.  131,  69 
N.  W.'  708;  Davison  v.  Harmon,  65 
Minn.  402,  67  N.  W.  1015;  Doyle  v. 
Hallam,  21  Minn.  515.  Miss. — Sudberry 
v.  Meridian  Fertilizer  Factory,  106 
Miss.  744,  64  So.  723.  Mo.— St.  Louis 
V.  Lang,  131  Mo.  412,  33  S.  W.  54. 
N.  Y.— Argall  v.  Pitts,  78  N.  Y.  239; 
Jarvis  v.  Driggs,  69  N.  Y.  143;  Brown 
V.  New  York,  66  N.  Y.  385;  O'Hanlon 
V.  Scott,  89  Hun  44,  ,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
31,  69  N.  Y.  St.  227;  Brown  v.  Epstein, 
166  App.  Div.  611,  151  N.  Y.  Supp. 
527;  Henriques  v.  Miriam  Osborn 
Memorial  Home,  22  Misc.  '653,  51  N.  Y. 
Supp.   133.     N.  C. — Brown    v.    McKee, 
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108  N.  C.  387,  1?  S.  E.  8.  Ohio.— Mc- 
Curdy  v.  Baughman,  43  Ohio  St.  78, 
1  N.  E.  93.  Okla.— Crawford  v.  Noble 
County,  8  Okla.  450,  58  Pac.  616.  S.  D. 
Howard  v.  Huron,  6  S.  D.  180,  60  N. 
W.  803.  Tex. — Ellis  v.  Mills,  28  Tex. 
584.  Vt.^Evarfs  v.  Gove,  10  Vt.  161. 
Wis. — Van  Valkenburgh  v.  Milwaukee, 
43  Wis.  574.  Eng. — Leonard  v.\  Simp- 
son, 2  Bing.  N.  Cas.  176,  1  Hodges  251, 
4  L.  J.  C.  P.  302,  2  Scott  335,  29  B. 
C.  L.  489,  132  Eng.  Eeprint  69.  Can. 
Cochrane  v.  The  Hamilton  Provident 
Loan  Society,  15  Ont.  128. 

[a]  A  default  judgment,  agreed  on 
before  suit,  which  is  not  on  the  merits, 
and  so  small  as  to  raise  suspicion  of 
collusion,  will  not  bar  other  interested 
parties  from  suing.  Sudberry  v.  Merid- 
ian Fertilizer  Factory,  106  Miss.  744, 
64  So.  723. 

33.  tJ.  S. — ^Whitaker  v.  Bramson,  2 
Paine  209,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,526. 
Conn. — ^Welch  v.  Wadsworth,  30  Conn. 
149,  79  Am.  Dec.  239.  N.  0. — Garrard 
V.  Dollar,  49  N.  C.  175,  67  Am.  Dee. 
271. 

Necessity  for  finality  of  determina- 
tion, see  infra,  XVII,  B,  3,  e. 

34.  Clark  V.  Hamm^ett,  27  Fed.  339;  ' 
Smith  V.  Curtiss,  38  Mich.  393. 

35.  Fla.— Netso  &  Bohlen  v.  Foss  & 
Schneider,  21  -Fla.  143.  Ind. — Johnson 
V.  Vutrick,  14  Ind.  216.  la.— MePhail 
&  Co.  V.  Hyatt,  29  Iowa  137.  Can. 
Edborg  V.  Imperial  Timber  and  Trad- 
ing Company,  Limited,  and  The  Eoyal 
Bank  of  Canada,  19  B.  C.  5l4i 

36.  Ala.— McCalley  v.  Wilburn  & 
Co.,  77  Ala.  549.  Mass.— Fuller  v. 
Shattuck,  13  Gray  70,  74  Am.  Dee. 
622.  N.  Y.— Binck  v.  Wood,  43  Barb. 
315.  S.  D.— Howard  v.  Huron,  6  S.,  D. 
180,  60  N.  W.  803. 

[a]  But  see  State  ex  rel.  Tracy  v. 
Cooley,  65  Minn.  406,  68  N.  W.  66,  58 
Minn.  514,  60  N.  W.  338  (holding  that 
a  former  judgment  is  conclusive  of  the 
question  actually  determined,  and  not 
what  might  have    been);    Hewlett    v. 
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affirmative  defenses  as  might  serve  as  the  basis  of  an  independent 
action,  and  the  facts  supporting'  which  are  not  determined  in  the 
action,''  or  which  apply  to  two  or  more  causes  of  action.'^ 

(D.)  -  Judgments  by  Consent.  • —  Consent  judgments  or  decrees  pro 
eonfesso  usually  operate  to  bar  further  proceedings  based  upon  the 
same  cause  of  action  or  defense  as  fully  as  judgments  rendered  in  con- 
tested suits  or  proceedings.'^  This  is  true  even  where  the  pleadings 
would  not  authorize  entry  of  judgment  in  a  contested  case,*"  and 
where  by  compromise  the  judgment  is  entered  for  a  less  sum  than  the 
whole  claim.*^    But  an  interest  acquired  subsequent  to  the  entry  of  a 


Tarte,  10  C.  -.B.  N.  S.  813,  31  L.  J. 
C.  P.  146,  9  Wkly.  Rep.  868,  100  E.  C. 
L.  813,  142  Eng.  Eeprint  673. 

37.  m.— Liteh  V.  Clinch,  35  Jll.  App. 
654,  affirmed,  136  Dl.  410,  26  N.  E.  579. 
Mass. — Eiley,r.  Hale,  158  Mass.  240,  33 
N.  E.  491;  Hanham  v.  Sherman,  114 
Mass.  19;  Eowe  v.  Smith,  16  Mass.  306; 
Fowler  V.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14;  Bodurtha 
V.  Phelon,  13  Gray  413.  Minn. — State 
ex  rel.  Tracy  v.  Cooley,-  58  Minn.  514, 
60  N.  TSr.  338.  Mo.— Wright  v.  Salis- 
bury, 46  Mo.  26.  N.  H. — Bascom  v. 
Manning,  52  N.  H.  132.  N.  Y.— Smith 
V.  "Weeks,  26  Barb.  463.  Vt — Kezar 
V.  Elkins,  52  Vt.  119.  Wis.— Woodward 
17.  Hill,  6  Wis.  143.  Cm. — Johnson  v. 
Henry,  21  Man.  347. 

See  sttpro,  XVII,  B,  2,  h,  (I). 

38.  Where  the  same  defense  applies 
to  two  causes  of  action,  a  default  in 
one  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  other. 
Hughes  V.  Alesander,  5  Duer  (N.  Y.) 
488. 

39.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Hard- 
ing V.  fiarding,  198  U.  S.  317,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  679,  49  L.  ed.  1066  {reversing  140 
Cal.  690,  74  Pae.  284);  Derby  v. 
Jacques,  1  Cliff.  425,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
3,817.  Ala. — Adler  v.  Van  Kirk  Land 
&  Construction  Co.,  114  Ala.  551,  21  So. 
490,   62    Am.    St.   Rep.    133;    Bank    of 

,  Mobile  V.  Mobile,  etc.  E.  Co.,  69  Ala. 
305.  Cal.— McCreery  v.  Fuller,  63  Cal. 
30,  affiT-med,  119  V.  8.  327,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
176,  30  L.  ed.  408.  Ga.— Kidd  v.  Huff, 
105  Ga.  209,  31  S.  E.  430.  lU.— Dintle- 
man  v.  Gilbert,  140  HI.,  597,  30  N.  E. 
766;  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Allen,  39 
HI.  205.  Ind. — ^Louisville,  etc.  R.  Co. 
V.  Terrell,  12  Ind.  App.  328,  39  N.  E. 
295.  Ky.— Qom.  v.  Churchill,  131  Ky. 
251,  115  S.  W.  189.  La.— Dunn  v. 
Pipes,  20  La.  Ann.  276;  Greenwood  v. 
New  Orleans,  12  La.  Ann.  426;  Girod's 
Legatees  v.  ^argoud,  11  La.  Ann.  329. 
Mass. — Chamberlain  v.  Preble,  11  Allen 


370;  Hanscom  v.  Hewes,  12  Gray  334; 
Sargent  v.  Fitzpatrick,  4  Gray  511. 
Mich. — Eaye  v.  Hammond's  Est.,  100 
Mich.' 140,  58  N.  W.  654.  Miss.— Black- 
burn V.  Senatobia  Educational  Assn., 
74  Miss.  852,  21  So.  798.  N.  J.— Gif- 
ford  V.  Thorn,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  702.  N.  Y. 
Brown  v.  Sprague,  5  Denio  545;  French 
V.  Shotwell,  5  Johns.  Ch.  555.  Compare, 
Metropolitan  El.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Manhattan 
Ey.  Co.,  11  Daly  373,  14  Abb.  N.  C. 
103.  N.  C. — Donnelly  v.  Wilcox,  113 
N.  C.  408,  18  S.  B.  339.  Ohio.— Weaver 
V.  Carnahan,  37  Ohio  St.  363.  Pa. 
Powell  V.  Shank,  3  Watts  235.  S.  C. 
Weathersbee  v.  Weathersbee,  82  S.  0. 
4,  62  S.  E.  838.  Tenn.— Fry  <d.  Taylor, 
1  Head  594;  Wynne  v.  Spiers,  7  Humph. 
394.  Tex. — ^Patrick  v.  Eoach,  21  Tex. 
251;  Eobbins  v.  Hubbard  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  108  S.  W.  773.  W.  Va — ^Lock- 
wood  V.  HoUiday,  16  W.  Va.  651.  Eng. 
In  re  South  American,  etc.  Co.,  1 '  Ch. 
37,  71  K  T.  N.  S.  594,  12  Reports  1,' 
43  Wkly.  Rep.  131;  Serrao  v.  Noel,  15 
Q.  B.  D.  549;  Parker  v.  Simpson,  18 
Wkly.  Rep.  204. 

[a]  But  see  Luckett  v.  Canadian  & 
A."  Mortg.  &  T.  Co.,  47  La.  Ann.  1259, 
17  So.  836,  holding  that  a  judgment 
rendered  in  a  suit  between  a  mortgage 
creditor  of  the  husband  and  his  wife, 
based  upon  a  compromise  of  her  rights 
and  an  abandonment  of  her  title  with- 
out consideration  will  not  support  a 
plea  of  res  judicata  or  estoppel  in  a 
subsequent  sui^  on  the  same  subject- 
matter. 

[b]  Where  the  judgment  agreed  on 
is  not  on  the  merits,  it  will  not  bind 
interested  parties  who  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  agreement,  however.  Sud- 
berry  v.  Meridian  Fertilizer  Factory, 
106  Miss.  744,  64  So.  723. 

40.  Fletcher  v.  Holmes,  25  Ind.  458. 

41.  ravis  V.  New  York,  93  N.  Y. 
250,  4  Civ.  Proc.  290;  Duncan  v.  Ainslie^ 
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consent  judgment  is  not  merged  in  or  concluded  thereby,*^  and  after 
such  a  judgment  is  vacated  by  consent  of  the  parties  it  ceases  to 
operate  as  a  bar.*'  A  court  of  equity  may  decline  to  recognize  a 
consent  judgment  which  it  finds  to  be  erroneous  and  contrary  to  the 
right  of  the  matter.** 

(E.)  Judgments  on  Pleas  in  Abatement  and  Bar.  —  A  judgment  sustain- 
ing a  plea  in  abatement  does  not  go  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy, 
and  therefore  does  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  another  action  based  on  the 
same  cause.*^  Where  matter  in  bar  is  pleaded  in  connection  with  mat- 
ter in  abatement,  however,  and  a  general  finding  of  the  jury  or  court 
in  favor  of  defendant  is  had,  without  limitation  or  restriction,  the 
judgment  rendered  thereon  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  rendered 
on  the  merits,  and  will  operate  as  a  bar  to  another  suit  on  the  same 
cause,*"  unlefes  it  is  clearly  shown  by  the  record  that  the  judgment  was 
based  solely  on  the  plea  in  abatement.*' 


26  Barb.  (N.  T.)  199;  Frendenheim  v. 
Eaduziner,  15  Misc.  124,  36  N. 
Y.  Supp.  815  (reversing  12  Misc.  [N. 
Y.]  654,  affirming  10  Misc.  500)  31 
Supp:  194) ;  Powers  v.  McBride,  1  N.  Y. 
City  Ct.  481;  Blydenstein  v.  Haseltine, 
140  Pa.  120,  21  Atl.  306;  Stedman  v. 
Poterie,  139  Pa.  100,  21  Atl.  219;  Dodds 
V.  Blaekstock,  1  Pittsb.  (Pa.)  46. 

42.  Peyton  v.  Enos,  16  La.  Ann.  135. 

43.  Minor's  Heirs  v.  New  Orleans, 
115  La.  301,  38  So.  999. 

44.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — ^Law- 
rence Mfg.  Co.  V.  Janesville  Mills,  138 
U.  S.  552,  11  Sup.  Ct.  402,  34  L.  ed. 
1005;  Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Southern 
Pac.  E.  Co.,  137  U.  S.  48,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
10,  34  L.  ed.  614;  Comrs.  of  Taxing 
Dist.  V.  Laague,  129  TJ.  S.  493,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  327,  32  L.  ed.  780;  Gay  v.  Parpart, 
106  V.  S.  679,  1  Sup.  Ct.  456,  27  L.  ed. 
256;  Bean  v.  Smith,  2  Mason  252,  2  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,174.  N.  C— Lamb  v.  Gat- 
lin,  22  N.  C.  37.  S.  C— Edgerton  v. 
Muse,  2  Hill  Eq.  51.  Eng.— O 'Connell 
V.  MacNamara,  3  Dr.  &  War.  411,  2  C. 
&  L.  266,  note;  Hamilton  v.  Houghton, 
2  Bligh.  169,  4  Eng.  Eeprint  290. 

[a]  If  the  former  decree  is  not 
equitable  and  just,  the  court  may  re- 
fuse to  carry  it  into  execution.  Wad- 
hams  V.  Gay,  73  111.  415. 

As  to  equitable  relief  from  consent 
judgments,  see  generally  supra,  XV, 
D,  2. 

45.  U.  S. — Clark  v.  Young,  1  Cranch 
181,  2  L.  ed.  74;  Graham  v.  Spencer, 
14  Fed.  603.  la.— Atkins  v.  Ander- 
son, 63  Iowa  739,  19  N.  W.  323; 
Griffin  v.  Seymour,  15  Iowa  30,  83  Am. 
Dec.    396.      See    also   Tyler   v.   Bowen, 
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124  Iowa  452,  100  N.  W.  505.  Ky. 
Birch  V.  Funk,  2  Mete.  544.  Mo. 
Garrett  v.  Greenwell,  92  Mo.  120,  4 
S.  W.  441  (overruling  79  Mo.  524); 
Caruthers  v.  Williams,  53  Mo.  App.  181. 
Tenn.— Stuber  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  113  Tenn.  305,  87  S.  W.  41L  Vt. 
Jericho  v.  XTnderhill,  67  Vt.  85,  30  Atl. 
690,  48  Am.  St.  Eep.  804;  Dunklee  v. 
Goodenongh,  65  Vt.  257,  26  Atl.  988; 
Hilliker  v.  Loop,  5  Vt.  116,  26  Am.  Dec. 
286. 

[a]  Judgment  by  consent  on  a  plea 
in  abatement  rendered  in  favor  of  de- 
fendant, without  answer  or  issue  on 
the  merits,  is  no  bar  to  another  action. 
Jordan  v.  Siefert,  126  Mass.  25. 

46.  U.  S. — ^Four  Hundred  and  Twen- 
ty Min.  Co.  V.  Bullion  Min.  Co.,  3  Sawy. 
634,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,989.  la.— Eeeves 
&  Co.  V.  Lamm  Bros.,  135  Iowa  201, 
112  N.  W.  642;  Garretson  v.  Ferrall, 
92  Iowa  728,  61  N.  W.  251.  Mont. 
Peterson  v.  City  of  Butte,  44  Mont.  129, 
120  Pac.  231.  N.  Y.— Sheldon  v.  Ed- 
wards, 35  N.  Y.  279;  Maldonado  &  Co. 
V.  Yglesias,  162  App.  Div.  1,  147  N.  Y. 
Supp.  2;  Gundlin  v.  Hamburg- American 
Packet  Co.,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  437,  8  Misc. 
291,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  572. 

47,  Harrison  v.  Hartford  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  102  Iowa  112,  71  N.  W.  220,  47 
L.  E.  A.  709;  Garretson  v.  Ferrall,  92 
Iowa  728,  61  N.  W.  251;  Burnett  V. 
Marrs,  62  Ore.  598,  125  Pac.  838. 

[a]  A  code  provision  that,  "where 
matter  in  abatement  is  pleaded  in  con- 
nection with  other  matter  not  such,  the 
finding  of  the  jury  or  court  must  dis- 
tinguish between  matter  in  abatement 
and  matter  in  bar,"   is  liberally  eon- 
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(r.)  Judgment  on  Demurrer. —  (1.)  In  GenerdlAS — A  judgment  ren- 
dered upon  the  sustaining  or  overruling  of  a  demurrer  may  or  may 
not  be  a  judgment  upon  the  merits,  depending  upon  whether  t;he  de- 
murrer required  a  determination  of  the  substance  of  the  claim,  right, 
or  title  involved  in  the  action  or  was  based  upon  some  defect  in  the 
method  by  which  such  claim,  right,  or  title  was  presented  in  the 
pleadings.  If  the  substance  or  merits  of  the  matter  at  issue  was  passed 
upon,  the  judgment  is  as  conclusive  a  bar  to  the  relitigaltion  of  such 
matter  as  any  other  judgment  on  the  merits,  both  as  to  the  grounds  of 
action  or  defense  actually  relied  upon  arid  those  which  might  have  been 
but  were  not  presented.*^  Thus  where  a  general  demurrer  goes  to  the 


strued,  and  if  it  appears  that  there  waa 
no  trial  on  the  merits,  it  is  treated 
as  in  abatement.  Harrison  v.  Hart- 
ford Fire  Ins.  Co.,  102  Iowa  112,  71 
N.  W.  220,  47  L.  B.  A.  709. 

48.  Effect  of  dismissal  after  ruling 
on  demurrer  but  before  entry  of  judg- 
ment, see  infra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d,  (II), 
(G),   (1). 

49.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — ^North- 
ern Pacific  Ky.  Co.  v.  Slaght,  205  IT.  S. 
122,  27  Sup.  Ct.  442,  51  L.  ed.  738; 
Bissell  V.  Spring  Valley  Tp.,  124  U.  S. 
225,  8  Sup.  Ct.  495,  31  L.  ed.  411; 
Gould  V.  Evansville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  91  U. 
S.  526,  23  L.  ed.  416;  Sperry  &  Hutch- 
inson Co.  V.  Blue,  202  Fed.  82,  120  C.  C. 
A.  354  (affirming  199  Fed.  853);  Old 
Dominion  Copper  Min.  &  Smelt.  Co.  v. 
Lewisohn,  202  Fed.  178, 120  C.  C.  A.  392; 
Spencer  v.  Watkins,  169  Fed.  379,  94 
C.  C.  A.  659;  Dennison  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Scharf  Tag,  etc.  Co.,  121  Fed.  313,  57 
C.  C.  A.  9;  Billing  v.  Gilmer,  60  Fed. 
332,  8  C.  C.  A.  645;  Bowdoin  College 
V.  Merritt,  63  Fed.  213;  Edwards  v. 
Bates',  55  Fed.  436;  United  States  v. 
Leverich,  9  Fed.  481;  Brown  v.  District 
of  Columbia,  19  Ct.  01.  445.  Ala — Per- 
kins V.  Moore,  16  Ala.  17.  Ariz. — Wil- 
son V.  Low^y,  5  Ariz.  335,  52  Pac.  777. 
Ark. — ^Barrentine  v.  Henry  Wrape  Co., 
113  Ark.  196,  167  S.  W.  1115;  Luttrell 
v.  Eeynolds,  63  Ark.  254,  37  S.  W.  1051. 
Cal. — Peterson  v.  Weissbein,  75  Cal. 
174,  16  Pac.  769;  Terry  v.  Hammonds, 

47  Cal.  32;  Eobinson  v.  Howard,  5  Cal. 
428.  Colo.— Schroers  v.  Fisk,  10  Colo. 
599,  16  Pac.  285.  Conn. — ^Brennan  v. 
Berlin  Iron-Bridge  Co.,  71  Conn.  479, 
42  Atl.  625.  Fla.— Prall  v.  Prall,  58 
Fla.  496,  50  So.  867,  26  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
577.    Ga.— Gunn  o.  James,  120  Ga.  482, 

48  S.  E.  148;  Fain  v.  Hughes,  108  Ga. 
537,  33  S.  E.  1012;  Sharman  v.  Town 
Council   Qt   Thomaston,    67     Ga.     246; 


Kimbro  &  Morgan  v.  The  Virginia,  etc. 
By.  Co.,  56  Ga.  185;  Gray  v.  Gray,  34 
Ga.  499;  Jordan  v.  Faircloth,  34  Ga. 
47;  Carey  v.  Giles,  10  Ga.  9.  111.— Nispel 
V.  Laparle,  74  111.  306;  Vanlandingham 
V.  Eyan,  17  HI.  25.  Ind. — Nickless  v. 
Pearson,  126  Ind.  477,  26  N.  E.  478; 
Wilson  V.  Ray,  24  Ind.  156;  Bstep  v. 
Larsh,  21  Ind.  190;  City  of  La  Porte 
V.  Organ,  5  Ind.  App.  369,  32  N.  B. 
342.  la.— Wapello  State  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Colton,  143  Iowa  359,  122  N.  W.  149; 
Dillavou  V.  Dillavou,  142  Iowa  291,  120 
N.  W.  628;  Felt  v.  Turnure,  48  Iowa 
397;  Keater  &  Skinner  v.  Hook,  16  Iowa 
23;  Coffin  v.  Knott,  2  G.  Gr.  582,  52 
Am.  Dee.  537.  Kan. — ^Hyatt  v.  Challis, 
59  Kan.  422,  53  Pac.  467;  McLaughlin 
V.  Doane,  40  Kan.  392,  19  Pac.  853,  10 
Am.  St.  Bep.  210.  Ky.— McDowell  v. 
Chesapeake,  etc.  E.  Co.,  90  Ky.  346,  14 
S.  W.  338,  12  Ky.  L  Bep.  331;  Woolley 
V  Louisville  Banking  Co.,  81  Ky.  527; 
Francis  v.  Wood,  81  Ky.  16.  La. — CTty 
Bank  v.  Walden,  1  La.  Ai/n.  46.  Minn. 
Carlin  v.  Brackett,  38  Minn.  307,  37  N. 
W.  342.  Miss. — Shaw  v.  Laurel  Oil  & 
Fertilizer  Co.,  92  Miss.  340,  45  So.  878; 
Straw  V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  73  Miss. 
446,  18  So.  847.  Mo.— Johnson  v. 
United  Eys.  Co.  of  St.  Louis,  243  Mo. 
278,  147  S.  W.  1077;  Connecticut  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  117  Mo.  261,  22 
S.  W.  623,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  656;  Free- 
man &  Snowden  v.  Camden,  7  Mo.  298; 
Coleman  v.  Dalton,  71  Mo.  App.  14. 
Neb. — Trainor  v.  Maverick  Loan  & 
Trust  Co.,  92  Neb.  821,  139  N.  W.  666; 
Parratte  v.  Dryden,  73  Neb.  291,  102 
N.  W.  610. ,  N.  J.— Van  Horn  v.  Van 
Horn,  53  N.  J.  L.  514,  21  Atl.  1069; 
Hale  V.  Lawrence,  22  N.  J.  L.  72. 
N.  M.— Lockhart  v.  Leeds,  12  N.  M. 
156,  76  Pac.  312.  N.  Y.— Eogers  v. 
Niagara  Ins.  Co.  of  New  York,  2  Hall 
599;  Bouchaud  v.  Dias,  3    Denio    238. 
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right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  on  his  alleged  cause  of  action  when 
fully  and  sufficiently  pleaded,  and  not  to  the  method  by  which  he  has 
pleaded  the  same,  it  is  a  judgment  on  the  merits,  and  is,  therefore,  a 
bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action.^"  The  rule  ap- 
plies to  a  judgment  upon  overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  defense  as  well 
as  to  one  upon  the  sustaining  of  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  on  the 
merits  of  the  case.^^    But  a  judgment  upon  a  demurrer  which  raises 


N.  0.— Willougliby  v.  Stephens,  132  N. 
C.  254,  43  S.  E.  636;  Johnson  v.  Pate, 
90  N.  C.  334.  Okla.— Pettis  v.  McLain, 
21  Otla.  521,  98  Pac.  927.  Tenn. 
Logan  &  Maphet  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cross, 
126  Tenn.  695,  151  S.  W.  51;  Parkes 
V.  Clift,  9  Lea  524.  Tex. — Hanrick  v. 
Gurley,  93  Tex.  458,  54  S.  W.  347,  55 
S.  W.  119,  ,56  S.  W.  330;  Bomar  v. 
Parker,  68  Tex.  435,  4  S.  W.  599; 
Parker  v.  Speneer,  61  Tex.  155;  Dixon 
V.  Zadek,  59  Tex.  529;  Cameron  v. 
Hinton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  48  S.  W.  24 
(affirmed,  92  Tex.  492,  49  S.  W.  1047); 
Cameron  v.  Hinton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
48  S.  W.  616;  Kansas  &  G.  S.  L.  E. 
Co.  v.  Patrons'  Co-operative  Assn.,  2 
WUls.  Civ.  Cas.,  §502.  Vt.— St.  Johns- 
bury  &  L.  0.  E.  Co.  V.  Hunt,  59  Vt. 
,294,  7  Atl.  277  Wash.— Brechlin  v. 
Night  Hawk  Mining  Co., '49  Wash.  198, 
94  Pac.  928,  126  Am.  St.  Eep.  863; 
State  V.  Moss,  13  Wash.  42,  42  Pae. 
622,  43  Pac.  373.  W.  Va.— South 
Branch  E.  Co.  d.  Long,  26  W.  Va.  692; 
Corrothers  v.  Sargent,  20  W.  Va.  351. 
Wis.— Ellis  V.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  80 
Wis.  459,  50  N.  W.  397,  27  Am.  St. 
Eep.  44.  Can. — McKean  v.  Jones,  19 
Can.  Sup.   Ct.  489. 

[a]  See  also  Horine  v.  Wende,  29 
App.  Cas.,  (D.  C.)  415,  425,  wherein  the 
court  said:  "To  determine,  then,  what 
has  been  adjudicated  in  the  former 
litigation  on  which  the  claim  of  estop- 
pel is  founded,  resort  is  had  to  the 
material  facts  alleged  with  certainty  in 
the  declaration  or  bill  on  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover  is  founded; 
and  a  general  judgment  therepn  is  con- 
clusive of  su&h  facts.  Hence  a  final 
judgment  by  default  or  upon  demurrer 
is  as  efS.cacious  as  one  rendered  after 
contest  between  the  parties." 

[b]  If,  in  an  action  on  a  judgment, 
a  demurrer  is  sustained  on  the  ground 
that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
render  the  judgment  sued  on,  and  no 
appeal  is  taken  therefrom,  it  is  a  bar 
to  another  action  on  the  same  judg- 
ment. McLaughlin  v.  Doane,  40  Kan. 
392,  19  Pac.  853,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  210. 
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[e]  The  judgment  of  a  state  court, 
sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  to  en- 
join enforcement  of  a  state  statute,  is 
as  conclusive  as  one  rendered  on  proof, 
and  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  arction  in 
a  federal  court  to  have  the  statute  de- 
clared invalid  upon  any  ground  which 
might  have  been  litigated  in  the  prior 
suit.  Sperry  &  Hutchinson  Co.  v.  Blue, 
202  Ped.  82,.  120  C.  C.  A.  354.  ,  See 
generally  infra,  XVIII,  C. 

[d]  A  judgment  erroneously  sus- 
taining a  demurrer  to  a  petition"  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  barred  by  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  will  bar  another  ac- 
tion on  the  same  cause,  even  though 
the  petition  shows  that  the  suit  is  not 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Price  V.  Bonnifield,  2  Wyo.  80. 

50.  U.  S. — Old  Dominion  Cop.  Min. 
&  Smelt.  Co.  V.  Lewisohn,  202  Fed.  178, 
120  C.  C.  A.  392;  Sperry  &  Hutchin- 
son Co.  V.  Blue,  202  Fed.  82,  120  C.  C. 
A.  354;  Oregonian  E.  Co.  v.  Oregon  E. 
Co.,  27  Fed.  277.  Ala.— Perkins  v. 
Moore,  16  Ala.  17.  '  Colo. — Smith  v. 
Cowell,  41  Colo.  178,  92  Pac.  20.-  Ga. 
Dodson  V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  137  Ga.  583, 
73  S.  E.  834.  But  compare,  Satterfield 
V.  Spier,  114  Ga.  127,  39  S;  E.  930. 
HI. — ^Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Life  Assn. 
■D.  Caine,  224  lU.  599,  79  N.  E.  956. 
Kan. — Brown  v.  Kirkbride,  19  Kan. 
588.  Minn.— Carlin  v.  Brackett,  38 
Minn.  '  307,  37  N.  W.  342.  Miss. 
Weathersby  v.  Pearl  Eiver  Lumb.  Co., 
88  Miss.  535,  41  So.  65.  N.  C— Marsh 
V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  151  N. 
C.  160,  65  S.  E.  911.  Okla.— City  of  El 
Eeuo  V.  Cleveland-Trinidad  Pav.  Co.,  25 
Okla.  648,  107  Pac.  163,  27  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  650.  Tex.— Bomar  v.  Parker, 
68  Tex.  435,  4  S.  W.  599. 

[a]  The  dismissal  of  a  defective 
declaration  upon  general  demurrer  is  a 
bar  to  a  new  action  in  which  the 
declaration  is  ameijded  so  as  to  state 
the  case  more  completely.  Dodson  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  137  Ga.  583,  73  S.  E. 
834. 

51.  V.  S.— Bissell  v.  Spring  ^Valley 
Tp.,  124  U.  S.  225,  8  Sup.  Ct.  495,  31 
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the  question  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  plaintiff's  pleading,  whether 
due  to  the  omission  of  a  material  averment,^^  or  to  other  errors  or 
defects  of  a  technical  or  formal  nature,  will  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  an- 
other suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action,^^  where  the  omission  is  supplied 


L.  ed.'  411.  Ind.— Wilson  V.  Eay,  24 
Ind.  156.  Can. — Stinson  v.  Branigan, 
10  U.  C.  Q.  B.  210. 

52.  IT.  S.— Post  V.  Pearson,  108  U. 
S.  418,  2  Sup.  Ct.  799,  27  L.  ed.  774; 
Gould  V.  Evansville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  91  IT. 
S.  526,  23  L.  ed.  416;  Miller  v.  Mar- 
gerie,  170  Fed.  710,,  96  C.  C.  A.  30; 
City  of  North  MuskegOn  v.  Clark,  62 
Fed.  694,  10  C.  C.  A.  591;  United  States 
V.  Dwight  Mfg.  Co.,  213  Fed.  522; 
Gilmer  v.  Morris,  46  Fed.  333;  Wood- 
land V.  Newhall's  Admr.,  31  Fed.  434; 
Spicei'  V.  United  States,  5  Ct.  CI.  34. 
Axiz. — Wilson  v.  Lowry,  5  Ariz.  335, 
52  Pac.  777.  Ark. — Barrentine  v.  Hen- 
ry Wrape  Co.,  113  Ark.  196,  167  S.  W. 
1115;  State  v.  Both,  47  Ark.  222,  1  S. 
W.  98;  Pritohard  v.  Woodruff,  36  Ark. 
196.  Cal. — ^Los  Angeles  v.  Melius,  59 
Cal.  444;  Terry  v.  Hammonds,  47  Cal. 
32;  Melvin  v.  Melvin,  8  Cal.  App.  684, 
97  Pac.  696.  Colo.— Gallup  v.  Lichter, 
4  Colo.  App.  296,  35  Pac.  985.  Fla. 
Prall  V.  Prall,  58  Fla.  496,  50  So.  867, 
26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  577;  Florida  South- 
ern Ey.  Co.  V.  Brown,  23  Fla.  104,  1 
So.  512.  Haw. — Archer  v.  Naka,  19 
Hawaii  547.  Idaho. — Lockett  v.  Lind- 
say, 1  Idaho  324.  HI. — ^Parker  v.  Smith, 
6  m.  411.  Ind.— GrifSn  v.  Wallace,  66 
Ind.  410.  la.— Wapello  State  Sav. 
Bank  V.  Colton,  143  Iowa  359,  122  N. 
W.  149.  Compare,  Hanson  v.  Hammell, 
107  Iowa  171,  77  N.  W.  .839.  Kan, 
MeClung  v.  Hohl,  10  Kan.  App.  93,  61 
Pae.  507.  Ky.— Pope  v.  Pope,  148  Ky. 
30,  146  S.  W.  410;  Fairbanks,  Morse 
&  Co.  V.  S.  W.  Heltsley,  135  Ky.  397, 
122  S.  W.  198,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
248;  Thomas  v.  Bland,  91  Ky.  1,  14 
S.  W.  955,  11  I/.  E.  A.  240;  Pepper  v. 
Donnelly,  87  Ky.  259,  8.  S.  W..  441,  10 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  140;  Alexander  v.  Be  Ker- 
nel, 81  Ky.  345;  Kendal  v.  Talbot,  1 
A.  K.  Marsh.  321;  Potter  v.  Benge,  24 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  24,  67  S.  W.  1005;  Cov- 
ington V.  Taffee,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  373, 
68  S.  W.  629.  Mass.— Wilbur  v.  Gil- 
more,  21  Pick.  250.  Mich. — Eodman  v. 
Michigan  Cent.  E.  Co.,  59  Mich.  395, 
26  N.  W.  651.  Minn. — Swanson  v. 
Great  Northern  Ey.  Co.,  73  Minn.'  103, 
75  N.  W.  1033;  Gerrish  v.  Pratt,  6 
Minn.  53.    Miss. — Alabama  &  V.  Ey. 


Co.  V.  McCerren,  75  Miss.  687,  23  So. 
423,  876.  Mo.— Wells  v.  Moore,  49  Mo. 
229.  Mont. — Glass  v.  Basin  &  Bay  State 
Min.  Co.,  35  Mont.  567,  90  Pac,  753. 
Neb. — Welsh  v.  Sarpy  County,  87  Neb. 
562,  127  N.  W.  868;  State  v.  Cornell, 
52  Neb.  25,  71  N.  W.  961;  Garneau  v. 
Moore,  39  Neb.  791,  58  N.  W.  438. 
N..  Y. — Stowell  V.  Chamberlain,  3 
Thomp.  &  C.  374,  affirmed,  60  N.  Y. 
272.  Ohio. — Moore  v.  Dunn,  41  Ohio 
St.  62;  Eafferty  v.  Toledo  Traction  Co., 
25  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  411.  Ore.— Burnett  v. 
Marrs,  62  Ore.  598,  125  Pae.  838; 
O'Hara  v.  Parker,  27  Ore.  156,  39  Pac. 
1004.  S.  C— Duke  v.  Postal  Tel.  Cable 
Co.,  71  S.  C.  95,  50  S.  E.  675;  Whaley 
V.  Lawton,  57  S.  C.  198,  35  S.  E.  741. 
S.  D.— Connor  v.  Corson,  13  S.  D.  550, 
83  N.  W.  588.  Tenn. — Grotenkemper 
V.  Carver,  4  Lea  375.  Wis. — Taylor  v. 
Matteson,  86  Wis.  113,  56  N.  W.  829. 

[a]  Judgment  on  a  third  demurrer 
to  a  second  amended  petition  will  not 
bar  another  action  on  a  sufiSeient  peti-' 
tion.  Bennett  V.  Southern  Bank,  61 
Mo.  App.  297. 

B3.  TT.  S. — Wiggins  Perry  Co.  v.  Ohio  & 
M.  E.  Co.,  142  U.  S.  396, 12  Sup.  Ct.  188, 
35  L.  ed.  1055;  Stewart  v.  Masterson, 
131  U.  S.  151,  9  Sup.  Ct.  682,  33  L.  ed. 
114;  Aurora  v.  West,  7  Wall.  82,  19 
L.  ed.  42;  Gilman  v.  Eives,  10  Pet.  298, 
9  L.  ed.  432;  Miller  v.  Margerie,  170 
Fed.  710,  96  C.  C.  A.  30;  United  States 
V.  Coos  Bay  Wagon  Eoad  Co.,  110  Fed. 
864;  Gilmer  v.  Morris,  30  Fed.  476; 
Spicer  v.  United  States,  5  Ct.  CI.  34. 
Ala. — Crumpton  &  Walker  v.  State,  43 
Ala.  31.  Cal.— Kirsch  v.  Kirsch,  113 
Cal. '56,  45  Pae.  164.  Colo.— Smith  ». 
Cowell,  41  Colo.  178,  92  Pac.  20.  'Conn. 
Chapin  v.  Curtis,  23  Conn.  388.  Dak. 
Pearson  v.  Post,  2 '  Dak.  220,  9  N.  W. 
684,  affirmed  in  108  U.  S.  418,  2  Sup. 
Ct.  799,  27  L.  ed.  774.  Fla.— Florida 
Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Brown,  23  Fla.  104, 
1  So.  512.  Ga. — Papworth  v.  Fitzgerald, 
111  Ga.  54,  36  8.  E.  311.  See  Butler 
V.  Tifton,  T.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  121  Ga. 
817,  49  S.  E.  763,  holding  that  a  judg- 
ment dismissing  a  suit  on  demurrer 
which  raises  the  objection  that  an 
amendment  to  the  petition  "sets  up  a 
new  and  distinct  cause  of  action,"  will 
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or  the  defect  is  cured  in  the  complaint  of  the  second  suit.^*  Though  it 
has  been  held  that  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  or  bill  on  the  ground  that 
it  does  not  state  facts  sufScient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  or  show 
equities,  goes  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  a  judgment  sustaining  it 
on  such  ground  will  bar  another  action  or  suit  on  the  cause  of  action 
attempted  to  be  set  forth.^' 

"When  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  raises  several  objections  against 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery,  some  upon  technical  or  formal  grounds 
and  others  upon  the  merits,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  court  only 
passed  upon  those  of  a  technical  nature  which  prevented  a  determina- 


not  bar  an  action  on  the  new  matter 
Bet  up  by  such  amendment,  which  could 
not  have  been  determined  in  the  first 
suit.  lU.— Walker  v.  Doane,  131  111. 
27,  22  N.  E.  1006.  Ind. — Terre  Haute 
&  I.  E.  Co.  V.  State  ex  rel.  Ketcham, 
159  Ind.  438,  65  N.  E.  401;  Campbell 
V.  Hunt,  104  Ind.  210,  2  N.  E.  363,  3 
N.  E.  879;  Sherry  v.  Foreman,  6  Blackf. 
56;  Stevens  v.  Dunbar,  1  Blackf.  56. 
la. — "Wapello  State  Sav.  Bank  v.  Col- 
ton,  143  Iowa  359,  122  N.  W.  149; 
Griffin  v.  Seymour,  15  Iowa  30,  83  Am. 
Dec.  396.  Kan.— King  v.  MoUohan,  61 
Kan.  683,  60  Pac.  731.  Ky — Thomas 
V.  Bland,  91  Ky.  1,  14  S.  W.  955,  11 
L.  E.  A.  240;  Birch  v.  Funk,  2  Mete. 
544;  Weisenborn  v.  Evans,  30  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  781,  99  S.  W.  629.  La.— Culver- 
house  V.  Mar:^,  38  La.  Ann.  667;  Levy 
V.  Wise,  15  La.  Ann.  38.  Mass. — Calder 
V.  Haynes,  7  Allen  387.  Miss. — Ala- 
bama, etc.  E.  Co.  V.  McCerren,  75  Miss. 
687,  23  So.  423,  876.  Mo.— Swing  v. 
Karges  Furniture  Co.,  150  Mo.  App-. 
574,  131  S.  W.  153.  Neb.— Trainor  v. 
Maverick  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  92  Neb. 
821,  139  N.  W.  666.  N.  Y.- Hoag"  v. 
Greenwich,  133  N.  T.  152,  30  N.  E. 
842;  Porter  v.  Kingsbury,  77  N.  T. 
164;  Stowell  v.  Chamberlain,  60  N.  Y. 
272;  Skinner  v.  Dayton,  19  Johns.  513, 
10  Am.  Dec.  286.  Ohio. — ^Lore's  Lessee 
V.  Truman,  10  Ohio  St.  45.  Okla. 
Goldsborough  v.  Hewitt,  23  Okla.  66, 
99  Pac.  907.  Ore. — Burnett  v.  Marrs, 
62  Ore.  598,  125  Pac.  838;  O'Hara  v. 
Parker,  27  Ore.  156,  39  Pac.  1004.  Pa. 
Detrick  v.  Sharrar,  95  Pa.  521;  Foster 
V.  Com.,  8  Watts  &  S.  77;  Birch  v.  An- 
drews' Mill  Co.,  52  Pa.  Super.  193; 
Bischoff  V.  Du  Bree  &  Loper,  27  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  190,  18  Montg.  Co.  Eep.  20. 
Tex. — Nickelson  v.  Ingram,  24  Tex. 
630;  Jackson  v.  Finlay  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  40  S.  W.  427,  1032;  Gray  v.  Ed- 
wards, 3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  361,  22  S,  W. 
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537.  W.  Va.— Poole  v.  Dilworth,  26  W. 
Va.  583.  Wis.— Docter  v.  Fureh,  76 
Wis.  153,  44  N.  W.  648,  826;  Watson 
V.   Appleton,    62    Wis.    §67,    22    N.   W. 

475.  Wyo. — Bounifield  v.  Price,  1  Wyo. 
223,  holding  that  the  sustaining  of  a 
demurrer  to  a  petition  because  it 
showed  on  its '  face  that  the  cause  of 
action  was  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations  is  not  a  bar  to  another  peti- 
tion cured  of  this  defect.  Can. — Baker 
V.  Booth,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.   (O.  S.)   373. 

54.  U.  S. — Gilmer  v  Morris,  30  Fed. 

476.  Ariz. — Wilson  v.  Lowry,  5  Ariz. 
335,  52  Pac.  777.  CaL— Terry  v.  Ham- 
monds, 47  Cal.  32.  Fla. — ^Florida  South- 
ern Ey.  Co.  V.  Brown,  23  Fla.  104,  1 
So.  512.  Ind. — Griffin  v.  Wallace,  66 
Ind.  410.  Ky. — Thomas  v.  Bland,  91 
Ky.  1,  14  S.  W.  955,  11  L.  E.  A.  240; 
Birch  V.  Funk,  2  Mete.  544.  La. — Cul- 
verhouse  v.  Marx, .  38  La.  Ann.  667. 
Mass. — Calder  v.  Haynes,  7  Allen  387. 
Miss. — Alabama  &  V.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cerren, 75  Miss.  687,  23  So.  423,  876. 
Mo. — Bennett  v.  Southern  Bank,  61  Mo. 
App.  297.  Neb.— State  v.  Cornell,  52 
Neb.  25,  71  N.  W.  961.  N.  Y.— Stowell 
V.  Chamberlain,  60  N.  T.  272;  Skinner 
V.  Dayton,  19  Johns.  513,  10  Am.  Dec. 
286.  Ore.— O'Hara  v.  Parker,  27  Ore. 
156,  39  Pac.  1004.  Pa.— Detrick  v. 
Sharrar,  95  Pa.  521.  Tex. — Nickelson 
V.  Ingram,  24  Tex.  630.  Wis. — Docter 
V.  Furch,  76  Wis.  153,  44  N.  W.  648, 
826;  Watson  ».  Appleton,  62  Wis.  267, 
22  N.  W.  475. 

55.  U.  S.— Alley  v.  Nott,  111  U.  S. 
472,  4  Sup.  Ct.  495,  28  L.  ed.  491; 
Lindsley  v.  Union  Silver  Star  Min.  Co., 
115  Fed.  46,  52  C.  C.  A.  640;  Hang  v. 
Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  102  Fed.  74, 
42  C.  C.  A.  167;  Messinger  v.  New 
England  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  59  Fed.  416. 
See  Bissell  v.  Spring  Val.  Tp.,  124  XJ. 
S.  225,  8  Sup  Ct.  495,  31  L.  ed.  411. 
Ariz.— Gouia  v.  Soto,  14  Ariz.  558,  133 


JUDGMENTS 


hll 


tion  of  the  controversy  on  the  merits,  where  the  record  shows  that 
the  demurrer  was  sustained  without  stating  upon  what  grounds."^ 
But  Where  the  record  shows  that  the  demurrer  was  sustained  upon  all 
issues  presented  by  it,  the  judgment  constitutes  a  complete  estoppel.*' 

A  trial  court  is  not  bound  by  an  interlocutory  order  overruling  a 
general  demurrer  to  a  complaint,  and  may  change  its  ruling  when  con- 
vinced that, it  was  erroneous;  and  such  order,  being  interlocutory  only, 
does  not  operate  as  an  estoppel.*^  And  a  decision  overruling  a  de- 
murrer to  a  defense  does  not  bar  the  plaintiff  from  controverting  or 
avoiding  the  effect  thereof.*'  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  an  order 
overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint,  to  which  no  exception  is  taken, 
conclusively  determines  the  fact  that  a  cause  of  action  existed  as  stated 
by  such  complaint.^" 

(2.)  Demurrer  to  Evfdence.  — A  judgment  on  a  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence, in  favor  of  the  demurrant,  operates  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  at  law  or  suit  in  chancery  on  the  same  cause  of  action.*^ 

(G.)  Judgments  on  Dismissal  or  Discontinuance.  —  (1.)  In  Generalfi^ 
A  judgment  entered  upon  the  dismissal  of  a  declaration  or  complaint 
in  an  action  at  law  on  some  ground  whereby  the  merits  of  the  cause 
of  action  are  neither  considered  or  determined  does  not  bar  k  sub- 
sequent suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action."^    Thus  where  an  action  is 


Pac.  410.  Cal.— Hardy  v.  Hardy,  97 
Cal.  125,  31  Pac.  906;  Los  Angeles  v. 
Melius,  58  Cal.  16.  Conn. — Brennan  v. 
Berlin  Iron  Bridge  Co.,  71  Conn.  479, 
42  Atl.  625.  Haw. — Archer  v.  Naka,  19 
HaT^aii  547.  HI. — Vanlandingham  v. 
Eyan,  17  HI.  25.  Ind. — Porter  v. 
Fraleigh,  19  Ind.  App.  562,  49  N.  B. 
863.  la. — ^Lamb  v.  McConkey,  76  Iowa 
47,  40  N.  W.  77.  La.— Baker  v.  Frell- 
sen,  32  La.  Ann.  822,  828.  Miss. 
Weathersby  v.  Pearl  Biver  Lumb.  Co., 

88  Miss.  535,  41  So.  65.  S.  C— Means 
V.  McPhail,  90  8.  0.329,  71  S.  B.  1009. 
Tenn. — Logan  &  Maphet  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Cross,  126  Tenn.  695,  151  S.  W.  51. 
Wash. — Plant  v.  Carpenter,  19  Wash. 
621,  53  Pac.  1107. 

56.  U.  S.— -Bissell  v.  Spring  Valley 
Tp.,  124  U.  S.  225,  8  Sup.  Ct.  495,  31 
L.  ed.  411.  Ariz. — ^Motes  v.  Gila  Val- 
ley, Globe  &  F.  Ey.  Co.,  11  Ariz.  39, 

89  Pac.  410.  Fla.— Prall  v.  Prall,  58 
Fla.  496,  50  So.  867,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
577.  la.-rGriflan  v.  Seymour,  15  Iowa 
30,  83  Am.  Dec.  396.  Va. — Chrisman's 
Admx.  V.  Harman,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.) 
494,  26  Am.  Eep.  387. 

57.  Merrill  v.  Board  of  Comrs.,  7 
Kan.  App.  717,  52  Pac.  109;  People  v. 
Stephens,  51  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  235, 
affirmed,  71  N.  T.  527. 

58.  Ariz. — Eeilly  v.  Perkins,  6  Ariz. 
188,   56   Pac.   734.     Cal ^Lawrence  v. 


Ballou,    37    Cal.    518.     Neb.— Kleckner 

V.   Turk,  45   Neb.    176,   63   N.   "W.   469^ 

N.   Y. — McCullough   V.  Pence,   85   Hun 

271,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  986. 

See  the  title  "Kes  Judicata."  • 
Necessity  that  judgment  be  final,  see 

generally  infra,  XVII,  B,  3,  e. 
Effect   of   dismissal   after   demurrer 

sustained,    see    infra,    XVII,    B,    3,    d, 

(II),    (G),    (1). 

59.  Probate  Court  v.  Potter,  26  E.  I. 
202,  58  Atl.  661,  holding  that  a  de- 
cision overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  plea 
of  release  may  not  after,  an  appeal 
therefrom,  be  set  up  as  an  adjudication 
of  the  fact  of  release,  so  as  to  bar  a 
replication  of  fraud  in  the  release. 

60.  Sims  V.  Georgia  Ey.  &  Elec. 
Co.,  123  Ga.  643,  51  S.  B.  573;  Eich- 
mond  Hosiery  Mills  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  123  Ga.  216,  51  S.  E.  290. 
See  also  Logan  &  Maphet  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Cross,  126  Tenn.  695,  151  S.  W. 
51,  demurrer  to  bill  in  equity. 

61.  Hunt  V.  Terril's  Heirs,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  67. 

As  to  demurrer  to  evidence  see  gen- 
erally the  title  "Demurrer  to  Evi- 
dence." 

62.  Effect  of  judgment  on  demurrer, 
see  supra,   XVII,  B,   3,   d,    (II),    (P), 

(1)- 

63.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — ^Woods 
V.  Lindvall,  48  Fed.  62,  1  C.  C.  A.  37 
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dismissed  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  or  by  him  voluntarily  discon- 
tinued without  a  determination  on  the  merits,  it  will  not  operate  as 
a  bar  to  another  suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action  f*  this  is  true  where 


{affirmed,  143  XT.  S.  203,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
417,  36  L.  ed.  125);  Hukill  v.  Mays- 
viUe,  etc.  E.  Co.,  72  Fed.  745.  Ala. 
McLaughlin  v.  Beyer,  181  Ala.  427,  61 
So.  62  (dismissal  for  failure  to  answer 
interrogatories) ;  Burgess  v.  American 
Mortg.  Co.,  119  Ala.  669,  24  So.  727. 
Ark.— Smith  v.  Piunell,  107  Ark.  185, 
154  S.  W.  497.  Cal.— Parks  v.  Dunlap, 
86  Cal.  189,  25  Pae.  916.  Colo.— Charles 
V.  People's  Ins.  Co.,  3  Colo.  419;  Fair- 
banks V.  Kent,  16  Colo.  App.  35,  63 
Pae.  707.  Ga.— Lewis  v.  Lewis,  132  Ga. 
348,  63  S.  E.  1114;  Herndon  v.  Black, 
97  Ga.  327,  22  S.  E.  924;  Eudolph  v. 
Underwood,  88  Ga.  664,  16  S.  E.  55. 
lU.— McDonald  v.  Stark,  176  111.  456, 
52  N.  E.  37;  Gerber  v.  Gerber,  155  HI. 
219,  40  N.  E.  581;  Durham  v.  Stub- 
bings.  111  HI.  App.  10;  Mobile  &  O. 
E.  Co.  V.  Healy,  100  HI.  App.  586; 
Jones  V.  Hunter,  32  HI.  App.  445.  Ind. 
Crews  V.  Cleghorn,  13  Ind.  438;  Mc- 
Whorter  v.  Norris,  9  Ind.  App.  490,  34 

N.  E.  854,  37  N.  E.  21.     Ky Sanson 

V.  Connolly,  141  Ky.  120,  132  S.  W. 
159;  Standard  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Coldwell, 
118  S.  W.  999;  City  of  Covington  v. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  112  S.  W. 
862;  Hibler  v.  Shipp,  78  Ky.  64.  La. 
Bourg  V.  Gefding,  33  La.  Ann.  1369; 
Pisk  V.  Parker,  14  La.  Ann.  491.  Me. 
Tuck  v.  Moses,  58  Me.  461.  Minn. 
Virtue  v.  Creamery  Package  Mfg:  Co., 
123  Minn.  17,  142  N.  W.  930,  1136; 
Aridrews  v.  School  District,  35  Minn. 
70,  27  N.  W.  303;  Graver  v.  Christian, 
34  Minn.  397,  26  N.  W.  8.  Mo.— Mur- 
phy V.  Creath,  26  Mo.  App.  581.  Mont. 
Dahler  v.  Steele,  1  Mont.  206.  Neb. 
Maywood  Bank  v.  McAllister,  56  Neb. 
188,  76  N.  "W.  552;  Philpott  v.  Brown, 
16  Neb.  387,  20  N.  W.  288.  N.  Y. 
Hauselt  v.  Patterson,  124  N.  Y.  349, 
26  N.  E.  937;  People  v  Kingston,  101 
N.  Y.  82,  4  N.  E.  348;  Wheeler  v. 
Euckman,  51  N.  Y.  391;  "Dexter  v. 
Clark,  35  Barb.  271;  Colt  v.  Beard,  33 
Barb.  357,  12  Abb.  Pr.  462,  22  How. 
Pr.  2;  Mechanics'  Banking  Assn.  v. 
Mariposa  Co.,  7  Eob.  225;  Harrison  v. 
Wood,  2  Duer  50;  Smith  v.  Ferris,  1 
Daly  18;  Miller  v.  McGuckin,  15  Abb. 
N,  C.  204,  216  (dismissal  because  of 
plaintiff 's  failure  to  appear) ;  Coit  v. 
Bland,  12  Abb.  Pr.  462,  33  Barb.  357, 
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22  How.  Pr.  2;  Lightbody  v.  Potter,  10 
Wend.  534;  Gould  v.  Chicago,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  61  Hun  625,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  895, 
40  N.  Y.  St.  921;  Hopedale  Electric 
Co.  V.  Electric  Storage  Battery  Co., 
132  App.  Div.  348,  116  N.  Y.  Supp. 
859;  MacArdell  v.  Olcott,  62  App.  Div. 
127,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  930;  Epstein  v. 
Soskin,  86  Misc.  194,  148  N.  Y.  Supp. 
323;  Nudelman  v.  Borden's  Condensed 
Milk  Co.,  77  Misc.  49,  136  N.  Y.  Supp. 
49;  Mossier  Co.  v.  Cesare,  65  Misc.  40, 
119  N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  N.  C— Campbell 
V.  Potts,  119  N.  C.  530,  26  S.  E.  50; 
Bond  V.  McNider,  25  N.  C.  440.  Ohio. 
Lent  V.  Curtis,  24  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  592. 
Ore.— O'Hara  v.  Parker,  27  Ore.  156, 
39  Pae.  1004;'  Hughes  v.  Walker,  14 
Ore.  481,  13  Pae.  450.  Pa.— New  York, 
etc.  Land  Co.  v.  Weidner,  169  Pa.  359, 
32  Atl.  557.  E.  I.— Eeynolds  v.  Hen- 
nessy,  17  E.  I.  169,  20  Atl.  307,  23  Atl. 
639.  Tenn. — Henderson  v.  King,  4 
Hayw.  94.  Tex. — Jackson  v.  Elliott,  49 
Tex.  62;  Bailey  v.  Knight,  8  Tex.  58; 
Kopf  V.  Huckins,  11  Tex..  Civ.  App.  86, 
32  S.  W.  41.  Va.— Tate  v.  Bank  of 
State  of  New  York,  96  Va.  765,  32 
S.  E.  476.  Wis.— State  ex  rel.  Faber 
V.  Hinkel,  131  Wis.  103,  111  N.  W." 
217;  Gowan  V:  Hanson,  55  Wis.  341, 
13  N.  W.  238;  Hackett  v.  Bonnell,  16 
Wis.  471. 

See  7  Standard  Pkoc.  684. 

Dismissal  and  retraxit  distinguished, 
see  7  Standard  Proc.  652. 

[a]  The  recital  in  a  judgment  dis- 
missing a  complaint  because  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  witnesses  in  court  and  had 
not  subpoenaed  any  that  judgment  is 
given  against  plaintiff  "upon  the  mer- 
its" does  not  alter  the  rule.  "Notwith- 
standing the  recital  that  said  dismissal 
was  upon  the  merits,  it  is  evident  that 
it  was  not."  Nudelman  v.  Borden's 
Condensed  Milk  Co.,  77  Misc.  49,  136 
N.  Y.  Supp.  49.  See  also  Clark  v. 
Scovill,  198  N.  Y.  279,  91  N.  E.  800; 
and  7  Standard  Proc.  685. 

Ground  of  dismissal  as  affecting 
merger  or  bar,  see  infra,  XVTI,  B,  3, 
d,    (11),    (6),    (3). 

64.  U.  S. — Baer  Bros.  Merc.  Co.  v. 
Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  233  U.  S.  479, 
34  Sup.  Ct:  641,  58  L.  ed.  1055;  Bryar 
V.  CampbeU,  177  U.  S.  649,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
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an  appeal  is  taken  from  a  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  to  a  court 
where  a  trial  de  novo  is  to  be  had  and  before  a  hearing  the  plaintiflE 
dismisses  the  suit,"'  as  well  as  when  a  verdict  is  rendered  and  a  new 


794,  44  L.  ed.  926;  Walden  v.  Bodley, 
14  Pet.  156,  10  L.  ed.  398;  Harrison 
V.  Foley,  206  Fed.  57,  124  C.  C.  A. 
191;  Woodward  v.  Davidson,  150  Fed. 
840;  Thompson  v.  Jewett,  23  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  13,961;  Holmes  v.  The  Lodemia, 
Crabbe  434,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,642; 
Grubb  V.  Clayton,  Brunn.  Col.  Cas.  30, 
11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,849a;  Bingham  v. 
.Wilkins,  Crabbe  50,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,416;  Badger  v.  Badger,  1  Cliff.  237, 
2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  717.  Ala. — Burgess  v. 
American  Mortg.  Co.,,  119  Ala.  669,  24 
So.  727;  Strang  v.  Moog,  72  Ala.  460; 
Wise  V.  Falkner,  45  Ala.  471.  Ark. 
Martin  v.  Hodge,  47  Ark.  378,  1  S.  W. 

694,  58  Am.  Rep.  763.  Cal. — Pierce  v. 
Hilton,  102  Cal.  276,  36  Pac.  595;  Parks 
V.  Dunlap,  86  Cal.  189,  25  Pac.  916. 
Colo. — Martin  v.  McCarthy,  3  Colo. 
App.  37,  32  Pac.  551.  Conn. — Anderson 
V.  Gregory,  43  Conn.  61.  Ga. — Alabama 
Great  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Blivins,  92 
Ga.  522,  17  S.  E.  836;  Eudolph  v.  Un- 
derwood, 88  Ga.  664,  16  S.  E.  55;  Walk- 
er V.  Bivins,  57  Ga.  da2.  111.— Pisch- 
heimer  f.  Kupersmith,  258  111.  392,  101 
N.  E.  572;  Sheldon  r.  Van  Vleck,  '106 
m.  45;  Mey  v.  Gulliman,  105  111.  272. 
Ind.— Walker  v.  Heller,  73  Ind.  46;  Mil- 
ler V.  Maijs,  28  Ind.  194;  Zuelly  v. 
Casper,  37  Ind.  App.  186,  76  N.  E.  646; 
McWhorter  r.  Norris,  9  Ind.  App.  490, 
34  N.  E.  854,  37  N.  E.  21.  la.— Wood- 
ward V.  Jackson,  85  Iowa  432,  52  N.  W. 
358;  Smith  v.  Swan,  69  Iowa  412,  29 
N.  W.  402;  Dalhoff  &  Co.  v.  Coffman, 
37  Iowa  283;  Delaney  v.  Eeade,  4  Iowa 
292.  Ky. — Maddox  v.  Graham,  2  Mete. 
56;  Harris  v.  Tiffany,  8  B.  Mon.  225; 
Griffin  v.  Griffin,  8  B.  Mon.  120;  Seiver 
V.  Bowling,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  ?17,  97  S. 
W.  806;  Weingartner  v.  Missouri  Lumb. 
&  M.  Co.,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1941,  44  S.  W. 
355.  Mass. — White  v.  New  Bedford 
Cotton  Waste  Corp.,  1,78  Mass.  20,  59 
N. '  B.  -  642.  Mich. — Shank  v.  Wood- 
worth,  111  Mich.  642,  70  N.  W.  140. 
Minn. — Phelps  v.  Winona,  etc.  E.  Co., 
37  Minn.  485,  35  N.  W.  273,  5  Am.  St. 
Eep.  867.  Miss. — Coffman  v.  Brown,  7 
Smed.  &  M.  125,  45  Am.  Dec.  299 
Mo.— Miimma   r.  Staudte,  36  Mo.  App. 

695.  Neb.— Oliver  i:.  Lansing,  48  Neb. 
338,  67  N.  W.  195.  N.  H.— Cook  v. 
Lee,  72  N.  H.  569,  58  Atl.  511.     N.  Y. 


Loeb  V.  Willis,  100  N.  Y.  231,  3  N.  E. 
177;  White  v.  Whiting,  8  Daly  23; 
Jones  V.  Underwood,  13  Abb.  Pr.  393, 
35  Barb.  211;  GiUilan  v.  Spratt,  41 
How.  Pr.  27;  Conrow  v.  Branscom,  41 
Hun  395,  3  N.  Y.^  St.  129.  Pa.— Blair 
f.  McLean,  25  Pa.  77;  Gibson  v.  Gib- 
son, 20  Pa.  9;  Lowry  v.  McMillan,  8 
Pa.  157,  49  Am.  Dec.  501.  E.  I.— Eey- 
nolds  V.  Hennessy,  17  E.  I.  169,  20 
Atl.  307,  23  Atl.  639;  S.  C— Dunham 
V.  Carson,  37  S.  C.  269,  15  S.  E.,  960; 
Wadsworthville  Poor  School -t;.  Meetze, 
4  Eich.  L.  50.  Tenn. — Lindsay  v.  Al- 
len, 112  Tenn.  637,  82  S.  W.  171;  Jones 
V.  Walker,  5  Yerg.  427.  Tex. — Logan  v. 
Stephens  County,  98  Tex.  283,  83  8.  W. 
365;  Scherff  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co., 
81  Tex.  471,  17  S.  W.  39,  26  Am.  St. 
Eep.  828;  Foster  v.  Wells,  4  Tex.  101; 
Kopf  V.  Huckins,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  86, 
32  S.  W.  41.  Va.— Portsmouth ,  Cotton 
Oil  Eef.  Corp.  v.  Oliver  Eef.  Co.,  Ill 
Va.  745,  69  S.  E.  958;  Muse  v.  Farmers' 
Bank,  27  Gratt.  (68  Va.)  252;  Coffman 
V.  Eussell,  4  Munf.  (18  Va.)  207.  W.  Va. 
Seabrjght  v.  Seabright,  28  W.  Va.  412. 

[a]  Where  plaintiff  moved  to  dis- 
miss without  prejudice,  and  the  court 
dismissed  "with  prejudice,"  such  dis- 
missal was  not  a  bar  to  another  action. 
Vaneman  v.  Fairbrother,  7  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  541. 

[b]  The  dismissal  of  one  count  of 
a  petition  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  on  such  count.  Lemon  v.  Sigour- 
ney  Sav.  Bank,  131  Iowa  79,  108  N.  W. 
104.^ 

[c]  Dismissal  After  Judgment  Set 
Aside. — But  the  voluntary  dismissal  of 
an  action  in  ejectment,  after  the  judg- 
ment therein  has  been  set  aside  under 
the  statute  allowing  a  second  trial  as 
a  matter  of  right  is  equivalent  to  a 
permanent  abandonment  qf  the  plain- 
tiff's claim,  and  will  bar  another  ac- 
tion by  him.  Bank  of  Topeka  v.  Sad- 
ler, 89  Kan.  321,  131  Pac.  585;  Deming 
■V.  Douglass,  60  Kan.  738,  57  Pac.  954. 

65.  Ky. — Murphy's  Exr.  v.  Hoag- 
land,  32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  839,  107  S.  W. 
303.  Mich. — Franks  v.  Fecheimer,  44 
Mich.  177,  6  N.  W.  215.  Mo.— Norton 
v.  BoTiart,  105  Mo.  615,  16  S.  W.  598; 
Integrity  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Moon,  130 
Mo.  App.  627,   109  S.  W.   1057.     Neb. 
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trial  granted,^'  or  where  a  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings,^'  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  trial  court 
then  dismisses  his  suit.  So  also,  the  dismissal  of  a  cause  of  action  by 
the  plaintiff,  after  a  demurrer  to  his  complaint  has  been  sustained, 
will  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  bringing  the  suit  again,  where  no  formal 
judgment  has  been  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant.®*  This  rule 
applies  with  equal  force,  to  the  dismissal  of  a  bill  in  equity  without 
a  hearing  on  or  consideration  of  the  merits  of  the  case.*^    It  is  other- 


Home  Fire  Ins.  Co.  of  Omaha  v.  Deets, 
54  Neb.  620,  74  N.  W.  1088.  Pa.— See 
Williamson  v.  Yarnall,  12  Phila.  198. 
Tenn. — Dossett  v.  Miller,  3  Sneed  72. 
Tex.— Barter  v.  Curry,  101  Tex.  187, 
105  S.  W.  988.  Vt.— Small  v.  Haskins, 
26  Vt.  209. 

As  to  effect  of  a  dismissal  on  appeal 
from  the  justice  court,  see  the  title 
"Justices  of  the  Peace." 

66.  U.  S.— Harrison  v.  Foley,  206 
Fed.,  57,  124  C.  C.  A.  191;  Snare  & 
Triest  Co.  v.  Friedman,  169  Fed.  1,  94 
C.  C.  A.  369.  111.— Sheldon  v.  Van 
Vleck,  106  HI.  45.  Minn.— Phelps  v. 
"Winona  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  37  Minn.  485, 
35  N.  W.  273,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  867. 
Va.— Coffman  v.  Russell,  4  Munf.  <18 
Va.)   207. 

[a]  But  see  Ferris  v.  Udell,  139 
Tnd.  579,  38  N.  E.  180;  Cunningham  v. 
City  of  Milwaukee,  13  Wis.  120,  hold- 
ing that,  where  a  new  trial  is  granted 
as  a  statutory  right  ■  it  means  a  new 
trial  of  the  same  cause,  and  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  dismiss  his  suit  and  bring 
another  one  on  the  same  cause. 

[b]  Where  a  new  trial  is  granted  in 
a  state  court  in  an  action  in  ejectment 
by  special  provision  of  statute,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  abandon  his  special 
remedy  under  the  sta,tute  and  bring  an 
action  in  a  federal  court.  Fraser  v. 
Weller,  6  McLean  11,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
5,064. 

67.  Norton  v.  Bohart,  105  Mo.  615, 
16  S.  W.  598;  Holland  v.  Hatch,  15 
Ohio  St.  464. 

[a]  But  where  a  decree  against  the 
plaintiff,  upon  appeal,  has  been  affirmed 
and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  trial 
court  for  further  proceedings,  a  dis- 
missal by  plaintiff  before  final  decision 
will  bar  another  suit,  unless  defendant 
consent  thereto.  Croft  v.  Johnson,  8 
Baxt.   (Tenn.)  390. 

68.  Oal.— Sivers  v.  Sivers,  97  Cal. 
518,  32  Pac.  571.  Colo.— Gallup  v. 
Liehter,  4  Colo.  App.  296,  35  Pac.  985. 
la. — Harrison    v.    Hartford    Fire    Ins. 
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Co.,  80  N.  W.  309.  Md.— State  v.  Stay- 
lor,  70  Md.  472,  17  Atl.  392.  Tex. 
Scherff  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  81 
Tex.  471,  17  S.  W.  39,  26  Am.  St.  Rep. 
828. 

69.  U.  S. — Hughes  v.  United  States, 
4  Wall.  232,  18  L.  ed.  303;  Clark  v. 
Bbrnhard  Mattress  Co.,  82  Fed.  339; 
Wright  V.  Deklyne,  Pet.  C.  C.  199, 30  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  18,076;  Sarchet  v.  The  Gen- 
eral Isaac  Davis,'  Crabbe  185,  21  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  12,357;  Jenkins  v.  Eldredge, 
3  Story  299,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,267; 
Grubb  V.  Clayton,  Brunn.  Col.  Cas.  30, 
11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,849a.  Ala. — Burgess 
V.  American  Mortg.  Co.,  119  Ala.  669, 
24  So.  727;  Fitzpatrick  v.  Featherstone, 
3  Ala.  40.  6a. — Justices  Morgan  Coun- 
ty Inferior  Ct.  v.  Selman,  6  6a.  432.  ■ 
m.— Gage  V.  Swing,  114  HI.  15,  28  N. 
E.  ,379;  McKinney  v.  Finch,  2  111.  152; 
Luckey  v.  Yeoman  of  America,  141  111. 
App.  332;  FoUett  v.  Brown,  114  HI. 
App.  14.  Ind. — Estep  v.  Larsh,  21  Ind. 
190.  La.— Clay  v.  His  Creditors,  9 
Mart.  (O.  S.;  519.  Mich.— Detroit,  L. 
&  N.  R.  Co:'«.  McCammon,  108  Mich. 
368,.  66  N.  W.  471.  Miss.— Nevill  v. 
Matthews,  Walk.  377.  Mo.— Barnett 
):.  Smart,  158  Mo.  167,  59  S.  W.  235. 
N.  J. — Henninger  v.  Heald,  51  N.  J. 
Eq.  74,  26  Atl.  449;  Eastwood  v.  Wor- 
rall  (N.  J.  Eq.),  5  Atl.  180.  Ohio. 
Porter  v.  Wagner,  36  Ohio  St.  471; 
Cramer  v.  MoOre,  36  Ohio  St.  347; 
Loudenback  v.  Collin?,  4  Ohio  St.  251. 
Pa.— Tutton  V.  Addams,  45  Pa.  67;  Tost 
V.  Cowden,  7  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  73. 
Tenn.— Wallace  v.  Goodlet,  104  Tenn. 
670,  58  S.  W.  343;  Mabry  v.  Church- 
well,  1  Lea  416.  Tex. — Cook  v.  Burn- 
ley, 45  Tex.  97.  W.  Va. — Hudson  v. 
Iguano  Land  &  Mining  Co.,  71  W.  Va. 
402,  76  S.  E.  797  Wis.— State  v.  Lar- 
rabee,  3  Pin.  166,  3  Chand.  179.  Bng. 
Jones  l\  Nixon,  Younge  359;  Beere  v. 
Fleming,  13  Ir.  C.  L.  506. 

[a]  The  dismissal  of  a  bill  in  equity 
because  the  plaintiff  should  have  pro- 
ceeded at  law  is  not  a  bar  to  a  sub- 
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■wise,  however,  where  the  bill  or  complaint  is  dismissed  by  the  court 
without  qualifying  words  after  proofs  have  been  taken  and  the  ease 
is  in  readiness  for -a  hearing,  or  after  a  hearing  has  been  granted  or 
had;  in  such  ease  a  dismissal  usually  operates  as  a  decision  on  the 
merits  barring  a  subsequent  suit  on  the  same  matters  between  the 
same  parties/"     In  order  to  constitute  a  technical  bar,  however,  the"" 


sequent  legal  action.  Costello  v.  Grant 
County  Mut.  F.  &  L.  Ins.  Co.,  133  Wis. 
361,  113  N.  W.  639. 

70.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Swift 
V.  McPherson,  232  V.  S.  51,  34  Sup. 
Ct.  239,  58  L.  ed.  499;  Baker  v.  Cum- 
mings,  181  U.  S.  117,  21  Sup.  Ct.  578, 
45  L.  ed.  776;  Hubbell  v.  United  States, 
171  U.  S.  203,  18  Sup.  Ct.  828,  43  L. 
edj  136;  Albright  v.  Oyster,  140  XT.  S. 
493,  11  Sup.  Ct.  916,  35  L.  ed.  534; 
Lyon  V.  Perin,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  125  IT.  S. 
698,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1024,  31  L.  ed.  839; 
Case  V.  Beauregard,  101  U.  S.  688,  25 
L.  ed.  1004;  Durant  v.  Essex  Co.,  7 
Wall.  107,  19  L.  ed.  154;  Parrish  v. 
Ferris,,  2  Black  606,  17  L.  ed.  317; 
Hepburn  &  Dunda's  Heirs  v.  Dunlop, 
1  Wheat.  179,' 4  L.  ed.  65;  Worrell' v. 
Kemmerer,  192  Fed.  911,  114  C.  C.  A. 
351;  Indian  Land,  etc.  Co.  v.  Shoen- 
felt,  135  Fed.  484,  68  C.  C.  A.  196; 
Worrell  v.  Whitney,  185  Fed.  1002; 
Clark  V.  Beruhard  Mattress  Co.,  82  Fed. 
339.  -Compare,  Tyler  v.  Hyde,  2  Blatchf. 
308,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,309,  holding 
that  the  former  dismissal  was  not  clear- 
ly conclusive  of  the  merits  of  the  ques- 
tion at  issue,  and  therefore  not  a  bar 
to  the  subsequent  suit.  Ala. — Warrior 
River  Coal  &  Land  Co.  v.  Alabama 
State  Land  Co.,  154  Ala.  135,  45  So. 
53;  Penny  v.  British,  etc.  Mortg.  Co., 
132,  Ala.  357,  31  So.  96;  Hale  v.  Good- 
bar,  81  Ala.  108,  2  So.  467;  Strong  v. 
Moog,  72  Ala.  460;  Tankersly  v.  Pettis, 
71  Ala.  179.  Ark. — Moss  v.  Ashbrooks, 
12  Ark.  369.  Colo. — Best  v.  Hoppie,  3 
Colo.  137.  Conn. — Eogers  v.  Hendrick, 
85  Conn.  260,  82  Atl.  590;  Munson  v. 
Munson,  30  Conn.  425.  Del. — Cochran 
V.  Couper,  2  Del.  Ch.  27.  ~D.  C— Wagen- 
hupst  V.  Wineland,  22  App.  Cas.  356. 
Ga.— Turner  v.  Cates,  90  Ga.  731,  16 
S.  E.  971;  Kimbro  v.  Virginia,  etc. 
Air  Line  K.  Co.,  56  Ga.  185;  Black  v. 
Black,  27  Ga.  40.  lU.— McChesney  v. 
Chicago,  161  111.  110,  43  N.  E.  702; 
Bradish  v.  Grant,  119  111.  606,  11  N.  E. 
258,  modifying  9  N.  E.  332;  Knowlton 
V.  Hanbury,  117  111.  471,  5  N.  E.  581; 
Gage  V.  Ewing,  114  111.  15,  28  N.  E. 
379;   Tilley  v.   Bridges,   105  III.    336; 


Garrick  v.  Chamberlain,  97  111.  620; 
Armstead  v.  Blickman,  51  111.  App. 
470.  Ind.— Stults  «.  Forst,  135  Ind. 
297,  34  N.  E.  1125.  la.— Black  v.  Mil- 
ler, 158  Iowa  293,  138  N.  W.  535; 
Scully  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  B.  Co.,  46 
Iowa  528;  Campbell  n  Ayres,  18  Iowa 
252.  Kan. — Goodman  v.  Malcolm,  5 
Kan.  App.  285,  48  Pae.  439.  Sy.— San- 
son V.  Connolly,  141  Ky.  120,  132  S.  W. 
159;  Roberts  v.  Moss,  127  Ky.  6S7,  106 
S.  W.  297,  17  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  280; 
Brothers  v.  Higgins,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
858;  Thompson  v.  Clay,  3  T.  B.  Mon. 
359,  16  Am.  Dec.  108.  La.— Bledsoe 
V.  Erwin,  33  La.  Ann.  615;  Granger  v. 
Singleton,  32  La.  Ann.  898;  Keene  v. 
McDonough,  8  La.  185.  Md.— Tifel  v. 
Jenkins,  95  Md.  665,  53  Atl.  429;  Mar- 
tin V.  Evans,  85  Md.  8,  36  Atl.  258,  60 
Am.  St.  Rep.  292,  36  L.  R.  A.  218; 
Barriok  v.  Horner,  78  Md.  253,  27  Atl. 
1111,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  283;  Roystou.  v. 
Horner,  7&  Md.  557,  24  Atl.  25.'  Mass. 
Bradley  v.  Bradley,  160  Mass.  258,  35 
N.  E.  482;  Flanders  v..  Hall,  159  Mass. 
95,  34  N.  E.  178;  Blackinton  v.  Black- 
inton,  113  Mass.  231;  Lewis  v.  Lewis, 
106  Mass.  309;  Durant  v.  Essex  Co.,  8 
Allen  103,  85  Am.  Dee.  68C;  Foote  v. 
Gibbs,  1  Gray  412;  Bigelow  v.  Winsor, 
1  Gray  299.  Mich. — In  re  Ward's  Es- 
tate, 152  Mich.  218,  116  N.  W.  23; 
Sehulmeister  v.  Blendon  Tp.,  126  Mich. 
488,  86  N.  W.  237;  Sayers  v.  Auditor 
General,  124  Mich.  259,  82  N.  W.  1045; 
Detroit,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  McCammon, 
108  Mich.  368,  66  N.  W.  471.  Minn. 
Day  V.  Mountin,  89  Minn.  297,  94  N. 
W.  887;  State  v.  Hard,  25  Minn.  460. 
Miss.— Hodge  v.  Mitchell,  27  Miss.  560, 
61  Am.  Dec.  524;  Pugh  V.  Holt  & 
Wheless,  27  Miss.  461.  Mo.  —  Mc- 
Reynolds  v.  Kansas  City,  etc.  R.  Co., 
34  Mo.  App.  581.  Neb.— Carroll  v. 
Patrick,  23  Neb.  834,  37  N.  W.  671. 
N.  H.— Forist  v.  Bellows,  59  N.  H.  229. 
N.  Y.— Maeder  v.  Wexler,  182  N.  Y. 
519,  74  N.  E.  1120  (affirming  98  App. 
Div.  68,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  598);  Genet 
V.  Delaware,  etc.  ■  Canal  Co.,  163  N.  Y. 
173,  57  N.  E.  297;  Ogsbury  v.  La 
Farge,  2  N.  Y.  113;  Bostwick  v.  Ab- 
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dismissal  of  the  former  suit  must  have  been  an  absolute  decision  upon 
the  same  matter  and  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies.''^ 


bott,  40  Barb.  331,  16  Abb.  Pr.  417; 
Lansing  i;.  Russell,  13  Barb.  510; 
Holmes  v.  Remsen,  7  Johns.  Oh.  286; 
Neafie  v.  Neafie,  7  Johns.  Oh.  1,  11 
Am.  Dec.  380;  Ferine  v.  Dunn,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  140;  Stokes  v.  Stokes,  49  App.  Div. 
302,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  887;  Nudelman  v. 
Borden's  Condensed  Milk  Co.,  77  Misc. 
49,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  49;  Strodl  v.  Parish 
Stafeord  Co.,  65  Misc.  625,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  93;  Hirshbach  v.  Ketohum,  40 
Misc.  306,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  957;  Nieoll 
V.  Karrick,  28  Misc.  199,  58  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1018,  29  Civ.  Proc.  367;  Vowell 
V.  Twenty-Third  St.  Ey.  Co.,  14  Misc. 
538,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  1082,  2  N.  Y.  Ann. 
Gas.  368,  70  N.  Y.  St.  700;  Prinstein 
V.  De  Eosa,  69  Misc.  619, 126  N.  Y.  Supp. 
97.  N.  C. — Jenkins  v.  Johnston,  57  N.  C. 
149;  MaSsey  v.  Lemon,  27  N.  C.  577.  Ohio. 
Wilcox  V.  Balger,  6  Ohio  406.  Pa. 
Kelsey  v.  Murphy,  26  Pa.  78;  Evans 
V.  Tatem,  9  Serg.  &  E.  252,  11  Am.  Dec. 
717.  S.  C— State  v.  Chester  &  L.  N. 
G.  R.  Co.,  '13  S.  C.  290.  Tenn.— "Wil- 
liams V.  Hollingsworth,  5  Lea  358.  Vt. 
Pelton  V.  Mott,  11  Vt.  148,  34  Am. 
Dec.  678.  Va. — Taylor  v.  Yarbrough, 
13  Gratt.  (54  Va.)  183;  HoUiday  v. 
Coleman,  2  Munf.-(16  Va.)  162.  Wash. 
Michel  V.  White,  64  Wash.  341,  116 
Pac.  860;  Zonig  v.  Boehme,  60  Wash. 
500,  111  Pac.  566;  Bartelt  v.  Seehorn, 
25  Wash.  261,  65  Pac.  185.  W.  Va. 
Staley  v.  Big  Sandy,  E.  L.  &  G.  R. 
Co.,  63  W.  Va.  119,  59  S.  E.  946; 
Watson  V  Watson,  45  W.  Va.  290,  31 
S.  E.  939;  Kinports  v.  Rawson,  36 
W.  Va.  237,  15  8.  E.  66.  Wis.— Sohultz 
V.  Schultz,  118  Wis.  228,  95  N.  W.  151; 
Amory  v.  Amory,  26  Wis.  152.  Eng. 
Lockyear  v.  Ferryman,  2  App.  Cas. 
519;  In  re  May,  28  Ch.  D.  518,  54  L. 
J.  Ch.  338,  52  L.  T.  N.  S.  78,  33  Wkly. 
Eep.  917;  Tredegar  v.  Windus,  L.  R. 
19  Eq.  607,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  268,  32  L.  T. 
N.  S.  596,  23  Wkly.  Rep.  511;,  Bushby 
V.  Ellis,  17  Beav.  279,  51  Erg.  Reprint 
1041;  Jones  v.  Nixon,  Younge  359; 
Peterborough  v.  Germaine,  6  Bro.  P.  C. 
1,  2  Eng.  Reprint  893. 

[a]  The  dismissal  of  a  bill  in  equity 
after  the  cause  has  been  set  down  for 
final  hearing  operates  as  a  dismissal 
on  the  merits  unless  otherwise  ordered 
by  the  court.  Boon  v.  Riley,  171  Ala. 
657,  54  So.  997;  Phillips  v.  Wormley, 
58  Miss.  398. 
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[b]  Dismissal  "with  prejudice,"  on 

plaintiff's  motion,  is  a  bar  to  another 
suit,  unless  reversed  on  appeal.  Hargis 
V.  Robinson,  70  Kan.  589,  79  Pac.  119. 

[c]  An  unauthorized  judgment  on 
the  merits,  from  which  no  appeal  is 
taken,  will  bar  another  suit.  Pledder- 
man  v.  Fledderman,  112  Md.  226,  76 
Atl.  85. 

[d]  A  judgment  of  dismissal  for 
failure  of  plaintiff  to  answer  interrog- 
atories is  an  adjudication  on  the  merits, 
and  a  bar  to  another  action.  Cedar 
Rapids  Nat.  Bank  v.  Murray,  98  Miss. 
123,  53  So.  393.  Compare,  McLoughlin 
V.  Beyer,  181  Ala.  427,  61  So.  62. 

[e]  Where  the  point  relied  on  was 
not  put  in  issue,  or  facts  were  insufS.- 
cient  because  immature,  in  the  former 
case,  the  dismissal  will  not  bar  a  sub- 
sequent suit.  Neville  v.  Litchfield  Car- 
riage Co.,  47  Conn.  167;  Abbe  v.  Good- 
win, 7  Conn.  377. 

[f]  A  judgment  of  dismissal  based 
on  findings  of  the  court  as  to  matters 
of  fact  and  matter  of  law,  that  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit  has  been  ad- 
justed and  settled  by  the  parties,  and 
that  no  cause  of  action  exists,  is  a 
judgment  on  the  merits,  and  a  bar  to 
a  subsequent  action.  United  States  v. 
Parker,  120  U.  S.  89,  7  Sup.  Ct.  454, 
30  L.  ed.  601. 

[g]  The  dismissal  (1)  of  a  bill  for 
the  specific  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment, without  any  reservation  of  the 
plaintiff's  rights,  will  not  operate  as 
a  bar  to  an  action  at  law  on  the  agree- 
ment. Porter  v.  Wagner,  36  Ohio  St. 
471;  Cramer  v.  Moore,  36  Ohio  St.  347; 
Beere  v.  Fleming,  13  Ir.  C.  L.  506. 
(2)  But  see  Carberry  v.  West  Virginia 
&  P.  R.  Co.,  44  W.  Va.  260,  28  S.  E. 
694,  holding  where  a  court  of  equity 
dismisses  a  bill  merely  because  there 
is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  it  should 
so  state,  or  insert  a  clause,  "without, 
prejudice  to  the  plaintiff  to  sue  at 
law,"  or  its  equivalent,  and  that  it  is 
error  not  to  do  so. 

Dismissal  without  prejudice  or  with 
reservation  of  rights,  see  infra,  XVII, 
B,  3,  d,   (II),   (G),   (2). 

71.  Ark. — Town  of  Dardanelle  v. 
Gillespie,  116  Ark.  390,  172  8.  W.  1036. 
Ky. — Sanson  v.  Connolly,  141  Ky.  120, 
132  S.  W.  159.  Mass.— Ballon  v.  Bil- 
lings, 136  Mass.  307.     Miss. — Pugh  «. 
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Presumption  as  to  Merits.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  judgment  or  de- 
cree of  dismissal, is  presumed  to  have  been  rendered  on  the  merits  in 
the  absence  of  a  contrary  showing  from  the  pleadings  and  the  judg- 
ment roll  f^  but  a  contrary  rule  obtains  in  some  states.''^ 

Dismissal  as  to  Part  of  Claims.  —  Where  a  plaintifE,  suing  for  several 
distinct  counts  or  claims  in  one  action,  dismisses  as  to  one  of  them, 
and  proceeds  to  judgment  on  the  others,  the  count  dismissed  stands 
as  a  claim  not  sued  on,  and  there  is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  on 
the  claim  so  withdrawn.'* 

Dismissal  as  to  One  of  the  Defendants.  —A  judgment  of  dismissal  or 
discontinuance  as  to  one  of  several  defendants,  upon  motion  of  plain- 
tiff, where  the  cause  of  action,  is  joint  and  several,  or  defendants' 
interests  or  obligations  therein  are  independent  or  severable,,  will  not 


Holt  &  Wheless,  27  Miss.  461.  N.  Y. 
Neafief  v.  Neafie,  7  Johns.  Ch.  1,  11 
Am.  Dec.  380;  In  re  Townshend,  64 
Hun  636,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  905. 

Necessity  for  identity  of  causes  of 
action  and  parties  generally,  see  supra, 
XTII,  B,  2,  e  and  f.      ^ 

72.  V.  S.— Hubbell  v.  United  States, 
171  U.  S.  203,  18  Sup.  Ct.  828,  43  L. 
ed.  136;  Durant  v.  Essex  Co.,  7  Wall. 
107,  19  L.  ed.  154;  Indian  Lands,  ete. 
Co.  V.  Shoenfelt,  135  Fed.  484,  68  C.  C. 
A.  196;  Equitable  Trust  Co.  v.  Smith, 
77  Fed.  677,  23  C.  C.  A.  394.  Del. 
Cochran  v.  Couper,  2  Del.  Ch.  27.  la. 
Scully  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  46 
Iowa  528.  Ky. — Gurts  v.  Bardstown,  6 
J.  J.  Marsh.  536;  Carlisle  u.  Howes,  19 
Kj.  L.  Eep.  1238,  43  S.  W.  191.  Md. 
Martin  v.  Evans,  85  Md.  8,  36  Atl. 
258,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  292,  36  L.  E.  A. 
218.  Mass. — Thurston  v.  Thurston,  99 
Mass.  39;  Borrowscale  v.  Tuttle,  5  Al- 
len 377;  Foote  v.  Gibbs,  1  Gray  412; 
Bigelow  V.  Winsor,  1  Gray  299.  Mich. 
In  re  Ward's  Estate,  152  Mich.  218, 
116  N.  W.  23;  Edgar  v.  Buck,  65  Mich. 
356,  32  N.  W.  644;  Adams  v.  Cameron, 
40  Mich.  506.  N.  H.— Gove  v.  Lyford, 
44  N".  H.  525.  Pa. — Kelsey  v.  Murphy, 
26  Pa.  78.  Tenn. — Williams  v.  Hol- 
lingsworth,  5  Lea  358.  Va. — Taylor  v. 
Yarbrough,  13  Gratt.  (54  Va.)  183. 
W.  Va. — Carberry  v.  West  Virginia  & 
P.  E.  Co.,  44  W.  Va.  260,  28  S.  E. 
694. 

[a]  The  presumption  of  finality  of 
the  idejcree  of  dismissal  may  be  over- 
come by  a  record  showing  that  the 
court  did  not  pass  upon  the  merits. 
Swift  V.  McPherson,  232  IT.  S.  51,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  239,  58  L.  ed.  499. 

[b]  Where  the  record    shows    that 


the  dismissal  was  not  on  the  merits, 
the  judgment  is  not  a  bar  to  another 
suit.  Fowlkes  v.  State,  14  Lea  (Tenn.) 
14. 

73.  See  the  following:  Ark. — Jones 
V.  Graham,  36  Ark.  383.  Ga.— Callaway 
V.  Irvin,  123  Ga.  344,  51  S.  E.  477. 
111.— Gerber  v.  Gerber,  155  HI.  219,  40 
N.  E.  581.  N.  Y. — Place  v.  Hayward, 
117  N.  Y.  487,  23  N.  E.  "25;  Staley  v. 
Murray,  166  App.  Div.  328,  152  N.  Y. 
Supp.  163;  Fritztuskie  v.  Wauroski,  83 
App.  Div.  150,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  543; 
Nicoll  V.  Karrick,  28  Misc.  199,  58  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1018,  29  Civ.  Proc.  367.  Ohio. 
Lore's  Lessee  v.  Truman,  10  Ohio  St. 
45;  Laudenback  v.  Collins,  4  Ohio  St. 
251.  Ore.— Pruitt  v.  Muldrick,  39  Ore. 
353,  65  Pac.  20. 

[a]  Under  the  New  York  Code,  (1) 
a  judgment  of  dismissal  will  not  bar 
another  suit  unless  the  judgment  de- 
clares, or  the  judgment  roll  shows  it 
to  have  been  on  the  merits.  Genet  v. 
Delaware,   etc.   Canal   Co.,   170    N.    Y. 

278,  63  N.  E.  350.  (2)  The  judgment 
roll  is  th6  primary  guide  as  to  whether 
the  judgment  dismissing  the  complaint 
was  on  the  merits,  and  when  it  ap- 
pears therefrom  that  it  might  have 
been  rendered  either  on  the  merits  or 
other  ground,  the  presumption  is  that 
it  'was  not  on  the  merits,  and  the  bur- 
den is  upon  the  pleader  to  show-  the 
contrary.     Clark  v.   Scovill,   198  N.  Y. 

279,  91'N.  E.  800.  See  Domingo  Cigar 
Co.  V.  Moore,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  468. 

74.  Mich. — Busch  v.  Jones,  94  Mich. 
223,  53  N.  W.  1051.  Neb.— Eunge  v. 
Brown,  203  Neb.  817,  37  N.  W.  660. 
N.  Y. — Watson  v.  Cowdrey,  23  Hun 
169.     Pa.— Killian   v.    Wright,    34   Pa. 
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operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  against  the  defendant,  as  to 
whom  the  action  was  dismissed." 

A  judgment  of  dismissal  entered  by  an  agreement  of  the  parties  in  the 
nature  of  a  compromise  or  settlement,  is  usually  held  to  be  in  effect 
a  retraxit,  and  a  bar  to  another  suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action,  how- 
ever,'^ though  upon  this  propositioL  there  are  authorities  to  the  con- 
trary.'' But  if  the  former  suit  was  based  upon  a  different  cause  of 
action,  requiring  a  different  set  of  facts,  the  judgment  of  dismissal 
will  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action.'*    Nor  will  a  judg- 


91.  Tex. — Johnson  v.  Murphy's  Admrs., 
17  Tex.  216. 

75.  U.  S. — ^Hukill  v.  Maysville,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  72  Fed.  745.  Cal.— Parks  v. 
Dunlap,  86  Cal.  189,  25  Pac.  916;  Alt- 
schul  V.  Polac^i,  55  Cal.  633.  Colo. 
Hamill  r.  Ward,  14  Colo.  277,  23  Pac. 
330.  Ind.— West  v.  AsHer,  38  Ind.  291. 
Mass. — Cameron  v.  Kanrioh,  201  Mass. 

451,   87   N.   E.     605.      Neb Eunge    v. 

Brown,  23  Neb.  817,  37  N.  W.  660. 
Nev. — James  v.  Leport,  19  Nev.  174,  8 
Pac.  47.  N.  C. — Crawford's  Admr.  v. 
Class,'  33  N.  C.  118.  Tex. — ^Wooters  v. 
Smith,  56  Tex.  198. 

[a]  A  judgment  rendered  against 
one  of  two  defendants  in  a  case  which 
had  been  dismissed  as  to  the  other, 
will  not  support  a  plea  of  res  judicata 
in  a  subsequent  suit  against  the  de- 
fendant who  had  been  dismissed  from 
the  prioT  action.  Alderman  v.  Alder- 
man, 141  Ga.  600,  81  S.  E.  899. 

76.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Parker, 
120  U.  S.  89,  7  Sup.  Ct.  454,  20  L.  ed. 
601;  Nashville  Ey.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
113  U.  S.  261,  5  Sup.  Ct.  460,  28  L. 
ed.  971;  Haldemali  v.  United  States,  91 
U.  S.  584,  23  L.  ed.  433.  Cal.— Cross- 
man  V.  Davis,  79  Cal.  603,  21  Pac.  963; 
Merritt  v.  Campbell,  47  Cal.  542.  Colo. 
Ford  V.  Boberts,  ,14  Colo.  291,  23  Pac. 
322.  m. — Euehl  Bros.  Brew.  Co.  v. 
Atlas  Brew.  Co.,  187  111.  App.  392.  la. 
Bowen  v.  Duffie,  66  Iowa  88,  23  N.  W. 
277;  HeironymuS  v.  Heironymus,  64 
Iowa  81,  19  N.  W.  855.  Kan,— Eobin- 
son  V.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.,  96 
Kan.  137,  150  Pac.  636.  Ky.— Jarboe 
V.  Smith,  10  B.  Mon.  257,  52  Am.  Deo. 
541;  Bank  of  the  Commonwealth  v. 
Hopkins,  2  Dana  395.  Md.— Tabler  v. 
Castle,  22  Md.  94.  Mich. — In  re  Ward's 
Estate,  152  Mich.  218,  116  N.  W.  23; 
Minn. — Cameron  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  Ey.  Co.,  51  Minn.  153,  53  N.  W. 
199.  Nev.— Philpotts  v.  Blasdel,  10 
Nev.  19.    N.  U. — Bell  v.  New  England 
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Malt  Co.,  65  N.  H.  25,  17  Atl.  1059. 
N.  Y. — Brooks  v.  New  York,  57  Hun 
104,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  773;  Murray  v. 
Jibson,  22  Hun  386.  Okla.— Turner  v. 
Fleming,  37  Okla.  75,  130  Pac.  551. 
Tex. — Townsend  v.  Scurlock,  44  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  141,  99  S".  W.  123;  Gee  v. 
Burt  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  33  S.  W.  553. 
Vt.— Pelton  V.  Mott,  11  Vt.  148,  34  Am. 
Dec.  678,  Va.— Wohlford  v.  Compton, 
79  Va.  333;  Hoover  v.  Mitchell,  25 
Gratt.  (66  Va.)  387.  W.  Va — Pethtel 
V.  McCuUough,  49  W.  Va.  520,  39  S.  E. 
199. 

[a]  Dismissal  upon  an  unauthorized 
settlement,  is  a  bar  to  another  action, 
so  long  as  it  is  allowed  to  stand.  Wood- 
ford V.  Easback,  6  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc. 
315. 

[b]  But   a   dismissal  based  upon   a 
compromise  involving  the  compounding  i 
of  a  felony,  being  illegal,  will  not  bar 
another   action.      Allison    v.    Hess,     28 
Iowa  388. 

Judgment  on  a  retraxit  as  bar,  see 
infra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d,  (11),  (H). 

77.  Me.— Knox  v.  Waldoborough,  5 
Greenl.  185.  Mass.— Butchers '  Slaugh- 
tering, etc.  Assn.  v.  Boston,  137  Mass. 
186;  Jordan  v.  Siefert,  126  Mass.  25. 
N.  C. — Stewart  v.  Eegister,  108  N.  C. 
588,  13  S.  E.  234.  S.  C— Lowndes  v. 
Fishburne,  69  S.  C.  308,  48  S.  E.  264. 
Tenn. — Lindsay  v.  Allen,  112  Tenn. 
637,  82  S.  W.  171.  Wis.— Bishop  v. 
McGillis,  82  Wis.  120,  51  N.  W.   1075. 

'  See  also  Hoffm'an  v.  Porter,  2  Brock. 
156,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,577,  holding 
that  the  dismissal  of  a  suit  agreed  does 
not  amount  to  a  retraxit,  and  is  no 
bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  for  the  same 
cause  of  action. 

78.  Donahue  v.  Drexler,  82  Ky.  157, 
56  Am.  Eep.  886. 

.  Necessity  for  identity  of  causes  of 
action,  see  generally  supra,  XVII,  B, 
2,  e. 
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Inent  of  dismissal  by  consent  or  agreement  operate  as  a  bar  to  another 
suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action  where  it  shows  on  its  face  that  it  is 
not  the  result  of  an  adjustment  of  the  controyersyj^ 

(2.)    Dismissal  Without  Prejudice  or  With  Reservation  of  lights.  -,—  A  judg- 
ment entered  on  the  dismissal  of  a  bill  or  complaint  will  not  operate 
as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  on  the'  same  cause  of  action,  where  the 
<  dismissal  is  "without  prejudice"  to  the' right  of  the  plaintiff  to  fur- 
ther prosecute  his  claim.*"    So  where  the  judgment  or  decree  expressly 


79.  U.  S.— Marshall  v.  Otto,  59  Fed. 
249;  Jenkins  li.  Eldredge,  3,  Story  181, 
13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,266.  Mo.— Couch  v. 
Harp,  201  Mo.  457,  100  S.  W.  9.  Wash. 
State  Medical  Board  v.  Stewart,  46 
Wash.  79,  89  Pac.  475,  11  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   557. 

80.  tJ.  S.— Shepherd  v.  Pepper,  133 
TJ.  S.  626,  10  Sup.  Ct.  438,  33  L.  ed. 
706;  Durant  v.  Essex  Co.,  7  Wall.  107, 
19  L.  ed.  154;  Colusa  Parrot  Min.  & 
Smelt.  Co:  V.  Monahan,  162  Fed.  276, 
89  C.  C.  A.  256;  Eobinson  v.  American 
Car,  etc.  Co.,  1,35  Fed.  693,  68  C.  C. 
A.  331  (afflrming  132  Fed.  165) ;  South- 
ern Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  133 
Fed.  6dl,  66  C.  C.  A.  581;  Cunningham 
V.  Cleveland,  98  Fed.  657,  39  C.  C.  A. 
211.  Ala.— Collins  v.  Smith,  155  Ala. 
607,  46  So.  986;  Brock  v.  South,  etc. 
Alabama  E.  Co.,  65  Ala.  79;  Lang  v. 
Waring,  25  Ala.  625,  60  Am.  Dec.  533. 
Cal. — Hibernia  Sav.,  etc.  Soe.  v.  Porte- 
ner,  139  Cal.  90,  72  Pac.  716;  Moore 
V.  Eussell,  133  Cal.  297,  65  Pac.  624, 
85  Am.  St.  Eep.  166;  Wolf  &  Co.  v. 
Canadian  Pac.  E.  Co.,  89  Cal.  332,  26 
Pac.  825;  Dollar  v.  International  Bank- 
ing Corp.,  13  Cal.  App.  331,  109  Pac. 
499.  Colo. — Cupples  v.  Cupples,  33  Colo. 
449,  80  Pac.  1039.  Fla.— Epstein  v. 
Ferst,  35  Fla.  498,  17  So.  414;  State  v. 
Anderson,  26  Fla.  240,  8  So.  1.  lU. 
Parlin,  etc.  Co.  v.  Hutson,  198  HI.  389, 
65  N.  E.  93.  Ind.— Elkhart  Car-Works 
Co.  ».  Ellis,  135  Ind.  205,  34  N.  E. 
11;  Carmikel  v.  Cox,  58,  Ind.  133;  Crews 
V.  Cleghorn,  13  Ind.  438;  Louisville, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Wylie,  1  Ind.  App.  136, 
27  N.  E.  122.  la. — Wells  v.  Western 
IT.  Tel.  Co.,  144  Iowa  605,  123  N.  W. 
371,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1045;  Har- 
rison V.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.,  80  N.  W. 
309.  Kan. — Missouri,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
MfeWherter,  59  Kan.  345,  53  Pac.  135. 
Ky. — Farris  v.  Matthews,  149  Ky.  455, 
149  8.  W.  896;  Covington  v.  Chesapeake 
&  O.  E.  Co.,  112  S.  W.  862;  O 'Daniel 
r.,0 'Daniel,  88  Ky.  185,  188,  10  S.  W. 
638;    Magill   v.   Mercantile   Trust   Co., 


81  Ky.  129;  Eoyalty  v.  Shirley,  21  Ky. 
L.  -Eep.  1015,  53  S.  W.  1044.  La.— Pisk 
V.  Parker,  14  La.  Ann.  491.  Me. — Kit- 
tery  Water  Dist.  v.  Agamenticus  Water 
Dist.  Co.,  103  Me.  25,  67  Atl.  631.'  Md. 
O'Keefe  v.  Irvington  Eeal  Estate  Co!, 
87  Md.  196,  39  Atl.  428.  Mass.— Thurs- 
ton v:  Thurston,  99  Mass.  39.  Miss. 
Tucker  v.  Wilson,  68  Miss.  693,  9  So. 
898j'  Eagsdale  v.  Vicksburg,  etc.  E.  Co., 
62  Miss.  480;  Mobile,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Davis,  62  Miss.  271;  Nevitt  v.  Bacon, 
32  Miss.  212,  66  Am.  Dec.  609.  Mo. 
Long  V.  Long,  141  Mo.  352,  44  S.  W. 
341;  SuTsa  v.  Cash,  171  Mo.  App.  396, 
156  S.  W.  779;  McEeynolds  v.  Kansas 
City,  etc.  E.  Co.,  34  Mo.  App.  581.  ' 
Ne'b. — Thornhill  v.  Hargreaves,  76  Neb. 
582,  107  N.  W.  847;  Agnew  v.  Omaha 
Nat.  Bank,  69  Neb.  654,  96  N.  W.  189; 
Cinfel  D.  iMalena,  67  Neb.  95,  93  N.  W. 
165;  Kendall  v.  Selby,  66  Neb.  60,  92 
N.  W.  178,  103  Am.  St.  Eep.  697.  N.  J. 
English  V.  English,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  579. 
N.  y. — Hawkins  v.  Mapes-Eeeve  Const. 
Co.,  82  App.  Div.  72,  81  N.  T.  Supp. 
794;  Buchholz-Hill  Transp.  Co.  v.  Bax- 
ter, 142  App.  Div.  25,  126  N.  Y.  Supp. 
514;   Asbestos   Products   Co.  v.    Little, 

121  N.  Y.  Supp.  232.     N.  D Prondin- 

ski  V.  Garbut,  10  N.  D.  300,  86  N.  W. 
969.  Ohio.— Wanzer  v.  Self,  30  Ohio 
St.  378;  Eaton  v.  French,  23  Ohio  St. 
560;  Calvert  v.  Newberger,  20  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  353,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  184.  Pa, 
Ballentine  v.  Ballentine,  15  Atl.  859. 
R.  I. — Eeynolds  v.  Hennessy,  17  E.  I. 
169,  20  Atl.  307,  23  Atl.  639.  S.  C. 
Bush  V.  Bush,  1  Strobh.  377.  Tenn. 
Young  V.  Cavitt,  7  Heisk.  18;  Condon 
V.  Knoxville,  etc.  E.  Co.  (Tenn.  Ch.), 
35  S.  W.  781.  Tex. — Freidenbloom  v. 
McAfee  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  167  S.  W. 
28;  Smith  v.  Burgher  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
136  S.  W.  75;  Jecker  v.  Phytides,  27 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  410,'  65  S.  W.  1129. 
■Va. — Adams  v.  Pugh's  Admr.,  116  Va. 
797,  83  S.  E.  370;  Newberry  v.  EufSn, 
102  Va.  73,  45  S.  B.  733;  Hazen  v. 
LyndonviUe  Nat.  Bank,  70  Vt.  543,  41 
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reserves  the  right  to  any  party  to  further  litigate  any  matter  in  con- 
troversy in  the  suit,  or  excludes  from  its  operation  some  specified  right 
or  interest,  it  will  not  operate  to  bar  further  suit  based  thereon.^^ 
But  the  judgment  or  decree  should  clearly-  express  the  intended 
reservation  of  rights  by  the  insertion  of  a  proper  saving  clause,^^  since 
it  will  operate  as  an  estoppel  as  to  all  rights  or  interests  not  specifically 
reserved  therein.^^ 

(3.)  As  Aifected  hy  Ground  of  Dismissal.  —  (a.)  For  Technical  Defects  Gen- 
erally. —  A  judgment  of  dismissal,  entered  because  of  a  failure  to  com- 
ply with  some  condition,  or  to  perform  some  act,  precedent  or  pre- 
liminary to  the  right  to  institute  or  maintain  the  suit,'*  or  on  the 


Atl.  1046,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  680.  Wash. 
Bates  V.  Drake,  28  Wash.  447,  68  Pao. 
961.  W.  Va.— Staley  v.  Big  Sandy,  E. 
L.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  63  W.  Va.  119,  59 
S.  B.  946.  Eng. — Langmead  v.  Maple, 
18  0.  B.  N.  S.  255,  12  L.  T.  N.  S. 
143,  13  Wkly.  Eep.  469,  114  E.  C.  L. 
255;  Seymour  v.  Nosworthy,  1  Ch,  Cas. 
155. 
See  7  Standard  Peoc.  685. 

[a]  This  is  true  even  though  the 
words  "without  prejudice  to  another 
action"  were  improperly  attached. 
Minn. — Gunn  v.  Peakes,  36  Minn.  177, 
30  N.  "W.  466,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  661. 
Ohio. — Wanzer  v.  Self,  30  Ohio  St. 
378.  Tex. — ^Freidenbloom  v.  McAfee 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  167  S.  W.  28.  Eng. 
But  see  Eoohester  v.  Lee,  1  Mac.  &  G. 
467,  41  Eng.  Eeprint  1346. 

[b]  The  dismissal  without  prejudice, 
of  a  cross-'bill,  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action 
at  law  on  the  saipe  subject-matter. 
Dose  V.  Beatie,  62  Ore.  308,  123  Pac. 
383,  125  Pac.  277. 

[c]  But  the  words  "without  preju- 
dice," in  a  judgment  dissolving  an  in- 
junction, will  not  give  it  the  effect  of 
a  mere  nonsuit.  Porter  v.  Morere,  30 
La.  Ann.  230. 

81.  Colo.— Smith  v.  Cowell,  41  Colo. 
178,  92  Pac.  20.  la. — Hart  v.  Non- 
pareil Print.  Co.,  109  Iowa  82,  80  N.  W. 
217.  Ky. — Kentenia  Corporation  v. 
Boreing  Land  &  Mining  Co.,  159  Ky. 
61,  166  S.  "W.  780;  Harrow  v.  Johnson, 
3  Mete.  578.  La. — Police  Jury  v. 
Smith's  Syndics,  14  La.  68;  Kemper  v. 
Smith,  3  Mart.  (0.  S.)  622.  Mass. 
Low  V.  Low,  177  Mass.  306,  59  N.  B. 
57.  N.  y.— Stannard  v.  Hubbell,  56 
Hun  450,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  254.  Ohio. 
Upjohn  V.  Ewing,  2  Ohio  St.  13.  Pa. 
Moser  v.  Philadelphia,  H.  &  P.  E.  Co., 
233  Pa.  259,  82  Atl.  362.  R.  I.— Glid- 
den  V.  Whipple,  23  E.  I.  304,  49  Atl. 
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997.  S.  D.— Hardin  v.  Hardin,  26  S.  D. 
601,  129  N.  W.  108.  Tenn.— Wolfe  v. 
Potts  (Tenn.  Ch.),  42  S.  W.  188.  Tex. 
Haralson  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W.  788. 

[a]  When  a  decree  is  entered  re- 
serving the  right  to  any  party  to  fur- 
ther litigate  any  matter  in  controversy 
in  the  suit,  such'  reservation  may  be 
reviewed  on  appeal  by  any  party 
prejudiced  thereby,  and  if  no  appeal 
is  taken,  such  reservation  becomes  res 
adjudicata,  and  cannot  be  called  in 
question  by  any  party  in  any  other 
suit  or  proceeding  Bodkin  v.  Arnold, 
45  W.  Va.  90,  30  S.  B.  154. 

82.  Keown  v.  Murdock,  10  Ohio  Dee. 
(Eeprint)  606,  22  Wkly,  L.  Bui.  197; 
Carberry  v.  West  Virginia,  etc.  E.  Co., 
44.  W.   Va.   260,   28   S.   E.   694. 

[a]  The  omission, of  a  saving  clause 
in  a  judgment  or  order  cannot  be  sup- 
plied in  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Eogers 
V.  Hoenig,  46  Wis.  361,  1  N.  W.  17. 

83;  U.  S. — Albright  v.  Oyster,  140 
TJ.  S.  493,  11  Sup.  Ct.  916,  35  L.  ed. 
534;  Baltimore,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Pitts- 
burgh, etc.  E.  Co.,  55  Fed.  701;  Central 
Trust  Co.  V.  Iowa  Cent.  E.  Co.,  40  Fed. 
851.  Colo.— Smith  v.  Cowell,  41  Colo. 
178,  92- Pac.  20.  la.— Goldsmith  v.  J. 
Goldsmith  &  Bro.,  140  Iowa  12,  117 
N.  W.  1077.  Mass. — Eoach  v.  Eoach, 
190  Mass.  253,  76  N.  E.  651.  Tex. 
Ereidenbloom  v.  McAfee  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  167  S.  W.  28.  Va.— Innis  v. 
Eoane,  4  Call  379. 

84.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Glen- 
cove  Granite  Co.  v.  City  Trust,  etc. 
Co.,  118  Fed.  386,  55  C.  C.  A.  212; 
Pundt  V.  Pendleton,  Jailer,  167  Fed. 
997;  Myers  v.  D'Meza,  2  Woods  160,  17 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,987.  Cal. — ^Eosenthal 
V.  McMann,  93  Gal.  505,  29  Pac.  121; 
Eiverdale  Min.  Co.  v.  Wicks,  14  Cal.~ 
App.  526,  112  Pac.  896.    Ga.— Sweeney 
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ground  that  the  suit  was  brought  before  a  right  of  action  had  ac- 
crued,*" or  any  technical  objection  arising  during  the  course  of  the 


V.  Sweeney,  119  Ga.  76,  46  S.  E.  76,  100 
Am.  St.  Eep.  159.  Ind. — Eoberts  v. 
Norris,  67  Ind.  386;  Stockwell  v. 
Byrne,  22  Ind.  6.  la. — Eandolpli  v. 
Des  Moines  Cottage  Hospitt.1,  103  N. 
W.  157;  Kern  v.  Wilsoj,  82  Iowa  407, 
48  N.  W.  919;  Case  v.  "Woleben,  52  Iowa 
389,  3  N.  W.  486.  Kan.— State  v.  Kan- 
sas Ins.  Co.,  32  Kan.  649,  5  Pac.  187. 
Ky. — Lebanon  v.  Knott,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1992,.  72  8.  W.  790;  Anderson  v.  Trim- 
ble, 18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  507,  37  S.  W.  71. 
Me. — Brown  v.  Whitmore,  71  Me.  €3. 
Mass. — Cobb  v.  Fogg,  166  Mass.  466, 
44  N.  E.  534;  Maxwell  v.  Clarke,  139 
Mass.  112,  29  N.  E.  224;  Tracy  v. 
Merrill,  103  Mass.  280;  Morton  v. 
Sweetser,  12  Allen  134;  Crosby  v. 
Baker,  6  Allen  295;  Walbr-dge  v.  Shaw, 
7  Gush.  560;  New  England  Bank  v. 
Lewis,  8  Pick.  113.  Mich. — Hart  v. 
Lindley,  50  Mich.  20,  14  N.  W.  682. 
Minn. — Kerrigan  v.  Chicago,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  86  Minn.  407,  90  N.  W.  976.  Miss. 
Shaw  V.  Laurel  Oil  &  Fertilizer  Co., 
92  Miss.  340,  45  So.  878;  Dean  v.  Eidg- 
way,  6  So.  236.  Mo.— Whitlock  v. 
Appleby,  49  Mo.  App.  295.  N.  Y.— Rose 
V.  Hawley,  141  N.  T.  366,  36  N.  E. 
335;  Eose  v.  Hawley,  133  N.  Y.  315, 
31  N.  E.  236;  People  v.  Hall,  104  N.  Y. 
170,  10  N.  E.  135;  Porter  v.  Kingsbury, 
77  N.  Y.  164;  Canandaigua  v. 
Benedict,  24  App.  Div.  348,  48  N.  Y. 
Supp.  679.  N.  D. — Stewart  v.  Dwyer, 
22  N.  D.  356,  133  N.  W.  990.  Pa. 
Pittsburg  Constr.  Co.  v.  West  Side  Belt 
E.  Co.,  227  Pa.  90,  75  Atl.  1029;  Mc- 
Laughlin V.  McGee,  79  Pa.  217;  Car- 
mony  v.  Hoober,  5  Pa.  305.  S.  D. 
Taylor  v.  Neys,  11  S.  D.  605,  79  N.  W. 
998.  Wis. — Taylor  v.  Matteson,  86 
Wis.  113,  56  N.  W.  829;  Oleson  v.  Mer- 
rihew,  45  Wis.  397. 

85.  U.  S.— Clark  v.  Young  &  Co.,  1 
Cranch  181,  2  L.  ed.  74.  Cal.— Nevills 
V.  Shortridge,  146  Cal.  277,  79  Pac. 
972;  Hardin  v.  Dickey,  123  Cal.  513, 
56  Pac.  258  >  Gray  v.  Dougherty,  25  Cal. 
266.  Conn. — Peck  v.  Easton,  74  Conn. 
456,  51  Atl.  134.  Ga.— Ezzell  v.  Malt- 
bie,  6  Ga.  495.  111.— Bacon  v.  Schep- 
flin,  185  111.  122,  56  N.  E.  1123;  Brack- 
ett  V.  People,  115  HI.  29,  3  N.  E.  723; 
Crabtree  v.  Welles,  19  HI.  55;  Penin- 
sular Stone  Co.  v.  Bagby,  158  HI.  App. 
302;  Farber  v.  National  Forge,  etc. 
Co.,  50  m.  App    503.     lad.— Chicago, 


etc.  E.  Co.  V.  State,  153  Ind.  134,  51 
N.  E.  924;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Stingley,  2 
Ind.  269;  Fordice  v.  Beeman,  10  Ind. 
App.  295,  36  N.  E.  937.  la. — Eivers  v. 
Eivers,  65  Iowa  568,  22  N.  W.  679; 
Boyer  v.  Austin,  54  Iowa  402,  6  N.  W. 
585.  Kan.— Seaton  v.  Hixon,  35  Kan. 
663,  12  Pc.c.  22;  Krapp  v.  Eldridge,  33 

Kan.    106,    5   Pac.    372.'    Ky Yaukey 

V.  Sweeney,  85  Ky.  55,  2  S.  W.  559; 
Barker  v.  Tennessee  Pav.  Brick  Co., 
24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1524,  71  S.  W.  877.  La. 
Hewitt  V.  Williams,  48  La.  Ann.  686, 
19  So.  604;  Pasley  v.  McConnell,  40  La. 
Ann.  609,  4  So.  501.  Mass. — Water- 
house  V.  Levine,  182  Mass.  407,  65  N.  E. 
822;  Foster  v.  The  Eichard  Busteed, 
100  Mass.  409,  1  Am.  Eep.  125;  New 
England  Bank.  v.  Lewis,  8  Pick.  113. 
Mich. — Bresnahan  v.  Nugent,  92  Mich. 
76,  52  N.  W.  735.  Minn.— Ogden  v. 
Ball,  40  Minn.  94,  41  N.  W.  453.  Mo. 
Dillinger  v.  Kelley,  84  Mo.  561;  Lawler 
V.  Vettfi  (Mo..  App.),  149  S.  W.  43; 
McNees  v.  Southern  Ins.  Co.,  69  Mo. 
App.  232;  Shanklin  v.  Francis,  67  Mo. 
App.  457.  Mont. — Gassert  v.  Black,  18 
Mont.  35,  44  Pac.  401.  Neb.— Currier 
V.  Teske,  84  Neb.  60,  120  N.  W.  1015; 
Hart  V.  Bank  of  Commerce,  51  Neb. 
486,  71  N.  W.  40.  N.  Y.— Moloney  v. 
Nelson,  158  N.  Y.  351,  53  N.  E.  31; 
Converse  v.  Sickles,  146  N.  Y.  200,  40 
N.  E.  777,  48  Am.  St.  Eep.  790;  Van 
Keuren  v.  Miller,  144  N.  Y.  636,  39 
N.  E.  495;  Marcellus  v.  Countryman,  65 
Barb.  '  201 ;  Quackenbush  v.  Ehle,  5 
Barb.  469;  Wilcox  v.  Lee,  1  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  8.)  250,  26  How.  Pr.  418,  1  Eob. 
355;  Bull  v.  Hopkins,  7  Johns.  22;  Hal-^ 
sey  V.  Eeed,  9  Paige  446;  Eden  v. 
Hartt,  25  Misc.  493,  54  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1040.  Ohio.— Lauer  v.  Smith,  24  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  47.  Pa.— Kane  v.  Fisher,  -2 
Watts  246.  R.  L— Sloeom  v.  Wilbour, 
23  E.  L  97,  49  Atl.  489;  Jepson  v.  In. 
ternational  Fraternal  Alliance,  17  E.  I 
471,  23  Atl.  15.  S.  C— Timmons  v 
Turner,  55  S.  C.  490,  33  S.  E.  571 
McCelvy  v.  Noble,  13  Eich.  L.  330', 
Tenn. — Hurst  v.  Means,  2  Sneed  546 
Estill  V.  Taul,  2  Yerg.  467,  24  Am.  Deo, 
498.  Vt.— Clark  v.  Harrington,  4  Vt, 
69.  Va. — Hairston  v.  Hairston,  117 
Va.  207,  84  S.  E.  15.  Wis.— McFar- 
lane  v.  Cushnjan,  21  Wis.  401.  Wyo, 
Tutty  V.  Eyan,  13  Wyo.  53,  134,  78 
Pac.  657,  1119,  79  Pac.  920,  921.    Can, 
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proceedings,^^  or  for  any  irregularity,  defect  or  -informality  of  a 
technical  nature  in  the  institution  or  maintenance  of  the  proceeding,*'^ 
is  not  considered  as  a  judgment  on  the  merits,  and  consequently  is  no+. 
a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  based  on  the  same  cause  of  action.  So 
■where  a  judgment  is  entered  against  the  plaintiff  because  he'  mistook 
his  remedy  and  proceeded  under  an  improper  form  of  action,  it  does 
not  operate  as  a  hkv  to  a  subsequent  action  in  proper  form.*^ 

(b.)  For  Want  of  Proseoufion. — The  dismissal  of  a  cause  of  action 
for  want  of  prosecution  thereof,  while  in  effect  a  final  judgment  for 
defendant  in  that  particular  suit,  is  not  usually  a  bar  to  another 
suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action.*"     There  are  eases,  however,  where 


Eex  V.  Robinson,  14  Ont.  L.  E.  519, 
,10  Ont.  W.  E.  338.  See  Chisholm  V. 
Morse,  11  U.  C.  C.  P.  589. 

[a]  Such  judgment  is  conclusive  of 
the  fact  that  the  first  action  was  pre- 
maturely brought,  however;  such  fact 
cannot  be  raised  in  a  subsequent  action. 
Wilhelm  v.  Des  Moines  Ins.  Co.  (Iowa), 
68  N.  W.  782. 

86.  IT.  S.— Cheney  v.  Stone,  29  Fed. 
885.  Cal. — Eiverdale  Mining  Co.  v. 
Wicks,  14  Cal.  App.  526,  112  Pae.  896. 
Mo.— Biek  v.  Dry,  134  Mo.  App.  538, 
114  S.  W.  1146.  N.  Y.— Porges  v. 
Cohen,  23  Misc.  703,  52  N.  Y.  Supp. 
71.  Wyo. — ^Barkwell  v.  Chattert:on,  4 
Wyo.  307,  33  Pae.  940. 

87.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Pundt 
V.  Pendleton,  Jailer,  167  Fed.  997;  Eyau 
V.  Seaboard,  etc.  E.  Co.,'  89  Fed.  397. 
Ark.-^Adams  v.  State,  9  Ark.  33.  Cal. 
Eiverdale  Mining  Co.  v.  Wicks,  14  Cal. 

App.  526,  112  Pae.  896.     Colo Smith 

V.  Cowell,  41  Colo.  178,  92  Pae.  20. 
Conn. — Vincent  v.  Mut.  Eeserve  Fund 
Life  Assn.,  77  Conn.  281,  58  Atl.  963. 
la. — Eandolph  v.  Des  Moines  Cottage 
Hospital,  103  N.  W.  157.  Mont.— Pul- 
len  V.  Butte,  45  Mont.  46,  121  Pae. 
878.  N.  H.— Brackett  v.  Hoitt,  20  K. 
H.  257.  Pa.— Pittsburg  Constr.  Co.  v. 
West  Side  Belt  E.  Co.,  227  Pa.  90,  75 
Atl.  1029.  Tenn. — Stuber  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  113  Tenn.  305,  87  S.  W. 
411;  Cole  v.  Nashville,  5  Coldw.  639. 
Can.— Baker  v.  Booth,  2  V.  C.  Q.  B. 
O.  S.,  373. 

As  to  judgment  on  demurrer,  see 
supra,  XVn,  B,  3,  d,  (II),  (F). 

88.  U.  S. — ^Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v. 
Ohio,  etc.  E.  Co.,  142  U.  S.  396,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  188,  35  'L.  ed.  1055;  Me- 
Namara  v.  Home  Land,  etc.  Co.,  121 
Fed.  797,  58  C.  C.  A.  245.  Ala.— John- 
son V.  Amberson,  140  Ala.  342,  37  So. 
273.     Cal.— Oakland  v.  Oakland  Water 
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Front  Co.,  118  Cal.  160,  50  Pae.  277; 
Eeynolds  v.  Lincoln,  71  Cal.  183,  9 
Pae.  176,  12  Pae.  449.  Ga.— Eeid  v. 
Caldwell,  114  Ga.  676,  40  S.  E.  712. 
111. — Chicago  Terminal  Transfer  E.  Co. 
V.  Winslow,  216  HI.  166,  74  N.  E.  815; 
Lusk  V.  Chicago,  211  111.  183,  71  N.  E. 
878;  Grand  Pae.  Hotel  Co.  v.  Pinker- 
ton,  118  ni.  App.  89.  Me. — ^Wyman  v. 
Dorr,  3  Greenl.  183.  Mass.^Walker  v. 
Davis,     1     Gray     506;     Livermore     v. 

HerschSU,  3  Pick.  33.     Miss Conn  v. 

Bernheimer,  67  Miss.  498,  7  So.  345. 
Mo. — Massey  v.  McCoy,  79  Mo.  App. 
169.  N.  H. — Meredith  Mecha.nie  Assn. 
V.  American  Twist  Drill  Co.,  67  N.  H. 
450,  39  Atl.  330;  Kittredge  v.  Holt,  58 
N".  H.  191.  N.  Y.— Sager  v.  Blain,  44 
N.  Y.  445;  Steinson  v.  New  York 
Board  of  Education,  49  App.  Div.  143, 
63  N.  Y.  Supp.  128.  Ore.— Hufiman  v. , 
Knight,  36  Ore.  581,  60  Pae.  207.  Pa. 
Bigley  v.  Jones,  114  Pa.  510,  7  Atl.  54. 
S.  C— Charles  v.  Charles,  13  S.  C.  385. 
Tenn. — Donaldson  v..  Nealis,  108  Tenn. 
638,  69  S.  W.  732.  Tex. — Bertrand  v. 
Bingham's  Admx.,  13  Tex.  266;  Foster 
V.  Wells,  4  Tex.  101.  Vt. — Derosia  «. 
Ferland,  86  Vt.  15,  83  Atl.  271.  Va. 
Taylor  v.  Hodrick,  110  Va.  461,  66 
S  E.  65.  Wash. — State  v.  Moss,  13 
Wash.  42,  48  Pae.  622,  43  Pae.  373. 
Eng.— Ferrers  v.  Arden,  Cro.  Eliz.  668, 
78  Eng.  Reprint  906;  Hitchin  v.  Camp- 
bell, 2  W.  Black.  779,  96  Eng.  Eeprint 
457. 

89.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S. — ^Brown 
V.  Fletcher,  182  Fed.  963,  105  C.  C.  A. 
425;  United  States  Fastener  Co.  «. 
Bradley,  143  Fed.  523;  Whitaker  v. 
Davis,  91  Fed.  720;  Keller  v.  Stolzen- 
bach,  20  Fed.  47;  American  Diamond 
Eock  Boring  Co.  v.  Sheldon,  17  Blatchf. 
208,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  296.  Ala.— Mc 
Broom  v.  Sommerville,  2  Stew.  515. 
CaL— Pyle  «.  Piercy,  122  Cal.  383,  55 
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a  dismissal  upon  motion  of  defendant  for  failure  to  prosecute  on  the 
part  of  the  plainl^ifp  has  been  considered  as  a  decision  on  the  merits 
operating  as  a  bar  to  Another  suit.^" 

(c.)  For  Want  of  Jurisdiction.  — A  judgment  dismissing  an  action  on 
the  ground  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  suit,  or  of  the  parties  thereto,  cannot  be  an  adjudication  on  the 
merits,  and  therefore  cannot  operate  as  a  bar  to  another  action  on  the 
same' cause  in  another  court.^^    So  a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity  dis- 


Pac.  141.  D.  0. — WagenhuTst  v.  Wine- 
land,  22  App.  Gas.  356;  Cummings  v. 
Baker,  16  App.  Gas.  1.  Haw. — Eed- 
house  V.  Graham,  20  Hawaii  717.  HI. 
Chamberlain  v.  Sutherland,  4  111.  App. 
494.  Kan. — Mills  v.  Pettigrew,  45  Kan. 
573,  26  Pao.  33.  Ky.— Nickell  v.  Fal- 
len, 15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  389,  23  S.  W.  366. 
Me. — MeDonough  v.  Blossom,  109  Me. 
141,  83  Atl.  323.  Md.— Isaac  v.  Glarke, 
2  Gill  1.  Miss.— Baird  v.  Bardwell,  60 
Miss.  164j  Nevill  v.  Matthews,  Walk. 
377.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Sheridan  Pub. 
Co.  V.  Goodrich,  159  Mo.  App.  422,  140 
S.  W.  629.  Neb.— Philpott  v.  Brown, 
16  Neb.  387,  20  N.  W.  288;  Cheney 
v.  Cooper,  14  Neb.  415,  ,16  N.  W.  471. 
Nev. — ^Laird  v.  Morris,  23  Nev.  34,  42 
Pac.  11.  N.  Y. — Ogsbury  v.  La  Farge, 
2  N.  Y.  113;  Miller  v.  McGuckin,  15 
Abb.  N.  G.  204;  Rosse  v.  Bust,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  300;  Hayward  v.  Manhattan  E. 
Co.,  52  Hun  383,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  473; 
Porges  v.  Cohen,  23  Misc.  703,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  71.  Ohio. — Loudenback  v.  Col- 
lins, 4  Ohio  St.  251.  Pa. — Vought  v. 
Sober,  73  Pa.  49.  Tenn. — Kelton  v. 
Jacobs,  5  Baxter  574;  Eenshaw  v.  Tul- 
lahoma  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tenn.  Ch.), 
63  S.  W.  194.  Tex.— Worst  v.  Sgitco- 
vich  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  46  S."  W.  72. 
Vt.— Porter  v.  Vaughn,  26  Vt.  624. 
W.  Va.— Cornell  v.  Hartley,  41  W.  Va. 
493,  23  S.  E.  789.  Wis.— Spear  v.  Door 
County,  65  Wis.  298,  27  N.  W.  60.  Bng. 
Brandlyn  v.  Ord,  1  Atk.  571,  26  Eng. 
Eeprint  359;  Magnus  v.  Scotland  Nat. 
Bank,  57  L.  J.  Ch.  902,  58  L.  T.  Eep. 
N.  S.  617,  36  Wkly.  Rep.  602. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit  as  bar,  see 
infra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d,   (II),   (H). 

90.  Farish  v.  New  Mexico  Min.  Co., 
5  N.  M.  279,  21  Pac.  654.  See  also 
Mumford  v.  The  Acadia  Powder  Co., 
Ltd.,  37  Nova  Scotia  375,  holding  that, 
where  aii  actioil  was  dismissed  with 
costs  for  failure  of  plaintiff  to  appear 
an4  prosecute,  plaintiff  should  have  ap- 
plied to  the  trial  court  to  set  aside  the 


judgment,  and  that  it  operated  as  an 
estoppel  until  set  aside. 

[a]  In  Alabama  under  Chancery 
Practice  Rule  28,  a  dismissal  at  the 
default,  failure  or  instance  of  the 
plaintiff  is  equivalent  to  a  dismissal  on 
the  merits  and  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action. .  Kelly 
V.  Griffin,  165 .  Ala.  309,  51  So.  789; 
Crausby  v.  Crausby,  164  Ala.  471,  51 
So.  529. 

[b]  By  statute  in  Wisconsin  a  dis- 
missal for  failure  to  prosecute,  or  bring 
to  trial  a  pending  action,  in  which  the 
issues  have  been  joijjied,  within  five 
years,  is  a  bar  to  any  other  action  on 
the  same  subject-mattery  whether 
against  the  same  party  or  another,  if 
the  former  defendant  is  a  necessary 
party  to  the  second  suit.  Geo.  Walter 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Henseleit,  146  Wis.  666, 
132  N.  W.  631. 

91.  TT.  S.— Murray  v.  Pocatello,  226 
TJ.  S.  318,  33  Sup.  Ct.  107,  57  L.  ed. 
239;  Smith  v,  McNeal,  109  XT.  S.  426, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  319,  27  L.  ed.  986;  Walden 
V.  Bodley,  14  Pet.  156,  10  L.  ed.  398; 
Hughes  V.  United  States,  4  Wall.  232, 
18  L.  ed.  303;  Bunker  Hill,  etc.  Min., 
etc.  Co.  V.  Shoshone  Min.  Co.,  109  Fed. 
504,  47  C.  C.  A.  200;  United  States  v. 
Band,  53  Fed.  348,  3  C.  C.  A.  556. 
Ala.— Waddle  v.  Ishe,  12  Ala.  308. 
Colo. — Lake  County  v.  Sohradsky,  31 
Colo.  178,  71  Pac.  1104.  Fla.— O'Neil 
«.  Percival,  25  Fla.  118,  5  So.  809. 
Idaho.-^Pocatello  v.  Murray,  21  Idaho 
180,  120  Pac.  812  (afflrmed  in  226  U.  8. 
318,  33  Sup.  Ct.  107,  57  L.  ed.  239). 
m.— Jones  V.  Hunter,  32  HI.  App.  445. 
la. — Keokuk,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Donnell,  77 
Iowa  221,  42  N.  W.  176;  Weyand  v. 
Atchison,  etc.  E.  Co.,  75  Iowa  573,  39 
N.  W.  899,  9  Am.  St.  Eep.  504,  1  L. 
E.  A.  650;  Eoberts  v.  Hamilton,  56 
Iowa  683,  10  N.  W.  236;  Arnold  v. 
Grimes,  2  Iowa  1.  Ky. — ^Bitzer  v. 
O 'Bryan,  107  Ky.  590,  54  S.  W.  951; 
La  Master  v.  Lair,  1  Dana  109.     Md. 
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missing  a  bill  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  beeaus,e  plaintiff  has  an  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law,  does  not  bar  a  subsequent  action  at  law;®^  but 
a  decree  erroneously  dismissing  a  bill  on  the  ground  that  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  exists,  will,  unless  reversed  on  appeal,  bar  the  right  to 
equitable  relief  in  a  subsequent  suit.^^ 

(d.)  For  Want  of  Defect  of  Parties.  —  A  judgment  entered  against  a 
plaintiff  because  of  a  defect  or  insufficiency  of  parties,^*  or  upon  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  does  not  possess  the  legal  capacity  to  sue,  or 


Martin  v.  Evans,  85  Jild.  8,  36  Atl.  258, 
60  Am.  St.  Eep.  292,  36  L.  E.  A.  218; 
Schindel  v.  Suman,  13  Md.  310.  Mich. 
Way  V.  Stebbins,  47  Mich.  296,  11  N. 
W.  166.  Minn. — Goenen  v.  Schroeder, 
18  Minn.  66.  Miss. — Moaby  &  Kyle  v. 
"Wall,  23  Miss.  81,  55  Am.  Dee.  71. 
Neb.— -Pence  v.  XThl,  11  Neb.  320,  9 
N.  W.  40;  Irwin  v.  Gay,  3  Neb.  (Unof.) 
153,  91  N.  W.  197.  N,  Y.— Cauhape 
V.  Parke,  Davis  &  Co.,  46  Hun  306; 
Smith  V.  Adams,  24  Wend.  585;  Dun- 
levie  V.  Span^enberg,  66  Misc.  354,  121 
N,  T.  Supp.  299.  N.  0 — Brick  v.  At- 
lantic Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  145  N.  C. 
203,  58  S.  E.  1073.  Pa.— Champlin  v. 
Smith,  164  Pa.  481,  30  Atl.  447;  Weig- 
ley  V.  Coffman,  144  Pa.  489,  22  Atl. 
919,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  667.  S.  C— Gist 
V.  Davis,  2  Hill  Eq.  335,  29  Am.  Dec. 
89.  Tenn. — Estill  v.  Taul,  2  Yerg.  467, 
24  Am.  Dee.  498.  Tex. — Adone  «. 
Wettermark,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  593,  68 
S.  W.  553;  Jeeker  v.  Phytides,  27  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  410,  65  S.  W.  1129;  Seitz 
V.  McKenzie,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  81,  22 
S.  W.  104;  Hull  V.  Quest,  2  -^Posey 
Unrep.  Cas.  564.  Vt.— Jericho  v.  TJn- 
derhill,  67  Vt.  85,  30  Atl.  690,  48  Am. 
St.  Eep.  804.  Wis.— Gray  v.  Tyler,  40 
Wis.  579. 

[a]  See  algo  Hackett  v.  Connett,  2 
Edw.  Ch:  (N.  Y.)  73,  holding  that  a 
refusal  by  a  court  of  law  to  decide  a 
question  of  set-off  is  no  bar  to  an  in- 
quiry relative  thereto  in  a  court  of 
equity  having  concuiront  jurisdiction 
of  the  motion. 

[b]  But  it  is  a  final  adjudication  of 
the  fact  that  the  court  was  without 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  the 
matter  involved.  Pocatello  v.  Murray, 
21  Idaho  180,  12(7  Pac.  812  (affirmed 
in  226  U.  S.  318,  33  Sup.  Ct.  107,  57 
L.  ed.  239) ;  Glackin  v.  ZeUer,  52  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  -147. 

92.  Mo. — Barnett  v.  Smart,  158  Mo. 
167,  59  S.  W.  235.  Ohio.— Porter  v. 
Wagner,  36  Ohio  St.  471;  Cramer  v. 
Moore,  36  Ohio  St.  347.    W.  Va.— Car- 
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berry  v.  West  Virginia,  etc.  E.  Co.,  44. 
W.  Va.  260,  28  S.  B.  694.'  Eng.--Beere 
V.  Fleming,  13  Ir.  C.  L.  506. 

[a]  Want  of  jurisdiction,  because 
of  an  adequate  remedy  ^t  law,  should 
be  stated  by  a  court  of  equity  in  dis- 
missing a  bill,  as  otherwise  the  dis- 
missal will  be  held  to  have  been  on 
the  merits.  Carberry  v.  West  Virginia, 
etc.  E.  Co.  ,44  W.  Va.  260,  C3  S.  E. 
694. 

93.  Barnett  v.  Smart,  158  Mo.  167, 
59  S.  W.  23C, 

94.  U.  S. — St.  Eomes  v.  Levee  Steam 
Cotton-Press  Co.,  127  U.  S.  614,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  1335,  32  L.  ed.  289;  Belt's  Exrx. 
v.  United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  92.  Ala. 
McCall  V.  Jones,  72  Ala.  368.  Ark. 
Geisreiter  v.  Sevier,  33  Ark.  522.  Colo. 
Union  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Kelley,  4  Colo. 
App.  325,  35  Pac.  923.  la. — Miller  v. 
Langworthy,  3  G.  Gr.  347.  '  Kan, 
Union  Terminal  E.  Co.  ».  State  Eail-- 
road  Comrs.,  54  Kan.  352,  38  Pac.  290; 
Smith  V.  Auld,  31  Kan.  262,  1  Pac. 
626.  La. — Weinberger  v.  Merchants' 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  41  La.  Ann.  31,  5  So. 
728.  Mo.— Baker  v.  Lane,  137  Mo.  682, 
39  S.  W.  450.  N.  Y.— O'Connor  v.  Na- 
tional Ice  Co.,  121  N".  Y.  662,  24  N.  E. 
1092;  Wheeler  v.  Euckman,  51  N.  Y. 
391;  Vaughan  v.  O'Brien,  57  Barb.  491, 
39  How.  Pr.  515;  Eobbins  v.  Wells,  1 
Eob.  666,  18  Abb.  Pr.  191,  26  How. 
Pr.  15.  Pa.— Fleming  v.  Ins.  Co.,  13 
Pa.  391.  S.  C. — Montgomery  iJ.  .Dela- 
ware Ins.  Co.,  67  8.  C.  399,  45  S.  E. 
934.  Tenn. — Harris  &  Cole  Bros.  v. 
Columbia  Water,  etc.  Co.,  114  Tenn. 
328,  85  S.  W.  897;  Stuber  v.  Louisville, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  113  Tenn.  305,  87  8.  W. 
411.  Tex. — Nickelson  v.  Ingram,  24 
Tex.  680.  Wis.— Tierney  v.  Abbott,  46 
Wis.  329,  1  N.  W.  94. 

[a]  But  see  Thompson  t).  Clay,  3 
Men.  (Ky.)  359,  16  Am.  Dec.  108,  hold- 
ing that,  while  it  is  error  to  dismiss 
a  bill  for  want  of  sufficient  parties  de- 
fendant without  reserving  the  com- 
plainant's   rights,   yet,    if   he   fails   to 
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is  unauthorized  to  bring  or  maintain  the  suit,°^  does  not  operate  as  a 
bar  to  another  suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action. 

(e.)  For  Defective  Pleadings.  —  A  judgment  based  upon  defects  in  the 
pleadings  does  not,  as  a  general  rule,  go  to  the  merits  of  the  cause,  and 
will  not,  therefore,  bar  another  suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action.^^  But ' 
where  the  material  issues  involved  in  the  suit  have  been  necessarily 
determined  in  sustaining  a  demurrer,  the  judgment  thereupon  ren- 
dered is  a  bar  to  a  further  action  upon  the  same  matter.^^  The  fact 
that  a  matter  was  improperly  pleaded  does  not  affect  the  conclusive- 
ness of  the  judgment  rendered,  where  no  objection  was  made  at  the 
time  by  the  adverse  party.'* 

(4.)    On  Dismissal  of  Appeal.  —  Generally  the  order    of    an    appellate 
court  dismissing  an  appeal  from  a  judgment,  leaves  the  judgment  to 


have  it  reversed  on  appeal,  it  is  as 
conclusive  against  him  as  if  on  the 
merits. 

95.  U.  S. — Cunningham  v.  Cleveland, 
98  Fed.  657,  39  C.  C.  A.  211.  Ark, 
Hill  V.  Bryant,  61  Ark.  203,  32  S.  W. 
506.  Cal.— Wills  V.  Pauly,  116  Cal.  575, 
48  Pac.  709;  Morrell  v.  Morgan,  65  Cal. 
575,  4  Pac.  580.  la. — White  v.  Savery, 
50  Iowa  515.  La. — Cook  v.  Doremus, 
10  La.  Ann.  679.  Mich. — Sessions  v. 
Sherwood,  78  Mich.  234,  44  N.  W. 
263.  Mo.— Lilly  v.  Tobbein,  103  Mo. 
477,  15  S.  W.  618,  23  Am.  St.  Eep. 
887.  Net). — Rodgers  v.  Levy,  36  Neb. 
601,  54  N.  W.  1080.  N.  Y.— Mitchell 
V.  Cook,  29  Barb.  243;  Bobbins  v. 
Wells,  26  How.  Pr.  15,  1  Eobt.  666,  18 
Abb.  Pr.  191;  Clay  v.  Hart,  25  Misc. 
110,  55  N.  y.  Supp.  43.  N.  D.— Webb 
V.  Wegley,  19  N.  D.  606,  125  N.  W. 
562.  Pa. — ^De  Hart  v.  Kerlin,  4  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.   396. 

96.  U.  S.— Muskegon  v.  Clark,  62 
Fed.  694,  10  0.  C.  A.  591;  Gilmer  v. 
Morris,  30  Fed.  476;  Keller  v.  Stolzen- 
bach,  20  Fed.  47.  Ark. — Cooper  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 116  Ark.  501,  173  S.  W.  412.  Cal. 
Naftzger  v.  Gregg,  31  Pac.  612.  D.  C. 
CVarra  v.  Board  of  Medical  Supervisors, 
25  App.  Cas.  443.  lU.— Hoyt  v.  Chi- 
cago, etc.  E.  Co.,  177  111.  617,  52  N.  E. 
1127  (affirming  50  HI.  App.  583);  Gage 
V.  Swing,  114  111.  15,  28  N.  B.  379; 
Smalley  v.  Edey,  19  111.  207;  Van- 
landingham  v.  Ryan,  17  HI.  25;  Lang- 
muir   V.    Landes,    113     HI.     App.     134. 

"Ind.— Elkhart  Car- Works  Co.  v.  Ellis, 
135  Ind.  205,'  34  N.  E.  11<  Kan.— Mc- 
Clung  V.  Hohl,  10  Kan.  App.  93,  61 
Pac.  507.  Ky. — ^Farnsley's  Admr.  v. 
Philadelphia  L.  Ins.  Co.,  156  Ky.  699, 
161  S.  W.  1111;  Birch  v.  Funk,  2  Mete. 


544;  Kendal  ».  Talbot,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
321.  Mass. — Soper  v.  Manning,  158 
Mass.  381,  33  N.  E.  516.  Minn.— Major 
V.  Owen,  126  Minn.  1,  147  N.  W.  662. 
Mlss.'^Perry  v.  Lewis,  49  Miss.  443. 
Mo.— Wells  «.  Moore,  49  Mo.  229.  Neb. 
State  V.  Cornell,  52  Neb.  25,  71  N.  W. 
961.  Ohio. — Puher  v.  Villwock,  14  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  389,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  373. 
Ore. — O'Hara  v.  Parker,  27  Ore.  156, 
39  Pac.  1004.  S.  C— Duke  v.  Postal 
Tel.  Cable  Co.,  71  S.  C.  95,  50  8.  E. 
675;  Salinas  v.  Aultman,  45  S.  C.  283, 
22  8.  E.  889.  Va.— Karn  v.  Eorer  Iron 
Co.,  86  Va.  754,  11  S.  E.  431.  Wash. 
Von  Tobel  v.  Stetson,  etc.  Mill  Co.,  32 
Wash.  683,  73  Pac.  788.  W.  Va.— State 
V.  'McEldowney,  54  W.  Va.  695,  47  S.  E. 
650.  Wis. — Benware  v.  Pine  Valley,  53 
Wis.  527,  10  N.  W.  695.  Eng. — Ingram 
V.  Bray,  2  Lev.  210,  83  Eng.  Eeprint 
523;  Lampen  v.  Kedgewin,  1  Mod.  207, 
86  Eng.  Eeprint  832.  Can. — Baker  v. 
Booth,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  O.  S.  373. 

[a]  Compare,  Jones  v.  Henry,  3  Litt. 
(Ky.)  427,  holding  that,  a  failure  gt 
an  investigation  of  a  matter  at  law,  on 
account  of  defective  pleading  of  the 
defendant,  is  binding  on  him,  and  will 
bar  him  from  a  resort  to  equity,  if 
by  properly  pleading  the  matter  the 
whole  merits  of  the  case  could  have 
been  tried  at  law. 

97.  HI.— Godschalck  v.  Weber,  247 
111.  269,  93  N.  E.  241.  ^  la.— Wapello 
State  Sav.  Bank  v.  Colton,  143  Iowa 
359,  122  N.  W.  149.  N.  M.— Board  of 
Comrs.  of  Grant  County  v.  Cross,  12  N. 
M.  72,  73  Pac.  615. 

See  supra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d,  (II),  (F). 

98.  Thompson  v.  Wineland,  11  Mo. 
243. 
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operate  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  though  no  appeal  from  it 
had  been  taken.^^  But  in  cases  involving  a  trial  de  novo  in  the  ap- 
pellate court,  wherein  a  dismissal  of  the  appeal  operates  as  a  nonsuit 
or  dismissal  of  the  action  in  the  trial  court/  or  in  ease  of  a  dismissal 
of  the  action  by  the  lower  court  upon  order  of  the  higher  court,  leav- 
ing the  parties  as  if  no  action  had  been  brought,^  the  judgment  entered 
on  such  dismissals  does  not  operate  to  bar  further  suit.  So  also  a 
judgment  dismissing  an  appeal  from  a  lower  court  for  want  of  juris- 
diction therein  does  not  bar  a  subsequent  action.^ 

(H.)  Judgments  of  Nonsuit  ok  on  a  Ketkaxit.*  — Since  a  judgment  of 
nonsuit  is  not  usually  a  judgment  on  the  merits,  it  does  not  usually 
constitute  a  bar  to  another  suit  upon  the  same  cause  of  action ;  and  this 
is  true  whether  such  nonsuit  is  voluntary  or  involuntary;^  where  a 


99.  Ark. — Burgess  v.  Poole,  45  Ark. 
373.  Colo. — Pueblo,  Chicago  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Danziger,  7  Colo.  App.  149,  42 
Pac.  683.  Fla. — Duval  County  Comrs. 
V.  Pries,  22  Fla.  303.  lU. — Bank  of 
Montreal  v.  Griffin,  190  111.  App.  221. 
la.— Austin  v.  Walker,  61  Iowa  158,  16 
N.  W.  65.  Mich. — Cummerford  v. 
Paulus,  66  Mich.  648,  33  N.  W.  741. 
Vt.— Catlin  v.  Taylor,  18  Vt.  104. 

But  see  McMillan  v.  Conrad,  5  Me- 
Crary  140,  16  Fed.  128. 

1.  Ga. — Phipps  V.  Alford,  95  Ga. 
215,  22  S.  E.  152;  Pagan  v.  McTier, 
81  Ga.  73,  6  S.  E.  177.  Ky — Cave  v. 
Davis  &  Rice,  5  Mon.  392.  Wis.— Hol- 
man  v.  Lueck,  137  Wis.  375,  119  N.  W. 
124. 

[a]  A  second  action,  begun  before 
dismissal  of  the  first,  after  appeal  to 
the  circuit  court  from  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  was  barred  by  the  judgment  in 
force  when  it  was  instituted,  in  which 
the  cause  of  action  had  been  merged, 
and  the  dismissal  could  not  relate  back 
so  as  to  authorize  the  second  suit. 
Cooksey  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  Joseph  & 
G.  B.  E.  Co.,  74  Mo.  477. 

2.  Ind.— Whitworth  v.  Sour,  57  Ind. 
107.  Ky. — Davis  v.  Slaughter,  4  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  999.  Miss. — Clay  v.  Chickasaw,  64 
Miss.  534,  1  So.  753. 

3.1  Reading  v.  Price,  3  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  61,  19  Am.  Dec.  162;  The  State 
■V.  Brooke,  29  Mo.  App.  286. 

Dismissal  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
generally,  see  supra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d, 
(II),   (G),   (3),  (c). 

4.  See  generally  the  title  "Dis- 
missal, Discontinuance   and  Nonsuit." 

5.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Gardner 
V.  Michigan  Cent.  R.  Co.,  150  U.  S.  349, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  140,  37  L.  ed.  1107;  United 
States  I.  Parker,  120  U.  S.  89,  7  Sup. 
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Ct.  454,  30  L.  ed.  601;  Manhattan  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Broughton,  109  U.  S.  121, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  99,  27  L.  ed.  878;  Haldeman 
V.  United  States,  91  U.  S.  584,  23  L.  ed. 
433;  Homer  v.  Brown,  16  How.  354,  14 
L.  ed.  970;  McClaine  v.  Rankin,  119 
Fed.  110,  56  C.  C.  A.  160;  Woods  i>. 
Lindvall,  48  Fed.  62,  1  C.  C.  A.  37; 
Bixler  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  201  Fed. 
553;  Union  Bank  v.  Oxford,  90  Fed. 
7;  Aylesworth  v.  Gratiot  County,  43 
Fed.  350.  Ala. — Beadle  v.  Graham's 
Admr.,  66  Ala.  99;  Wise  v.  Falkner, 
45  Ala.  471;  Savage  v.  Gunter,  32  Ala. 
467;  Wyatt  v.  Judge,  7  Port.  37.  Ark. 
Hallum  V.  Dickinson,  47  Ark.  120,  14 
S.  W.  477.  Cal. — San  Francisco  v. 
Brown,  153  Cal.  644,  96  Pac.  281;' 
Jacob  V.  Day,  111  Cal.  571,  44  Pac. 
243;  Gates  v.  McLean,  9  Pac.  938; 
Fleming  v.  Hawley,  65  Cal.  492,  4  Pac. 
494;  Wood  v.  Ramond,  42^  Cal.  643; 
Lewis  V.  Superior  Court  of  Butte  Coun- 
ty, 11  Cial.  App.  483,  105  Pac.  763. 
Colo.— Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  lies, 
23  Colo.  19,  53  Pac.  222;  Westcott  v. 
Bock,  2  Colo.  335;  Norton's  Estate  v. 
McAlister,  22  Colo.  App.  293,  123  Pac. 
963.  Ga.— Central  of  Ga.  R.  Co.  v. 
Macon  Ry.  &  Light  Co.,  140  Ga.  309, 
78  S.  E.  931;  Buchanan  v.  James,  134 
Ga.  475,  68  S.  E.  72;  Ryan  v.  Pulgham, 
96  Ga.  234,  22  S.  E.  940;  Alabama 
Great  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Blevins,  92 
Ga.  522,  17  S.  E.  836;  Hendrick  v. 
Clonts,  91  Ga.  196,  17  S.  E.  119;  Smith 
V.  Ployd,  85  Ga.  420,  11  S.  E.  850. 
Idaho.-^Keane  r.  Pittsburg  Lead  Min- 
ing Co.,  17  Idaho  179,  105  Pae.  60. 
HI.— Spring  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Pat- 
ting, 210  •111.  342,  71  N.  E.  371;  Holmes 
V.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  94  111.  439; 
Gibbs  V.  Jones,  46  111.  319;  Howes  v. 
Austin,  35  111.  396;   Bates  v.  Jenkins, 
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judgment  is  in  effect  merely  a  nonsuit,  it  will  not  operate  as  a  bar 
to  another  action  because  of  the  fact  that  it  is  entered  under  a  differ- 


1  111.   411;   Falcon   Engineering   Co.   v. 

Wright,  171  HI.  App.  521.    Ind Miller 

V.  Mans,  28  Ind.  194;  Crews  v.  Cleg- 
horn,   13   Ind.  438;   Daggett  v.  Eobins, 

2  Blackf.  415,  21  Am.  Bee.  752.  la. 
Boyer  v.  Austin,  54  Iowa  402,  6  N.  W. 
585;  Delany  v.  Eeade,  4  Iowa  292; 
Mason  v.  Lewis,  1  G.  Gr.  494.  Ky. 
City  of  Cloverport  v.  Polk  Canning  Co., 
149  Ky.  414,  149  S.  W.  817;  Harris 
V.  Tiffany,  8  B.  Mon.  225;  Dana  v.  Gill, 
5  J.  J.  Marsh.  242,  20  Am.  Dec.  255; 
Crawford  v.  Summers,  3  J.  J.  Marsh. 
300.  La. — Carolina  Portland  Cement 
Co.  V.  Southern  Wood,  etc.  Co.,  137  La. 
469,  68  So.  831;  Eiggs  Cypress  Co.  v. 
Albert  Hanson  Lumber  Co.,  127  La. 
450,  53  So.  700;  Johnson  v.  City  of 
New  Orleans,  50  La.  Ann.  920,  24  So. 
635;  Weinberger  v.  Merchants'  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.,  41  La.  Ann.  31,  5  So.  728. 
Me. — ^Pendergrass  v.  York  Mfg.  Co.,  76 
Me.  509;  Haynes  v.  Jackson,  66  Me. 
93;  Jay  v.  Carthage,  48  Me.  353;  Brett 
V.  Marston,  45  Me.  401.  Mass. — Marsh 
V.  Hammond,  11  Allen  483;  Clapp  v. 
Thomas,  5  Allen  158;  Jones  v.  Howard, 

3  Allen  223;  Ensign  v.  Bartholomew, 
1  Mete.  274;  Bridge  v.  Sumner,  1 
Pick.  371;  Morgan  v.  Bliss,  2  Mass. 
111.  Mich. — Deneen  v.  Houghton  Coun- 
ty St.  Ey.  Co.,  150  Mich.  235,  118  N. 
W.  1126.  Mo. — Wiethaupt  v.  St.  Louis, 
158  Mo.  655,  59  S.  W.  960;  Ellington 
V.  Crockett,  13  Mo.  72;  Taylor  v.  Lar- 
kin,  12  Mo.  103,  49  Am.  Dec.  119; 
Manning  v.  Connecticut  Fire  Ins.  Co.^ 
176  Mo.  App.  678,  159  S.  W.  750; 
Dean  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  148 
Mo.  App.  428,  128  S.  W.  10;  Burns  v. 
Marsh,  144  Mo.  App.  412,  128  S.  W. 
834;  Zeller  v.  Eanson,  140  Mo.  App. 
220,  123  S.  W.  1016;  Hudson-Kimberly 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Young,  90  Mo.  App.  505; 
National  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Kansas 
City  School  Dist.,  23  Mo.  App.  227. 
Nel). — Cheney  v.  Qooper,  14  Neb.  415, 
16  N.  W.  471.  Nev. — Van  Vliet  v.  Olin, 
1  Nev.  495.  N.  H. — Baton  v.  George, 
40  N.  H.  258;  Holton  v.  Gleagon,  26 
N.  H.  501.  N.  J.— Beckett  v.  Stone,  60 
N.  J.  L.   23,   36  Atl.   880;   Snowhill  v. 

"Hillyer,  9  N.  J.  L.  38.  N.  Y.— Hon- 
singer  v.  Union  Carriage,  etc.  Co.,  175 
N.  Y.  229,  67  N.  E.  436;  Wheeler  v. 
Euekman,  51  N.  Y.  391;  People  v. 
Vilas,  36  N.  Y.  459,  3  Ab.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
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252,  93  Am.  Dec.  520;  Audubon  v.  Ex- 
celsior Ins.  Co.,  27  N.  Y.  216;  Lewis 
V.  Davis,  8  Daly  185;  Elwell  v.  Mc- 
Queen, 10  Wend.  519;  Reynolds  v.  Gar- 
ner, 66  Barb.  310;  Kaplan  v.  Friedman 
Const.  Co.,  148  App.  Div,  14,  132  N.  Y. 
Supp.  233;  Koewing  v.  Thalmann,  139 
App.  Div.  893,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  750; 
Scott  V.  Hartog,  75  Misc.  126,  132  N. 
Y.  Supp.  846;  Galletto  v.  Serafino,  40 
Misc.  671,  83  N.,  Y.  Supp.  184;  Steel 
V.  Holtzer,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  648;  Hirsch- 
feld  V.  Monahan,  143  N.  Y.  Supp.  1023; 
Brooks,  et  al.  v.  Schlernitzauer,  113 
N.  Y.  Supp.  484;  Goldman  v.  Tobias,  88 
N.  Y.  Supp.  991;  In  re  Townshend,  64 
Hun  636,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  905.  N.  0. 
Culbreth  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co., 
169  N.  C.  728,  86  S.  E.  624;  Starling 
V.  Selma  Cotton  Mills,  168  N.  C.  229, 
84  S.  E.  388,  L.  E.  A.  1915D,  850; 
Wilson  V.  Eureka  Lumb.  Co.,  166  N.  C. 
226,  81  S.  E.  741;  Tuttle  v.  Warren, 
153  N.  C.  459,  69  S.  E.  426;  Smith  v. 
Globe  Home  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.,  151 
N.  C.  260,  65  S.  B.a009;Tusseyi;.  Owen, 
147  N.  C.  335,  61  S.  E.  180;  Hood  v. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  135  N.  C.  622, 
47  S.  E.  607;  Prevatt  v.  Harrelson,  132 
N.  C.  250,  43  S.  E.  800.  N.  D.— Webb  v. 
Wegley,  19  N.  D.  606,  125  N.  W.  562. 
Ohio.— Holland  v.  Hatch,  15  Ohio  St. 
464.  Ore. — ^Wieks  v.  Sanborn,  72  Ore. 
321,  143  Pac.  1007;  Eehfield  v.  Win- 
ters, 62  Ore.  299,  125  Pac.  289;  Car- 
roll V.  Grande  Bonde  Electric  Co.,  49 
Ore.  477,  90  Pac.  903;  Hughes  v.  Walk- 
er, 14  Ore.  481,  13  Pac.  450.  Pa. 
Vought  V.  Sober,  73  Pa.  49;  Haws  v. 
Tiernan,  53  Pa.  192;  Blair  v.  McLean, 
25  Pa.  St.  77;  Fisher  v.  Longneoker,  8 
Pa.  410;  Bournonville  v.  Goodall,  10 
Pa.  133;  Fleming  v.  Insurance  Co., 
Brightly  N.  P.  102.  Phil.  Isl.— Ferrer 
V.  Diaz  &  Diaz,  15  Phil.  Isl.  219.  R.  I. 
Eobinson  v.  Merchants',  etc.  Transp. 
Co.,  16  E.  L  637,  19  Atl.  113.  S.  0. 
McCown  V.  Muldrow,  91  S.  0.  523, '74 
S.  E.  386;  Wall  v.  Chelsea  Plantation 
Club,  88  S.  C.  61,  70  S.  E.  434;  Whaley 
V.  Stevens,  24  S.  C.  479;  McEwen  v. 
Mazyek,  3  Eieh.  L.  210;  Foreman  v. 
Sandefur,  1  Brev.  474.  Tenn. — Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Beasley  &  Beasley, 
123  Tenn.  629,  134  S.  W.  806;  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Bentz,  108  Tenn  670, 
69  8  W  317,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  763,  58 
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ent  form  or  name.'  By  statute  or  rule,  however,  it  is  sometimes  pro- 
vided that  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  a  judg- 
ment on  the  merits  for  the  defendant,  unless  the  court  otherwise 
directs.''  And  if  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  given  after  a  considera.tion 
of  the  cause  upon  the  merits,  it  operates  as  a  bar  to  a  further  suit 
upon  the  same  cause  of  action.^ 

A  judgment  of  non  prosequitur  is  in  effect  the  same  as  a  nonsuit;  that 
is  it  turns  the  plaintiff  out  of  court  on  the  action,  or  part  of  the  cause 
of  action,  non  prossed,  without  barring  a  subsequent  action  thereon." 


L.  E.  A.  690;  Hooper  v.  Atlanta,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  107  Tenn.  712,  65  S.  W.  405. 
Tex.— Pillow  V.  Eliot,  25  Tex.  Supp. 
322;  Foster  v.  Wells,  4  Tex.  101;  Keller 
V.  J.  M.  Eadford  Grocery  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  127  S.  W.  888;  Long  v.  Behan, 
19  T,ex.  Civ.  App.  325,  48  S.  W.  555; 
Brainerd  v.  Bute  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  44 
S.  W.  575.  Utah.— Eobinson  v.  Salt 
Lake  City,  37  Utah  520,  109  Pac.  817; 
Smalley  v.  Eio  Grande  Western  Ey. 
Co.,  34  Utah  423,  98  Pae.  311;  Guthiel 
V.  Gilmer,  27  Utah  496,  76  Pac.  628. 
Va. — Staunton  Mut.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Buch- 
anan, 108  Va.  810,  62  S.  E.  928; 
Wortham  v.  Com.,  5  Eand.  (26 
Va.)  669.  Wash.— Alberg  v.  Campbell 
Lumber  Co.,  60  Wash.  533,  111  Pac. 
775;  Union  Bank  v.  Nelson,  32  Wash. 
208,  73  Pac.  372.  Wis.— Toledo  Com- 
puting Scale  Co.  v,  Polanis,  157  Wis. 
312,  147  N.  W.  632;  Gratz  v.  Parker, 
137  Wis.  104,  107,  118  N".  W.  637; 
Gates  V.  Parmly,  93  Wis.  294,  66  N.  W. 
253,  67  K  W.  739;  Gummer  v.  Trus- 
tees of  Village  of  Omro,  50  Wis.  247, 
6  N.  W.  885. 
See  also  7  Standard  Pkoc.  684. 

6.  Fla.— State  v.  Anderson,  26  Ma. 
240,  8  So.  1.  La. — ^Bourg  v.  Gerding, 
33  La.  Ann.  1369.  Me. — Means  V. 
Hoar,  110  Me.  409,  86  Atl.  772.  Mass. 
Marsh  v.  Hammond,  11  Allen  483.  N.  Y. 
Smith  V.  McMillan,  90  Hun  542,  36 
N.  Y.  Supp.  24;  Nudelman  v.  Borden's 
Con.  Milk  Co.,  77  Misc.  103,  136  N.  Y. 
Supp.  49.  Pa. — Haws  v.  Tiernan,  53 
Pa.  192. 

7.  Poyser  v.  Minors,  7  Q.  B.  D. 
(Can.)  329. 

[a]  A  judgment  of  nonsuit  in  an 
action  to  foreclose  a  mechanic's  lien  is 
a  bar  to  a  second  proceeding  to  enforce 
the  same  lien;  statute  does  not  con- 
template more  than  one  suit  to  enforce 
the  lien.  Sullivan  v.  Brewster,  1  E.  D. 
Smith  (N.  Y.)  681,  8  How.  Pr.  207. 

8.  Morrow  v.  Atlanta,  etc.  Air  Line 
Ey.   Co.,   84  S.   C.   224,  66  S.   E.   186; 
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Napier  v.  Gidiere,  7  Eioh.  Eq.  (S.  C.) 
2,54  (holding  that  plaintiff  was  non- 
suited on  the  merits,  and  not  entitled 
to  bring  another  action).  See  Chiles 
V.  Champenois,  69  Miss.  603,  13  So. 
840;  Ordway  v.  Boston  &  Maine  Eail- 
road,  69  N.  H.  429,  45  Atl.  243  (hold- 
ing that  an  involuntary  nonsuit  be- 
cause of  insufficient  evidence,  is  in  ef- 
fect a  judgment  on  the  merits,  as  in 
the  ease  of  a  directed  verdict,  and  a 
bar  to  a  subsequent  suit) ;  Engel  v. 
Union  Square  Bank,  94  App.  Div.  244, 
87  N.  Y.  Supp.  1070,  holding  that  a 
dismissal  of  a  complaint  in  a  suit  by 
a  trustee  in  bankruptcy  to  determine 
the  ownership  of  soine  insurance  pol- 
icies assigned  to  it  by  the  bankrupt 
after  loss,  for  failure  of  proof,  was  an 
adjudication  of  the  ownership  of  the 
funds  in  the  defendant. 

[a]  A  judgment  (1)  of  nonsuit  en- 
tered after  a  submission  of  the  case 
upon  evidence  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action.  Elwell  v.  McQueen,  10  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  519.  (2)  The  bar  is  limited 
to  the  particular  issue  involved.  Gilli- 
lan  V.  Spratt,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.)  440,  41 
How.  Pr.  27. 

[b]  An  involuntary  nonsuit  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  who  has  no  author- 
ity to  enter  such  a  judgment,  is  in  ef- 
fect a  judgment  on  the  merits.  Lawver 
V.  Walls,  17  Pa.  75;  Gould  v.  Crawford, 
2  Pa.  89. 

[c]  A  nonsuit  based  upon  the  un- 
disputed validity  of  a  release,  unap- 
pealed  from,  is  an  adjudication  of  such 
release,  and  is  a  bar  to  another  action 
for  the  damages  thereby  released. 
Hughes  V.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  92  S.  C. 
1,  75  S.  E.  214. 

9.  U.  S.— Gabrielson  v.  Waydell,  67 
Fed.  342;  Book  v.  United  States,  31  Ct. 
CI.  272.  Ala.— J.  B.  Ellis  &  Co.  v. 
Brannon,  161  Ala.  573,  49  So.  1034. 
m. — Howes  V.  Austin,  35  III.  396.  Ind. 
Lambert  v.  Sandford,  2  Blackf.  137, 
18  Am.  Dee.   U9.     Ky.— Shotwell    v. 
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A  judgment  on  a  retraxit,  however,  is  a  complete  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  for  the  same  cause  of  action.  1° 

(I.)  Judgment  Non  Obstante  Veredicto.  —  The  judgment  of  a  court  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  a  reserved  question 
of  law  decisive  of  the  ease,  is  as  conclusive  as  if  a  binding  instruction 
in  his  favor  had  been  given,  and  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  on  the 
same  cause.^^ 

e.  Judgment  Must  Be  Final.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  A  judgment  to 
operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  must  be  a  final  judgment  on 
the  merits  of  the  controversy,  terminating  the  litigation  between  the 
parties.^^    Where  the  judgment  is  merely  interlocutory  in  its  nature. 


Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  130  Ky.  569, 
113  S.  W.  512.     Tex — ^Foster  v.  Wells, 

4  Tex.  101.     Eng Dordsy  v.  Cook,  4 

Barn.   &  Cress.   135,   107  Eng.  Eeprint 
1009. 

10.  XJ.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Parker, 
120  U.  S.  89,  7  Sup.  Ct.  454,  30  L.  ed. 
601.  Ala. — Thomason  v.  Odum,  31  Ala. 
108,  68  Am.  Dec.  159;  Evans  v.  Mc- 
Mahan,  1  Ala.  45.  Ark. — Harris  v.  Pres- 
ton, 10  Ark.  201.  Ga. — Cunningham  v. 
Sehley,  68  Ga.  105.  Ind.— Lambert  v. 
Sandford,  2  Blaekf.  137,  18  Am.  Dec. 
149.  Miss. — CofEman  v.  Brown,  7  Smed. 
&  M.  125,  45  Am.  Dee.  299.  !Pa. — Lowry 
v.  McMUlan,  8  Pa.  157,  49  Am.  Dec. 
501.  W.  Va.— See  South  Branch  R.  Co. 
V.  Long,  26  W.  Va.  692.  Eng. — Beecher 
V.  Shirley,  Cro.  Jae.  211,  79  Eng.  Ee- 
print 183.  Can. — Exchange  Bank  of 
Gilman,  17  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  108. 

See  7  Standard  Peoc.  652. 

[a]  Eetraxit  is  a  voluntary  acknowl- 
edgment that  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause 
of  action,  and  therefore  will  not  fur- 
ther proceed,  which  operates  as  a  bar 
forever.  Harris  v.  Preston,  10  Ark. 
201. 

[b]  Plaintifif's  consent  to  the  entry 
of  a  judgment  of  retraxit  is  necessary 
to  constitute  it  a  bar.  Hallack  v.  Loft, 
19  Colo.  74,  34  Pac.  568. 

11.  Casey  v.  Pennsylvania  Asphalt 
Paving  Co.,  109  Fed.  744,  afflrmed,  114 
Fed.  189,  52  C.  C.  A.  145. 

12.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Mo- 
Gourkey  v.  Toledo,  etc.  E.  Co.,  146  IT. 
S.  536,  13  Sup.  Ct.  170,  36  L.  ed.  1079; 
Hiekey  v.  Stewart,  3  How.  750,  11  L. 
ed.  814;  Australian  Knitting  Co.  v. 
Gormly,  138  Fed.  92;  O'Brien  v. 
Wheelock,  78  Fed.  673.  Ala.— McLane 
V.  Spence,  11  Ala.  172.  Ariz.— Eeilly 
V.  Perkins,  6  Ariz.  188,  56  Pac.  734. 
Ark.— Crump  v.  Starke,  23  Ark.  131.. 
PolQ.- Dusing  V.  Nelson,  7  Colo.  184,  2 


Pac.  922.  lU.— Schmidt  v.  Glade,  126 
111.  485,  18  N.  E.  762;  Wadsworth  v. 
Gonnen,  104  111.  369;  Toledo,  P.  &  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Eastburn,  79  111.  140;  Kings- 
bury V.  Buckner,  70  111.  514.  Ind. 
Procter  v.  Cole,  104  Ind.  373,  3  N.  E. 

106,  4   N.   E.   303.     la McClelland  v. 

Bennett,  106  Iowa  74,  75  N.  W.  667; 
Wobdin  v.  demons,  32  Iowa  280.  Kan. 
Buchanan  County  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Linvill  (Kan.  App.),  62  Pac.  165.  Ky. 
Hibler  v.  Shipp,  78  Ky.  64;  Bo  wen  v. 
Highbaugh,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1114,  100 
S.  W.  221;  Nickell  v.  Fallen,  15  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  389,  23  S.  W.  366.  La.— Peet 
V.  Whitmore,  14  La.  Ann.  408;  Trescott 
V.  Lewis,  12  La.  Ann.  197;  Kellam  v. 
Eippey,  3  La.  Ann.  202.  Me. — Hobbs 
V.  Staples,  19  Me.  219.  Md.— Grant 
Coal  Co.  V.  Clary,  59  Md.  441;  Turner 
V.  Plowden,  5  Gill  &  J.  52,  23  Am. 
Dec.  596.  Mich. — Detroit  v.  Village  of 
Highland  Park,  186  Mich.  166,  152  N. 
W.  1002.  Mo.— Strong  v.  Hamilton, 
144  Mo.  668,  46  S.  "W.  439.  Neb. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  655, 
89  N.  W.  799;  Hart  v.  Bank  of  Com- 
merce, 51  Neb.  486,  71  N.  W.  40;  Hall 
V.  Vanier,  7  Neb.  397.  N.  J. — State  v. 
"Wood,  23  N.  J.  L.  560.  N.  Y.— Webb 
V.  Buckelew,  82  N.  Y.  555;  Carlisle"  v. 
McCall,  1  Hilt.  399;  Sans  v.  New  York, 
31  Misc.  559,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  681; 
Thorp  V.  Philbin,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  732. 
N.  C.^Shober  v.  Wheeler,  120  N.  C. 
353,  27  S.  E.  29.  Ohio.— State'  v.  Ot- 
tingef,  43  Ohio  St.  457,  3  N.  E.  298; 
White  V.  Herndon,  15  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  290, 
8  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  292.  Or©.— Eagle  Cliff 
Fishing  Co.  v.  McGowan,  70  Ore.  1,  137 
Pac.  766;  Burnett  v.  Marrs,  62  Ore. 
598,  125  Pac.  838.  Pa.— Stedman  v. 
Poterie,  139  Pa.  100,  21  Atl.  219; 
Eeed  v.  Garvin's  Exrs.,  7  Serg.  &  E. 
354;  Barton  v.  Eeynolds,  17  Pa.  Super. 
504;   Ohlinger  v.   Phillips,    2    Woodw, 
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it  does  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action,"  although  it  may 
be  final  in  its  fonn,^*  and  if  a  judgment  does  not  have  the  effect  of 
terminating  the  litigation,  either  by  a  conclusive  adjudication  of  the 
question  at  issue,  or  throwing  the  case  out  of  court,  it  is  interlocutory 
in  its  nature.^^  But  where  an  interlocutory  decree  ripens  into  a  final 
decree  after  the  institution  of  the  second  suit  it  thereby  becomes  a 
bar.^" 

A  conditional  judgment  does  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  on  the  same  subject-matter  until  it  becomes  absolute  by  the  per- 
formance, or  failure  to  perform,  the  conditions  upon  which  it  was 
granted.^' 

(II.)  Verdict  or  Findings.  — A  verdict  or  other  findings  of  fact  not 
followed  by  a  judgment  based  thereon,  will  not  operate  as  a  bar,^* 


53.  Tex. — ^Patrick  v.  Hopkins  County, 
6  S.  W.  626;  Bowles  v.  Belt  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  159  S.  W.  885.  Va.— Smith  v. 
Blaekwell,  31  Gratt.  (72  Va.)  291. 
Wash. — ^Westmoreland  Co.  v.  Howell,  62 
Wash.  146,  113  Pac.  281;  Wilson  v. 
Seattle  Dry  Dock,  etc.  Co.,  26  Wash. 
297,  66  Pac.  384.  W.  Va.— Bodkin  v. 
Arnold,  45  W.  Va.  90,  30  S.  E.  154; 
Gallaher  v.  Moundsville,  34  W.  Va.  730, 
12  S.  E.  859,  26  Am.  St^^  Bep.  942. 

See  also  7  Ency.  op  Bv.  814,  et  seq. 

Necessity  for  judgment  on  merits, 
see  supra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d. 

13.  U.  S.— li.  E.  Waterman  Co.  v. 
Modern  Pen  Co.,  193  Fed.  242;  Austral- 
ian Knitting  Co.  v.  Gormly,  138  Fed. 
92;  Eoemer  v.  Neumann,  26  Fed.  332. 
Ala. — McCurdy  v.  Middleton,  90  Ala. 
99,  7  So.  655.  Ariz.— Eeilly  v.  Perkins, 
6  Ariz.  188,  56  Pac.  734.  Ky. — Morgan 
V.  Goode,  151  Ky.  284,  152  8.  W.  584; 
Schafer-Meyer  Brew.  Co.  v.  Hasselback, 
22  Ky.  L.  Bep.  218,  56  S.  W.  971.  Md. 
Levy  &  Barry  v.  Levy,  28  Md.  25.  Mo. 
Carroll  v.  Campbell,  110  Mo.  557,  19 
S.  W.  809.  Va.— Smith  v.  Blaekwell, 
31  Gratt.  (72  Va.)  291;  Quarles  v.  Kerr, 
14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  48.  W.  Va.— Staley 
^.  Big  Sandy,  E.  L.  &  G.  B.  Co.,  63 
W.  Va.  119,  59  S.  E.  946.  Eng — Mas- 
sam  V.  Thorley's  Cattle  Food  Co.,  14 
Ch.  Div.  748,  42  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  851, 
28  Wkly.  Bep.'  966. 

14.  U.  S.— Ogden  City  v.  Weaver, 
108  Fed.  564,  47  C.  C.  A.  485.  Ala. 
McLane  v..  Spenoe,  11  Ala.  172.  Pa. 
Com.  p.  McCleary,  92  Pa.  188;  O'Neal 
V.  O'Neal,  4  Watts  &  S.  130. 

15.  V,  S. — Newman  v.  Newton,  4 
McCrary  293,  14  Fed.  634.  Colo — ^Bus- 
ing V.  Nelson,  7  Colo.  184,  2  Pac.  922. 
HI.— Clifford  V.  Gridley,  113  HI.  App. 
164.     Ind.— Farmers   L.    &   T.    Co.   v. 

Vol,  XV 


Canada,  etc.  E.  Co.,  127  Ind.  250,  26 
N.  E.  784,  11  L.  E.  A.  740;  The  State 
V.  Krug,  94  Ind.  366.  Ky. — Morgan  v. 
Goode,  151-  Ky.  284,  152  S.  W.  584. 
Mo. — Joseph,  Nelke  &  Co.  v.  Boldridge, 
43  Mo.  App.  333.  N.  Y.— Place  v. 
Eogers,  101  App.  Div.  193,  91  N.  Y. 
Supp.  912.'  W.  Va.— Staley  v.  Big 
Sandy,  E.  L.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  63  W.  Va. 
119,  59  S.  E.  946;  Pluharty  v.  Mills, 
49  W.  Va.  446,  38  S.  E.  521. 

[a]  "A  judgment  is  not  available 
as  an  estoppel  until  the  court  render- 
ing it  has  finally  parted  with  control 
over  the  decision."  L.  E.  Waterman 
Co.  V.  Modern  Pen  Co.,  193  Fed.  242. 

16.  David  Bradley  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Eagle  Mfg.  Co.,  57  Fed.  980,  6  C.  C.  A. 
661. 

17.  ni.— Schmidt  v.  Glade,  126  HI. 
485,  18  N.  E.  762.  Ky.— Mattingly  v. 
Louisville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  92  Ky.  463,  25 
S.  W.  830.  Md.— Shafer  v.  Shafer,  6 
Md.  "518.  Mass.— Flanders  i.  Hall,  159 
Mass.  95,  34  N.  E.  178;  Com.  v.  Pejep- 
seut  Proprietors,  7  Mass.  399.  R.  I. 
Hicks  V.  Aylsworth,  13  E.  I.  562. 

[a]  Remittitur. — Where  a  judgment 
in  ejectment  is  conditioned  on  a 
remittitur  by  plaintiff'  for  certain 
interfering  surveys,  such  remittitur  is 
not  a  retraxit,  and  not  a  bar  to  an- 
other suit.  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  7  Mo. 
App.  1.  See  also  Martin  v.  Chapman, 
1  Ala.  278,  holding  that  where  plaintiff 
remits  a  part  of  his  judgment  to  pre- 
vent a  new  trial  for  defsudant,  such 
remittitur  will  not  bar  an  action  for 
the  amount  remitted. 

18.  U.  S. — Oklahoma  v.  McMaster,' 
196  XJ.  8.  529,  25  Sup.  Ct.  324,  49  L. 
ed.  587  (reversing  .12  Okla.  570,  73 
Pac.  1012);  Smith  v.  McCool,  16  Wall. 
560,  21  L.  ed.  324;  Eeed  V.  'Merrim,a« 
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unless  the  parties  have  agreed  that  it  shall'  serve  the  office  of  judg- 
ment as  well  as  that  of  verdict,  or  have'  acquiesced  therein,  and  thereby 
renounced  their  right  to  further  litigate  the  matter.^*  But  some  cases 
hold  that,  where  the  time  has  elapsed  in  which  a  new  trial  may  be  had, 
or  the  verdict  set  aside,  the  verdict  is  a  bar  to  a  second  suit.^" 

The  decision  of  a  court  in  a  case  tried  without  the  aid  of  a  jury, 
if  followed  by  judgment,  will  as  effectually  bar  another  suit  upon  the 
same  cause  of  action  as  if  based  upon  a  verdict.^^ 

(III.)  Master's  Report.  —  The  report  of  a  master  in  chancery  is  not 
competent  as  independent  evidence  as  an  adjudication  between  the 
parties  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  it  was  accepted  by  the  court  and 
judgment  rendered  thereon.^^ 

(IV.)  Effect  of  Matlon  for  New  Trial.  —  The  judgment  of  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  is,  so  long  as  it  remains  unreversed,  usually  a 


Eiver  Locks,  etc.,  8  How.  274,  12  L. 
ed.  1077;  Bouldin  v.  Phelps,  30  Fed. 
547;  Whitaker  v.  Bramson,  2  Paine  209, 
29  Fed.  Gas.  No.  17,526;  Allen^«.  Blunt, 
2  Woodb.  &  Mc.  121,  1  Fed.  Gas.  No.  217. 
Cal.— Estate  of  Holbert,  57  Gal.  257; 
Dak.^Pearson  v.  Post,  2  Dak.  220,  9 
N.  W.  684.  Ga. — Walden  v.  Walden, 
124  aa.  145,  52  S.  E.  323;  Harris  v. 
Gano,  117  Ga.  934,  44  S.  B.  11.  lU. 
Stubbings  v.  Durham,  210  111.  542,  71 
N.  E.  586;  Harnish  v.  Miles,  111  HI. 
App.  105.  Kxa. — Stauffer  v.  Eemick,  37 
Kan.  454, 15  Pae.  584;  Attiea  State  Bank 
V.  Benson,  8  Kan.  App.  568,  54  Pao. 
1037.  La. — Humphreys  v.  Browne,  19 
La.  Ann.  158.  Kiim. — Schurmeier  v. 
Johnson,  10  Minn.  319.  Miss — Butler 
V.  Stephens,  Walker  219.  Nsb.— Gapen 
V.  Brettemitz,  31  Neb.  302,  47  N.  W. 
918;  McEeady  v.  Eogers,  1  Neb.  124, 
93  Am.  Dee.  333.  N.  H. — Piper  v.  Bos- 
ton &  M.  E.  E.,  75  N.  H.  435,  75  Atl. 
1041.  ,K.  Y. — ^Lanee  «.  Shaughnessy, 
153  N.  Y.  653,  47  N.  B.  1108;  Loril- 
lard  V.  Cl-Srie,  99  N.  Y.  198,  1  N.  E. 
614;  Young  v.  Eummell,  7  Hill  503; 
Derby  v.  Yale,  13  Hun  273;  Lance  v. 
Shaughnessy,  86  Hun  411,  33  N.  Y. 
Supp.  515  {aprmed  in  153  N.  Y.  653, 
47  N.  E.  1108);  Denike  v.  Denike,  44 
App.  piv,  621,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  110; 
De  Forest  v.  Andrews,  27  Misc.  145, 
58  N.  Y.  Supp.  358.  Ohio. — Dunlap  v. 
Eobinson,  12  Ohio  St.  530.  Pa.— Dough- 
erty V.  Lehigh  Coal  Co.,  202  Pa.  635, 
52  Atl.  18,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  660;  Fer- 
guson &  Betts  V.  Staver,  40  Pa.  213; 
Saylor  v.  Hioks,  36  Pa.  ,392;  Chester 
City  Presb.  Church  v.  Conlin,  11  Pa. 
Super.  413.  Tenn. — Eailroad  Co.  v, 
Brigman,  95  Tenn.  ,624,  32  S.  "W.  762. 


Bng. — Needham  v.  Bremner,  L.  B.  1 
C.  P.  583,  1  Harr.  &  E.  731,  2  Jur. 
N.  S.  434,  35  L.  J.  C.  P.  313,  14  L.  T. 
Eep.  N.  S.  437,  14  Wkly.  Eep.  694. 
Can. — Twohy  v.  Armstrong,  15  TJ.  C. 
0.  P.  269;  Gordon  v.  Eobinson,  14  U.  C. 
C.  P.  566. 

19.  V.  S.— PoUitz  V.  Schell,  30  Fed. 
421;  Bartels  v.  Eedfield,  16  Fed.  336. 
Ga»— Crosby  v.  Pittman,  129  Ga.  573, 
59  S.  E.  279,  121  Am.  St.  Eep.  234; 
Carstarphen  v.  Holt,  96  Ga.  703,  23  S. 
E.  904;  V/ebster  v.  Dundee  Mortg.  & 
Tr.  Co.,  93  Ga.  278,  20  S.  E.  310.  Pa. 
Estep  V.  Hutchman,  14  Serg.  &  E.  435. 

20.  U.  S.— Ball  V.  Treuholm,  45  Fed. 
588.  N.  Y.— Felter  v.  MuUiner,  2  Johns. 
181.  Tex. — Hume  v.  Schmitz,  91  Tex. 
■204,  42  S.  W.  543;  Hume  v.  Schmitz, 
90  Tex.  72,  36  S.  W.~429. 

21.  T3,  S.— Bassett  v.  TTnited  States, 
9  "Wall.  38,  19  L.  ed.  548.  Kan.— Auld 
V.  Smith,  23  Kan.  65.  N.  Y.— Bissell 
V.  Kellogg,  60  Barb.  617.  Vt. — Dauchy 
V.  Goodrich,  20  Vt.  127.  Wis.— Morgan 
V.  Chicago,  etc.  E..  Co.,  83  Wis.  348,  53 
N.  W.  741;  Kibbee  v.  Howard,  7  Wis. 
150.  ' 

[aj  The  fact  that  the  judgment  is 
wrong  in  law,  does  not  prevent  it  from 
operating  as  a  bar  to  another  action. 
Beall  V.  Pearre,  12  Md.  550. 

[b]  Findings  Confirmed  by  Final 
Judgment  Are  Adjudications  Only  So 
Far  as  Necessarily  Included  in  the 
Judgment. — Mitchell  v.  Insley,  33  Kan. 
654,  7  Pac.  201. 

22.  St.  Amand  v.  Nunnally,  131  Ga. 
469,  62  8.  E.'  589;  Nash  v.  Hunt,  116 
Mass.  237. 
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bar  to  another  suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action,''^  and  this  estoppel  is 
not  removed  by  the  pendency  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,^*  in  the 
absence  of  statute  to  the  eontrary,^^  unless  the  motion  is  granted,  in 
which  event  the  judgment  cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  bar  pending  a  new 
trial.^^ 

XV.)  Effect  of  Appeal  or  Right  Thereto.  —  (A.)  In  Geneeal.  —  Whether 
the  taking  of  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  suspends  its  operation  as 
a  bar  to  a  further  recovery  upon  the  same  cause  of  action  is  a  ques- 
tion upon  which  the  courts  are  divided;  in  some  jurisdictions,  it  does 
not  so  t)perate  f  in  other  jurisdictions,  however,  it  is  held  that,  pend- 


23.  See  generally  supra,  this  sec- 
tion. 

24.  U.  S.— Hubbell  ».  United  States, 
171  U.  S.  203,  18  Sup.  Ct.  828,  43  L. 
ed.  136.  Cal. — People  v.  Bank  of  San 
Luis  Obispo,  159  Cal.  65,  112  Pac.  866, 
Ann.  Gas.  1912B,  1148;  Harris  v.  Barn- 
hart,  97  Cal.  546,  32  Pac.  589.  Del. 
Chase  v.  Jefferson,  1  Houst.  257.  Nev. 
Young  V.  Brehl,  19  Nev.  379,  12  Pao. 
564,  3  Am.  St.  Bep.  892  .  N.  Y.— Blanoh- 
ard  V.  Pompelly,  Lalor's  Supp.  198. 
Pa. — Casebeer  v.  Mowry,  55  Pa.  419, 
93  Am.  Dec.  766. 

But  see  Sterling  v.  Parker-Washing- 
ton Co.,  185  Mo.  App.  192,  170  S.  W. 
1156;  Snow  v.  Eieh,  22  Utah  123,  61 
Pac.  336. 

25.  Fresno  Milling  Co.  v.  Fresno 
Canal,  etc.  Co.,  103  Oal.  xviii,  36 'Pac. 
412;  Brown  v.  Campbell,  100  Cal.  635, 
35  Pao.  433,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  314; 
In  re  Blythe's  Estate,  99  Cal.  472,  34 
Pac.  108;  Naftzger  v.  Gregg,  99  Cal. 
83,  33  Pac.   757,   37  Am.   St.  Eep.   23. 

26.  U.  S. — Lamprey  v.  Pike,  28  Fed. 
30.  111. — Preachers'  Aid  Soc.  v.  Eng- 
land,   106    111.    125;     Sheldon     v.     Van 

Vleck,    106   111.    45.      Ind Brown     v. 

Cody,  115  Ind.  484,  18  N.  E.  9.  Md. 
Mahouey  v.  Ashton,  4  Harr.  &  McH. 
295.  Tex.— Gulf,  C.  &  S.  E.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  James,  73  Tex.  12,  10  S.  W.  744,  15 
Am.  St.  Eep.  743.  Vt. — Kilpatriek  v. 
Grand  Trunk  E.  Co.,  74  Vt.  288,  52  Atl. 
531,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  887. 

27.  U.  S. — Eansom  v.  Pierre,  101 
Fed.  665,  41  C.  C.  A.  585;  Elk  Garden 
Co,  V.  T.  W.  Thayer  Co.,  206  Fed.  212; 
Oregonian  E.  Co.  v.  Oregon  E.,  etc.  Co., 
27  Fed.  277.  Ala.— Collier  v.  Alexan- 
der, 142  Ala.  422,  38  So.  244.  Ark. 
Boynton  r.  Chicago  Mill  &  Lumb.  Co., 
84  Ark.  203,  105  S.  W.  77;  Burgess 
V.  Poole,  45  Ark.  373;  Cloud  v.  Wiley, 
29  Ark.  80.  Fla. — Eeese  v.  Damato,  44 
Fla.   692,  33   So.  462.      Bl.— People    v. 
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Eickert,  159  HI.  496,  42  N.  E.  884; 
Moore  v.  Williams,  132  111.  589,  24  N. 
E.  619,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  563;  Gaddis 
V.  Leeson,  55  111.  522.  Ind. — ^Buchanan 
V.  Logansport,  etc.  E.  Co.,  71  Ind.  265. 
Kan. — Messing  v.  Faulkner,  83  Kan. 
115,  109  Pac.  1001;  Willard  v. 
Ostrander,  51  Kan.  481,  32  Pac.  1092, 
37  Am.  St.  Eep.  294;  Small  v.  Eeeves, 
25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  729,  76  S.  W.  395. 
Mass. — Merriam  v.  Whittemore,  5  Gray 
316.  But  see  Lockhead  y.  Jones,  137 
Mass.  25.  JHont. — Curtis  v.  Donnell,  3 
Mont.  211.  Keh. — Oreighton  v.  Keith, 
50  Neb.  810,  70  N.  W.  406.  N.  Y. 
Wilkes  V.  Henry,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  390; 
Burns  v.  Howard,  9  Abb.  N.  0.  321; 
Mercantile  Nat.  Bank  v.  Corn  Exch. 
Bank,  73  Hun  7S,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  1068; 
Sullivan  v.  Eingler,  69  App.  Div.  388,  74 
N.  Y.  Supp.  978;  In  re  Moran,  59  Misc. 
133,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  207.  Okla.— Hicks 
v.  Swank,  37  Okla.  451,  132  Pae.  654. 
Pa. — Thompson  'c.  Graham,  246  Pa. 
202,  92  Atl.  118;  Small's  Appeal,  1 
Monag.  676,  15  Atl.  807;  Garvin  v. 
Dawson,  13  Serg.  &  E.  246.  ;Wash. 
Spokane  &  I.  E.-  E.  Co.  v.  Spokane 
County,  75  Wash.  72,  134  Pac.  688; 
Kaufman  v.  Klain;  69  Wash.  113,  124 
Pae.  391.  Wis. — Smith  v.  Schreiner,  86 
Wis.  19,  56  N.  W.  160,  39  Am.  St.  Eep. 
869. 

[a]  Though  an  appeal  has  been 
taken,  and  a  supersedeas  bond  filed, 
a  decree  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  plea 
of  res  judicata.  Boynton  v.  Chicago 
Mill  &  Lumb.  Co.,  84  Ark.  203,  105 
S.   W.   77. 

[b]  The  estoppel  is  limited  to  the 
point  actually  litigated  and  determined. 
Moorehouse  v.  Moorehouse,  7  Pa.  Super. 
287. 

[c]  In  admiralty  and  maritime 
causes,  an  appeal  suspends  the  decree 
or  sentence  appealed  from,  and  it  is 
not  res  adjudicata  until  the  final  judg- 
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ing  an  appeal  operating  as  a  supersedeas,  the  judgment  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  final,  and  therefore  is  not  a  bar  to  another  action,^^  although 
upon  the  withdrawal,  abandonment,  or  failure  to  perfect  the  appeal, 
the  judgment  will  operate  as  a  bar  to  another  action. ^^  And  where  the 
statute  provides  that  a  judgment  does  not  become  final  until  the  time 
for  an  appeal  has  expired,  the  judgment  does  not  operate  as  a  bar 
until  the  expiration  of  such  time.^" 

(B.)  "Wheee  Judgment  Affirmed.  —  The  affirmance  on  appeal  of  a  gen- 
eral judgment  is  an  affirmance  thereof  with  respect  to  all  the  issues 
in  the  case,  as  to  which  it  becomes  res  judicata,  even  where  the  opin- 
ion is  based  upon  one  only  of  several  issues  involved.^^    And  a  judg- 


ment of  the  appellate  court  is  pro- 
nounced. Souter  V.  Baymore,  7  Pa. 
415,  47.  Am.  Dec.  518. 

28.  U.  S.— Contra  Costa  "Water  Co. 
V.  City  of  Oakland,  165  Fed.  518; 
Tampa  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Tampa,  124 
Fed.  932;  Eastern  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn. 
V.  Welling,  103  Fed.  352;  Sharon  v. 
Hill,  26  Fed.  337;  New  Orleans  Nat. 
Banking  Assn.  v.  Adams,  3  Woods  21, 
18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  "10,184;  Robinson  v. 
Tuttle,  2  Hask.  76,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,968;  Green  v.  "United  States,  18  Ct. 
CI.  93.  Colo.— See  Sylvester  v.  J.  I. 
Case  Threshing  Machine  Co.,  21  Colo. 
App.  464,  122  Pac.  62.  Iia. — Millau- 
don's  Succession,  22  La.  Ann.  12; 
Byrne,  Vance  &  Co.  v.  Prather,  14  La. 
Ann.  653;  Bacon  v.  Dahlgreen,  7  La. 
Ann.  59S;  Escurix  v.  Daboval,  7  La. 
575;  Turnbull  v.  Cureton,  9  Mart.  (O. 
S.)  37;  Seville  v.  Chretien,  5  Mart.  (O. 
S.)  275.  Mo.— Ketchum  v.  Thatcher,  12 
Mo.  App.  185.  Nev. — Sherman  v.  Dil- 
ley,  3  Nev.  21.  N.  H.— Haynes  v.  Ord- 
way,  52  N.  H.  284.  N.  J.— De  Camp  v. 
Miller,  44  N.  J.  L.  617.  Tenn.— Delk 
V.  Yelton,  103  Tenn.  476,  53  S.  W. 
729;  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Brigman,  95 
Tenn.  624,  32  S.  W.  762;  Turley  v. 
Turley,  85  Tenn.  251,  1  S.  W.  891; 
Chilton  V.  Wilson,  9  Humph.  399;  W. 
V.  Davidson  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Jones  (Tenn. 
Ch.),  62  S.  W.  386;  Hall  v.  Calvert 
(Tenn.  Ch.),  46  S.  W.  1120.  Tex. 
Texas  Trunk  E.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  85  Tex. 
605,  22  S.  W.  1030;  Cunningham  v. 
Holt,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  150,  33  S.  W. 
981;  New  York  &  T.  Steamship  Co. 
V.  Wright  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  26  S.  W.^ 
106. 

[a]  But  see  Westmoreland  v.  Eich- 
ardson,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  175,  21  S.  W. 
167,  holding  that  it  was  error  to  ex- 
clude as  evidence  a  copy  of  a  former 
judgment  offered  in  bar  as  res  judicata, 


on  the  ground  that  the  suit  in  which 
it  was  rendered  was  pending  on  ap- 
peal. 

[b]  Appeal  merely  suspends,  but 
does  not  vacate,  the  judgment.  Thomp- 
son V.  Griflln,  69  Tex.  139,  6  S.  W. 
410. 

[c]  A  judgment  of  a  probate  court 
in  New  York,  from  which  an  appeal 
has  been  taken,  will  be  regarded  as  res 
judicata  by  the  courts-  of  Louisiana, 
since  the  appeal  was  not  suspensive  in 
the  former  state.  Gaines'  Succession, 
45  La.  Ann.  1237,  14  So.  233. 

29.  U.  S.— Hubbell  v.  United  States, 
171  U.  S.  203,  18  Sup.  Ct.  828,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  513,  43  L.  ed.  136;  Southern  Pacific 
E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  133  Fed.  662, 
66  C.  C.  A.  560.  la.— Warder  v.  Eivers, 
64  Iowa  412,  20  N.  W.  739. 

30.  Fresno  Milling  Co.  v.  Fresno 
Canal,  etc.  Co.,  102  Cal.  xviii,  36  Pac. 
412;  Brown  v.  Campbell,  100  Cal.  635, 
35  Pac.  433,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  314; 
Story  V.  Story,  etc.  Commercial  Co.,  100 
Cal.  41,  34  Pac.  675;  In  re  Blythe,  99 
Cal.  472,  34  Pac.  108;  Naftzger  v. 
Gregg,  99  Cal.  83,  33  Pac.  757,  37  Am. 
St.  Eep.  23;  Harris  v.  Barnhart,  97 
Cal.  546,  32  Pac.  589;  McGarrahan  v. 
Maxwell,  28  Cal.  75;  Delger  v.  Jacobs, 
19   Cal.   App.   197,   125  Pac.   258. 

31.  U.  S. — Eussell  v.  Eussell,  134 
Fed.  840,  67  0:  C.  A.  436  {reversing 
129  Fed.  434);  Oglesby  v.  Attrill,  20 
Fed.  570.  Oal.— People  v.  Skidmore,  27 
Cal.  287.  la.— Finch  v.  Hollinger,  46 
Iowa  .216.  Va. — Stuart  v.  Heiskell's 
Trustee,  86  Va.  191,  9  S.  E.  984.  Wis. 
Ford  V.  Ford,  88  Wis.  122,  59  N.  W. 
464. 

[a]  A  question  expressly  decided  by 
a  court  of  equity,  in  a  decree  which 
is  affirmed  on  appeal,  is  res  judicata, 
although  such  question  was  not  con- 
sidered by  the  appellate   court,  whose 
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ment  amended  without  jurisdietion  before  affirmance,  when  afiiTmed 
as  thu^  amended,  becomes  res  judicata.^^ 

(C.)  Where  Judgment  Vacated  or  Eevb'rsed.  — -  As  a  general  rule,  when 
a  judgment  is  vacated  or  set  aside  by  the  court  in  which  it  was  entered, 
or  reversed  by  an  appellate  tribunal  and  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings, it  thereby  loses  its  conclusive  character  as  a  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent action.^^    But  where  a  reversal  is  upon  the  merits  of  the  eon- 


affirmance  was  based  on  other  grounds. 
Eussell  V.  Eussell,  134  Fed.  840,  67  C. 
C.  A.  436,  reversing  129  Fed.  434. 

[b]  But  a  judgment  rendered  In  an 
action  prematurely  brought,  although 
affirmed  on  appeal,  is  no  bar  to  an- 
other action  brought  after  the  right  of 
action  has  accrued.  Maloney  v.  Nel- 
son, 12  App.  Div.  545,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 
418. 

32.  Missouri  Pae.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Haynes, 
82  Tex.  448,  18  S.  W.  605. 

33.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Bueh- 
er  V.  Cheshire  E.  Co.,  125  V.  S.  555, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  974,  31  L.  ed.  795;  Grant  v. 
Phoenix  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  121  U.  S. 
105,  7  Sup.  Ct.  841,  30  L.  ed.  905; 
Aurora  v.  West,  7  Wall.  82,  19  L.  ed. 
42;  Hennessy  v.  TsiComa  Smelt.,  etc. 
Co.,  129  Fed.  40,  64  G.  C.  A.  54;  Em- 
pire State-Idaho  Min.  &  Dev.  Co.  v. 
Bunker  Hill,  etc.  Co.,  121  Fed.  973,  58 
C.  C.  A.  311;  Gilbert  v.  American  Sur. 
Co.,  121  Fed.  499,  57  C.  C.  A.  619,  61 
L.  E.  A.  253;  Freeman  v.  Clay,  52  Fed. 
1,  2  C.  C.  A.  587;  French  v.  Edwards, 
4  Sawy.  125,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,097. 
Ala. — Pope  V.  Nance,  1  Stew.  354,  18 
Am.  Dee.  60;  Nance  &  Co.  v.  Pope  & 
Hickman,  1  Stew.  220.  Cal. — People  v. 
HoUaday,  93  Cal.  241,  29  Pac.  54,  27 
Am.  St.  Eep.  186;  Board  of  Education 
V.  Fowler,  19  Cal.  11;  Stearns  v. 
Aguirre,  7  Cal.  443.  Gra. — Taylor  v. 
Smith,  4  Ga.  133.  Hi.— Stubb^ngs  v. 
Durham,  210  111.  542,  71  N.  B.  586; 
Pittsburgh,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Eeno,  123 
111.  273,  14  N.  E.  195;  Chicago  v.  Hul- 
bert,  205  111.  346,  68  N.  B.  786;  Chi-' 
cago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  ii.  Lee,  87  HI. 
454;  Bonner  v.  Peterson,  44  111.,  253; 
Ottawa  V.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  25  111. 
47;  Chicago  Forge  &i  Bolt  Co.  V.  Eose, 
69  111.  App.  123;  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P. 
E'.  Co.  e.  Berg,  57  111.  App.  521.  Ind. 
Indiana,  B.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Allen,  113 
Ind.  581,  15  N.  E.  446;  Clodfelter  v. 
Hulett,  92  Ind.  426.  la.— School  Tp. 
of  Franklin  v.  Wiggins,  142  Iowa  377, 
120  N.  W.  1032;  Stanbrough  v.  Cook, 
86  Iowa   740,  53  N.  W.  131;   Poole  v. 
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Seney,  70  Iowa  275,  24  N.  W.  520,  30 
N.  W.  634;  Edgar  v.  Greer,  10  Iowa 
279.  Kan. — Munn  v.  Gardner,  87  Kan. 
519,  125  Pac.  7;  King  v.  MoUohan,  61 
Kan.  683,  60  Pac.  731.  Ky.— Frankfort 
V.  Deposit  Bank,  111  Ky.  950,  65  S.  W. 
10,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  444;  Gordon  v. 
Phelps,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  619;  Parish  v. 
Wood,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  600;  Cook  v. 
Vimont,  6  Mon.  284,  17  Am.  Dec.  157. 
La. — Surget  v.  Newman,  43  La.  Ann. 
873,  9  So.  561;  Jackson  v.  Tieman,  15 
La.  485.  Md.— Borden  Min.  Co.  v. 
Barry,  17  Md.  419.  Mass. — Goodrich 
V.  Bodurtha,  6  Gray  323.  Mich.— Por- 
ter V.  Leache,  56  Mich.  40,  22  N.  W. 
104.  Minn. — Daley  v.  Mead,  40  Minn. 
382,  42  N.  W.  85.  Mo.— Lilly  v.  Tob- 
bein,  13  S.  W.  1060;  Atkinson  v.  Dixon, 
96  Mo.  582,  10  S.  W.  163.  Neb.— Colby 
V.  Parker,  34  Neb.  510,  52  N.  W.  693;  • 
Van  Etten  v.  Kosters,  31  Neb.  285;  47 
N.  W.  916;  Merriam  v.  Dovey,  25  Neb. 
618,  41  N.  W.  550.  N.  Y.—In  re  Pat- 
terson's Est.,  146  N.  Y.  327,  40  N.  B. 
990;  Smith  v.  Frankfield,  77  N.  Y.  414; 
Wood  V.  Jackson,  8  Wend.  9,  22  Am. 
Deo.  603,  18  Wend.  107;  Close  v.  Stuart, 
4  Wend.  95;  Onderdonk  v.  Eanlett,  3 
Hill  323;  Hunt  v.  Hoboken  Land,  etc. 
Co.,  1  Hilt.  161;  Vaughan  v.  O'Brien, 
57  Barb.  491,  39  How.  Pr.  515;  O 'Han- 
Ion  V.  Scott,  89  Huu  44,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
31;  McElroy  v.  Mumford,  62  Hun  619, 
16  N.  Y.  Supp.  691;  Hochstein  v.  James 
W.  Hill  Co.,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  899; 
People  V.  McClave,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  504. 
N.  0. — Person  v.  Montgomery,  120  N.  C. 
Ill,  26  S.  E.  645.  Ore.— Trotter  v. 
Stayton,  45  Ore.  301,  77  Pae.  395.  Pa. 
Spees  V.  Boggs,  204  Pa.  504,  54  Atl. 
346;  In  re  Smith,  204  Pa.  337,  54  ^4.tl. 
174;  Eoll  V.  Davison,  165  Pa.  392,  30 
Atl.  987;  Jenkinson  v.  Hilands,  146  Pa. 
380,  23  Atl.  394;  Earnest  v.  Hoskins, 
100  Pa.  551;  Fries  v.  Pennsylvania  E. 
Co.,  98  Pa.  142;  Small's  Appeal,  1 
Monag.  676,  15  Atl.  807;  Mannerback 
V.  Pennsylvania  B.  Co.,  16  Pa.  Super. 
622.  S.  O.— Thew  v.  Southern  Porce- 
lain  Mfg.;  Co.,   8   S.    C.    286.      Tenn, 
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troversy  it  bars  any  further  action  upon  tlie  same  matter.^*  And  the 
reversal  of  a  judgment  upon  which  another  judgment  is  founded 
deprives  the  latter  of  its  effect  as  a  bar  in  subsequent  proceedings.^^ 
4.  Persons  as  to  Whom  Doctrine  of  Bar  Available.  —  a.  Parties, 
'Privies  and  Strangers.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  In  order  that  one  may 
plead  in  bar  a  judgment  in  a  former  action,  he  must  have  been  a  party 
to  or  represented  in  the  former  action  as  an  actual  party,  and  in  the 
same  attitude  as  an  adversary  party  toward  the  subject  of  the  litiga- 
tion as  he  appears  in  the  second  suit,^"  or  he  mtist  be  in  privity'^  with 


Eosenbaum  v.  Davis,  106  Tenn.  51,  60 
S.  W.  497;  Turley  v.  Turley,  85  Tenn. 
251,  1  S.  W.  891.  Tex.— Gulf,  C.  &  S. 
F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  James,  73  Tex.  12,  10 
S.  W.  744,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  743;  Coats 
V.  Blanding  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  125  S.  W. 
627;  Hermann  v.  Allen  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  118  S.  W.  794.  See  Stipe  v. 
Shirley,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  223,  76  S. 
W.  307,  holding  that  a  Judgment  re- 
versed on  appeal  as  to  one  plaintifE, 
and  ordered  to  remain  "undisturbed" 
as  to  two  others,  is  res  adjudieata  as 
to  the  two.  Va. — ^Flemings  v.  Eiddick, 
5  Gratt.  (46  Va.)  272,  50  Am.  Dee.  119. 
Eng. — Partington  v.  Hawthorne,  52  J. 
P.  807. 

[a]  The  subsequent  reversal  of  a 
judgment  admitted  in  evidence,  is  not 
ground  for  reversing  the  judgment, 
rendered  in  the  case  in  which  the  first 
judgment,  was  admitted  as  evidence. 
Munn  V.  Gordon,  87  Kan.  519,  125 
Pac.  7. 

34.  111. — ^Larkins  V.  Terminal  E.  E. 
Assn.  of  St.  Louis,  122  111.  App.  246, 
where  the  appellate  court  makes  find- 
ings of  the  facts.  Mo. — Ginnocchio  v. 
Blinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  264  Mo.  516,  175 
S.  W.  196.  N.  Y.— Platz  «.  Burton  & 
Cory  Cider  &  Vinegar  Co.,  7  Misc.  473, 
28  N.  T.  Supp.  385.  S.  C— Thew  v. 
Southern  Porcelain  Mfg.  Co.,  8  S.  C. 
286. 

35.  Gould  V.  Sternburg,  128  HI.  510, 
21  N.  E.  628,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  138., 

[a]  The  reversal  of  a  judgment  ren- 
dered by  a  state  court,  will  not  operate 
to  deprive  the  judgment  of  a  federal 
pourt,  based  on  such  state  judgment  as 
a  reason  therefor,  of  its  conclusive  ef- 
fect as  res  judicata,  where  the  ad- 
judication involves  the  impairment  of 
a  right  guaranteed  by  the  federal  con- 
stitution. Deposit  Bank  v.  Frankfort, 
191  U.  S.  499,  24  Sup.  gt.  154,  48  L.  ed. 
276. 

36.  U.  S.— Kamm  v.  'Bees,  177  Fed. 
14,  100  C.  C.  A.  432.    Ind.— LouisvUle, 


H.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co. -^.  Linton,  43  Ind. 

App.  709,  88  N.  E.  532.     Mass ^Prost 

V.  Thompson,  219  Mass.  360,  106  N.  E. 
1009.  Minn. — dhadbourne  v.  Bahilly, 
34  Minn.  346,  25  N.  W.  633.  S.  0. 
Wilkes  V.  Southern  By.  Co.,  85'  S.  C. 
346,  67  S.  E.  292,  137  Am.  St.  Eep. 
890;  Eookard  v.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line 
Ey.  Co.,  84  S.  C.  190,  65  S.  E.  1047. 

See  also  7  Enct.  of  Bv.  816,  et  seq.; 
an'd  the  title  "Kes  Judicata." 

37.  U.  S. — SoufEront  v.  Compagnie 
Des  Sucreries,  217  U.  S.  475,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  608,  54  L.  ed.  846;  Estill  County 
V.  Embry,  112  Fed.  882,  50  C.  C.  A. 
573;  Jonathan  Mills  Mfg.  Co.  v.  White- 
hurst,  65  Fed.  996.  See  Bigelow  v. 
Old  Dominion  Copper,  etc.  Co.,  225  TJ. 
S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641,  56  L.  ed.  1009. 
Cal. — Hibernian  Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  v.  Lon- 
don, etc.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  138  Cal.  257,  71 
Pac.  334.  Ga. — Garlington  v.  Fletcher, 
111  Ga.  861,  36  S.  E.  920.  la.— Collins 
V.  Jennings,  42  Iowa  447.  N.  J. — Scott 
V.  Hall,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  451,  46  Atl.  611. 
N.  Y.— Pray  v.  Hegeman,  98  N.  Y.  351; 
Bush  V.  Knox,  2  Hun  576,  5  Thomp.  & 
C.  130.  S.  C— Wilkes  v.  Southern  Ey. 
Co.,  85  S.  C.  346,  67  S.  E.  292,  137 
Am.  St.  Eep.  890;  Eookard  v.  Atlanta 
&  C.  Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  84  S.  C.  190, 
65  S.  E.  1047;  Ex  parte  Eoberts,  19 
S.  C.  150.  Tex. — Kramer  v.  Breedlove, 
3  S.  W.  561;  Hair  v.  Wood,  58  Tex.  77. 
Vt.— Willey  v.  Laraway,  64  Vt.  559,  25 
Atl.  436. 

[a]  To  make  one  a  privy  to  an 
action,  (1)  he  must  be  one  who  has 
acquired  an  interest  in  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  action,  either  by  inheritance, 
succession,  or  purchase  from  a  party  to 
the  action  subsequent  to  its  institu- 
tion. Bryan  «/.  Malloy,  90  N.  C.  508. 
(2)  "One  who  prosecutes  or  defends  a 
suit  in  the  name  of  another,  to  estab- 
lish and  protect  his  own  right,  or  who 
assists  in  the  prosecution  or  defense 
of  an  action  in  aid  of  some  interest 
of  Ms  own,  and  who  does  this  openly, 

Vol.  XV 


602 


JUDGMENTS 


such  a  party,  by  contract,  estate,  or  blood,'^  or  in  law.^'  And  a 
judgment  on  the  merits  operates  as  an  estoppel  against  all  parties  of 
record  participating  in  the  action,  both  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and 
their  privies,*"  whether  or  not  they  are  included  in  the  judgment;*^ 
nor  is  the  operation  of  such  estoppel  hindered  by  the  fact  that  some 
of  the  parties  to  the  former  action  are  not  joined  in  the  second,*^  or 
that  there  are  parties  to  the  second  action  not  included  in  the  former.*^ 
A  defendant  is  entitled  to  invoke  this  .estoppel  against  a  second  re- 
covery of  the  same  claim,  whether  by  the  claimant  himself  or  his 
beneficiary,  representative  or  trustee.** 

(II.)  Strangers.  —  Since  a  judgment  does  not  operate  as  an  estoppel 
either  against  or  in  favor  of  a  stranger  to  the  litigation  culminating 
therein,*^  a  defendant  cannot  plead  in  bar  of  an  action  against  him 


to  the  knowledge  of  the  opposing  party, 
is  as  much  bound  by  the  judgment, 
and  as  fully  entitled  to  avail  himself 
of,  it,  as  an  estoppel  against  an  adverse 
party,  as  he  would  be  if  he  had  been 
a  party  to  the  record."  Souffront  v. 
Compagnie  Des  '  Sucreries,  217  U.  S. 
475,  30  Sup.  Ct.  608,  54  L.  ed.  846.  (3) 
Persons  who  are  represented  by  the 
parties,  and  who  claim  under  and  in 
privity  with  them,  or  have  mutual  or 
successive  relationship  to  the  same 
thing,  are  included  in  the  rule.  God- 
dard  1).  Benson,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  191. 
(4)  A  privity  may  exist  even  among  the 
citizens  of  the  same  municipality  as  to 
matters  affecting  the  same,  as  the  valid- 
ity of  an  election  to  locate  the  county- 
seat,  and  a  judgment  on  the  merits  in 
an  action  to  test  such  question,  insti- 
tuted by  one  citizen,  will  bar  another 
action  for  the  same  purpose  by  another 
citizen.  Sabin  v.  Sherman,  28  Kan. 
289. 

38.  V.  S. — Souffront  v.  Compagnie 
Des  Sucreries,  217  U.  S.  475,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  608,  54  L.  ed.  846.  la.— "Weiser  v. 
Eoss,  150  Iowa  353,  130  N.  W.  387. 
N.  Y. — Goddard  v.  Benson,  15  Abb.  Pr. 
191. 

Compare,  Brill  v.  Washington  Ey.  & 
Elect.  Co.,  215  TJ.  8.  527,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
177,  54  L.  ed.  311. 

[a]  Where  one  appears  as  the  legiti- 
mate son  andlieir  of  the  defendant,  to 
sustain  the  right  of  the  latter,  he  is 
in  privity  Y^t^  such  defendant,  and  is 
bound  by  the  judgment  rendered  in 
such  action.  Lichauco  v.  Go-Chun-Chac, 
19  Phil.  Isl.  258. 

See  also  7  Ency.  op  Ev.  816,  and  the 
title  "Res  Judicata." 

39.  Weiser  v.  Eoss,  150    Iowa    353, 
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130  N.  W.  387;  Johnson  v.  Collins,  14 
Iowa  63.  And  see  Knott  v.  Dubuque, 
etc.  Ey.  Co.,  84  Iowa  462,  51  N.  W. 
57. 

40.  Md. — Musgrave  v.  Staylor,  36 
Md.  123.  Mo.— Smith  v.  Kiene,  231 
Mo.  215,  132  S.  W.  1052.  P.  I.— Lichau- 
co V.  Go-Chun-Chac,  19  Phil.  Isl.  258. 
Vt. — Lampson  v.  Hobart,  28  Vt.  697. 
Va.— Pollard  v.  Coleman,  4  Call  (8  Va.) 
245.  Wash. — Parker  v.  Galbraith,  46 
Wash.  280,  89  Pac.  712. 

41.  Ga. — Central  of  Georgia  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Garrison,  12  Ga.  App.  369,  77  S.  E. 
193.  N.  H.— Gerrish  v.  Whitfield,  72 
N.  H.  222,  55  Atl.  551.  Tex.— Missouri 
Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  Smith,  16  S.  W.  803. 
Wash. — Parker  v.  Galbraith,  46  Wash. 
280,  89  Pac.  712. 

42.  Colo.— Best  v.  Hoppie,  3  Colo. 
137.  Ind.— State  v.  Krug,  94  Ind.  366. 
N.  Y. — New  York  Laud  Imp.  Co.  v. 
Chapman,  118  N.  Y.  288,  23  N.  E.  187. 

See  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  f,   (II). 

43.  La. — AUard  v.  Lobau,  3  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  293.  N.  Y.— Meagley  v.  Bing- 
hamton,  36  Hun  171.  Tex. — Johnson  v. 
Murphv,  17  Tex.  216. 

See  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  f,  (II). 

44.  La. — Shaw  v.  Thompson,  3  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  392.  KT.  Y.— Kent  v.  Hudson 
Eiver  E.  Co.,  22  Barb.  278;  Tinkham 
V.  Borst,  24  How.  Pr.  246;  Thomas  v. 
Coe,  51  Hun  481,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  253. 
Ohio.— Burkham  v.  Cooper,  2  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  77,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  371.  Pa. 
Welsh  V.  London  Assur.  Corp.,  151  Pa. 
607,  25  Atl.  142,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  786. 

45.  TJ.  S. — Bigelow  v.  Old  Dominion 
Copper,  etc.  Co.,  225  XJ.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  641,  56  L.  ed.  1009;  Feidler  v. 
Bartleson,  161  Fed.  30,  88  C.  C.  A.  194; 
Merchants   Coal   Co.  ■;;.   Fairmont   Coal 
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the  judgment  obtained  in  a  previous  action  by  a  stranger,**  nor  can 


Co.,  160  Fed.  769,  80  C.  C.  A.  23; 
Westinghouse  Electric,  etc.  Co.  v.  Jef- 
iSrson  Electric  Light,  etc.,  135  Fed. 
365  (affirmed  in  139  Fed.  385,  71  C.  C. 
A.  481).  Ala.— Smith  v.  Gayle,  62  Ala. 
4<i6;  Kennedy  v.  Holman,  19  Ala.  734. 
Ark. — Robinson  v.  Baskins,  53  Ark.  330, 
14  S.  W.  93,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  202. 
Cal. — Silva  v.  Hawkins,  152  Cal.  138, 
92  Pac.  72;  Grriffith  v.  Happersberger, 
86  Cal.  605,  25  Pac.  137,  487;  Irving 
V.  Cunningham,  77  Cal.  52,  18  Pac. 
878;  Chester  v.  Bakersfield  Town  Hall 
Assn.,  64  Cal.  42,  27  Pae.  1104.  Colo. 
Woodworth  v.  Garsline,  30  Colo.  186, 
69  Pac.  705,  58  L.  E.  A.  417.  Conn, 
Bethlehem  v.  Watertown,  51  Conn.  490. 
111.— Mount  V.  Scholes,  21  HI.  App.  192 
(affirmed  in  120  111.  394,  11  N.  E.  401); 
Jones  V.  People,  19  111.  App.  300.  Ind. 
Woodhull  V.  Freeman,  21  Ind.  229; 
Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Lin- 
ton, 43  Ind.  App.  709,  88  N.  E.  532. 
la. — American  Express  Co.  v.  Des 
Moines  Nat.  Bank,  136  Iowa  597,  111 
N.  W.  31;  Tiffany  «.  Stewart,  60  Iowa 
207,  14  N.  W.  241;  Barr  v.  Patrick,  52 
Iowa  704,  3  N.  W.  743;  Huntington  V. 
Jewett,  25  Iowa  249,  95  Am.  Dec.  788. 
Kan. — Gleason  v.  Wilson,  48  Kan.  500, 
29  Pae.  698;  Boyd  v.  Moore,  34  Kan. 
119,  8  Pac.  255;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ey.  Co.  'v.  Jefferson  County  Comrs.,  12 
Kan.  127.  Ky. — ^Hostetter  v.  Green, 
159  Ky.  611,  167  S.  W.  919,  L.  R.  A. 
'1915C,  870;  Marshall  ».  Bough's  Heirs, 
2  Bibb  628.  Md. — Cheverout  v.  Textor, 
53  Md.  295.  Mass. — Frost  v.  Thomp- 
son, 219  Mass.  360,  106  N.  E.  1009; 
McGillvray  v.  Employers'  Liability 
Assur.  Corporation,  214  Mass.  484,  102 
N.  E.  77,  46  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  110; 
Low  V.  Low,  177  Mass.  306,  59  N.  E. 
57.  Minn. — Nowak  v.  Knight,  44  Minn. 
241,  46  N.  W.  348.  Mo. — Henry  v. 
"Woods,  77  Mo.  277;  Trauerman  V.  Lip- 
pincott,  39  Mo.  App.  478;  State  v.  St. 
Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  29  Mo.  App.  301. 
Neb.— School  Dist.  No.  34,  Thayer 
County  V.  Thompson,  51  Neb.  857,  71 
N.  W.  728.  N.  Y. — ^Boerum  v.  Schenck, 
41  N.  Y.  182;  American  Bank-Note  Co. 
t!.  Metropolitan  El.  Ry.  Co.,  63  Hun 
506,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  532;  Cornell  v. 
Donovan,  14  Daly  295,  14  N.  Y.  St. 
687.  N.  C— WiUiams  v.  Hutton  & 
Buorbounais  Co.,  164  N.  C.  216,  80  S. 
E.  257;  White  v.  Green,  50  N.  C.  47. 
N.  D. — Schmidt  v.  Johnstone,  31  N.  D. 


53,  153  N.  W.  293.  Ohio.— State  v. 
Cincinnati  Gas  Light,  etc.  Co.,  18  Ohio 
St.  262;  Hardman  v.  Cincinnati,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  9  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  578,  15 
Wkly.  L.  Bui.  164.  S.  D.— Henton  v. 
Spencer,  29  S;  D.  190,  136  N.  W.  112. 
Tex.— Bertrand  v.  Bingham,  13  Tex. 
266;  Smith  v.  Banks  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
152  S.  W.  449,'  Oaks  v.  West  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  64  S.  W.  1033;  Southern  Pine 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Rogers,  26  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  535,  64  S.  W.  794.  Vt.— Parmelee 
V.  Woodbridge,  Brayt.  132.  Wis. 
Pranke  v.  H.  P.  Nelson  Co.,  157  Wis. 
241,  147  N.  W.  13;  Grafton  v.  Hiukley, 
111  Wis.  46,  86  N.  W.  859. 

Compare,  Etters  v.  Wilson,  12  Rich. 
L.  (S.  C.)  145. 

See  the  title  "Ees  Judicata." 

[a]  A  judgment  granting  a  wife  a 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  abandonment, 
and  deciding  against  the  husband's 
counterclaim  for  divorce  based  on  the 
same  ground,  was  not  a  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent action  by  him  against  his 
wife's  parents  for  alienation  of  her  af- 
fections, although  he  relied  upon  prac- 
tically the  same  evidence  in  both  cases, 
since  the  parties  and  issues  were  differ- 
ent. Hostetter  i'.  Green,  159  Ky.  611, 
167  S.  W.  919,  L.  R.  A.  1915C,  870. 

46.  Merchants'  Coal  Co.  v.  Fairmont 
Coal  Co.,  160  Fed.  769,  80  C.  C.  A.  23; 
Schmidt  v.  Johnstone,  31  N.  D.  53,  153 
N.  W.  293. 

[a]  A  person  who  contributed  to 
the  expense  of,  and  otherwise  aided  in, 
a  mandamus  suit  instituted  by  a  coal 
company  against  a  railroad  company  to 
compel  a  fair  distribution  of  cars  un- 
der the  interstate  commerce  law,  is  not 
estopped  thereby  to  maintain  an  inde- 
pendent suit  against  the  same  defend- 
ant for  the  same  purpose,  nor  does  such 
judgment  inure  to  his  benefit,  unless 
the  defendant  in  the  former  suit  agreed 
that  it  should  be  a  test  case.  Mer- 
chants' Coal  Co.  V.  Fairmont  Coal  Co., 
160  Fed.  769,  80  C.  C.  A.  23. 

[b]  In  separate  actions  by  three 
grantees,  brought  in  the  name  of  a  com- 
mon grantor  to  the  use  of  such 
grantees,  such  use  plaintiffs  are  the 
real  parties  in  interest,  and  a  judg- 
ment in  one  of  such  suits  is  not  a. 
bar  to  the  other  actions  for  the  can- 
cellation of  the  same  contract  as  to  the 
other  tracts  of  land  and  to  quiet  title 
in  the  respective  plaintiffs  and  to  re- 
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he  plead  in  bar  one  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  against  a  stranger,*' 
or  one  obtained  by  a  stranger  against  the  plaintiff,  on  the  same  cause 
of  action,**  or  state  of  facts.*^ 

b.  Joint  and  Joint  and  Several  Contractors.  —  (I.)  Joint  OMigors. 
In  the  absence  of  a  statute  to  the  contrary,  a  judgment  against  one 
joint  contractor  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  on  the  same  obliga]tion 
whether  that  action  be  against  another  joint  contractor    alone,^"    or 


cover  damages  for  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  their  premisea.  Schmidt  v. 
Johnstone^  31  N.  D.  53,  153  N.  W. 
293. 

47.  U.  S. — Ingersoll  V.  Jewett,  16 
Blatchf.  378,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,039. 
Ind.— Ellia  v.  State,  2  Ind.  262.  Ky. 
OwingSville  &  Mt.  S.  Turnpilce  Eoad 
Co.  ~v.  Hamilton,  21  Ky.  L.  Kep.  815, 
53  S.  W.  5.  N.  Y.— Atlantic  Dock  Co. 
V.  New  York,  53  N.  Y.  64;  Mathews 
V.  Lawrence,  1  Denio  212,  43  Am.  Dec. 
665.  Ore. — Hawley  v.  Dawson,  16  Ore. 
344,  18  Pac.  592. 

[a]  But  where  the  plaintiff  has,  in 
a  previous  suit  against  another  alleged 
that  the  benefit  of  the  consideration  of 
the  debt  now  sued  on  inured  to  the 
latter,  he  is  estopped  from  alleging  and 
proving  it  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the 
present  defendant.  Durham  v.  Wil- 
liams, 32  La.  Ann.  962;  Louisiana 
Levee  Co.  v.  State,  31  La.  Ann.  250. 

48.  American  Express  Co.  v.  Des 
Moines  Nat.  Bank,  136  Iowa  597,  111 
N.  W.  31. 

49.  XT.  S. — Merchants'  Coal  Co.  v. 
Fairmont  Coal  Co.,  160  Fed.  769,  88 
C.  C.  A.  23.  la. — American  Express 
Co.  V.  Des  Moines  Nat.  Bank,  136  Iowa 
597,  111  N.  W.  31.  N.  D.— Schmidt  v. 
Johnston,  .31  N.  D.  53,  153  N.  W.  293. 

50.  TJ.  S. — Sessions  v.  Johnson,  95 
U.  S.  347,  24  L.  ed.  596;  Mason  r. 
Eldred,  6  Wall.  231,  18  L.  ed.  783; 
Woodworth  v.  Spafford,  2  McLean  168, 
30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,020;  Willings  v. 
Consequa,  Pet.  C.  C.  301,  30  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  17,767;  Trafton  v.  United  States, 
3  Story  646,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,135. 
Colo.— Blythe  v.  Cordingly,  20  Colo. 
App.  508,  80  Pac.  495.  Fla.— Ferrall  v. 
Bradford,  2  Fla.  508,  50  Am.  Dec.  293. 
Ga. — Almand  v.  Hathcock,  140  Ga.  26, 
78  S.  E.  345;  Scarborough  &  Co.  v. 
Yarboroug;h,  13  Ga.  App.  792,  79  S.  E. 
1131.  111. — Jansen  v.  Grimshaw,  125 
111.  ,468,  17  N.  E.  850;  Nickerson  v. 
Rockwell,  90  111.  460;  People  v.  Har- 
rison, 82  111.  84;  Mitchell  v.  Brewster, 
28    HI.    163;    King   t:    Arney,    114     111. 
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App.  141.  Ind. — ^Wilson  v.  Buell,  117 
Ind.  315,  20  N.  E.'  231;  Eobinson  ii. 
Snyder,  74  Ind.  110;  Odell  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 71  Ind.  463;  Kennard  v.  Carter,  64 
Ind.  31;  Eichardson  v.  Jones,  58  Ind. 
240;  Erwin  v.  Scotten,  40  Ind.  389; 
Holman  v.  Langtree,  40  Ind.  349;  Cap- 
ital City  Dairy  Co.  v.  Plummer,  20  Ind. 
App.  408,  49  N.  E.  963;  Martin  v. 
Baugh,  1  Ind.  App.  20,  27  N.  E.  110. 
la.— Pugh  V.  Olson,  159  Iowa  364,  140 
N.  W.  433;  North  v.  Mudge  &  Co.,  13 
Iowa  496,  81  Am.  Dee.  441.  Ky.— El- 
liott V.  Sorter,  5  Dana  299,  30  Am.  Dec. 
689;  Slaughter  v.  Ripperdan,  5  Litt. 
337.  Md.— Moale  v.  Hollins,  11  GUI  & 
J.  11,  33  Am.  Dec.  684.  Mass. — Gibbs 
i).  Bryant,  1  Pick.  118;  Ward  v.  John- 
son, 13  Mass.  148.  Mich. — McKinley 
v.  Small,  178  Mich.  555j  146  N.  W. 
230;  Bonesteel  v.  Todd,  9  Mich.  871, 
80  Am.  Dec.  90.  IMinn. — Davison  v. 
Harmon,  65  Minn.  402,  67  N.  W.  1015. 
N.  J.— Coles  V.  McKenna,^  80  N.  J.  L. 
48,  76  Atl.  344.  N.  Y.— Suydam  v. 
Bajber,  18  N.  Y.  468,  75  Am.  Dec. 
254;  Olmstead  v.  Webster,  8  N.  Y. 
413,  Seld.  Notes  135;  Gray  v.  Palmer, 
2  Bob.  500;  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18 
Johns.  459,  9  Am.  Dec.  227;  Penny  v. 
Martin,  4  Johns.  Ch.  566.  Ohio. — Clin- 
ton Bank  v.  Hart,  5  Ohio  St.  33;  Carr 
i:  Beckett,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  72,  1  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  43;  Pfau  v.  Lorain,  13  Ohio 
Dee.  423,  1  Cine.  Super.  Ct.  73,  Ore. 
Ryckman  v.  Manerud,  68  Ore.  350,  136 
Pac.  826,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  522.  Va. 
Brown's  Admr.  v.  Johnson,  13  Gratt. 
(54  Va.)  644.  W.  Va. — Armentrout  v. 
Smith,  56  W.  Va.  356,  49  S.  B.  377. 
Wis. — Lauer  v.  Mandow,  48  Wis.  638, 
4  N.  W.  774;  Bowen  v.  Hastings,  47 
Wis.  232,  2  N.  W.  301.  Eng.— McLeod 
V.  Power,  67  L.  J.  Ch.  551,  79  L.  T. 
N.  S.  67,  47  Wkly.  Rep.  74;  Hoare  v. 
Niblett,  1  Q.  B.  781,  55  J.  P.  664,  60 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  565,  64  L.  T.  N.  S.  659,  39 
Wkly.  Rep.  491;  Cambefort  v.  Chap- 
man, 19  Q.  B.  D.  229,  51  J.  P.  455,  56 
L.  J.  Qi.  B.  639,  57  L.  T.  N.  S.  625,  35 
Wkly.  Rep.  838;   Kendall  v.  Hamilton, 
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against  all  of  such  contractors  or  obligors  jointly,'*  as  effectually  as 
a  recovery  against  all  the  joint  obligors  bars  a  subsequent  action 
against  one  of  them  upon  tl^e  same  joint  obligation.^^  But  exceptions 
to  the  general  rule  have  been  recognized  in  case  of  the  death,^^  in- 
fancy,^* discharge  in  bankruptcy,^'  or  absence  from  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  state  at  the  time  the  first  action  is  begun,  of  one  or  more  of  the 
joint  obligors,  rendering  a  joint  suit  against  all  the  joint  obligors 
impossible.^^  It  has  also  been  held  that  where  a  creditor  is  induced 
by  the  fraudulent  promises  or  statements  of  some  of  the  joint  obligors 
to  omit  them  from'  his  suit,  a  judgment  recovered  against  others  in 
such  action  is  not  a  bar  to  a  suit  against  those  who  perpetrate  the 
fraud. '^  And  the  general  rule  does  not  apply  to  cases  in  which  the 
first  recovery  is  had  upon  a  collateral  security  furnished  by  one  of  the 


4  App.  Cas.  504,  48  L.  J.  C.  P.  705,  41 
L.  T.  N.  S.  418,  28  Wkly.  Eep.  97. 

See  also  7  Enot.  op  Ev.  818;  and  the 
title  "Ees  Judicata." 

As  to  necessity  for  joining  joint  con- 
tractors, see  11  Standard  Peoc.  975, 
et  seq. 

[a] '  When  a  creditor  has  obtained 
one  judgment  or  decree  on  a  joint 
obligation,  the  claim  is  merged  there- 
in, and  he  is  estopped  to  sue  again  on 
the  same  obligation,  whether  he  sued 
one  or  all  of  the  joint  obligors.  Eyck- 
man  v.  Manerud,  68  Ore.  350,  136  Pae. 
826,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  522.  But  see 
Middleton  v.  Nibling  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
142  S.  W.  968,  holding  that  under  the 
statute  of  Texas  any  principal  obligor 
may  be  sued  alone  or  jointly  with  any 
other  party  liable  on  the  contract. 

[b]  In  South  Carolina,  a  contrary 
rule  has  prevailed  for  nearly  a  century, 
however.  Union  Bank  v.  Hodges,  11 
Eich.  L.  480;  State  Treasurer  v.  Bates, 
2  Bailey  362;  Collins  v.  Lemasters,  1 
Bailey  348,  21  Am.  Dec.  469. 

51.  Mass. — French  v.  Neal,  24  Pick. 
55.  Mich.— McKinley  v.  Small,  178 
Mich.  555,  146  N.  W.  230.  N.  J. 
Coles  V.  MeKenna,  80  N.  J.  L.  48,  76 
Atl.  344.  Ohio. — Eeynolds  v.  Pitts- 
burgh, etc.  E.  Co.,  29  Ohio  St.  602. 
Ore. — Eyckman  v.  ^anerud,  68  Ore. 
350,  136  Pac.  826,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C, 
522. 

52.  Ind.— Wilson  v.  Buell,  117  Ind. 
315,  20  N.  E.  231.  Mich.— McKinley 
V.  Small,  178  Mich.  555,  146  N.  W. 
230.  Ohio.— Carr  v.  Beckett,  1  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  72,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  43. 

53.  Ind. — Devol  v.  Halstead,  16  Ind. 
287;  Weyer  v.  Thornburgh,  15  Ind.  124. 
Mich. — McKinley  v.  Small,  178  Mich. 
555,  146  N.  W.  230,    Eng.— Zw  re  Hodg- 


son, 31   Ch.  D.   177,  55  L.  J.  Ch.   241, 
54   L.    T.    N.    S.    222,    34    Wkly.    Eep. 
127. 
See  11  Standaed  Proc.  977. 

54.  McKinley  v.  Small,  178  Mich. 
555,  146  N.  W.  230;  J.  Fay  &  Co.  v. 
James  Jenks  &  Co.,  78  Mich.  312,  44 
N.  ,  W.  380.  See  11  Standard  Proc. 
979. 

55.  Schott  V.  Touree,  142  HI.  233, 
31  N.  E.  591;  Fay  &  Co.  /D.  James 
Jenks  &  Co.,  78  Mich.  312,  44  N.  W. 
380.     See  11  Standard  Proc.  979. 

56.  U.  S.— Beck  &  Pauli  Lith.  Co. 
V.  Wacker,  etc.  Co.,  76  Fed.  10,  22  C. 
C.  A.  11.  See  Larison  v.  Hager,  44 
Fed.  49.  Conn. — Wood  v.  Watkinson, 
17  Conn.  500,  44  Am.  Dec.  562.  Ind. 
Merrimau  v.  Barker,  121  Ind.  74,  22 
N.  E.  992;  Cox  v.  Maddux,  72  Ind.  206. 
Me.— West  v.  Furbish,  67  Me.  17;  Eand 
V.  Nutter,  56  Me.  339;  Dennett  v. 
Chick,  2  Greenl.  191,  11  Am.  Dec.  59. 
Mass. — Odom  v.  Denny,  16  Gray  114; 
Tappan  v.  Bruen,  5  Mass.  193.  Mich. 
Hitchcock  V.  Frackelton,  116  Mich.  487, 
74  N.  W.  720;  Bonesteel  v.  Todd,  9 
Mich.  371,  80  Am.  Dec.  90.  N.  H. 
Tibbetts  v.  Shapleigh,  60  N.  H.  487; 
Burt  V.  Stevens,  22  N.  H.  229;  Olcott 
V.  Little,  9  N.  H.  259,  32  Am.  Dec. 
357.  N.  Y.— Brown  v.  Birdsall,  29 
Barb.  549.  Ohio.— -Toho  v.  McGovern, 
42  Ohio  St.  11;  Whittaker  v.  Stone,  16 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  635,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  591. 
Pa.— Campbell  v.  Steele,  11  Pa.  394. 
Tenn. — Davis  v.  Eeaves,  7  Lea  585. 
Wash. — Bradley  Engineering  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Heyburn,  56  Wash.  628,  106  Pac. 
170. 

See  11  Standard  Proc.  979. 

57.  Ferrall  v.  Bradford,  2  Fla.  508, 
50  Am,  Dec.  293. 
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joint  obligors,  unless  full  satisfaction  has  been  received  thereon,^'  or 
where  a  judgment,  entered  against  all  of  the  joint ,  obligors  on  a  de- 
fault, is  opened  as  to  one  of  them,  over  the  objection  of  the  plaintiff, 
since  there  is,  in  such  case,  no  election  by  plaintiff  to  sue  a  part  only 
of  the  joint  obligors.^^ 

"Where  the  plaintiff  is  defeated  in  an  action  against  one  of  the 
obligors  on  a  joint  obligation,^''  on  the  merits  of  the  cause,  he  is  thereby 
barred  from  maintaining  another  suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action, 
except  where  the  statute  authorizes  the  entry  of  judgment  against  one 
or  more  of  several  joint  defendants,*^  or  the  plaintiff's  case  failed  be- 
cause of  a  defect  of  parties.*^  . 

statutes  in  some  states  abrogate  the  common-law  distinction  between' 
joint  and  several  obligations,  and  give  the  holders  of  joint  obligations 
the  right  to  proceed  against  the  joint  obligors  the  same  as  if  they 
were  severally  liable,  and  to  bring  a  separate  suit  against  a  joint  obligor 
who  was  joined  but  not  served  in  a  previous  suit  against  all  Joint 
obligors."^ 


58.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Milwaukee 
V.  Finek,  100  Wis.  446,  76  N.  W.  608; 
Wegg-Prosser  v.  Evans,  1  Q.  B.  (1895) 
108;  Dr^ke  v.  Mitchell,  3  East  251,  7 
Eev.  Eep.  449,  102  Eng.  Reprint  594. 

59.  Heckemann  v.  Young,  134  N.  T. 
170,  31  N.  E.  513,  30  Am.  St.  Rep. 
655;  O'Hanlou  v.  Scott,  89  Hun  44,  35 
N.  Y.  Supp.  31. 

60.  Ark. — Nevill  v.  Hancock,  15 
Ark.  oil.  HI. — Mann  v.  Edwards,  34 
111.  App.  473.  Ky.— Hunt  v.  Terril,  7 
J.  J.  Marsh.  67.  Me.— Hill  v.  Morse, 
61  Me.  541.  Ohio.— Pfau  v.  Lorain,  13 
Ohio  Bee.  423,  1  Cine.  Super.  Ct.  73. 
Vt.— Spencer  v.  Dearth,  43  Yt.  98.  Va. 
Brown's  Admr.  v.  Johnson,  13  Gratt. 
(54  Va.)  644.  Eng. — Phillips  v.  Ward, 
2  H.  &  C.  717,  9  Jur.  (N.  S.)  1182, 
33  L.  J.  Exch.  7,  9  L.  T.  N.  S.  345, 
12  Wkly.  Rep.  106. 

Contra,  McLelland  v.  Eidgway,  12 
Ala.  482;  McCormack  v.  Barton,  19 
Misc.  625,  44  N.  Y.  Siipp.  393. 

[a]  A  judgment  in  favor  of  one  or 
more  joint  obligors  will  not  bar  an 
action  against  another  who  was  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  was  not  served  and  did  not  ap- 
pear in  the  former  action.  Larson  v. 
Hager,  44  Fed.  49. 

61.  Eoby  V.  Eainsberger,  27  Ohio  St. 
674. 

62.  McLean  v.  Hansen,  37  111.  App. 
48;  Detroit  v.  Houghton,  42  Mich.  459, 
4  N.  W.  171,  287. 

63.  Cal. — Melander  v.  Western  Nat. 
Bank,  21  Cal.  App.  462,  132  Pac.  265. 
D.  0. — ^Harris  v.  Leonhardt,  2  App.  Cas. 
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318.  Ga — Ells  ii.  Bone,  71  Ga.  466. 
111.— Finch  V.  Galigher,  181  111.  625,  54 
N.  E.  611.  la.— Smith  v.  Coopers,  9 
Iowa  376.  Kan. — Maitin  v.  Chanute, 
06  i:ai.  433,  152  Pac.  20.  Md.— West- 
heimer  v.  Craig,  76  Md.  399,  25  Atl. 
419;  Thomas  v.  Mohler,  25  Md.  36. 
Mich. — Bonesteel  v.  Todd,  9  Mich.  371, 
80  Am.  Dec.  90.  Minn. — Ingwaldson 
V.  Olson,  79  Minn.  252,  82  N.  W.  579. 
Mo. — Bagnell  Timber  Co.  v.  Missouri, 
K.  &  T.  Ey  Co.,  242  Mo.  11,  145  S.  W. 
469;  Knox  County  Sav.  Bank  13.  Cot- 
tey,  70  Mo.  150;  Cowan  v.  Leming,  111 
Mo.  App.  253,  85  S.  W.  953.  N.  M. 
Territory  v.  Mills,  16  N.  M.  555,  120 
Pac.  325.  N.  Y.— Lane  v.  Salter,  51 
N.  Y.  1;  Orleans  County  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Spencer,  19  Hun  569;  Dean  v.  Eld- 
ridge,  29  How.  Pr.  218;  Kramer  v. 
Schatzkin,  27  Misc.  206,  57  N.  Y.  Supp. 
803.  But  see  Oakley  v.  Aspinwall,  2 
Sandf.  7,  3  Code  Eep.  209.  N.  C. 
Rufty  V.  Claywell,  93  N.  C.  306.  Ohio. 
Whittaker  v.  Stone,  16  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
635,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  591.  Okla.— Mc- 
Master  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  23  Okla. 
550,  101  Pac.  1103.  Pa.— Davis  v. 
Sidle,  25  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  122;  Hersch- 
berger  v.  Brown,  2  Woodw.  Dec.  101. 
Tenn. — Lowry  vr  Hardwick,  4  Humph. 
188.  Tex. — Bute  v.  Brainerd,  93  Tex. 
137,  53  S.  W.  1017;  Wooters  v.  Smith, 
56  Tex.  198.  Va.— Cahoon  v.  McCul- 
loch,  92  Va.  177,  23  S.  E.  225.  Wis. 
Dill  V.  White,  52  Wis.-  456,  9  N.  W. 
404. 

See  11  Standard  Proc.  976,  980. 

[a]    Where  the  statute  raises  a  pre- 
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The  effect  in  another  state,  of  a  judgment  involving  a  joint  obligation 
is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  article."* 

(II.)  Joint  and  Several  Obligors.  —  While  satisfaction  of  a  joint  and 
several  obligation  by  one  of  the  joint  and  several  obligors  operates  as 
a  release  of  all  of  them,"^  an  unsatisfied  judgment  against  one  of  the 
obligors  on  a  joint  and  several  obligation,  such  as  a  maker,  endorser, 
drawer  or  acceptor  of  a  promissory  note  or  bill  of  exchange,""  or  other 
obligation  both  joint  and  several  in  its  nature,  does  not  bar  an  action 
against  another  obligor  on  the  same"  obligation,  since  such  debt  or 
undertaking  is  not  merged  in  the  former  judgment."^ 


Bumptiou  that  an  obligation,  is  both 
joint  and  several,  this  presumption 
must  be  overcome  before  common-law 
rule  making  a  recovery  against  one 
joint  obligor  a  bar,  can  be  invoked. 
McMaster  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  23  Okla. 
550,  101  Pao.  1103. 

[bl  Joint  obligees  may  maintain 
separate  actions  against  a  common 
obligor,  under  a  statute  which  pro- 
vides that  "all  contracts  which  are 
joint  only,  shall  be  construed  to  be 
joiilt  and  several,"  and  an  action  by 
one  does  not  bar  an  action  by  another. 
Martin  v.  Chanute,  96  Kan.  433,  152 
Pac.  20. 

64.  See  infra,  XVIH,  B,  3,  d,  (II), 
(B). 

65.  Coonley  v.  Wood,  86  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  559;  Jameson  v.  Barber,  56  Wis. 
630,  14  N.  W.  859. 

[a]  But  see  Day  v.  Hill,  2  Spears 
(S.  C.)  628,  42  Am.  Dec.  390,  holding 
that  "satisfaction  or  payment  is  no 
bar,  unless  the  whole  debt  is  paid,  or 
something  accepted  in  full  of  it.,  For 
less  than  this,  the  defendant  is'  only 
entitled  to  a  deduction  from  the  debt, 
for  the  amount  paid,  and  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the  baf- 
-ance, "  against  the  other  joint  and  sev- 
eral obligors. 

66.  U.  S.— Brooklyn  City  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Few  York  Nat.  Bank  of  Repub- 
lic, 102  U.  S,  14,  26  L.  ed.  61.  Ind. 
Morrison  v.  Pishel,  64  Ind.  177;  Beard 
V.  Adams,  8  Blackf .  469.  la.— Citizens ' 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Oleson,  47  Iowa  492;  Gil- 
man,  Bentley  &  Co.  v.  Foote,  22  Iowa 
560.  Mass. — Porter  v.  Ingraham,  10 
Mass.  88.  Mich. — Hitchcock  v.  Frackel- 
ton,  116  Mich.  487,  74  N.  W.  720; 
Beals  V.  Clinton  County  Cir.  Judge,  91 
Mich.  146,  51  N.  W.  885.  Mo.— Phoenix 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Landis,  50  Mo.  App. 
116.  N.  y.— Russell,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Carpenter,  5  Hun  162.      Pa.— Allen  v. 


Union  Bank,  5  Whart.  420.  Tex.— Still 
V.  Lombardi,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  315,  27 
S.  W.  845. 

But  see  Brown  v.  Foster,  4  Ala.  282. 

67.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Price,  9 
How.  83,  13  L.  ed.  56;  Sheehy  v.  Mande- 
ville,  6  Craneh  253,  3  L.  ed.  215.  Conn. 
Fairchild  v.  Holly,  10  Conn.  474;  Mor- 
gan V.  Chester,  4  Conn.  387.  Ga. 
Booth  V.  Huff,  116  Ga.  8,  42  S.  E.  381, 
94  Am.  St.  Rep.  98.  111.— People  v. 
Harrison,  82  111.  84;  Moore  v.  RogerJ, 
19  111.  347;  Orr  v.  Thompson,  9  111. 
451;  Joyce  v.  Spafford,  101  111.  App. 
422.  Ind.— Giles  v.  Canary,  99  Ind. 
116;  Greathouse  v.  Kline,  93  Ind.  598; 
MeClure  v.  McClure,  65  Ind.  482;  Kirk- 
patrick  v.  Stingley,  2  Ind.  269.  la. 
Beall  V.  West,  13  Iowa  61;  Smith  v. 
Coopers,  9  Iowa  376;  Harlan  v.  Berry, 
4  G.  Gr.  212.  Kan. — Martin  v.  Chanute, 
96  Kan.  433,  152  Pac.  20;  Piano  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Burrows,  40  Kan.  361,  19  Pao. 
809;  Jenks-y.  School  Dist.  No.  38, 18  Kan. 
356.  Ky. — Burrus  v.  Anderson,  3  Mete. 
500;  Sayre  v.  Coleman,  9  Dana  173. 
La. — Hite  v.  Vaught,  2  La.  Ann.  970; 
Illinois  State  Bank  v.  Sloo,  16  La. 
544;  Williams  v.  Brent,  7  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
205.  Mass. — Hawkes  v.  Phillips,  7  Gray 
284;  Simonds  v.  Center,  6  Mass.  18. 
Miss.— Scharff  v.  Noble,  67  Miss.  143, 
6  So.  843.  Mo.— Phillips  v.  Fitzpatrick, 
34  Mo.  276;  McLaurine  v.  Monroe's 
Admrs.,  30  Mo.  462;  Armstrong  i'. 
Prewitt,  5  Mo.  476,  32  Am.  Dec.  338. 
Neb. — McReady  v.  Rogers,  1  Neb.  124, 
93  Am.  Dec.  333.  N.  H.— Townsend  v. 
Riddle,  2  N.  H.  448.  N.  Y.— Russell 
V.  McCall,  141  N.  Y.  437,  36  N.  E. 
498,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  807;  Benson  v. 
Paine,  9  Abb.  Pr.  28,  17  How.  Pr.  407, 
2  Hilt.  552;  Jepson  v.  International  R. 
Co.,  80  M;isc.  247,  140  N.  Y.  Supp.  941; 
Carter,  Rice  &  Co.  v.  Howard,  17  Misc. 
381,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  1060;  Strauss  v. 
Trotter,  6  Misc.  77,-  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  20. 
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Effect  of  Joint  Judgment.  —  A  joint  judgment  against  all  of  the 
debtors  on  a  joint  and  several  obligation  is  generally  held  to  be  a  bar 
to  another  suit  on  the  same  demand,^^  though  in  some  states  a  plain- 
tiff's remedy  is,  regarded  as  double,  rather  than  elective,  where  the 
obligation  is  both  joint  and  several,  and  a  joint  judgment  is  no  bar  to 
a  several  action.*' 

(in.)  Partners.  —  Where  partnership  obligations  are  considered  or 
made  by  statute,  joint  and  several,  a  judgment  against  one  is  not 
ordinarily  a  bar  to  an  action  against  the  other  partners  on  the  same 
claim."*  The  debts  of  partnerships  are  usually  considered  joint  and 
not  several  obligations,  however,  and  therefore  a  judgment  against  one 


N.  C— Hix  V.  Davis,  68  N.  C.  231. 
OMo. — Clinton  Bank  v.  Hart,  5  Ohio 
St.  33.  Ore. — Noble  v.  Beeman-Spauld- 
ing-Wooaward  Co.,  65  Ore.  93,  131  Pac. 
1006,  46  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  162;  Hand- 
ley  V.  Jackson,  51  Pac.  1098.  Pa. — Hayes 
V.  Gudykunst,  11  Pa.  221;  Miller  v. 
Reed,  3  Grant  Cas.  51;  Vanemen  v. 
Herdman,  3  Watts  202;  Philadelphia  v. 
Stewart,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  552.  S.  C. 
Day  V.  Hill,  2  Spears  628,  42  Am. 
Dec.  390;  Collins  v.  Lemasters,  1  Bailey 
348,  21  Am.  Dee.  469.  Tenn.— Sully  v. 
Campbell,  99  Tenn.  434,  42  S.  W.  15, 
43  L.  E.  A.  161.  Tex. — Wilson  v. 
Casey,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  141,  22  S.  W. 
118.  Vt.— Sawyer  v:  White,  19  Vt.  40. 
Eng.— King  v.  Hoare,  2  D.  &  L.  383,  14 
L.  J.  Exch.  29,  13  Mees.  Sc  W.  494. 

See  also  7  Enct.  op  Ev.  819. 

[a]  A  default  judgment  against  one 
of  several  parties  jointly  and  severally 
liable  on  a  contract  is  not  a  bar  to 
a  recovery  against  other  joint  and  sev- 
eral obligors.  Noble  v.  Beeman-Spauld- 
ing- Woodward  Co.,  65  Ore.  93,  131  Pac. 
1006,  46  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)   162. 

68.  XJ.  S. — Sessions  v.  Johnson,  95 
U.  S.  347,  24  L.  ed.  596;  United  States 
V.  Price,  9  How.  83,  13  L.  ed.  56.  Ga. 
Fullington  v.  Killen,  65  Ga.  575.  Kan. 
Martin  v.  Chanute,  96  Kan.  433,  152 
Pac.  20.  Micli. — McKinley  v.  Small, 
178  Mich.  555,  146  N.  W.  230.  Ohio. 
Baker  v.  Kinsey,  41  Ohio  St.  403;  Clin- 
ton Bank  v.  Hart,  5  Ohio  St.  33.  Pa. 
McDivitt's  Exr.  v.  McDivitt,  4  Watts 
384;  Downey  v.  Farmers',  etc.  Bank,  13 
Serg.  &  R.  288;  Williams  v.  McFall,  2 
Serg.  &  R.  280.  Eng. — Ex  parte  Row- 
Ian  dson,  3  P.  Wms.  405,  24  Eng.  Re- 
print  1121. 

But  see  United  States  i).  Cushman',  2 
Sumn.  426,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,908; 
Trafton  v.  United  States,  3  Story  646, 
24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,135.    Compare,  Tay- 
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lor  V.  Henderson,  17  Serg.  &  R.   (Pa.) 
453. 

[a]  "If  the  plaintiff  brings  suit 
against  two  joint  promisors  and  ac- 
cepts a  judgment  against  one,  that 
would  of  course  put  an  end  to  the  cause 
as  against  the  other;  it  is  called  a 
merger  of  the  whole  cause  of  action. 
Practically  there  is  no  difference  in 
this  respect  between  a  joint  and  a  joint 
and  several  cause  of  action."  Hutch- 
inson V.  Brown,  8  Maekey  (D.  C.)  136. 
^  [b]  The  merger  of  a  debt  into  a 
joint  judgment  will  not  bar  a  resort 
to  the  original  note  and  the  relations 
of  the  parties  to  it,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  him  to  disclose  and  assert  an 
equitable  set-off.  Baker  v.  Kinsey,  41 
Ohio  St.  403. 

69.  m.— People  V.  Harrison,  82  HI. 
84;  Moore  v.  Rogers,  19  HI.  347.  Ind. 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Stingley,  2  Ind.  269. 
la. — See  Qharles  v.  Haskins,  11  Iowa 
329,  77  Aln.  Dec.  14g. 

70.  Ala. — Ratchford  v.  Covington 
County  Stock  Co.,  172  Ala.  461,  55  So. 
806.  Ky. — Valz  v.  Birmingham  First 
Nat.  Bank,  96  Ky.  543,  29  S.  W.  329, 
49  Am.  St.  Rep.  306;  Williams  v. 
Rogers,  14  Bush  776;  Scott  i".  Colmes- 
nil,  7  .1.  J.  Marsh.  416.  Miss. — Hyman 
■V.  Stadler,  63  Miss.  362.  S.  C— -Union 
Bank  v.  Hodges,  11  Rich.  L.  480;  Wat- 
son V.  Owens,  1  Rich.  111.  Can. — Hough 
Lithographing  Co.  v.  Morley,  20  Ont. 
L.  E.  484,   15  Ont.  W.  R  571. 

See  also  Martin  v.  Chanute,  96  Kan. 
433,  152  Pac.  20;  Daniel  v.  Bethell,  167 
N.  C.  218,  83  S.  B.  307;  Davis  v.  Sand- 
erlin,  119  N.  C.  84,  25  S.  E.  815. 

[a]  But  see  Taylor  v.  Sartarious, 
130  Mo.  App.  23,  108  S.  W.  1089,  hold- 
ing that  even  where,  by  statute,  part- 
nership obligations  are  made  both  joint 
and  several,  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
some   of   ths   partners   signing  a  joint 
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partner  on  a  partnership  debt  will  bar  not  only  a  subsequent  action  on 
the  same  claim  against  the  firm  or  any  partner/^  but  also  an  amend- 
ment of  the  judgment  so  as  to  include -another  partner  subsequently 
discovered  to  have  been  such,  but  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  action.''^ 
This  is  true  though  the  latter  were  dormant  partners  of  the  defendant 
in  the  original  action,  and  this  fact  was  unknown  to  the  plaintiff  when 
that  action  was  commenced,^'  or  were  non-residents  of  the  state,  and 
without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court/*  But  a  judgment  against  an 
individual  who  is  severally  liable  with  a  co-partnership  of  which  he  is 
a  member,  does  not  bar  an  action  against  the  partnership/^ 


and  several  contract,,  will  bar  an  action 
on  the  same  contract  against  another 
signer  thereof,  on  the  ground  that  a 
judgment  for  plaintifE  in  the  second 
suit  would  deprive  the  other  defend- 
ants of  the  benefits  of  their  judgment, 
through  contribution  in  the  secolid. 
Compare,  also,  Nichols  &  Co.  v.  Burton, 
5  Bush  (Ky.)  320;-  Philson  V.  Bamp- 
field's  Admr.,  1  Brev.  (S.  C.)  202. 

71.  tJ.  S.— United  States  v.  Ames,  99 
TJ.  S.  35,  25  L.  ed.  295;  Mason  v. 
Eldred,  6  Wall:  231,  238,  18  L.  ed.  783; 
Sedain  v.  Williams,   4  McLean   51,   21 

Fed.  Gas.  No.    12,609.      Colo Denver 

Exch.  Bank  v.  Ford,  7  Colo.  314,  3  Pac. 
449.  lU.— Fleming  v.  Boss,  225  111.  149, 
80  N.  E.  92,  8  Ann.  Cas.  314  (affirming 
125  HI.  App.  265);  Thompson  v.  Em- 
mert,  15  111.  415;  Wann  v.  McNulty,  7 
Bl.  355,  43  Am.  Dec.  58.  See  also, 
Sandusky  v.  Sidwell,  173  Bl.  493,  50 
N.  E.  1003  (holding  that  neither  sec- 
tion 3  of  chapter  76  nor  section  9  of 
chapter  110,  Hurd's  Rev.  St.,  1905,  ap- 
plied to  partnerships,  so  as  to  take  it 
out  of  the  common-law  rule) ;  Schott 
V.  Youree,  142  111.  233,  31  N.  E.  591; 
People  V.  Harrison,  82  111.  84;  Mitchell 
«.  Brewster,  28  Bl.  168;  Moore  v. 
Rogers,  19  111.  347.  Ind. — Crosby  v. 
Jeroloman,  37  Ind.  264;  Rose,<>.  Con- 
stock,  17  Ind.  1;  Nicklaus  v.  Roach,  3 
Ind.  78.  la.— North  v.  Mudge  &  Co., 
33  Iowa  496,  81  Am.  Dec.  441.  Mich. 
Candee  &  Soribner  v.  Clark,  2  Mich. 
255.  Minn.  —  Davison  v.  Harmon, 
65  Minn.  402,  67  N.  W.  1015. 
Neb. — Tootle,  Hosea  &  Co.  v.  Otis,  1 
Neb.  (Unof.)  360,  95  N.  W.  681.  N.  J. 
Coles  V.  McKenna,  80  N.  J.  L.  48,  76 
Atl.  344.  N.  Y.— National  Broadway 
Bank  v.  Hitch,  66  Hun  401,  21  N.  Y. 
Supp.  395,  29  Abb.  N.  C.  400,  23  Civ. 
Pr.  10;  MoMaster  v.  Vernon,  3  Duer 
249;  Benson  v.  Paine,  9  Abb.  Pr.  28, 
17   How.   Pr.   407,   2   Hilt.   552.     Ohio. 


Sloo  V.  Lea,  18  Ohio  279.  Ore. — Eyek- 
man  v.  Manerud,  68  Ore.  350,  136  Pae. 
826,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  522;  North  Pac. 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Spore,  44  Ore.  462,  476, 
75  Pae.  890;  Poppleton  v.  Jones,  42 
Ore.  24,  69  Pae.  919.  Tex.— Gaut  v. 
Reed,  24  Tex.  46,  76  Am.  Dee.  94.  Wis. 
Keith  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Stiles,  92  Wis. 
15,  64  N.  W.  860,  65  N.  W.  860.  See 
Lauer  v.  Bandow,  48  Wis.  638,  4  N.  W. 
774;Bowen  v.  Hastings,  47  Wis.  232,  2 
N.  W.  301.  Bng. — Ex  parte  Higgins, 
3  De  G.  &  J.  33,  4  Jur.  (N.  8.)  595, 
27  L.  J.  Bankr.  27,  6  Wkly.  Rep.  406, 
44  Eng.  Reprint  1181. 

[a]  Where,  in  an  action  against 
four  partners,  final  (rather  than  inter- 
locutory) judgment  by  default  is  ren- 
dered against  two  of  them,  the  entire 
cause  of  action  is  as  efiEectually  merged 
therein  as  if  the ,  judgment  had  been 
recovered  in  a  separate  suit,  and  fur- 
ther proceedings  in  the  action  against 
the  other  two  defendant  partners  is 
thereby  barred.  Coles  v.  McKenna,  80 
N.  J.  L.  48,  76  Atl.  344.  See  supra, 
XVII,  B,  4,  b,  (I).^ 

72.  Munster  v.  Eailton,  11  Q.  B.  D. 
435,  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  409,  48  L.  T.  N.  S. 
624,  31  W.  R.  880. 

73.  U.  S.— United-  States  v.  Ames,  99 
U.  S.  35,  25  L.  eH.  295;  Mason  v. 
Eldred,  6  Wall.  231,  238,  18  L.  ed. 
783;   In  re  Herrick,   12  Fed.   Cas.   No. 

6,420.     Md Moale  v.  Hollins,  11  Gill 

&  J.  11,  33  Am.  Dec.  684.  N.  Y.— Rob- 
ertson V.  Smith,  18  Johns.  459,  9  Am. 
Dee.  227;  Penny  v.  Martin,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  566.  Pa. — Smith  v.  Black,  9  Serg. 
&  R.  142,  11  Am.  Dec.  686. 

74.  Fleming  v.  Ross,  225  111.  149,  80 
N.  E.  92,  8  Ann.  Cas.  314  {afjirmmg 
125  Bl.  App.  265);  Candee  &  Soribner 
V.  Clark,  2  Mich.  255. 

75.  Gilman,  Bentley  &  Co.  v.  Foote, 
22  Iowa  560.  Compare,  Gushing  v.  Poli, 
151  111.  App.  1. 
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c.  Joint  Wrongdoers. —  (I.)  in  General. — Wlierever  the  liability 
on  the  part 'of  joint  tort-feasors  is  regarded  as  joint  and  several,  a  judg- 
ment  against  one  does  not  bar  an  action  against  another  for  the  same 
tort/*  unless  such  recoveryvhas  been  followed  by  a  satisfaction.'^  But 
a  joint  recovery  against  aU  of  them  will  bar  a  subsequent  action  against 


76.  TJ.  S. — ^Bigelow  v.  Old  Dominion 
Copper  Co.,  225  U.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
641,  56  L.  ed.  1009;  Albright  v.  Ameir 
lean  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  136  '  U.  S.  629,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  1064,  34  L.  ed.  557;  Lovejoy 
V.  Murray,  3  Wall.  1,  18  L.  ed.  129; 
Power  V.  Baker,  27  Fed.  396;  Collard 
V.  Delaware,  etc.  E.  Co.,  6  Fed.  246; 
Smith  V.  Eines,  2  Sumn.  338,  22  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,100;  Long  v.  Conner,  15 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,479.  Ala.— Du  Bose  v. 
Marx,  52  Ala.  506;  Blaun  v.  Crooheron, 
20  Ala.  320,  19  Ala.  647,  54  Am.  Dec. 
203.  Ark. — McGee  v.  Overby,  12  Ark. 
164.  Cal. — San  Pedro  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Eeynolds,  121  Cal.  74,  53  Pac.  410; 
Williams  v.  Sutfon,  43  Cal.  65.  Conn. 
Vincent  v.  McNamara,  70  Conn.  332,  39 
Atl.  444;  Atwater  v.  Tupper,  45  Conn. 
144,  29  Am.  Eep.  674;  Ayer  v.  Ash. 
mead,  31  Conn.  447,  83  Am.  Dee.  154; 
Morgan  v.  Chester,  4  Conn.  387.  Ga. 
Brooks  V.  Ashburn,  9  Ga.  297.  HI. 
Eoodhouse  v.  Christian,  158  111.  137,  41 
N.  E.  748.  Ind. — Fleming  v.  McDon- 
ald, 50  Ind.  278,  19  Am.  Eep.  711; 
Brady  v.  Ball,  14  Ind.  317;  Fleming 
V,  Ciy  of  Anderson,  39  Ind.  App.  343, 
76  N.  E.  266.  la.— Cushing  v.  Heder- 
man,  117'  Iowa  637,  91  N.  W.  940,  94 
Am.  St.  Eep.  320;  Turner  v.  Hitchcock, 
20  Iowa  310.  Ky.— Louisville  Bridge 
Co.  V.  Sieber,  157  Ky.  151,  162  S.  W. 
804;  Eenfrow  v.  Condor,  158  Ky.  701, 
156  S.  W.  385;  United  Soc.  of  Shakers 
1).  Underwood,  11  Bush  265,  21  Am. 
Eep.  214;  Sharp  v'.  .Gray,  5  B.  Mon.  4; 
Elliot  V.  Porter,  £(  Dana  299,  30  Am. 
Dec.  689;  Carpenter  v.  Laswell,  23  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  686,  63  S.  W.  609.  La.— Wal- 
lace V.  Miller,  15  La.  Ann.  449.  Me. 
Cleveland  v.  Bangor,  87  Me.  259,  32 
Atl.  892,  47  Am.  St.  Eep.  326;  Jones 
V.  Lowell,  35  Me.  538;  Hopkins  v.  Her- 
sey,  20  Me.  449.  Mass. — Hunt  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  212  Mass. 
■  102,  98  N.  E.  787;  Old  Dominion  Cop- 
per Mining  &  Smelting  Co.  ;•.  Bigelow, 
203  Mass.  149,  89  N.  E.  193,  40  L.  E. 
A.  (N.'  S.)  314;  Cameron  v.  Kanrieh, 
201  Mass.  451,  87  N.  E.  605;  Savage 
V.  Stevens,  128  Mass.  254;  Knight  v. 
Nelson,  117  Masg.  458;  Elliott  v.  Hay- 


den,  104  Mass.  180;  Stone  v.  Dickinson, 

5  Allen  29,  81  Am.  Dec.  727;  Sprague 
V.  Waite,  19  Pick.  455.  Compare,  Camp- 
bell V.  Phelps,  1  Pick.  62,  11  Am. 
Dec.  139.  Miss. — Nelson  v.  Hlinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  98  Miss.  295,  53  So.  619, 
31  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  689.  Mo.— Page 
V.  Freeman,  19  Mo.  421.  Neb.— Fitz- 
gerald V.  Union  Stockyards  Co.,  89  Neb. 

393,  131  N.  W.  612,  33  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
983.  N.  H.— Fowler  v.  Owen,  68  N.  H. 
270,  39  Atl.  329,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  588; 
Hyde  v.  Noble,  13  N.  H.  494,  38  Am. 
Dee.  508.  N.  J. — Johnston  v.  O'Eeilly, 
74  N.  J.  Eq.  448,  70  Atl.  312;  Johnson 
V.  McKenna,  73  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  67  Atl. 
395;  Allen  v.  Craig,  13  N.  J.  L.  294. 
N.  Y. — Squire  v.  Ordemann,  194  N.  Y. 

394,  87  N.  E.  435;  Eussell  v.  McOall, 
141  N.  Y.  437,  36  N.  E.  498,  38  Am. 
St.  Eep.  807;  Atlantic  Dock  Co.  v.  New 
York,  53  N.  Y.  64;  Tanzer  v.  Breen, 
131  App.  Div.  654,  116  N.  Y.  Supp. 
110;  Eeno  v,  Thompson,  111  App.  Div. 
316,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  744;  Unioij  As- 
sociated Press  V.  Heath,  49  App.  Div. 
247,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  96;  Cohn  v.  Gold- 
man, 11  Jones  &  8.  436;  Wies  v.  Fan- 
ning, 9  How.  Pr.  543;  Marsh  v.  Berry, 
7  Cow.  344;  Guille  v.  Swan,  19  Johns. 
381,  10  Am.  Dee.  234;  Livingston  v. 
Bishop,  1  Johns.  290,  3  Am.  Dec.  330. 
Ohio. — Maple  v.  Cincinnati,  etc.  E.  Co., 
40  Ohio  St.  313,  48  Am.  Eep.  685;  Jack 
V.  Hudnall,  25  Ohio  St.  255,  18  Am. 
Eep.  298;  Wright  v.  Lathrop,  2  Ohio 
33,  15  Am.  Dee.  529.  Pa.— Floyd  v. 
Browne,  1  Eawle  121,  18  Am.  Dec. 
602.     S.  C. — Hawkins  v.  Hatton,  1  Nott 

6  McC.  318,  9  Am.  Dee.  700;  Whit- 
aker's  Admr.  v.  English,  1  Bay  15. 
Tenn. — Turner  ^i.  Brock,  6  Heisk.  50; 
Knott  V.  Cunningham,  2  Sneed  204; 
Christian  v.  Hoover,  6  Yerg.  505.  Tex. 
MeGehee  v.  Shafer,  15  Tex.  198.  Vt. 
Chamberlin  v.  Murphy,  41  Vt.  110; 
Preston  v.  Hutchinson,  29  Vt.  144;  San- 
derson V.  Caldwell,  2  Aik.  195.  W.  Va. 
Griflae  v.  MoClung,  5  W.  Va.  131 ;  Bloss 
V.  Plymale,  3  W.  Va.  393,  100  Am. 
Dee.  752. 

See  also  7  Ency.  of  Ev.  819. 

77.     See  infra,  XVII,  B,  5,   c,    (II), 
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one  or  more,  since  the  plaintiff  is  required  to  eket  whether  he  will 
proceed  against  them  jointly  or  severally,  arid  will  be  limited  to  his 
choice.'*  Where  the  obligation  of  joint  tort-feasors  is  merely  joint, 
and  not  joint  and  several,  a  recovery  against  one  of  the  wrongdoers 
will  bar  an  action  against  another  on  the  same  cause  of  action/^ 

(n.)  Effect  of  Satisfaction  by  One  Tort-feasor.  —  While  joint  tort-feasors 
may  be  sued  separately,  and  as  many  judgments  had  as  there  are  wrong- 
doers, a  plaintiff  can  have  but  one  satisfaction  for  the  joint  injury;^" 
and  where  several  separate  judgments'  ai;e  recovered,  he  is  required  to 
elect  upon  which  he  will  proceed  to  satisfy  his  demand.^^  An  estoppel 
arises  as  to  the  other  tort-feasors  whenever  the  plaintiff  recovers  a  judg- 
ment against  one  of  them  and  receives  satisfaction  thereof,*^  or  what 


78.  U.-  S. — Sessions  v.  Johnson,  95 
IT.  S.  347,  24  L.  ed.  596;  Smith  v. 
Eines,  2  Sumn.  338,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,100.  D.  0. — ^Hutchinson  v.  Brown,  8 
Mackey  136.  Hi. — Davis  v.  Taylor,  41 
m.  405.  Ind.— Smith  v.  Graves  (Ind. 
App.),  108  N.  E.  168.  Mass. — Cameron 
V.  Kanrich,  201  Mass.  451,  87  N.  E. 
605.  N.  Y.—0'Hanlon  i;.  Scott,  89  Hun 
44,  J5  N.  Y.  Supp.  31 ;  McCready  v. 
Thrush,  37  App.  Div.  465,  56  N.  Y. 
Supp.  68.  Ohio. — Zigler  v.  Rommel,  4 
Ohio  Dec.  472,  30  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  115. 
Va. — Ammonett  v.  Harris,  1  Hen.  &  M. 
(11  Va.)  488. 

Compare,  Gilbreath  v.  Jones,  66  Ala. 
129;  Davis  v.  Caswell,  50  Me.  294. 

79.  E.  I.— Hunt  v.  Bates,  7  E.  I. 
217,  82  Am.  Deo.  592.  Va. — Staunton 
Mut.  Telephone  Co.  v.  Buchanan,  108 
Va.  810,  62  S.  E.  928;  Petticolas  v. 
City  of  Eichmond,  95  Va.  456,  28S.  E. 
566,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  811;  Wilkes  v. 
Jackson,  2  Hen.  &  M.  (12  Va.)  355; 
Ammonett  v.  Harris,  1  Hen.  &  M.  (11 
Va.)  488.  Eng. — Brinsmead  v.  Har- 
rison, L.  E.  7  C.  R.  547,  41  L.  J.  C.  P. 
190,  27  L.  T.  N.  S.  99,  20  Wkly.  Eep. 
784;  Buckland  v.  Johnson,  15  C.  B.  145, 
2  C.  li.  E.  784,  18  Jur.  775,  23  L.  J. 
C.  P.  2tf4,  2  Wkly.  Rep.  565,  80  E.  C. 
L.  145,  139  Eng.  Reprint  375;  Bowden 
V.  Beauchamp,  2  Atk.  82,  26  Eng.  Re- 
print 450;  King  v.  Hoare,  2  D.  &  L. 
383,  8  Jur.  1127,  14  L.  J.  Exch.  29,  13 
Mees.  &  W.  494;  Day  v.  Porter,  2  M. 
&  Rob.  151;  Brown  v.  Wootton, 
Cro.  Jac.  73,  Yelv.  67,  79  Eng.  Eeprint 
62,  Fr.  Moore  762,  the  leading  case. 
Can. — Longmore  v.  The  J.  D.  MoArthur 
Co.,  43  Can.  S.  Ct.  640,  19  Man.  641. 

[a]  In  Bennett  f.  Fairfield,  13  R.  I. 
139,  43  Am.  Rep.  17,  it  was  held  that 
where  a  person  leaves  in  a  town  high- 
way an  object  calculated  to  frighten 


horses,  and  the  town  negligently  suf- 
fers, it  to  remain,  with  the  result  that 
plaintiff's  horse  took  fright  at  it  and 
did  damage,  the  person,  who  left  the 
object  on  the  highway,  and  the  town 
are  not  joint  tort-feasors,  but  that  they 
are  collaterally  liable  by  reason  of  dis- 
tinct though  related  torts  for  the  same 
injury,  and  a  judgment  against  the  in- 
dividual, from  which  he  was  discharged 
in  bankruptcy,  did  not  bar  an  action 
against  the  town. 

80.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments, Satisfaction  of." 

81.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments, Satisfaction  of." 

82.  U.  S. — Sessions  v.  Johnson,  95 
U.  S.  347,  24  L.  ed.  596;  Lovejoy  v. 
Murray,  3  Wall.  1,  18  L.  ed.  129;  Duane 
V.  Goodall,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,105.  Ala. 
McCoy  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  146 
Ala.  333,  40  So.  106;  Vandiver  v.  Pol- 
itic, 107  Ala.  547,  19  So.  180,  54  Am. 
St.  Rep.  118;  Smith  v.  Gayle,  58  Ala. 
600;  Du  Bose  v.  Marx,  52  Ala.  506; 
The  Steamboat  Farmer  v.  McGraw, 
26  Ala.  189;  O'Neal  v.  Brown,  21 
Ala.  482;  Blann  v.  Crocheron,  20  Ala. 
320;  Layman  v.  Hendrix,  1  Ala.  212. 
Cal. — Hartigan  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co., 
86  Cal.  142,  24  Pac.  851;  Tompkins  v. 
Clay  Street  Ry.  Co.,  66  Cal.  163,  4 
Pac.  1165.  111.— People  v.  Wilson,  260 
111.  145,  102  N.  E.  1055;  Karr  v.  Bar- 
stow,  24  111.  580;  Stanley  v.  Leahy,  87 
111.  App.  465.  Ind. — ^Baltes  v.  Bass 
Foundry,  etc.  Works,  129  Ind.  185,  28 
N.  E.  319;  American,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pat- 
terson, 73  Ind.  430;  Smith  v.  Graves 
(Ind.  App.),  108  N.  E.  168;  City  of 
Valparaiso  v.  Mofatt,  12  Ind.  App.  250, 
39  N.  E.  909,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  522. 
la. — ^Miller  v.  Beck,  108  Iowa  575,-  79 
N.  W.  344.  Ky. — Louisville  v.  Nicholls, 
158  Ky.  516,  165  S.  W.  660;  Renfrew 
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in  law  is  deemed  the  equivalent  of  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.®^ 
(III.)  Effect  of  Judgment  for  One  Tort-feasor.  — Generally  a  judgment 
in  favor  of,  one  joint  tort-feasor,  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  against  an- 
other joint  tort-feasor,  since  he  was  neither  party  nor  privy  thereto, 
and  consequently  cannot  be  bound  thereby.**  But  where  the  liability 
of  one  is  wholly  derivative  and  dependent  upon  the  relation  which  he 


V.  Condor,  153  Ky.  701,  156  S.  "W.  385. 
Me. — Cleveland  v.  City  of  Bangor,  86 
Me.  259,  32  Atl.  892,  47  Am.  St.  Eep. 
326;  Mitchell  v.  Libbey,  33  Me.  74. 
Md.— Berkley  v.  Wilson,  87  Md.  219, 
39  Atl.  502.  Mass.— Hunt  v.  New  York, 
N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  212  Mass.  102,  98 
N.  E.  787;  Cameron  v.  Kanrich,  201 
Mass.  451,  87  N.  E.  605;  Leddy  v.  Bar- 
ney, 139  Mass.  394,  2  N.  E.  107;  Luce 
V.  Dexter,  135  Mass.  23;  Savage  v. 
Stevens,  128  Mass.  254;  Stone  v.  Dick- 
inson, 5  Allen  29,  81  Am.  Dec.  727; 
Gilmore  v.  Carr,  2  Mass.  171.  Mich. 
Blackman  v.  Simpson,  120  Mich.  377, 
79  N.  W.  573,  58  L.  E.  X.  410;  Grimes 
V.  "Williams'  E^t.,  113  Mich.  450,  71 
N.  W.  835.  Minn.— Almquist  v.  Wil- 
cox, 115  Minn.  37,  131  N.  W.  796. 
Mo.— Packard  Vi  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  E. 
Co.,  181  Mo.  .421,  80  S.  W.  951,  103 
Am.  St.  Eep.  607;  Hubbard  v.  St.  Louis 
&  M.  E.  E.  Co.,  173  Mo.  249,  72  S.  W. 
1073;  Garner  v.  Henzig,  15  Mo.  App. 
591.  Neb. — Fitzgerald  v.  Union  Stock- 
yards Co.,  89  Neb.  393,  131  N.  W.  612, 
33  L.  'E.  A.  (N.  S.)  983;  Bryant  v. 
Eeed,  34  Neb.  720,  52  N.  W.  694.  N.  H. 
Harwell  v.  Hilliard,  3  N.  H.  318.  N.  J. 
Johnston  v.  O'Eeilly,-  74  N.  J.  Eq.  448, 
70  Atl.  312.  N.  y.— Squire  V.  Orde- 
mann,  194  N.  Y.  394,  87  N.  E.  435; 
Eussell  V.  McCall,  141  N.  Y.  437,  36 
N.  E.  498,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  807;  At- 
lantic Dock  Co.  V.  New  York,  53  N.  Y. 
64;  Dexter  v.  Broat,  16  Barb.  337; 
Mathews  v.  Lawrence,  1  Denio  212,  43 
Am.  Dec.  665;  Pasthoff  v.  Banendahl, 
43  Hun  570,  6  N.  Y.  St.  613;  Berg 
V.  Bates,  153  App.  Div.  12,  137  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1032;  Eeno  v.  Thompson,  111 
App.  Div.  316,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  744; 
Union  Associated  Press  v.  Press  Pub. 
Co.,  24  Misc.  610,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  183. 
Pa. — Seither  v.  Philadelphia  Traction 
Co.,  125  Pa.  397,  17  Atl.  338,  11  Am. 
St.  Eep.  905,  4  L.  E.  A.  54;  Pox  v. 
Northern  Liberties,  3  Watts  &  S.  103. 
S.  C— Smith  v.  Singleton,  2  McMuU. 
184,  39  Am.  Dec.  122.  Wash.— Abb  v. 
North.  Pacific  Ey.  Co.,  28  Wash.  428, 
68   Pac.  863,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  864,  58 
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L.  E.  A.  293;  Doremus  v.  Root,  23 
Wash.  710,  63  ?ac.  572,  54  L.  E.  A. 
649.  Eng. — Wright  v.  London  General 
Omnibus  Co.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  271,  46  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  429,  36  L.  T.  N.  S.  590,  25  Wkly. 
Eep.  647. 

[a]  Whether  the  wrongdoers  are 
only  severally  liable  or  jointly  and 
severally,  a  recovery  and  satisfaction 
from  one  will  bar  an  action  against 
the  other,  since  the  law  will  permit  but 
one  satisfaction  for  a  single  injury. 
McCoy  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  146 
Ala.   333,   40   So.   106. 

[b]  A  partial  satisfaction  under 
one  judgment  does  not  release  the  judg- 
ment against  the  other  joint  tort- 
feasor. McVey  v.  Manatt,  80  Iowa  132, 
45  N.  W.  548. 

83.  HI.— Karr  v.  Barstow,  24  111.  580. 
N.  J." — Spurr  v.  North  Hudson  County 
E.  Co.,  56  N.  J.  L.  346,  28  Atl.  582. 
Vt.— Hyde  v.  Long,  4  Vt.  531. 

[a]  An    unaccepted    payment    into 
court,  is  not  equivalent  to  a  satisfae-  , 
tion   of   the   judgment.     Blann   v.   Cro- 
cheron,  20  Ala.  320. 

[b]  Settlement  of  one  separate  suit, 
and  discharge  of  the  defendant  there- 
in operates  as  a  settlement  of  the  en- 
tire cause  of  action  as  to  all  the  joint 
tort-feasors,  and  bars  a  recovery  in  the 
actions  pending  against  them.  Ayer  v. 
Ashmead,  31  Conn.  447,  83  Am.  Dec. 
154. 

84.  U.  S. — Bigelow  V.  Old  Dominion 
Cop.  Co.,  225  U.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
641,  56  L.  ed.  1009.  Ind.— Goble  v. 
Dillon,  86  Ind.  327,  44  Am.  Eep.  308. 
HI. — See  Humason  v.  Michigan  Cent. 
E.  Co.,  176  111.  App.  329.  Mass.— Old 
Dominion  Copper,  etc.  Co.  v.  Bigelow, 
203  Mass.  159,  89  N.  E.  193,  40  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  314;  Sprague  V.  Waite,  19 
Pick.  455.  Minn. — Thompson  v.  Chi- 
cago, St.  P.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co.,  71  Minn. 
89,  73  N.  W.  707.  Miss.— Nelson  v. 
Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  98  Miss.  295,  53 
So.  619,  31  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  689. 
N.  Y. — Lansing  v.  Montgomery,  2 
Johns.  382;  Marsh  v.  Berry,  7  Cow. 
344;   Moore  v.  Tracy,    7    Wend.    229; 
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decuples  to  the  active  tort-feasor,  as  in  the  ease  of  principal  and  agent, 
master  and  servant,  or  analogous  relations,  where  there  would  be  a 
right  to  reimbursement  or  indemnity,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  lat- 
ter would  bar  a  subsequent  action  against  the  former.*^  And  it  has 
been  held  that  in  such  eases  a  judgment  for  the  principal  or  master 
would  bar  an  action  against  the  agent  or  servant.^** 


Calkins  v.  Allerton,  3  Barb.  171;  Tan- 
zer  V.  Breen,  131  App.  Biv?  654,  116 
N.  Y.  Supp.  110;  Gittleman  v.  Feltman, 
122  App.  Div.  385,  106  N.  Y.  Supp. 
839.  But  see  Tyng  v.  Clarke,  9  Hun 
269,  holding  to  the  contrary,  by  a 
divided  court.  Tenn. — Three  States 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Blanks,  118  Tenn.  627, 
102  S.  W.  79.  But  see  Moore  v.  Chat- 
tanooga Electric  Ey.  Co.,  119  Tenn. 
710,  109  S.  W.  497. 

85.  U.  S.— Portland  Gold  Min.  Co. 
V.  Stratton's  Independence,  158  Fed. 
63,  85  C.  C.  A.  393,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
677;  Eansom  v.  Pierre,  101  Fed.  665,  41 
C.  C.  A.  585;  Williford  v.  Kansas  City, 
M.  &  B.  E.  Co.,  154  Fed.  514;  Emma 
Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Emma  Silver  Min. 
Co.,  7  Fed.  401.  See  also  Bigelow  v. 
Old  Dominion  Copper  Co.,  225  TJ.  S. 
Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641,  56  L.  ed.  1009; 
New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.  ■;;.  Jopes, 
142  U.  S.  18,  12  Sup.  Ct.  109,  35  L. 
ed.  919.  Ga. — Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Har- 
biii,  135  Ga.  122,  68  S.  E.  1103^  30  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  404.  lU.— Hayes  v.  Chi- 
cago Tel.  Co.,  218  HI.  414,  75  N.  E. 
1003,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  764;  Ander- 
son V.  "West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co.,  200 
'  HI.  329,  65  K.  E.  717.  Ind.— Indiana 
Nitroglycerine  &  Torpedo  Co.  v.  Lip- 
pincott  Glass  Co.,  165  Ind.  361,  75  N. 
E.  649;  Anderson  v.  Fleming,  160  Ind. 
597,  67  N.  B.  443,  66  L.  E.  A.  119; 
Faust  V.  Baumgartner,  113  Ind.  139,  15 
N.  E.  337;  Childress  v.  Lake  Erie  & 
W.  E.  Co.  (Ind.  App.),  101  N.  E.  332, 
Ky.— Sefe'Warfield  v.  Davis,  14  B.  Mon. 
40.  Md. — See  McKinzie  v.  Baltimore 
&  O.  E.  Co.,  28  Md.  161.  Me.— Emery 
V.  Fowler,  39  Me.  326,  63  Am.  Dec. 
627.  Mo. — McGinnis  v.  Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  P.  E.  Co.,  200  Mo.  347,  98  S.  W. 
590;  State,  use  Hempstead  v.  Coste,  36 
Mo.  437,  88  Am.  Dec.  148;  Kansas  City 
V.  Mitchener,  85  Mo.  App.  36.  Neb. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Manegal,  73  Neb.  580,  103  N.  W.'  305, 
107  N  W.  243.  N.  H. — King  v.  Chase, 
15  N.  H.  9,  41  Am.  Dec.  675,  N.  Y. 
Castle  V.  Noyes,  14  N.  Y.  329;  Mont- 
fort  V.  Hughes,  3  E.  D.  Smith  591; 
reatherston  v.  Newburgh,    etc.    Turn- 


pike Eoad,  71  Hun  109,  24  N.  Y.  Supp. 
603.  R.  I.— Hill  V.  Bain,  15  E.  I.  75, 
23  Atl.  44,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  873.  S.  O. 
Jenkins  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co., 
89  S.  C.  408,  71  S.  E.  1010.  Tex. 
Sonnentheil  v.  Moody  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
56  S.  W.  1001;  Sonnentheil  v.  Texas 
G.  &  T.  Co.,  23  1'ex.  Civ.  App.  436,  56 
S.  W.  213.  Wash.— Sipes  v.  Puget  Sound 
Electric  Co.,  54  Wash.  47,  102  Pac. 
1057;  Stevick  v.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co., 
39  Wash.  501,  81  Pac.  999;  Doremus 
■V.  Eoot,  23  Wash.  710,  63  Pao.  572,  54 
L.  E.  A.  649.  ■  W.  Va.— Gallagher  v. 
Moundsville,  34  W.  Va.  730,  12  S.  B. 
859. 

Compare,  Moore  v.  Fitehburg  E.  Corp., 
4  Gray  (Mass.)  465,  64  Am.  Dec.  83; 
Illinois  Ceiit.  E.  Co.  v.  Murphy,  123 
Ky.  787,  97  S.  W.  729,  11  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  8.)  352. 

[a]  Judgment  must  have  been  upon 
the  merits.  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  v. 
Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.,  7  Fed.  401. 

[b]  But  where  both  are  sued  to- 
gether and  the  verdict  is  in  favor  of 
the  active  wrongdoer  but  against  his 
principal  or  master,  it  will  not  be  set 
aside  on  appeal  by  the  latter,  since  the 
jury  may  have  improperly  acquitted 
the  agent.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  P.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  James,  73  Tex.  12,  10  S.  W.  744, 
15  Am.  St.  Eep.  743;  Texas  &  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Huber  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  95  S.  W. 
568.  See  also  Hlinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v. 
Clarke,  85  Miss.  691,  38  So.  97. 

[e]  Judgment  of  Sister  State. — Al- 
though a  judgment  dismissing  the  bill 
against  one  of  two  joint  tort-feasors 
may  be  a  bar  in  the  state  where  ren- 
dered, against  a  suit  on  the  same 
cause  of  action  against  the  other  joint 
tort-feasor,  the  courts  of  another  state 
may,  without  denying  full  faith  and 
credit  to  such  judgment,  determine  for 
itself  under  principles  of  general  law 
whether  or  not  such  judgment  is  a  bar 
to  suits  against  the  other  tort-feasor. 
Bigelow  V.  Old  Dominion  Copper  Co., 
225  V.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641,  56  L. 
ed.  1009.     See  infra,  XVIII,  B. 

86,  Anderson  v.  West  Chicago  St. 
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5.  Waiver  of  Benefit  of  Bar.  —  Where  a  party  fails  to  take  advan- 
tage of  a  foi-mer  adjudication  by  claiming  the  benefit  thereof,  as  a  bar 
or  defense,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  v/aived  his  right  to  the  benefit  of 
estoppel  arising  therefrom  and  the  case  may  be  determined  without  re- 
gard thereto.*''  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  court  on  grounds  of  pub- 
lic policy  and  convenience  may  refuse  to  relitigate  matters  which  have 
already  been  litigated  between  the  same  parties.®^ 

One  who  seeks  the  reversal  of  a  >  judgment  is  estopped  from  pleading 
the  same  in  bar  of  an  action  pending  the  appeal.*^ 

C.  Res  Judicata.  —  While  the  term  "res  judicata  "as  frequently 
used  in  a  more  extensive  sense,,  it  does  not  cover  or  embrace  the  doc- 
trine of  merger  or  bar,^°  though  the  principles  which  govern  them  are 
to  some  extent  the  same.  The  scope  and  application  of  the  doctrine 
of  res  judicata  will  be  found  elsewhere  in  this  work.^^ 

D.  Pleading  and  Practice.  —  1,  Necessity  of  Pleading  Former 
Adjudication.- —  a.  As  Bes  Judicata.  —  A  party  who  desires  to  rely 
on  a  former  judgment  merely  as  a  conclusive  determination  of  a  fact 
material  in  a  pending  action,  is  pot  required  to  plead  such  judgment, 
since  it  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  proof  of  the  fact  determined,  when- 
ever it  becomes  material,  without  being  specially  pleaded.®^     A  dis- 


B.  Co.,  ,200  ni.  329,  65  N.  E.  717; 
Emery  v.  Fowler,  39  Me.  326,  63  Am. 
Dec.  627. 

87.  U.  S.— Mack  v.  Levy,  60  Fed. 
751.  See  David  Bradley  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Eagle  Mfg.   Co.,   57  Fed.   980,   6   C. 

C.  A.  661.  Md.— Fledderman  v.  Fled- 
derman,  112  Md.  226,  76  Atl.  85.  Mich. 
McArthur  v.  Oliver,  53  Mich.  299,  19 
N.  W.  5.  N".  Y.— Blanchard  v.  Richly, 
7  Jdhns.  198. 

As  to  necessity  of  pleading,  see 
infra,  XVII,  D,  1,  b. 

88.  Long  I;.  Jarratt,  94  N.  C.  443. 
See  also  Walker  v.  Chase,  53  Me.  258. 
Compare,  Bolton  v.  Hey,  168  Pa.  418, 
31  Atl.  1097;  Hammond  v.  Schofield,  1 
Q.  B.  453,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  539. 

89.  Hughes  v.  Dundee  Mtg.  &  Tr. 
Inv.   Co.,   28   Fed.   40. 

90.  See  supra,  XVII,  B,  1,  b,  (I). 

91.  See  the  title  "Ess  Judicata." 
As  to  the  pleading  of  a  ijudgment  as 

res  judicata,  see  infra,  XVII,  D,  1,  a. 

92.  U.  S.— Southern  Pac.  E.  R.  v. 
United  States,  168  U.  S.  1,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
18,  42  L.  ed.  355.  Compare)  Blandy  v. 
Griffith,  3  Fed.  Gas.  No.  1,529.  Cal. 
Eiverside  Laud  &  Irr.  Co.  v.  Jensen, 
108  Cal.  146,  41  Pac.  40;  Clink  v. 
Thurston,  47  Cal.  21;  Ahlers  v.  Smiley, 
11  Cal.  App.  343,  104  Pac.  997.  Colo. 
Gray  v.  Linton,  38  Colo.  175,  88  Pae. 
749.,  Conn. — Bell  v.  Raymond,  18  Conn. 
91.  ■^Fla.— Fultoa  v.  Gesterding,  47  Fla. 
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150,  36  So.  56.  la.— Larum  v.  Wilmer, 
35  Iowa  244.  See  Woods  v.  Allen,  122 
Iowa  695,  98  N.  W.  499.  Me.— Walker 
V.  Chase,  53  Me.  258.  Minn. — Swank 
V.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.,  61  Minn.  423, 
63  N.  W.  1088.'  Mo.— See  Bartley  v. 
Hartley,  172  Mo.  208,  72  S.  W.  521. 
N.  Y.— Krekeler  v.  Ritter,  62  N.  T. 
372;  Lance  v.  Shaughnessy,  86  Hun  411, 
33  N.  T.  Supp.  515,  67  N.  Y.  St.  171; 
Burlingame  v.  Mandeville,  44  Hun  623, 
7  N.  Y.  St.  858;  Kelsey  v.  Sargent,  43 
Hun  652,  3  N.  Y.  St.  477;  Royal  Live 
Pish.  Co.  V.  Central  Fish  Co.,  159  App.  • 
Div.  151,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  21;  Stearns 
V.  Shepard  &  Morse  Lumber  Co.,  91 
App.  Div.  49,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  391; 
Foulke  V.  Thalmessinger,  1  App.  Div, 
598,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  563;  Standard  Sup- 
ply &  Equip.  Co.  V.  Merritt,  48  Misc. 
498,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  181.  N.  C— Stan- 
ciU  V.  James,  126  N.  C.  190,  35  S.  E. 
245.  Wis. — Davis  v.  Schmidt,  126  Wis. 
461,  106  N.  W.  119. 

[a]  "It  is  no  surprise  as  the  exist- 
ence of  the  judgment  is  equally  well 
known  to  each  party."  Stancill  v. 
James,  126  N.  C.  190,  35  S.  E.  245. 

[b]  "While  as  a  general  rule,  in 
order  to  render  evidence  available  in  , 
support  of  a  defense  based  upon  mat- 
ters of  estoppel,  such  matters  must  be 
pleaded,  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  the 
statement  of  a  cause  of  action  by  plain- 
tiff.    Indeed,    under    our    system    of 


JUDGMENTS 


615 


tmetion  in  this  respect  must  be  made  between  a  judgment  merely  as  res 
judicata  and  as  a  merger  or  bar,^'  but  this  distinction  does  not  always 
seem  to  be  clearly  drawn  in  the  cases. 

The  general  rule  is  as  applicable  to  a  defendant  as  to  the  plaintiff,  al- 
though less  frequently  involved  in  such  cases,®*  and  applies  whether 
the  judgment  is  determinative  of  a  question  of  law  or  a  question  of 
fact.== 

b.  In  Bar.  —  Generally  in  order  to  rely  upon  the  estoppel  of  a 
former  adjudication,  in  bar  of  the  prosecution  of  another  action,  the 
former  judgment  mu&t  be  pleaded  specially  in  the  subsequent  action.®^ 


pleading,  no  opportunity  is  afforded  for 
such  pleading  on  the  part  of  plain- 
tiff. Nevertheless,  the  record  may  be 
given  in  evidence  with  the  same  con- 
clusive effect  as  if  it  had  been  special- 
ly pleaded."  Ahlers  v.  Smiley,  11  Cal. 
App.  343    104  Pac.  997.  ' 

[e]  Under  Former  United  States 
Equity  Bule  45. — When  a  former  recov- 
ery is  to  be  relied  on  by  the  plain- 
tiff it  is  not  "necessary"  to  amend 
the  bill,  setting  up  the  former  recov- 
ery, where  such  recovery  is  relied  upon 
as  evidence  of  a  material  fact.  South- 
ern Pac.  E.  R.  Co.  V.  TJnite,d  States,  168 
V.  a.  1,  18  Sup.  Ct.  18,  42  L.  ed.  355. 

93.  See  generally,  supra,  XVII,  B, 
1,  b,  (I);  the  title  "Res  Judicata;" 
and  infra,  XVII,  D,  1,  b. 

[a]  Distinction  Between  Former 
Judgment  as  Bar  and  as  Bes  Judicata. 
"A  former  judgment  On  the  same  catise 
of  action,  being  a  complete  bar  to  a 
second  action,  must  always  be  pleaded 
by  way  of  defense.  .  .  .  But  a  for- 
mer judgment  is  no  bar  to  a  second 
suit  upon  a  different  cause  of  action.  It 
merely  operates  as  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  facts  actually  litigated  in  the 
first  action,  and  upon  the  determina- 
tion of  which  the  finding  or  verdict 
therein  was  rendered,  and  need  not  b^ 
pleaded  any  more  than  any  other  evi- 
dence. In  such  a  case  it  i&  proper 
for  a  party  to  plead  his  cause  of  ac- 
tion or  defense  in  the  ordinary  form, 
leaving  the  judgment  to  be  used  in 
evidence  to  establish  his  general 
right."  Swank  v.  St.  Paul  City  By. 
Co.,  61  Minn.  423,  63  N.  W.  1088.  See 
also  Krekeler  v.  Bitter,  62  N.  Y.  372. 

94.  Krekeler  v.  Bitter,  62  N.  T. 
372;  Lance  v.  Shaughnessy,  86  Hun  411, 
33  N.  Y.  Supp.  515,  67  N.  T.  St.  171; 
Fritz  V.  Tompkins,  39  App.  Div.  73,  56 
N.  Y.  Supp.  847;  Drake  v.  New  York 
Suburban  "Water  Co.,  26  App.  Div.  499, 


50  N.  Y.  Supp.  826;  Bonanza  Con. 
Min.  Co.  V.  Golden  Head  Min.  Co.,  29 
Utah  159,  80  Pac.  736. 

95.  Eoyal  Live  Fish  Co.  v.  Central 
Fish  Co.,  159  App.  Div.  151,  144  N.  Y. 
Supp.  21.  See  Wilkes  v.  Davies,  8 
Wash.  112,  35  Pac.  611,  23  L.  B.  A. 
103. 

96.  U.  S.— Bryar  v.  Campbell,  177  U. 
S.  649,  20  Sup.  Ct.  794,  44  L.  ed.  926; 
Preferred  Ace.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barker,  93 
Fed.  158,  35  C.  C.  A.  250  (applying  law 
of  Louisiana) ;  Glenn  v.  Priest,  48  Fed. 
19  (applying  law  of  Missouri).  Ala. 
Jordan  v.  Jordan,  175  Ala.  640,  57  So. 
436;  Winkles  v.  Powell,  173  Ala.  46, 
55  So.  536;  Chattanooga  Brewing  Co. 
V.  Smith,  3  Ala.  App.  565,  58  So.  67. 
Ark. — State  v.  Spikes,  33  Ark.  801. 
Cal. — Swamp  Land  Bee.  Dist.  No.  341 
V.  Blumenberg,  156  Cal.  532,  106  Pac. 
389;  In  re  McNeil's  Estate,  155  Cal. 
333,  100.  Pac.  1086;  McLean  v.  Bald- 
win, 136  Cal.  565,  69  Pac.  259;  Brown 
V.  Campbell,  110  Cal.  644,  43  Pac.  12; 
Sehermerhorn  v.  Los  Angeles  Pac.  B. 
Co.,  18  Cal.  App.  454,  123  Pac.  351. 
Colo.^Boston  &  Colorado  Smelt.  Co.  v. 
Eeed,  23  Colo.  523,  48  Pac.  515.  Ga. 
Sumner  v.  Sumner,  121  Ga.  1,  48  S.  E. 
727.  lU.— Mettler  v.  Warner,  243  HI. 
600,  90  N.  E.  1099,  134  Am.  St.  Bep. 
388;  Evans  v.  Woodsworth,  213  111. 
404,  72  N.  E.  1082,  1099;  Gerber  v. 
Gerber,  155  HI.  219,  40  N.  B.  581; 
Gray  v.  Gillilan,  15  HI.  453,  60  Am. 
Dec.  761;  Hahn  v.  Bitter,  12  HI.  80. 
Ind. — ^pioover  v.  Lewin,  56  Ind.  App. 
367,  105  N.  E.  400.  la.— Cedar  County 
v,  Hillyer,  155  N.  W.  277;  Majestic  Co. 
V.  Ira  D.  Davis  Co.,  170  Iowa  5,  151 
N.  W.  1069;  In  re  Heaver's  Est.,  168 
Iowa  563,  150  N.  W.  698;  Carleton  v. 
Byington,  24  Iowa  172;  Cooley  v.  Bray- 
ton,  16  Iowa  10;  Van  Orman  v.  Spaf- 
ford,  16  Iowa  186  (overruling  George  v. 
Gillespie,  1  G.  Gr.  421).  Ky.— Louis- 
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It  constitutes  "new  matter"  unSer  the  codes,''  and  cannot  be  given  in 


ville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Louisville,  141  Ky., 
131,  132  S.  W.  184;  Morrison  v.  Price, 
130  Ky.  139,  112  S.  W.  .1090;  Bibb 
V.  Jones,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  605.  La. — Hin- 
ton  V.  Eoane,  124  La.  927,  50  So.  798; 
Thompson  v.  Vance,  111  La.  548,  35  So. 
741;  Mitchell  v.  Levi,  28  La.  Ann. 
946.  Mich. — ^Briggs  r.  Milburn,  40 
Mich.  502.  Minn. — McClellan  v.  Louis 
F.  Dow  Co.,  114  Minn.  418,  131  N.  W. 
485;  Eeilly  v.  Bader,  50  Minn.  199,  52 
N.  W.  522.  Miss. — Grenada  Bank  v. 
Adams,  87  Miss.  669,  40  So.  4;  Adams 
V.  Yazoo  &  M.  V.  E.  E.  Co.,  77  Miss. 
194,  24  So.  200,  317,  28  So.  956,  60 
L.  E.  A.  33.  Mo.— Nelson  v.  Jones,  245 
Mo.  579,  151  8.  W.  80;  Iroquois  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Annan-Burg  Mill.  Co.,  179  Mo. 
App.  87,  161  S.  W.  320;  Underwood 
V.  City  of  Caruthersville  (Mo.  App.), 
129  S.  W.  1076;  Trauerman  v.  Lippin- 
cott,  39  Mo.  App.  478.  Mont. — Joseph! 
V.   Mady   Clothing    Co.,    13    Mont.    195, 

33  Pao.   1.     Neb. — Gregory  v.  Kenyon, 

34  Neb.  640,  52  N.  W.  685;  Kitchen 
Bros.  Hotel  Co.  v.  Hammond,  30  Neb. 
618,  46  N.  W.  920.  Nev.— State  v. 
Board  of  Comrs;  Mashoe  Co.,  12  Nev. 
17.  N.  J. — Water  Comrs.  v.  Cramer, 
61  N.  J.  L.  270,  39  Atl.  671,  68  Am. 
St.  Eep.  705;  Ward  v.  Ward,  22  N.  J. 
L.  699.  N.  M.— Ortiz  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  12  N.  M.  519,  78  Pac.  529.  N.  Y. 
Westminster  Pres.  Church  v.  Trustees 
of  Presby.,  211  If.  Y.  214,  105  N.  E. 
199;  Krekeler  v.  Eitter,  62  N.  Y.  372; 
Lyon  V.  Tallmadge,  14  Johns.  501; 
Dexter  v.  Hazen,  10  Johns.  246;  Dennis 
V.  Snell.  50  Barb.  95,  54  Barb.  411,  34 
How.  Pr.  467;  Henderson  v.  Scott,  32 
Hun  412,  6  Civ.  Proo.  39;  Derby  v. 
Yale,  13. Hun  273;  Willis  v.  McKinnon, 
37  Misc.  386,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  770. 
N.  C— Williams  v.  Hutton,  164  N.  C. 
216,  80  S.  E.  257;  Smith  v.  Cashie,  etc. 
Lumb.  Co.,  140  N.  C.  375,  53  S.  E. 
233;  Tatum  v.  Tatum,  36  N.  C.  113. 
But  see  Weeks  v.  McPhail,  129  N.  C. 
73,  39  S.  B.  732.  N.  B.— Compare  Per- 
sons V.  Smith,  12  N.  D.  403,  97  N.  W. 
551.  Ohio.— Meiss  v.  Gill,  44  Ohio  St. 
253,  6  N.  B.  656.  Ore.— Murray  v. 
Murrav,  6  Ore.  26.  Pa — Smith  v.  El- 
liott, 9  Pa.  345.  S.  C— Curtis  v.  Een- 
neker,  34  S.  C.  468,  13  S.  E.  664. 
Tenn. — Hitt  v.  Caney  Fork  Gulf  Coal 
Co.,  124  Tenn.  334,  139  S.  W.  693; 
Daniel  v.  Gum,  45  S.  W.  468;  Jourol- 
man  v.  Massengill,  86  Tenn.  81,  5  S.  W. 
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719  (in  equity);  Turley  v.  i'urley,  85 
Tenn.  251,  1  S.  W.  891  (the  rule  ap- 
plies in  equity  but  not  at  law).  Tex. 
Norris  v.  Belcher  Land  Mtg.  Co.,  98 
Tex.  176,  82  S.  W.  500,  83  S.  W.  799; 
Mullinax  v.  Barrett  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
173  S.  W.  1181;  State  ».  St.  Louis  S. 
W.  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W. 
491.  Vt.— Wells  V.  Boston  &  M.  E.  E. 
Co.,  82  Vt.  108,  71  Atl.  1103.  W.  Va. 
Collins  V.  Board  of  Trustees,  72  W.  Va. 
583,  79  S.  E.  10;  Beall  v.  Walker,  26 
W.  Va.  741. 

[a]  "The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  be 
apprised  of  any  new  matter  which  tends 
to  defeat  his  cause  of  action  in  order, 
if  he  have  answer  thereto,  that  he  may 
be  prepared  to  establish  it.  In  the 
present  ease  the  plaintiff  became  en- 
titled to  attack  this  judgment  as  ob- 
tained by  fraud  or  that  the  court  was 
without  jurisdiction  to  render  it,  or  to 
prove  any  other  matter  which  might 
overthrow  it,  and  for  thfs  reason  the 
provision  [of  the  statute]  is  salutary 
and  should  be  enforced."  Lytle  v. 
Crawford,  69  App.  Div.  273,  74  N.  Y. 
Supp.  660. 

[b]  "If  the  rule  were  otherwise, 
pleadings  would,  in  many  cases,  impart 
little  or  no  information  to  the  adverse 
party  of  the  real  cause  of  action  or 
defense,  and  would,  as  a  consequence, 
become  a  trap  to  catch  an  unsuspecting 
party  relying  upon  the  apparent  issue 
presented  therein."  Bays  v.  Trulson, 
25  Ore.  109,  35  Pac.  26. 

[c]  Question  Cannot  Be  Raised  for 
the  First  Time  on  Appeal. — On  appeal 
from  a  judgment  of  dismissal  entered 
upon  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  peti- 
tion, the  question  of  res  judicata  can- 
not be  considered.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Louisville,  141  Ky.  131,  132  S. 
W.  184. 

fd]  Reference  by  counsel  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  rendering  the 
former  judgment,  cannot  authorize  a 
consideration  of  the  question  of  res 
judicata.  Collins  v.  Board  of  Trustees, 
72  W.  Va.  583,  79  S.  E.  10. 

97.  Fanning  v.  Hibernia  Ins.  Co.,  37 
Ohio  St.  344;  and  see  cases  in  preced- 
ing note. 

[a]  "Prior  to  the  code,  a  former 
suit  and  recovery  for  the  same  cause 
of  action  could  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  in 
actions,  like  ejectment  and  trover,  in 
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evidence  under  a  general  denial."'    The  same  general  rule  applies  to 
suits  in  equity.'^ 

But  under  the  common  law  system  of  pleading,  the  general  issue  be- 
ing pleaded,  evidence  of  a  former  judgment  is  admissible  in  those 
classes  of  actions^  in  which  other  matters  in  discharge  of  the  action 


which  special  pleas  were  not  allowed. 
.  .  .  But  now  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant, in  every  case,  must  contain  a 
statement  of  any  new  matter  con- 
stituting a  defense  (Code,  §149).  Hence 
a  former  recovery,  whether  obtained 
before  or  after  the  joining  of  the  is- 
sue, cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  in 
any  action  whatever,  under  a  general 
denial  of  the  allegations  In  the  com- 
plaint." Hendricks  v.  Decker,  35  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  298. 

[b]  "The  defense  of  a  bar  by  a 
former  judgment,  being  in  the  nature 
of  a  confession  and  avoidance,  is  'new 
matter,'  within  the  meaning  of  the 
code,  and  must  be  specially  pleaded." 
Bowe  V.  Minnesota  Milk  Co.,  44  Minn. 
460,  47  N.  W.  151. 

98.  U.  S.— Glenn  v.  Priest,  48  Fed. 
19,  applying  law  of  Missouri.  Cal. 
Piercv  v.  Sabin;  10  Cal.  22,  70  Am. 
Dec.  692.  Indr— Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Cauley,  119  Ind.  142,  21  N. 
E.  546;  Brady  v.  Murphy,  19  Ind.  258; 
Norris  v.  Amos,  15  Ind.  365.  N.  Y. 
Dalrymple  v.  Hunt,  5  Hun  111;  Lytle 
V.  Crawford,  69  App.  Div.  273,  74  N. 
T.  Supp.  660,  32  Civ.  Proc.  360.  N.  C. 
Smith  V.  Cashie  Lumb.  Co.,  140  N.  C. 
375,  53  S.  E.  233;  Blackwell  v.  Dib- 
brell,  103  N.  C.  270,  9  S.  E.  192.  Ohio. 
Panning  v.  Hibernia  Ins.  Co.,  37  Ohio 
St.  344. 

99.  ni.— Williams  v.  "Williams,  265 
111.  64,  106  N.-E.  476.  N.  Y — ^Lyon 
V.  Tallmadge,  14  Johns.  501.  Term. 
Turley  v.  Turley,  85  Tenn.  251,  1  S.  W. 

^  891. 

[a]  Former  judgment  cannot  be  the 
basis  of  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  judgment,  where  defendant 
failed  to  plead  the  rendition  of  the 
former  judgment,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud.  Pye  v.  Wyatt  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
151  S.  W.  1086. 

1.  U.  S. — Young  V.  Black,  7  Craneh 
565,  3  L.  ed.  440;  Eidgway  v.  Ghequier, 
1  Craneh  C.  C.  87,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,816;  Stone  v.  Stone,  2  Craneh  119, 
23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,488,  p.  162;  Lons- 
dale V.  Brown,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  86,  15 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,493.  Ala.— Smith  v. 
Eoney,  182  Ala.  540,  62  So.  753;  Boon 


f.  Eiley,  171  Ala.  657,  54  So.  997  (an 
ejectment  action).  Fla. — Bell  v.  Niles, 
61  Fla.  114,  55  So.  392;  Little  v.  Bar- 
low, 37  Fla.  232,  20  So.  240,  53  Am. 
St.  Eep.  249.  111.— MacDojiald  v.  Dex- 
ter, 234  111.  517,  85  N.  E.  209;  Gray 
V.  Gillilan,  15  111.  453,  60  Am.  Dec. 
761;  Wann  v.  McNulty,  7  111.,  355,  43 
Am.  Dec.  58.  la. — George  v.  Gillespie, 
1  G.  Gr.  421.  Ky. — Lampton  v.  Jones, 
5  Mon.  235.  Me.— Kimball  v.  Hilton, 
92  Me.  214,  42  Atl.  394;  Whiting  v. 
Burger,  78  Me.  287,  4  Atl.  694.  See 
also  Walker  v.  Chase,  53  Me.  258.  Mass. 
French  v.  Neal,  24  Pick.  55.  See  Poye 
V.  Patch,  132  Mass.  105.  Mo.— Garton 
V.  Botts,  73  Mo.  274;  Strong  v.  Phoe- 
nix Ins.  Co.,  62  Mo'.  289,  21  Am.  Eep. 
417.  See  In  re  Breck,  252  Mo.  302,  158 
S.  W.  843.  N.  H.— Gove  v.  Lyford,  44 
N.  H.  525.  N.  Y.— Niles  v.  Tolman,  3  ' 
Barb.  594;  Derby  v.  Hartman,  3  Daly 
458;  Young  v.  Eummell,  2  Hill  478,  38 
Am.  Dec.  594;  Gardner  v.  Buckbee,  3 
Cow.  120,  15  Am.  Dec.  256.  N.  C. 
Weeks  v.  McPhail,  129  N.  C.  73,  39 
S.  E.  732  (in  ejectment).  Ohio.— Eey- 
nolds  V.  Stansbury,  20  Ohio  344,  55 
Am.  Dee.  459  (overrulmg  Inman  v.  Jen- 
kins, 3  Ohio  271).  Pa. — Bruner  v.  Fin- 
ley,  211  Pa.  74,  60  Atl.  488;  Finley  v. 
Hanbest,  30  Pa.  190;  Carvill  v.  Gar- 
rigues,  5  Pa.  152.  Vt. — Mussey  v. 
White,  58  Vt.  45,  3  Atl.  319;  Whitney's 
Admr.  v.  Clarendon,  18  Vt.  252,  46  Am. 
Dec.  150. 

But  see  apparently  contra,  Jones  v. 
Lavender,  55  Ga.  228;  Porter «;.  Leache, 
56  Mich.  40,  22  N.  W.  104. 

[a]  In  Maryland  a  former  adjudi- 
cation "may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  or 
given  in  evidence  under  the  general  is- 
sue." Brooke  v.  Gregg,  89  Md.  234, 
43  Atl.  38. 

[b]  A  public  officer,  where  per- 
mitted by  statute  to  prove  under  the, 
general  issue,  any  defense  which  might 
have  been  specially  pleaded,  may  prove 
former  adjudication  under  the  general 
issue.  Doty  v.  Brown,  4  N.  Y.  71,  53 
Am.  Dec.  350. 

Joining  the  general  issue  and  a  spe- 
cial plea  of  former  adjudication,  see 
infra,  XVII,  D,  2,  a,  (I). 
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might  be  proved  under  the  general  issue,  though  inadmissible  in  other 
actions.^ 

e.  By  Reply  or  Subsequent  Pleadings.  —  In  jurisdictions  in  which  a 
replication  or  reply  is  necessary,  a  plaintiff  must  plead  therein  a  for- 
mer judgment  upon  which  he  relies  as  a  bar  to  matter  contained  in  the 
answer.^  But  where  replications  have  been  abolished  obviously  it  is 
neither  necessary  nor  possible  for  a  plaintiff  to  plead  a  former  adjudica- 
tion in  bar  of  matters  set  up  by  the  defendant.*  The  same  rules  would 
hold  good  as  to  pleadings  subsequent  to  the  replication.^ 

d.  Where  No  Opportunity  To  Plead.  —  A  former  recovery  iflay  al- 
ways be  given  in  evidence,  without  being  specially  pleaded,  when  either 
party  seeking  to  rely  on  the  estoppel  has  had  no  opportunity  to  inter- 
pose the  defense,"  and  it  is  as  conclusive  under  such  circumstances  as 


General  issue  with  notice  of  special 
defense,  see  infra,  XVII,  D,  2,  a,  (I). 
.2.     See  cases  in  preceding  note. 

[aJl  Even  if  the  practice  is  proper 
in  assumpsit  it  is  not  allowed  in  tres- 
pass. "In  Bird  v.  Randall  (3  Burr. 
1353),  Lord  Mansfield  took  a  distinc- 
tion between  actions  on  the  case,  and 
actions  fpr  torts.  He  says,  a  former 
Recovery,  release,  or  satisfaction,  can- 
not be  given  in  evidence  in  actions  for 
torts;  but  must  be  pleaded.  But  an 
action  on  the  case  is  founded  on  the 
mere  justice  and  conscience  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  and  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  bill  in  eqiiity;  and  in  effect  is 
so;  and  therefore  in  such  a  former  re- 
covery, etc.,  need  not  be  pleaded,  but 
may  be  given  in  evidence.  Chitty 
adopts  the  same  distinction.  (1  Chitty 
PI.  472,  475,  496.)"  Coles  v.  Carter,  6 
Cow.   (N.  Y.)   691. 

3.  ni— Thrifts  v.  Fritz,  101  HI.  457. 
Ky. — Norton  v.  Norton,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
872,  25  S.  "W.  750,  27  S.  W.  85.  Mass. 
Saco  Brick  Co.  v.  J.  P.  Eustis  Mfg. 
Co.,  207'Mass.  312,  93  N.  E.  629.  N.  0. 
Bear  v.  Brunswick,  124  N.  C.  204,  32 
S.  E.  558,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  586,  if  no  de- 
murrer to  the  answer  is  interposed. 
Ohio.— Meiss  v.  Gill,  44  Ohio  St.  253, 
6  N.  E.  656;  Fanning  v.  Hibernia  Ins. 
Co.,  37  Onio  St.  344.  Ore — Pacific 
Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Isaacs,  52  Ore.  54, 
96,Pae.  460;  Davis  v.  Chamberlain,  51 
Ore.  304,  98  Pae.  154.  Va.— Bogle  v. 
Conway's  Exrs.,  3  Call   (7  Va.)   1. 

4.  IT.  S. — Southern  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  168  U.  S.  1,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
18,  42  L.  ed.  355.  Cal.— Wixson  v.  De- 
vine,  67  Cal.  341,  7  Pac.  776.  N.  Y. 
Dows  V.  McMichael,  6  Paige  139.  N.  D. 
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Kain  v.  Garnaas,  27  N.  D.  292,  145  N. 
W.  825.  ' 

See  infra,  XVII,  D,  1,  d. 

[a]  In  North  Dakota,  the  court 
may,  on  defendant's  motion  require  a 
reply  to  be  filed  by  the  plaintiff  to  new 
matter  in  the  answer.  See  Kain  v.  Gar- 
naas, 27  N.  D.  292,  145  N.  W.  825. 

As  to  when  replication  is  necessary 
or  proper,  see  the  title  "Keplication 
and  Keply." 

5.  See  Merriam  v.  Whittemore,  5 
Gray  (Mass.)  316,  where  the  statute 
does  not  provide  for  a  rejoinder  to  the 
'replication. 

See  generally  the  title  "Rejoinder 
and  SubsecLuent  Pleadings." 

6.  Cal. — Riverside  Land  &  Irr.  Co. 
V.  Jensen,  108  Cal.  146,  41  Pac.  40; 
Clink  V.  Thurston,  47  Cal.  21;  Flan- 
dreau  v.  Downey,  23  Cal.  354.  Conn. 
Bell  V.'  Raymond,  18  Conn.  91  .  Mo. 
In  re  Breek,  252  Mo.  302,  158  S.  W. 
843;  McNair  v.  O 'Fallon,  8  Mo.  188. 
Nev. — Young  v.  Brehi,  19  Nev.  379,  12 
Pac.  564,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  892.  N.  H. 
King  V.  Chase,  15  N.  H.  9,  41  Am. 
Dee.  675.  N.  J. — ^Ward  v.  Ward,  22  N. 
J..L.  699.  N.  Y — Kingsland  v.  Spald- 
ing, 3  Barb.  Ch.  341;  Beebe  v.  Elliott, 
4  Barb.  457.  Wash. — Wilkes  v.  Davies, 
8  Wash.  112,  35  Pae.  611,  23  L.  R.  A. 
103. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiff  in  eject- 
ment does  not  set  forth  his  chain  of 
title  defendant  has  no  opportunity  to 
plead  his  estoppel.  Dame  v.  Wingate, 
12  N.  H.  291. 

[b]  Garnishment  Proceedings. — Where 
a  statute  provided  that  upon  traverse 
of  the  answer  of  a  garnishee,  "the 
court  shall  direct  without  the  formality 
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though  it  had  been  pleaded  speeiallyj  This  rule  applies  to  both  do- 
mestic- and  foreign  judgments'  and  is  applicable  where  special  repli- 
cations are  abolished  and  a  plaintiff  has  no  opportunity  to  reply  to 
new  matter  set  up  in  the  answer,^  and  also  where  the  estoppel  of  the 
judgment  would  be  a  complete  defense  to  the  issues  raised  by  a  plea 
of  the  general  issue.^"  If  it  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint  that 
plaintiff  relies  upon  or  denies  a.  fact  which  has  already  been  adjudi- 
cated, evidence  of  silch  adjudication  may  be  given  by  the  defendant  at 
the  trial  without  pleading  it,  when  plaintiff  attempts  to  make  use  of 
the  faet.^^  Where  the  former  judgment  is  not  rendered  until  the  plead- 
ings in  the  action  are  closed,  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  it.^^ 

e.  When  Pleaded  hy  Adversary.  —  Where  a  former  adjudication  is 
pleaded  by  one  party  the  other  may  rely  upon  it  as  an  estoppel  without 
pleading  it." 

f .  Raising  the  Point  hy  Demurrer  or  Motion.  —  Ordinarily  the  de- 
fense of  an  estoppel  by  former,  judgment  cannot  bp  raised  by  demur- 
rer,^* but  where  a  complaint  discloses  upon  its  face  that  there  has  been  a 
former  adjudication  of  the  merits  between  the  same  parties,  advantage 
of  this  may  be  taken  by  demurrer/^    The  estoppel  cannot  ordinarily  be 


of  pleading,  a  jury  to  be  empanelled 
to  inquire  what  is  the  true  amount  due 
from  such  garnishee,"  etc.,  a  judgment 
may  be  relied  on  as  res  judicata  with- 
out being  specially  pleaded.  Fulton  v. 
Gesterding,  47  Fla.  150,  36  So.  56. 

7.  Beebe  v.  Elliott,  4  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
457;  Perkins  v.  Walker,  19  Vt.  144. 

8.  MacDonaia  v.  Dexter,  234  111. 
517,  85  N.  E.  209. 

9.  Dows  V.  McMichael,  6  Paige  (N. 
Y.)   139.     See  suprd,  XVII,  D,  1,  c. 

10.  Hall  V.  Dodge,  38  N.  H.  346; 
Chamberlain  v.  Carlisle,  26  N.  H.  540; 
Staucill  V.  James,  126  N.  C.  190,  35 
S.   E.   245. 

11.  Cal. — Jackson  v.  Lodge,  36  Cal. 
28.  Vt.--Perkins  v.  Walker,  19  Vt. 
144.  Va. — Manchester,  etc.  B.  &  L. 
Assn.  V.  Porter,  106  Va.  S28,  56  S.  E. 
337.  • 

[a]  "The  matter  of  estoppel  was 
properly, in  evidence;  for  the  defend- 
ant, upon  the-  case  made  by  the  com- 
plaint, was  not  called  upon,  and  had 
no  opportunity  to  plead  it.  The  plain- 
tiff did  not  set  out  his  title.  It  was 
only  developed  in  the  evidence,  and, 
therefore  could  only  be  met  by  coun- 
ter evidence."  Jackson  v.  Lodge,  36 
Cal.  28. 

12.  MacDonald  v.  Dexter,  234  HI. 
517,  85  X  E.  209;  Sheldon  v.  Patter- 
son, 55  m.  507;  Emery  ».  Towler,  39 
Me.   326    63   Am.   Dec.   627.     Compare, 


infra,  XVII,  D,   1,  h;   XVII,  D,   2,  a, 
(11). 

13.  Collins  V.  Gleason,  47  Wash.  62, 
91  Eac.  566,  where  a  former  judgment 
was  pleaded  by  plaintiff  and  defendant 
asked  for  judgment  on  the  pleadings. 

See  infra,  XVII,  D,  1,  g. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiff  refers  to 
the  former  judgment  for  the  purpose 
of  alleging  facts  to  destroy  its  effect 
the  defendant  is  not  required  to  plead 
it  formally.  Neill  v.  Tarin,  9  Tex. 
256. 

14.  Ark. — Adams  v.  Billingsley,  107 
Ark.  38,  153  S.  W.  1105.  Ha.— Lindsley 
V.  Mclver,  51  Fla.  463,  40  So.  619. 
Ga.— Reid  v.  Caldwell,  120  Ga.  718,  48 
S.  E.  191;  New  England  Mtg.  Sec.  Co. 
V.  Eobson,  79  Ga.  757,  4  S.  E.  ^51. 
Mo.— Beattie  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gerardi,  166 
Mo.  142,  65  S.  W.  1035  ("especially 
when  the  ground  of  demurrer  goes  to 
its  [the  petition's]  sufficiency"); 
Kelly  V.  Hurt,  61  Mo.  463.  N.  Dj 
Beyer  v.  North  American  Coal  &  Min. 
Co.,  32  N,  D,  542,  156  N.  W.  204. 

Judicial  notice  of  former  adjudica- 
tion will  not  be  taken,  see  infra,  XVII, 
D,  1,  h. 

15.  U.  S. — Hewitt  v.  Great  Western 
Beet  Sugar  Co.  (C.  G.  A.),  230  Fed. 
394.  See  National  Casket  Co.  v.  Stolts, 
174  Fed.  413,  98  C.  C.  A.  617.  Fla. 
Keen  v.  Brown,  46  Fla.  487,  35  Sp.  401. 
Ga— Williams  v.  Cheatham,  99  Gai.  301, 
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presented  to  the  court  for  determination  by  motion.^*  Neither  a  motion 
to  dismiss  the  eomplaint,^^  nor  a  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal,^*  nor  a 
motion  to  set  aside- a  verdict,"  atfords  a  proper  opportunity  for  a  detfer- 
mination  of  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  the  estoppel;  nor  can  the 
point  be  raised  by  an  exception  to  the  answer.^" 

g.  Waiver  and  Effect  of  Failure  To  Plead.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  Fail- 
ure to  plead  the  prior  adjudication,  where  special  pleading  is  required, 
is  generally  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  rely  upon  it  as  a  bar,^^  since  the 
relitigation  of  the  matter  does  not  involve  any  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion.^^ It  has  been  held,  however,  that  a  court  may  refuse,  on  grounds 
of  public  policy  and  convenience,  to  entertain  an  action  on  the  same 
cause  of  action  which  is  already  being  litigated  before  it  by  the  same 
parties  in  an  action  previously  instituted  and  in  which  they  can  ob- 
tain the  same  relief  sought  in  the  subsequent  action,^^     But  where 


25  S.  E.  698.  Ind.— Indianapolis,  D.  & 
W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Center,  130  Ind.  89,  28 
N.  E.  439;  Greenup  v.  Crooks,  50  Ind. 
410.  Ky. — Holtheide  v.  Smith's  Guard- 
ian, 27  Ky.  L.  Eep.  60,  84  S.  W.  321; 
Bramlett  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  24 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  976,  70  S.  W.  410.  N.  M. 
Lockhart  v.  Leeds,  12  N.  M.  156,  76 
Pac.  312.  N.  C— Davis  v.  Hall,  57  N. 
C.  403.     Pa.— See  Bruner  v.  Finlej,  211 

Pa.   74,  60  Atl.  488.      Tex Shook    v. 

Shook  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
699;  Fricke  v.  Wood,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
167,  71  S.  W.  784. 

[a]  The  bill  "sets  forth  the  sub- 
stance of  the  pleadings  in  these  former 
suits  and  the  findings  therein,  and 
prays  for  a  decree  inconsistent  with 
the  decree  in  that  litigation.  It  also 
states  the  result  of  that  litigation,  and 
the  holding  that  the  Gillespie  lease  was 
valid,  and  prays  that  it  may  be  de- 
clared null  and  void.  The  defense  of 
former  adjudication  may  therefore  be 
raised  by  demurrer."  Ferrimau  v.  Gil- 
lespie, 250  111.  369,  95  N.  E.  495. 

'16.  Jordan  v.  Jordan,  175  Ala.  640, 
57  So.  436,  by  motion  to  require  pay- 
ment of  costs  in  previous  divorce  suit 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  case  at  bar  and  the  al- 
lowance of  alimony  pendente  lite.  , 

17.  Ind.— First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hunt- 
ington V.  Williams,  126  Ind.  423,  26 
N.  E.  75.  Kan.— Attica  State  Bank  v. 
Benson,  8  Kan.  App.  566,  64  Pac.  1037. 
N,  Y. — But  see  Eeich  v.  Cochran,  74 
Hun  551,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  443.  Pa. 
Bruner  v.  Finley,  211  Pa.  74,  60  Atl. 
488. 

[a]  But  where  an  issue  had  been 
determined  by  the  court,  upon  a  hear- 
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ing  of  the  equitable  issues  of  the  case, 
and  the  same  issue  was  presented  at 
the  subsequent  hearing  on  the  legal 
phases  of  the  action,  it  was  held  to 
be  error  for  the  court  to  deny  a  mo- 
tion that  no  jury  be  impaneled  for  the 
reason  that  all  the  issues  had  been  de- 
cided upon  the  hearing  before  the 
court;  the  defendant  was  not  required 
to  plead  res  judicata  by  a  supplemental 
answer,  since  the  court  should  have 
taken  notice  of  the  condition  of  the 
record.  Cox  v.  McClure,  73  Conn.  486, 
47  Atl.  757. 

18.  Philips  V.  Her  Creditors,  37  La. 
Ann.   701. 

19.  Eeilly  v.  Bader,  50  Minn.  199, 
52  N.  W.  522. 

20.  Thrifts  v.  Fritz,  101  111.  457. 
Contra,  Tutorship  v.  Scarborough,  44 
La.  Ann.  288,  10  So.  858. 

21.  ,Cal.— Schudel  v.  Helbing,  26  Cal. 

App.  410,  147  Pao.  89.    Mass Howard 

V.  Mitchell,  14  Mass.  241.  N.  0.— Black- 
well  V.  Dibbrell,  103  N.  C.  270,  9  S.  E. 
192.  N.  D.— Borden  v.  McNamara,  20 
N.  D.  225,  127  N.  W.  104. 

See  supra,  XVII,  B,  5;  and  cases 
supra,  XVII,  D,  1,  a  and  b. 

22.  Bryar  v.  Campbell,  177  U.  S. 
649,  20  Sup.  Ct.  794,  44  L.  ed.  926. 
And  see  Curtis  v.  Eenneker,  34  S.  C. 
468,  13  S.  E.  664. 

23.  Long  V.  Jarratt,  94  N.  C.  443, 
See  also  Walker  i;.  Chase,  53  Me.  258, 
where  the  court  says:  "Litigation  is 
an  expense  to  the  public  as  well  as  to 
the  parties.  In  fact  the  expense  to 
the  public  is  often  greater  than  it  is 
to  the  parties.  It  is  for  the  public 
good,  therefore,  that  there  be  an  end 
of  litigation.   .    .    .   And  when  a  cause 
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both  parties  try  the  case  and  allow  it  to  be  submitted  on  the  theory  that 
a  former  adjudication  is  an  issue,  they  will  be  deemed  to  have  con- 
sented to  the  trial  of  that  issue  and  are  bound  by  the  result  as  though 
the  issue  had  been  raised  by  the  pleadings.^*  A  failure  to  object  to 
evidence  of  the  former  judgment  on  the  ground  that  it  has  not  been 
specially  pleaded,^'  or  to  take  an  exception,  on  that  ground,^^  is  a 
waiver  of  the  irregularity  arising  from  a  failure  to  plead  the  judg- 
ment. 

(II.)  As  Affecting  Conclusiveness.  —  By  the  weight  of  authority  the 
conclusiveness  of  a  former  adjudication  as  an  estoppel  is  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  it  was  not  specially  pleaded,  where  it  is  has  been 
proved;^'  thus  a  former  judgment,  admitted  in  evidence  by  conseht,^^ 


has  been  once  fairly  tried,  it  ought 
not  to  be  tried  over  again,  even  if  the 
parties  are  willing.  Such  a  course 
would  be  unjust  to  other  parties  whose 
causes  might  be  thereby  delayed." 

24.  Bowe  V.  Minnesota  Milk  Co.,  44 
Minn.  460,  47  N.  W.  Ibl. 

25.  Flandreau  v.  Downey,  23  Cal. 
354;  Saco  Brick  Co.  v.  J.  P.  Eustis 
Mfg>  Co.,  207  Mass.  312,  93  N.  E.  629. 

26.  Mount  V.  Scholes,  120  111.  394,  11 
N.  E.  401. 

27.  U.  S.— Southern  Pae.  B.  E.  Co. 
V.  United  States,  168  V.  8.  1,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  18,  42  L.  ed.  355.  Ala.— Boon  v. 
Eiley,  171  Ala.  657,  54  So.  997;  Strauss 
V.  Meertief,  64  Ala.  299,  38  Am.  Eep. 
8;  Cannon  v.  Brame,  45  Ala.  262.  Cal. 
Wixon  V.  Devine,  67  Cal.  341,  7  Pac. 
776;  Flandreau  v.  Downey,  23  Cal.  354. 
Conn. — Betts  v.  Starr,  5  Conn.  550,  13 
Am.  Dee.  94.  Fla. — Bell  v.  Niles,  61 
Fla.  114,  55  So.  392;  Little  v.  Barlow, 
37  Fla.  232,  20  So.  240,  53  Am.  St. 
Eep.  249.  HI. — Sheldon  v.  Patterson, 
55  m.  507;  Gray  v.  Gillilan,  15  111.  453, 
60  Am.  Dee.  761.  Me. — ^Walker  v. 
Chase,  53  Me.  258;  Lynch  v.  Swanton, 
53  Me.  100.  Md.— Beall  v.  Pearre,  12 
Md.  550;  Shafer  v.  Stonebraker,  4  Gill 
&  J.  345,  360.  Mass. — Sprague  v.  Waite, 
19  Pick.  455;  Jennison  v.  West  Spring- 
field, 13  Gray  544;  Sawyer  v.  Wood- 
bury,  7   Gray   499.     Md.- — Trayheru   v. 

^  Colburn,  66  Md.  277,  7  Atl.  459.  Mo. 
Garton  v.  Botts,  73  Mo.  274;  McNair  v. 
O 'Fallon,  8  Mo.  188.  N.  H.— Dame  v. 
Wingate,  12  N.  H.  291.  N.  Y.— Gard- 
ner V.  Buckbee,  3  Cow.  120,  15  Am. 
Dee.  256;  Miller  «.  Manice,  6  Hill  114; 
Young  V.  Eummell,  2  Hill  478,  38  Am. 
Dee.  594;  Lawrence  v.  Hunt,  10  Wend. 
80,  25  Am.  Dec.  539.  Pa. — Westcott 
V.  E'dmunds,  68  Pa.  34;  Finley  ».  Han- 
best,   30   Pa.    190;    Marsh    v.    Pier,    4 


Eawle  273,  26  Am.  Dec.  131.  R.  I. 
Bradford  v.  Burgess,  20  E.  L  290,  38 
Atl.  975.  S.  C. — Jones  v.  Weathersbee, 
4  Strobh.  L.  50,  51  Am.  Dee.  653. 
Tenn. — Warwick  v.  Underwood,  3  Head 
238.  Utah.— Eio  Grande  W.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Telluride  P.  T.  Co.,  23  Utah  22,  63 
Pac.  995.  Vt.— Perkins  v.  Walker,  19 
Vt.  144;  Isaacs  v.  Clark,  12  Vt.  692,  36 
Am.  Dec.  372. 

[a]  "In  cases  of  this  description, 
where  nearly  everything  that  shows 
the  plaintiff  has  no  subsisting  cause  of 
action,  may  bejiven  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue,  there  can  be  no  good 
reason  why  a  former  judgment,  .  .  . 
should  have  any  greater  effect  when 
pleaded,  than  when  shown  in  evidence. 
Judgments,  it  is  said,  ought  to  be 
final;  because  it  is  for  the  public  in- 
terest that  there  should  be  an  end  to 
litigation;  and  a  man  ought  not  to  be 
twice  vexed  with  the  same-  cause  of 
action.  But  to  make  the  weight  of 
the  evidence  to  depend  upon  the  form 
of  the  issue,  is  to  disregard  these  rea- 
sons, in  all  cases  where  a  judgment  is 
held  not  to  be  conclusive;  and  if  it  is 
not  conclusive,  upon  what  principle  is 
it  admissible  at  all?"  Bell  v.  Ray- 
mond, 18  Conn.  91. 

[b]  "There  must,  at  some  time,  be 
an  end  to  litigation  upon  the  same 
facts;  and  it  has  been  well  remarked 
that  it  appears  inconsistent  that  the 
authority  of  a  res  judicata  should  gov- 
ern the  court,  when  the  matter  is  re- 
ferred to  them  by  pleading,  but  that 
a  jury  should  be  at  liberty  altogether 
to  disregard  it  when  it  referred  to  them 
in  evidence."  Chamberlain  v.  Carlisle, 
26  N.  H.  540. 

28.  "A  former  decree  may  be  good 
'as  a  plea  in  bar,  or  may  be  available 
as  evidence.  It  was  said  in  the  Duchess 
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or  on  a  stipulation  that  proceedings  had  been  brought  and  a  judgment 
rendered^'  is  conclusive  though  not  pleaded.  In  some  jurisdictions, 
however,  a  former  adjudication  does  not  operate  as  a  conclusive  estop- 
pel, unless  it  has  been  pleaded  as  such  (if  there  has -been  an  opportun- 
ity to  plead  it)  but  is  merely  prima  facie  or  persuasive  evidence  of  the 
matters  adjudged.^" 

h.  Judicial  Notice.  —  Generally  a  court  may  not  judicially  notice  ■ 
without  pleading  or  pi-oof,  its  proceedings  or  judgment  in  other  wholly 
independent  eases  before  it,^'  but  this  rule  is  not  strictly  adhered  to 
under  all  circumstances  and  in  all  jurisdictions,^^  and  in  case  of  ap- 
parent necessity  or  otherwise  courts  have  judicially  noticed  a  former 
adjudication  for  the  benefit  of  a  party  who  neither  pleaded  nor  proved 
it,^**  as  where  both  cases  were  pending  before  it  and  under  submission 
at  the  same  time.''*  Adjudications  which  are  parf  of  the  case  at  bar 
will,  of  course,  be  judicially  noticed.^^ 


of  Kingston's  Case,  11  State  Tr.  261, 
2  Smith,  Lead.  Gas.  (6tli  Amer.  ed.) 
663,  that  such  decree  is  'as  a  plea,  a 
bar,  or  as  evidence  conclusive.'  .  .  . 
It  is  certainly  true  that,  without  re- 
spect to  pleadiAg,  wherever  a  former 
recovery  is  properly  In  evidence — as 
here  it  was  by  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties— full  effect  should  be  given  to  it, 
so  far  as  it  bears  upon  the  issue  pre- 
sented. The  issue  here  being  novelty 
of  invention,  and  that  fact  having 
been  determined  by  the  prior  adjudica- 
tion, the  former  decree  becomes  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  validity  of  the 
patent  as  between  the  parties  affected 
by  such  prior  adjudication."  David 
Bradley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Eagle  Mfg.  Co., 
58  Fed.  721,  7  C.  C.  A.  442. 

29.  Eeich  v.  Cochran,  74  Hnn  551, 
26  N.  Y.  Supp.  443. 

30.  U.  S. — Eichsirdson  v.  Boston,  19 
How.  263,  15  L.  ed.  639.  lU.— Wann 
V.  McNulty,  7  HI.  355,  43  Am.  Dee.  58. 
Ind.— Picquet  v.  McKay,  2  Blackf.  465. 
la. — Cooley  v.  Brayton,  16  Iowa  10. 
N.  Y.— Jackson  v.  Wood,  3  Wend.  27; 
Miller  v.  Manice,  6  Hill  114,  124; 
Gabriel  v.  Gabriel,  79  Misc.  346,  139 
N.  Y.  Supp.  778,  affirmed,  144  N.  Y. 
Bupp.  1117.  Ohio. — Werner  v.  Cincin- 
nati, 23  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  475;  Meiss  v. 
Gill,  44  Ohio  St.  253,  6  N.  E.  656. 
Tex. — Smith  v.  Bean,  36  Tex.  Cfv.  App. 
623,  82  8.  W.  793.  Va.— Chesapeake  & 
O.  Ey,  Co.  V.  Eison,  99  Vai  18,  37  S.  B. 
320;  Cleaton  v.  Chambliss,  6  Eand.  (27 
Va.)  86.  W.  Va — Brown  v.  Cook,  87 
S.  E.  454. 

[a]  "Wiien  a  judgment  is  not 
pleaded,  and  could  have  been  pleaded, 
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'ill  evidence,'  such  a  judgment  is  not 
conclusive  to  estop  a  party  from  prov- 
ing the  trutbvof  a  fact  in  dispute.  To 
this  extent  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
case  of  the  Duchess  of  Kingston,  20 
Howell's  State  Trials  355,  has  been 
modified."  Meiss  v.  Gill,  44  Ohio  St. 
253,  6  N.  E.  656. 

[b]  "The  doctrine  being,  that 
though  the  party  is  estopped  if  the 
matter  be  pleaded,  yet  that  the  jury, 
upon  the  general  issue,  are  not 
sstopped,  but  must  find  their  verdict 
upon  the  whole  evidence  in  the  case, 
and  may  find  against  the  former  judg- 
ment." Cleaton  v.  Chambliss,  6  Eand. 
(27  Va.)   86,  94. 

Where  there  has  been  no  opportunity 
to  plead  it,  see  supra,  XVII,  D,  1,  d. 

31.  First  Nat.Bank  v.  Williams,  126 
Ind.  423,  26  N.  E.  75.  See  7  Enct. 
OF  Ev.  1003,  et  seq.,  and  supplement 
thereto;  and  also  the  tii;le  "Judicial 
Notice." 

32.  See  7  Ency.  of  Ev.  1003,  et  seq., 
and  supplement  thereto. 

33.  Judicial  notice  may  be  taken  by 
a  court  of  its  own  records,  and  wheip 
no  opportunity  has  been  afforded  a 
party  to  plead  a  judgment  or  to  intro- 
duce evidence  of  it,  the  court  may  con- 
sider the  matter  and  determine  the 
question  of  "estoppel.  Wilkes  v.  Davies, 
8  Wash.  112,  35  Pac.  611,  23  L.  E.  A. 
103. 

34.  Keely  v.  Ophir  Hill  Consol,  Min. 
Co.,  169  Fed.  601,  95  C.  C.  A.  99. 

35.  Eentz  v.  Eckert,  74  Conn.  11,  49 
Atl.  203,  preliminary  or '  interlocutory 
judgment.  See  also  Cox  t).  McClure, 
73  Conn.  486,  47  Atl.  757. 
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2.  Manner  of  Pleading.  —  a.  Character  of  ihe  Pleading.  — (i.)^ 
Generally.  —  Where  specially  pleaded  an  estoppel  by  a  former  adjudi- 
cation is  properly  set  up  by  way  of  a  special  plea  or  answer.^^  As  here- 
tofore shown,  however,  in  some  jurisdictions  or  under  some  circum- 
stance's, a  former  adjudication  is  provable  under  the  general  issue  ;^^ 
but  even  where  this  practice  prevails  it  is  not  improper  to  plead  the 
defence  specially,  in  connection  with  the  general  issue,  unless  the  spe- 
cial plea  amounts  to  no  more  than  the  general  issue,^*  or  it  may  be  in- 
corporated in  the  notice  attached  to  the  general  issue. ^°  It  is  improper 
to  plead  res  judicata  in  abatement.*" 

In  equity  practice  the  defense  of  res  judicata  or  former  adjudication 
may  be  raised  either  by  answer  or  plea,*^  though  more  properly  by 
plea.*^ 

(II.)  -  Pleading  by  Amended  or  Supplemental  Pleadings. — An  a  in  en  d- 
mer.t  setting  up  the  plea  of  res  judicata  is  properly  allowed.*' 


36.  Troxell  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W. 
R.  Co.,  185  Fed.  540  (applying  Penn- 
sylvania practice) ;  Feldmeyer  v. 
Werntz,  119  Md.  285,  86  Atl.  523;  Codd 
Co.  V.  Parker,  97  Md.  319,  55  Atl.  623. 
And  see  supra,  XVII,  D,  1,  b. 

As  to  pleas  generally,  see  the  title 
"Pleas." 

As  to  answers  generally,  see  the  title 
"Answers." 

37.  See  supra,  XVII,  D,  1,  b. 

38.  Ala. — Hopkinson  v.  Shelton,  37 
Ala.  306.  Fla. — Compare,  Bell  p.  Niles, 
61  Fla.  114,  55  So.  392,  the  special  plea 
■will  be  stricken  out  on  motion.  Me. 
See  Vhiting  v.  Burger,  78  Me.  287,  4 
Atl.  694.  Va.— Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co. 
V.  Bison,  99  Va.  18,  37  S.  E.  320. 

[a]  Where  the  special  plea  is  for 
some  reason,  defective,  evidence  of  the 
former  adjudication  may  be  received 
under  the  general  issue.  Whitaker  v. 
Bramson,  2  Paine  209,  29  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  17,526,  p.  947. 

[b]  "The  defendant  had  the  right 
to  elect  whether  he  would  make  de- 
fense under  the  special  plea  or  submit 
the  case  on  the  general  issue,"  and 
a  refusal  to  allow  a  special  plea  in 
connection  with  the  general  issue  is  re- 
versible I  error.  Brown  v.  Cook  (W. 
Va.),  87  S.  E.,  454. 

[c]  In  Virginia  although  a  statute 
provides  that  in  ejectment  the  defend- 
ant shall  plead  the  general  issue  only, 
a  special  plea  of  a  judgment  in  bar 
may  still  be  made.  Elk  Garden  Co.  v. 
T.  W.  Thayer  Co.,  206  Fed.   212. 

39.  Where  the  plea  is  the  general 
issue  "with  leave  to  give  in  defense 
any  matter  that  can  be  well  pleaded," 
the  defense   of  res  judicata  is   avail- 


able.    C.  H.  Austin  &  Sons  v.  Hunter 
(Ala.),  69  So.  113. 

[a]  It  is  sufficient  to  set  up  the 
previous  judgment  in  the  notice  at- 
tached to  a  plea  of  the  general  ^  issue. 
Ehle  V.  Bingham,  7  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  494. 

40.  Fields  v.  Walker,  23  Ala.  155. 

41.  D.  0. — Wagenhurst  v.  Wineland, 
22  App.  Cas.  356.  N.  J. — Passaic  Match 
Co.  V.  Helio  Match  Co.  (N.  J.  Eq.),  70 
Atl.  466.  Ohio.— White  v.  Bank  of 
United  States,  6  Ohio  528.  Tenn. 
Jourolman  v.  Massengill,  86  Tenn.  81, 
5   S.  W.   719. 

See  generally  the  title  "Bills  and 
Answers." 

[a]  Designating  a  portion  of  an  an- 
swer to  be  a  separate  defense  is  in- 
sufficient to  constitute  it  a  "plea." 
Sill  V.  Kentucky  C.  &  T.  Dev.  Co.  (Del. 
Ch.),  97  Atl.  617. 

[b]  A  plea  having  been  overruled 
the  same  matter  can  be  set  up  by  an- 
swer. Wagenhurst  v.  Wineland,  22 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  356. 

42.  Warren  Featherbone  Co.  V.  De 
Camp,  154  J'ed.  198  ("since  it  goes 
to  the  whole  subject-matter");  Fer- 
guson V.  Miller,  5  Ohio  459.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Plea  in  Equity." 

[a]  "If  it  be  set  up  by  answer  it 
cannot  be  proved  until  the  hearing; 
while  if  it  be  set  up  by  plea,  then  by 
the  rules  of  this  court  it  is  taken  to 
be  true  unless  within  thirty  days  a 
replijcation  thereto  be  not  filed,  and  it 
stands  for  argument  upon  the  question 
of  its  sufficiency  in  law."  Sill  v.  Ken- 
tucky C.  &  T.  Dev.  Co.  (Del.  Ch.),  97 
Atl.  617,  619. 

43.  National  Bank  v.  Southern  Por- 
celain Mfg.  Co.,  59  Ga.  157;  Porter  v. 
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Supplemental  Pleadings.  —  "Where  the  judgment  relied  on  as  an  estop- 
pel is  rendered  and  becomes  final  after  the  institution  of  the  action 
in  which  it  is  sought  to  be  used,  it  should  be  set  up  in  a  supplemental 
pleading,**  rather  than  by  an  amendment,*^  or  by  a  plea  of  puis  dar- 
rein continuance,*'^  and  at  such  times  as  will  not  prejudice  the  rights 
of  the  other  party  to  a  speedy  determination  of  the  cause.*^  The  for- 
mer adjudication  may  be  set  up  as  a  bar  even  after  an  interlocutory 
decree  has  been  entered  in  the  case.** 

b.  Form  and  Substance  of  the  Pleading.*^ — (I.)  In  General.  — No 
particular  form  or  language  need  be  employed  in  pleading  a  former 


Armstrong,    134   N.   C.   447,   46   S.    E. 
997. 

44.  XX.  S. — Eobinson  v.  Satterlee,  3 
Sawy.  134,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,967. 
6a. — See  Sumner  v.  Sumner,  121  Ga.  1, 
48  S.  B.  727.  Mo.— Nave  v.  Adams,  107 
Mo.  414,  7  S.  W.  958,  28  Am.  St.  Eep. 
421.  N.  Y. — Westminster  Presb.  Church 
V.  Trustees  of  Presb.,  211  N.  Y.  214, 
105  N.  E.  199;  Jex  v.  Jacob,  19  Hun 
105,  7  Abb.  N.  C.  452;  Lytle  v.  Craw- 
ford, 69  App.  Div.  273,  74  N.  Y.  Supp. 
660,  32  Civ.  Proe.  360;  Jones  v.  Bam- 
sey,  lll'N.  Y.  Supp.  993.  N.  C— Wil- 
liams V.  Button,  164  N.  C.  216,  80,  S.  B. 
257.  Tenn.— Delk  v.  Yelton,  103  Tenn. 
476,  53  S.  W.  729. 

See  the  title  "Supplemental  Plead- 
ing." 

45.  "It  is  clearly  not  matter  ordi- 
narily raised  by  amendment,  since  it 
was  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
filing  of  the  bill."  Warren  Feather- 
bone  Co.  V.  De  Camp,  154  Fed.  198. 

46.  lU.— Mount  v.  Scholes,  120  111. 
394,  11  N.  E.  401.  Md.— Bank  of  United 
States  V.  Merchants'  Bank,  7  Gill  415, 
but  by  special  plea  in  bar.  N.  C. — See 
Williams  v.  Hutton,  164  N.  C.  216,  80 
S.   E.   257. 

See  generally  the  title  "Puis  Dar- 
rien  Continuance." 

[a]  "A  plea  of  this  kind  involves 
grave  legal  consequences  that  do  not 
attach  to  an  ordinary  plea.  It  only 
questions  the  plaintiff's  right  to  fur- 
ther maintain  the  suit.  When  filed,  it, 
by  operation  of  law,  supersedes  all 
other  pleas  and  defenses  in  the  cause, 
and  the  parties  proceed  to  settle  the 
proceedings  de  novo,  just  as  though  no 
plea  or  pleas  had  theretofore  been  filed 
in  the  case."  Mount  v.  Scholes,  120 
111.  394,  11  N.  E.  401. 

47.  La  Salle  v.  Friedman,  150  N.  T. 
Supp-.  152. 

48.  Penfield  v.  C.  &  A.  Potts  &  Co., 
126  Fed.  475,  61  C.  C.  A.  371. 
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49.  In  action  on  judgment,  see  the 
title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  Enforce- 
ment of;"  and  9  Standard  Pkoc.  742, 
et  seq. 

Forms.— No  form  can  be  given  which 
will  meet  the  necessities  of  every 
case  or  conform  to  the  varying  require- 
ments of  different  jurisdictions,  as  to 
which  the  pleader  must  consult  the 
rules  hereinafter  stated.  For  forms  of 
pleas  and  replications,  see  9  Standard 
Peoo.  1073,  1074. 

[a]  Answer  of  Former  Adjudication. 
(Title  of  couVt  and  cause.)  And  for  a 
further  and  separate  answer  defendant 
alleges  that  heretofore  and  on  the 
day  of  ,  19 — ,  plain- 
tiff herein  filed  in  the  ofSce  of  the 
clerk  of  (here  designate  the  court  in 
which  the  action  was  brought),  his 
complaint  against  ,  this  de- 
fendant (or  if  said  action  was  brought 
against  parties  with  whom  the  defend- 
ant was  in  privity  set  forth  the  facts 
showing  the  nature  of  the  relation  be- 
tween the  parties)  in  which  he  alleged 
that  this  defendant  was  indebted'  to 
him  in  the  same  manner  and  for  the 
same  services  (or  goods)  as  is  set  forth 
in  the  complaint  in  this  action;  that 
thereafter   such   proceedings   were  had 

in  said  court  that  on  the  •= day 

of  ,  19 — ,  said  court  duly  and 

regularly  rendered  its  judgment  in  said 
cause  on  the  merits  of  said  cause  in 
favor  of  this  defendant  and  against 
this  plaintiff;  that  this  judgment  re- 
mains in  full  force  and  effect;  that 
the  matters  adjudicated  therein  are  the 
same  matters  attempted  to  be  litigated 
in  this  action,  and  that  by  said  former 
adjudication  plaintiff  is  hereby  estopped 
from  again  claiming  the  right  to  re- 
cover on  the  cause  of  action  herein 
attempted  to  be  set  forth.  See  Richard- 
son V.  Jones,  58  Ind.  240;  Wilson  v. 
Vance,  55  Ind.  584. 

[b]  Form  in  Action  To  Becover  Pos- 
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adjudication."'     The  pleading  must,  howevr,  be  definite  and  certain.'^ 
But  allegations  treated  by  the  parties  at  the  trial  as  suffiicient  cannot 
be  attacked  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.^^     Where  former  adjudica- 
tion is  pleaded  in  bar  of  an  action,  the  plea  must  conform  to  the  general . 
rules  governing  such  pleas.*^    All  the  facts  necessary  to  make  the  bar 


session  of  Eeal,  Property. — Further  an- 
swering and  as  and  for  a  separate  de- 
fense, defendant  alleges  that  plaintiff 
ought  not  to  maintain  this  action  or 
any  action  to  recover  the  parcel  of  land 
described  in  the  complaint  for  the  rea- 
son that  heretofore  and  on  the 

day  of  ,   19 — ,    one    , 

who  is  the  plaintiff's  predecessor  in 
interest,  filed  an  action  in  (here  desig- 
nate the  court)  in  which  one  , 

who  is  the  defendant's  predecessor  in 
interest  and  title,  was  the  defendant; 
in    and    by   which    the     said    plaintiff 

therein  sued  to  recover  pos- 
session of  the  said  land  herein  and 
therein  described,  alleging  that  he  was 
the  owner  and  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion thereof  and  that  the  said  defend- 
ant,   had  entered  into  and  was 

wrongfully  withholding  possession 
thereof  from  him;  th?it  such  proceed- 
ings were  duly  and  regularly  had  that 
after  a  trial,  judgment  on  the  merits 
was    duly    given    and    made    on    the 

day  of  ,    19 — ,    that 

the  plaintiff  therein,  ,  plain- 
tiff's predecessor  in  interest,  herein, 
should  take  nothing  by  his  said  action 
and  that  defendant  should  recover  his 
costs;  that  said  judgment  remains  in 
full  force  and  effect,  and  is  a  bar  to 

,  the  prosecution  of  this  or  any  action 
for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  the 
premises  herein  described,  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  for  the  use  and  occupation, 
or  for  damages  for  the  withholding  of 
possession  thereof,  by  this  plaintiff 
against  this  defendant. 

[c]  Form  of  Pleading  Former  De- 
cree Granting  a  Divorce. — See  Hanks  v. 
Hanks,  2l8  Mo.  670,  677,  117  S.  W. 
1101. 

As  to  allegations  of  jurisdiction  of 
Justice,  see  9  Standard  Pboc.  743. 

50.  See  Kelly  v.  Kelly,  118  Va.  376, 
87  S.  E.  567. 

[a]  Notation  by  the  court  made 
upon  the  calendar:  "Defendant  claims 
all  items  prior  to  November  16,  1897, 
settled  in  former  suit,"  is  not  a  plead- 
ing of  the  defense.  Cedar  County  v. 
HiUyer  (Iowa),  155  N.  Yf.  377. 


51.  See  generally  the  title  "Cer- 
tainty In  Pleading. ' ' 

[a]  A  pleading  inconsistent  with 
itself  is  insuficient.  Smith  v.  Boney, 
182  Ala.  540,  62  So.  753. 

[b]  That  the  judgment  pleaded  has 
unfilled  blank  spaces  where  the  amount 
of  the  recovery  is  usually  inserted,  does 
not  necessarily  defeat  the  plea.  Wells 
V.  i)ench,  1  Mass.  232,  the  blanks  may 
be  filled  by  application  to  the  proper 
court. 

[c]  But  an  Indefinite  and  uncertain 
pleading  may  be  aided  and  cured  of  its 
defects  by  allegations  in  the  subsequent 
pleadings.  Small  v.  Beeves,  25  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  729,  76  S.  W.  395;  Pond  v.  Huling, 
125  Mo.  App.  474,  101  S.  W.  115.  And 
see  Hofmann  v.  Burris,  210  HI.  587,  71 
N.  E.  584. 

[d]  Where  pleaded  as  an  estoppel 
"every  fact  necessary  to  create  the 
estoppel  must  be  alleged  with  the 
strictest  certainty."  Gray  v.  Pingry, 
17  Vt.  419,  44  Am.  Dee.  345.  See  8 
Standard  Pkoc.  695. 

52.  Oal.  —  Kriste  v.  International 
Sav.  &  Exch.  Bank,  17  Cal.  App.  301, 
119  Pae.  666.  Mo. — Barber  v.  Hartford 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  187  S.  W.  867;  Pond  v. 
Huling,  125  Mo.  App.  474,  101  S.  W. 
115.  N.  Y. — Belch  v.  Cochran,  74  Hun 
551,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  443,  57  N.  Y.  St. 
159. 

53.  See  generally  the  title  "Pleas." 

[a]  A  plea  which  purports  to  go  to 
the  whole  cause  of  action  inust  set 
forth  matter  constituting  a  bar  to  the 
entire  action.  Ala. — Corey  v.  Penney, 
165  Ala.  234,  51  So.  624;  Scottish  Union 
&  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dangaix,  103  Ala. 
388,  15  So.  956.  Ind.— Cornwell  v.  Hun- 
gate,  1  Ind.  156;  Dunn  v.  Barton,  2  Ind. 
App.  444,  28  N.  E.  717.  Va.— Manches- 
ter Home  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Porter,  106 
Va.  528,  56  8.  E.  337. 

[b]  But  a  plea  which  goes  to  less 
than  all  of  the  counts  of  the  complaint 
is  sufficient  if  it  clearly  points  out  to 
which  ones  it  refers,  without  expressly 
mentioning  them.  Chesapeake  &  O. 
By.  Co.  V.  Eison,  99  Va.  18,  37  S.  B. 
329. 
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complete  or  the  adjudication  conclusive,  must  be  alleged.®*  The  record 
of  the  former  action  need  not  accompany  the  pleading,^®  nor  need  a 
copy  of  the  judgment  be  filed.^*  There  are  cases,  however,  which  ap- 
prove of,  if  they  db  not  require,  the  filing  of  the  record  of  the  prior 
cause,  in  the  pending  action.^'  And  so  much  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
foriner  case  as  is  necessary  to  show  the  essential  facts  should  be  set 
forth  j"^  a  general  reference  to  the  records  of  the  former  case'  is  insufQi- 


[c]  Plea  Must  Be  Verified.— Gates 
V.  Lbftus'  Heirs,  4  Mon.  (Ky.)  439.  But 
see  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  MeCam- 
mon,  108  Mieh.  368,  66  N.  W.  471, 
"the  practice  does  not  require  a 
verification  of  the  plea  when  it  sets 
up  a  public  record  of  the  same  court 
in  which  the  action  is  pending. ' '  See 
generally  the  titles  "Pleas;"  "Verifi- 
cation." 

54.  Lange  v.  Hammer,  157  Ala.  322, 

47  So.  724;  Gray  v.  Pingry,  17  Vt.  419, 
44  Am.  Dec.  345. 

As  to  the  essential  elements  of  for- 
mer adjudication,  see  supra,  XVII,  B, 
and  the  title  "Res  Judicata." 

[a]  Satisfaction  of  Judgment 
Aga^st  Joint  Tort  Feasor. — A  plea  of 
former  recovery  interposed  in  an  action 
against  a  joint  tort-feasor,  must  allege 
a,^  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  Park 
V.  Hopkins,  2  Bailey  (S.  C.)  411. 

55.  Ala. — Perkins  v.  Moore,  16  Ala. 
17.  Ind.— Berry  v.  Eeed,  73  Ind.  235; 
McSweeney  v.  Carney,  72  Ind.  430; 
Mull  V.  McKnight,  67  Ind.  525;  Lytle 
V.  Lytle,  37  Ind.  281  (impliedly  over- 
ruling earlier  Indiana  cases  to  the  con- 
trary) ;  Johnson  v.  Knudson-Mercer  Co. 
(Ind.  App.),  79  N.  E.  367.  Tex.— Mal- 
lory  V.  Dawson  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  32  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  294,  74  S.  W.  953. 

[a]  "The  answer  of  former  ad- 
judication is  not  founded  on  the  plead- 
ings in  the  former  suit,  and  it  is  not 
necessary,  therefore,  to  file  with  such 
answer  a  copy  thereof  as  an  exhibit." 
McCarty  v.  Kinsey,  154  Ind.  447,  57 
N.  E.  108.    And  see  Allen  v.  Eandolph, 

48  Ind.  496. 

[b]  The  filing  of  such  a  transcript 
does  not  render  the  pleading  bad  on 
demurrer.  Goble  v.  Dillon,  86  Ind.  327, 
44  Am.  Eep.  308;  Eichardson  v.  Jones, 
58  Ind.  240.  And  see  Wilson  v.  Vance, 
55  Ind.  584. 

[c]  Profert  Unnecessary. — "When  a 
judgment  is  relied  on  in  a  declaration 
as  a  ground  of  action,  or  in  a  plea  as 
a  defense,-  it  is  never  declared  on  or 
pleaded  with  a  profert."    Burnham  v. 
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Webster,  2  Ware  240,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,178.  See  generally  the  title  "Oyer 
and  Profert." 

[d]  But  the  plea  should  contain  an 
offer  to  prove  the  estoppel  set  up,  by 
the  record.  Carpenter  v.  Booker,  33 
Miss.  45. 

56.  Goble  v.  Dillon,  86  Ind.  327,  44 
Am.  Eep.  308;  Mull  v.  McKnight,  67 
Ind.  525;  Davenport  v.  Barnett,  51  Ind. 
329;  Wyant  v.  Wyant,  38  Ind.  48. 

[a]  A  judgment  is  not  a  written  in- 
strument within  the  meaning  of  a  code 
provision  requiring  written  instruments 
or  copies  of  them  to  be  filed  with 
pleadings  founded  on  such  instruments. 
Berry  v.  Eeed,  73  Ind.  235;  Mull  v.  Mc- 
Knight, 67  Ind.  525. 

57.  U.  S. — Bank  of  United  States  v. 
Beverley,  1  How.  134,  11  L.  ed.  75. 
Conn. — See  Bulkley  v.  Seymour,  74 
Conn.  459,  51  Atl.  125.  D.  C— Wagen- 
hurst  V.  Wineland,  22  App.  Cas.  356. 
Ga. — Butler,  Stevens  &  Co.  v.  Moseley, 
14  Ga.  App.  288,  80  S.  E.  789.  la.— Lee 
r.  Keister,  11  Iowa  480;  Campbell  v. 
Ayres,  6  Iowa  339.  N.  0 — AUred  v. 
Smith,  135  N.  C.  443,  47  S.  B.  597,  65 
L.  E.  A.  924.  Tenn. — Jourolmou  v. 
Massengill,  86  Tenn.  81,  5  S.  W.  719. 

fa]  A  plea  which  does  not  set  out 
the  record  of  the  former  proceedings 
nor  undertakes  to  state  the  entire  ef- 
fect of  the  decree,  is  insufficient.  Quinn 
1-.  Pratt  Consol.  Coal  Co.,  117  Ala.  434, 
59  So.  49. 

[b]  "If  the  plaintiffs  claim  that 
they  acquired  certain  rights  of  prop- 
erty under  the  judgment,  they  should 
have  set  up  the  entire  record  to  the 
end  that  the  court  could  see  what  was 
in  litigation  and  what  was  adjudged." 
Allred  v.  Smith,  135  N.  C.  443,  47  S.  E. 
597,  65  L.  E.  A.  924. 

58.  Lange  v.  Hammer,  157  Ala.  322, 
47  So.  724;  Bracken  v.  Atlantic  Trust 
Co.,  36  App.  Div.  67,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
506.  . 

[a]  "The  court  should  he  able  to 
see  from  the  pleadings  what  facts  are 
relied  on  to  work  the  estoppel."    Por- 
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eient,^'  and  merely  attaching  the  records  to  the  pleading,  as  exhibits  is 
not  enough,  in  the  absence  of  proper  recitals  in  the  pleading  itself .°°  The 
pleading  must  show  that  there  has  been  a  former  judgment  -or  adjudi- 
cation,^'^ the  court  in  which  it  was  rendered,"^  and  that  it  was  a  final 
judgment.^^  While  it  is  customary  to  do  so,*'*  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
that  the  judgment  remains  in  full  force  and  effect,  unappealed  from  and 
unreversed,^^  although  there  are  some  cases  which  seem  to  require  such 
an  allegation,^'  and  a  plea  which  shows  affirmatively  that  a  judgment  has 
been  reversed  is  insufficient.^^  That  portion  of  the  judgment  which  is 
material  should  be  pleaded  either  in  haec  verba  or  its  substance  should 


ter   V.   Armstrong    134   N.    C.   447,   46 
S.  B.  997. 

[b]  "Story  on  Equity  Pleading 
says:  'The  plea  should  set  forth  with 
certainty  the  commeneement  of  the 
former  suit,  its  general  nature  and 
character,  its  object,  anS  the  relief 
vpr; 


Mound  City  Co.  v.  Castle- 
man,  171  Fed.  520.  ^ 

59.  Sumner  v.  Griffin,  130  Ky.  323, 
113  S.  W.  422. 

'  [a]  Former  Case  in  Same  Court. 
A  reference  to  "all  the  documents, 
pleadings  and  the  judgment  thereto," 
and  a  prayer  that  they  "be  taken  as 
part  of  this  plea  as  though  fully  and 
in  detail  set  out  herein,"  is  sufficient 
for  "the  court  will  take  judicial  no- 
tice of  its  own  records,  especially  when 
they  are  referred  to  and  made  part  of 
a  plea."  Pittel  v.  Fidelity  Mut.  Life 
Assn.,  86  Fed.  255,  30  C.  C.  A.  21. 
But  see  supra,  XVII,  D,  1,  h. 

eo.  See  Sumner  v.  Griffin,  130  Ky. 
323,  113  S.  W.  422.  See  generally  the 
title  "Exhibits." 

61.  Ga. — ^Fenwick  Shipping  Co.  V. 
Clarke,  133  Ga.  43,  65  S.  E.  140. 
Ky. — Taylor's  Exrx.  v.  Jefferson,  167 
Ky.  454,,  180  S.  W.  801;  Wilson  v.  Sul- 
livan, 112  S.  W.  1120.  N.  H.— DivoU 
V.  Atwood,  41  N.  H.  446.  Tex.— Hol- 
land V.  Western  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  118  S.  W.  218. 

[a]  "The  record  upon  this  appeal 
does  not  show  that  any  judgment  was 
ever  rendered  against  Boundtree,  the 
averment  that  England  collected  and 
by  rule  compelled  Boundtree  to  pay 
the  amount  not  being  an  averment  that 
he  recovered  a  judgment."  England 
V.  Boundtree 's  Admr.,  19  Ky.  L.  Bep. 
2003,  44  S.  W.  951. 

[b]  It  is  insufficient  to  set  out  the 
pleadings  and  proof  without  the  decree. 


Galloway  v.  Hamilton's  Heirs    1  Dana 
(Ky.)  576. 

[c]  It  may  be  insufficient  to  set 
forth  the  judgment,  unaccompanied  by 
the  pleadings.  Campbell  v.  Ayres,  6 
Iowa  339. 

[d]  A  mere  allegation  of  the  re- 
covery of  a  judgment  is  insufficient;  it 
must  be  pleaded  as  a,  bar.  Bryson  v. 
St.  Helen,  79  Hun  167,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
524.        V 

62.  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  65  Neb.  432, 
91  N.  W.  409,  96  N.  W.  994;  Thomas 
V.  Thomas,  33  Neb.  373,  50  N.  W.  170. 

63.  Fla.— Walton  Land  &  Timb.  Co. 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.,  Co.,  69  Fla.  472, 
68  So.  445.  la^Cole  v.  Harvey,  142 
Iowa  574,  120  N.  W.  97.  Mo — Dean 
V.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  B.  Co.,  148  Mo. 
App.  428,  128  S.  W.  10.  Tenn.— Bail- 
road  V.  Brigman,  95  Tenn.  624,  32  S.  W. 
762.  I 

As  to  necessity  of  a  final  judgment, 
see  supra,  XVII,  B,  8,  e,  and  the  title 
"Res  Judicata." 

[a]  A  plea  which  shows  affirmative- 
ly that  the  prior  judgment  had  not  be- 
come final  is  bad.  Seheeline  v.  Moshier 
(Cal.),  158  Pac.  222.  i 

64.  Moberly  v.  Peek,  67  Ala.  345; 
Vaden  v.  Ellis,  18  Ark.  355. 

65.  Ark.— Vaden  v.  Ellis,  18  Ark. 
355.  Ind — Mull  v.  McKnight,  67  Ind. 
525;  Campbell  v.  Cross,  39  Ind.  155.  Ky. 
Sumner  v.  Griffin,  130  Ky.  323,  113  S. 
W.  422.  But  compare,  Mount  v.  John- 
son, 10  Ky.  L.  Bep.  40;  Bell  v.  Gregory 
&  Ci .,  10  Ky.  L.  Bep.  636.  Ohio.— Ever- 
sole  V.  Plank,  17  Ohio  61.  Tex — Fenn 
V.  Eoach  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  75, 
S.  W.  361.  Vt.— Kenney  v.  Howard,  67 
Vt.  375,  31  Atl.  850. 

66.  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  33  Neb.  373, 
50  N.  W.  170.  Compare,  Cowan  v.  Max- 
well, 27  Okla.  87,  111  Pac.  388. 

67.  Clodfelter  v.  Hulett,  92  Ind.  426. 
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be  set  forth,  since  it  is  insufficient  for  the  pleader  to  give  merely  his 
conclusion  as  to  its  legal  effect.^^ 

The  date  on  which  the  former  judgment  was  rendered  should  be 
given,^^  though  this  is  not  always  considered  to  be  necessary,  at  least 
in  the  absence  of  an  objection  for  uncertainty'"  or  some  issue  rendering 
the  date  important  or  essential. '^^  The  plea  of  res  judicata  is  not 
waived  by  independent  affirmative  allegations  of  the  facts  adjudicated 
in  the  previous  action,'''  and  a  separate  plea  of  setoff  does  not  affect 
it,'^  nor  is  the  defense  of  an  estoppel  by  former  judgment,  specially 
pleaded,  waived  by  the  interposing  of  a  separate  plea  to  the  merits 
of  the  case.'* 

(II.)  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  —  (A.)  In  General.  . —  The  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  by  which  the  former  judgment  was  given  must  be  shown  by 
the  pleadings,''  but  since  there  is  a  presumption  that  a  court  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction  properly  acquired  and  exercised  jurisdiction  over 
both  the  parties  and  the  subject  matter,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth 


68.  Laibe  v.  Smolikowski,  152  111. 
App.  256. 

69.  Ludlow  V.  Marion  Tp.  Gravel 
Ed.  Co.,  101  Ind.  176;  Cowan  v.  Max- 
well, 27  Okla.  87,  111  Pae.  388. 

[a]  "We  think  its  failure  to  state 
the  time  when  the  judgment  was  ob- 
tained, rendered  it  substantially  de- 
fective. In  pleading  a  judgment, 
either  the' term  of  the  court  at  which 
it  was  recovered,  or  the  exact  date  of 
its  rendition,  should  always  be  stated, 
and  when  taken  in  vacation,  as  this 
one  was,  the  time  of  its  entry  by  the 
clerk  should  be  stated.  -  (Freeman  on 
Judgments,  see.  450.)  If  such  be  the 
gc-neral  rule,  it  should  certainly  be  ap- 
plied with  more  stringency  in  cases  like 
the  present  where  the  judgment  is  ob- 
tained after  the  commencement  of  the 
suit."  Mount  V.  Scholes,  120  111.  394, 
11   N.  E.  401. 

[b]  "If  the  date  given,  or  at- 
tempted to  be  given  is  uncertain,  the 
remedy  is  by  motion  to  make  the  plead- 
ing more  specific  by  supplying,  a  cer- 
tain date.  Ludlow  v.  Marion  Tp.  Grav- 
el R.  Co.,  101  Ind.  176. 

[c]  Statement  that  the  judgment 
was  rendered  "long  before  the  be- 
ginning of  I  this  suit"  is  sufficient. 
Kenney  v.  Howard,  67  Vt.  375,  31  Atl. 
850. 

70.  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  33  Neb.  373, 
50  N.  W.  170. 

71.  "While  it  is  proper  in  pleading 
a  judgment  to  allege  the  date  thereof 
or  the  term  of  court  at  which  it  was 
rendered,  yet  it  is  not  always  necessary 
to  do  so.     No  issue  was  made  or  ques- 
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tion  raised  in  the  present  case  render- 
ing the  allegation  of  the  date  of  this 
judgment  important  or  essential. ' ' 
United  States  Fed.  &  Guaranty  Co.  v. 
People,  44  Colo.  557,  98  Pac.  828,  836. 

72.  Averbuch  v.  Averbuch,  80  Wash. 
257,  141  Pae.  701. 

73.  "A  plaintiff  cannot  use  one  plea 
as  evidence  of  a  fact  which  the  de- 
fendant disputes  in  another  plea."  Tlb- 
betts  V.  Shapleigh,  59  N.  H.  319. 

74.  Kelly  v.  Kelly,  118  Va.  376,  87 
S.  E.  567.  See  Harding  v.  Harding,  198 
U.  S.  317,  25  Sup.  Ct.  679,  49  L.  ed. 
1066. 

75.  Ala. — Moberly  v.  Peek,  67.  Ala. 
345.  Ind. — Johnson  v.  Knudson-Mereer 
Co.  (Ind.),  79  N.  E.  367.  Okla.— Cowan 
V.  Maxwell,  27  Okla.  87,  111  Pae.  388. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  due  and  legal 
notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  such 
hearing  was  given  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law;  and  said  administrator 
caused  said  citation  in  full  to  be  there- 
after published  for  six  consecutive 
weeks,  etc.,  was  not  an  attempt  to  set 
cut  the  manner  of  service  but  only  to 
recite  due  and  legal  service  and  there- 
fore did  not  disclose  a  want  of  juris- 
diction in  the  court.  Nolan  v.  Hughes, 
51  Ore.  187,  94  Pac.  504. 

[b]  "The  allegation  in  each  case 
that  the  action  was  commenced  against 
McLeod  in  said  court  was  equivalent 
to  an  averment  that  the  complaint  had 
been  filed,  and  the  summons  served  on 
him,  thus  giving  to  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion to  render  the  said  judgments." 
Fisher  v.  Kelly,  80  Ore.  1,  46  Peq. 
146, 
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the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  such  a  court/^  even  in  oases 
•where  the  existence  of  special  facts  is  necessary  to  confer  jurisdiction.'^ 
The  same  general  rule  applies  to  judgments  rendered  by  foreign 
courts.'*  If  the  court  is  not  one  of  whose  jurisdiction  judicial  notice 
is  taken,  it  should  be  alleged  that  it  is  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction.'* 
(B.)  Co'uKTS  OF  Limited  JimiSDicTioN.  —  There  is  no  presumption  that 
a  court  of  inferior  or  limited  jurisdiction  acquired  jurisdiction  in  a 
case  and  it  is  therefore  necessary  that  the  facts  establishing  such  juris- 


76.  U.  S. — ^Lynde  v.  Columbus,  C.  & 
I.  C.  Ey.  Co.,  57  Fed.  993.  Cal.— Ash- 
ton  V.  Heydenfeldt,  124  Cal.  14,  56 
Pae.  624;  Weller^i).  Dickinson,  93  Cal. 
108,  28  Pac.  854;  Gampe  v.  Lassen,  67 
Cal.  139,  7  Pac.  430.  Colo. — Gibson  v. 
Staghorn  Cattle  Co.,  26  Colo.  App. 
148,  141  Pac.  507.  HI.  — Comrs. 
of  Highways  v.  Big  Four  Drain- 
age Dist.,  207  111.  17,  69  N.  E.  576; 
People  V.  Lane,  36  111.  App.  649.  Ind. 
Spaulding  v.  Baldwin,  31  Ind.  376;  City 
of  Hammond  v.  Evans,  23  Ind.  App. 
501,  55  N.  E.  784.  Ky.— Potter  v. 
Lewis,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1218,  64  S.  W. 
958.  Md.— Bank  of  United  States  v. 
Merchants'  Bank,  7  Gill  415.  Mo. 
Wickersham  v.  Johnson,  51  Mo.  313. 
Neb.— Bennett  v.  Bennett,  65  Neb.  432, 
91  N.  W.  409,  96  N.  W.  994.  Ore. 
Ashley  v.  Pick,  53  Ore.  410,  100  Pac. 
1103.  Vt. — Bailey's  Admx.  v.  Gleason, 
76  Vt;  115,  56  Atl.  537. 

As  to  the  presumption  of  jurisdiction, 
see  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (IV),  (B)  and 
(C). 

[a]  "It  was  long  ago  settled,  that 
in  pleading  a  record  of  "a  judgment,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  show  by  averments 
that  the  court  had  jurisdiction.  This 
rule  was  founded  in  convenience,  to 
avoid  prolixity  in  pleading,  though 
more  anciently  it  was  otherwise." 
Spaulding  v.  Baldwin,  31  Ind.  376. 

[b]  "The  allegation  that  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  that  court  [the 
circuit  court  of  Cook  County,  lUinoisJ 
and  that  it  was  afterwards  duly 
amended,  are  sufficient  in  the  first  in- 
stance." Kunze  V.  Kunze,  94  Wis.  54, 
68  N.  W.  391. 

[c]  The  judgment  of  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States  in  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings  is  within  this  rule. 
Bailey's  Admx.  v.  Gleason,  76  Vt.  115, 
56  Atl.  537. 

[d]  That  (1)  the  judgment  was  duly 
given  or  made  need  not  be  alleged 
where  the  judgment  is  from  a  court  of 


general  jurisdiction.  Cal. — Clark  v. 
Nordholt,  121  Cal.  26,  53  Pac.  400. 
Ind. — Hansford  v.  Van  Auken,  79  Ind. 
302.  Neb. — Bennett  v.  Bennett,  65  Neb. 
432,  91  N.  W.  409,  96  N.  W.  994.  Ore. 
See  Fisher  v.  Kelly,  30  Ore.  1,  46  Pac. 
146.  (2)  Though  such  an  allegation  is 
obviously  sufficient  where  permitted  by 
statute.  Garner  v.  Wills,  92  Ky.  386, 
17  S.  W.  1023;  Potter  v.  Lewis,  23  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1218,  64  S.  W.  958.  As  to 
the  effect  of  statutes  permitting  such 
an  allegation,  see  infra,  XVII,  D,  2,  b, 
(II),  (B);  and  the  title  "Judgments 
and  Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

77.  Garner  v.  Mills,  92  Ky;  386,  17 
S.  W.  102S,  where  a  special  notice  was 
required  by  statute. 

[a]  An  averment  that  plaintiff  was 
made  a  party  defendant  to  the  prior 
action  by  the  name  and  style  "un- 
known owners,"  is  sufficient.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  aver  that  the  affidavit  re- 
quired by  statute  to  be  filed  setting  up 
want  of  knowledge  of  the  names  of 
"unknown  owners"  was  in  fact  filed. 
Walker  v.  Ogden,  192  111.  314,  61  N.  E. 
403. 

78.  See  Kunze  v.  Kunze,  94  Wis.  54, 
68  N.  W.  1003,  and  infra,  XVIII. 
Compare,  Burnham  v.  Webster,  2  Ware 
240,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,178,  p.  478. 

79.  State  v.  Brooke,  29  Mo.  App. 
286;  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  65  Neb.  432, 
91  N.  W.  409,  96  N.  W.  994. 

[a]  "It  appears  by  the  complaint 
that  the  court  in  which  the  divorce 
action  was  brought,  i.  e.,  the  circuit 
court  of  Cook  County,  Illinois,  was  a 
court  of  general  jurisdiction,  as  its 
name  indicates;  hence  it  was  unneces- 
sary to  allege  any  jurisdictional  facts." 
Kunze  v.  Kunze,  94  Wis.  54,  68  N.  W. 
1003. 

As  to  judicial  notice  generally,  see  7 
;^NCY.  OF  Ev.  869,  et  seq.;  as  to  judicial 
notice  that  foreign  court  is  one  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction,  see  7  Ency.  of  Ev. 
996, 
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diction  over  both  the  parties  and  the  subject  matter,'"  should  be  fully 
set  forth. *^  Ftormerly  it  was  held  necessary  to  set  forth  the  en- 
tire proceedings  at  length,  but  this  is  no  longer  required  ;^^  it  is  now 
considered  to  be  suflBcient  if  the  facts  showing  that  the  court  acquired 
jurisdiction  are  fully  stated.^^ 

By  statute  in  many  jurisdictions,  it  is  now  declared  to  be  sufficient  to 
allege  generally  that  the  judgment  was  duly  given  or  made.^*  The 
statutory  form  must  be  substantially  adopted  by  the  pleader,*^  though 


80.  Turner  v.  Robv.  3  N.  Y.  193. 
As  to  what  are  inferior  courts  whose 

proceedings  are  not  entitled  to  the  pre- 
sumption of  jurisdiction,  see  supra, 
XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (IV),  (B),  (3)  to  (9). 
[a]  Where  voluntary  appearance  and 
joinder  in  issue  is  alleged  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  is  suffidiently  shown. 
MchoU  17.  Mason,  21  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
339. 

81.  U.  S. — Burnham  v.  Webster,  2 
Ware  240,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,178,  p. 
778.  Ala. — Moberly  v.  Peek,  67  Ala. 
345.  Ark.— Vaden  v.  Ellis,  18  Ark.  355, 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  justice  of  the 
peace.  Cal. — Smith  v.  Andrews,  6  Cal. 
652,  decided  prior  to,  the  code.  N.  Y. 
Turner  v.  Eoby,  3  N.  Y.  193;  Dakin 
V.  Hudson,  6  Cow.  221;  NichoU  v. 
Mason,  21  Wend.  339;  People  v.  Weston, 
4  Park.  Grim.  226.  Tenn — State  v. 
Thompson,  2  Heisk.  147.  Vt — Holden 
V.  Scanlin,  30  Vt.  177. 

[a]  To  show  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
foreign  justice  of  the  peace  over  the 
subject-matter,  and  the  extent  of  .such 
jurisdiction,  "a  copy  of  the  law  of 
Ohio,  authorizing  such  judgment  and 
sale,  would  have  been  an  appropriate 
mode  of  showing  such  facts."  Baker 
V.  Flint,  63  Ind.  137. 

82.  Eeeves  v.  Townsend,  22  N.  J.  L. 
396;  Peebles  v.  Kittle,  2  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
363. 

83.  Burnham  v.  Webster,  2  Ware 
240,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,178,  p.  778; 
Turner  v.  Eoby,  3  N.  Y.  193. 

[a]  No  distinction  is  taken  between 
a  judgment  set  forth  in  a  declaration 
and  in  a  plea.  Turner  v.  Eoby,  3  N.  Y. 
193. 

84.  Cal. — Beans  v.  Emanuelli,  36  Cal. 
117.  Colo. — Medano  Ditch  Co.  v,  Adams, 
29  Colo.  317,  68  Pac.  431.  Ind.— Toledo, 
W.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  McNulty,  34  Ind. 
531.  Minn. — Scanlan  v.  Murphy,  51 
Minn.  536,  53  N.  W.  799.  Mo.— State 
V.  Johnson,  78  Mo.  App.  569.  Mont. 
Miller  v.  Miller,  47  Mont.,  150,  131 
Pac.  23;  Hstrmon  v.  Comsto^k  Horse  & 
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Cattle  Co.,  9  Mont.  243,.  23  Pac.  470. 
Nev. — Keys  v.  Grannis,  3  Nev.  551. 
Ore. — Ashley  v.  Pick,  53  Ore.  410,  100 
Pac.  1103,  justice's  court  overruling 
Page  V.  Smith,  13  Ore.  410,  10  Pac. 
833.  Wis. — PierstofE  v.  Jorges,  86  Wis. 
128,  56  N.  W.  735;  Eoys  v.  Lull;  9  Wis. 
324. 

[a]  Such  a  statute  does  not  apply 
to  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  but 
only  to  courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction. 
Ashton  V.  Heydenfeldt,  124  Cal.  14,  56 
Pac.  624;  Clark  v.  Nordholt,  121  Cal. 
26,  53  Pac.  400;  Weller  v.  Dickinson, 
93  Cal.  108,  28  Pac.  854;  Bennett  v. 
Bennett,  65  Neb.  432,  91  N.  W.  409,  96 
N.  W.  994. 

As  to  the  application  of  such  stat- 
utes in  actions  on  judgments,  see  the 
title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  Enforce- 
ment of." 

85.  Hunt  V.  Dutcher,  13  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   538. 

[a]  "Words  to  the  same  effect  and 
substance  must"  be  used.  ...  To  say 
that  a  judgment  is  entered,  is  merely 
to  allege  the  single  fact  of  the  entry 
of  the  judgment,  without  iiicluding  an 
averment  that  it  was  properly  or  law- 
fully done.  All  this  is  embraced  in 
the  language  of  the  code,  that  the 
judgment  was  '  duly  given  or  made. ' 
The  word  entered,  or  perfetted,  may 
be  equivalent  jto  the  word  made,  or  giv- 
en; but  the  wotd  duly  is  most  essen- 
tial. It  can  hardly  be  dispensed  with 
and  satisfy  the  terms  of  the  statute. 
I  can  imagine  no  single  word  that  will 
supply  its  place."  Hunt  v.  Dutcher,  13 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  538. 

[b]  Duly  Rendered.- "Where  the 
party  resorts  to  this  general  mode  of 
pleading,  he  must  use,  if  not  the  pre- 
cise language  of  the  statute,  at  least 
that  which  has  the  same  signification. 
The  answer  in  this  case  avers  that 
proceedings  were  had  before  a  justice, 
which  were  terminated  by  a  'judgment 
being  duly  rendered,'  etc.  We  think 
this  language  equivalent  to  that  of  the 
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it  is  not  necessary  that  ihe  precise  language  of  the  statute  should  be 
used.**  It  is  necessary,  hoTvever,  even  under  such  a  statute,  to  either 
allege  the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction  or  to  substantially  adopt  the 
statutory  form.*^ 

(III.)  Identity  of  Parties.  —  A  pleading  of  a  former  judgment  which 
fails  to  show,  that  the  former  action  was  between  the  same  parties  or 
their  privies,  is  insufficient.**  Identity  of  parties  is  ordinarily  pre- 
sumed from  an  identity  of  names.**  Where  the  parties  are  nominally 
different  and  privity  between  a  party  to  the  pending  action  and  a 
party  to  the  former  adjudication  is  relied  on,  the  nature  of  the  relations 
between  the  parties  must  be  set  forth.*"    If  the  judgment  in  the  prior 


statute."  Roys  v.  Lull,  9  Wis.  324. 
But  see  contra.  Young  v.  Wright,  52 
Cal.  407. 

[e]  An  averment  that  "judgment 
was  rendered "  is  insufficient.  Kriste 
V.  Int.  Sav.  &  Exeh.  Bank,  17  Cal. 
App.  301,  119  Pac.  666. 

[d]  But  an  allegation  that  an  ordi- 
nance "was  adjudged  void,"  was  held 
sufficient  in  Waldron  v.  Snohomish,  41 
Wash.  566,  83  Pac.  1106. 

[e] .  "The  word  'duly,'  when  used, 
does  not  refer  to  the  regularity  of  the 
judgment,  or  its  freedom  from  error, 
for  that  cannot  be  collaterally  called 
in  question,  but  it  is  equivalent  to  an 
allegation  of  facts  showing  jurisdiction. 
The  allegation  that  the  judgment  was 
rendered  in  an  action  pending  is  to 
the  same  effect,  and  is  sufficient." 
Scanlan  v.  Murphy,  51  Minn.  536,  53 
N.  W.  799. 

[f]  "The  pleader  in  this  instance 
uses  the  phrase  'duly  adjudged,'  and 
he  also  avers  that  the  judgment  was 
rendered  'in  due  form  of  law.'  These 
phrases  fully -cover  the  statutory  lan- 
guage" [of  "duly  given  or  made"]. 
United  States  Fid.  &  Guar.  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple, 44  Colo.  557,  98  Pac.  828. 

[g]  Allegation  that  a  judgment  was 
recovered  and  was  "duly  docketed"  is 
"equivalent  to  stating  that  such  judg- 
ment had  been  'duly  given  or  made.'  " 
Pierstofe  v.  Jorges,  86  Wis.  128,  56  N. 
W.  735. 

[h]  Franchise  Granted. — ^In  Gurnsey 
V.  Northern  California  Power  Co.,  7 
Cal.  App.  534,  94  Pac.  858,  an  allega- 
tion that  "after  the  requirements  of 
law  had  been  duly  complied  with"  the 
board  of  supervisors  "granted"  a  fran- 
chise was  held  sufiSxjient.  "The  word 
'grant'  is  syno'hymoiis  with  'give' 
(Webster's  Dictionary),  and  we  can  see 
no  substantial  difference  between  'duly 


given'  and  given  'after  the  require- 
ments of  law  had  been  duly  complied 
with.'  " 

[i]  Judgment  Obtained. — ' '  This  aver- 
ment [that  judgment  was  duly  ren- 
dered] is  not  formally  made  in  the 
petition  here,  but  the  fact  may  be 
fairly  inferred  from  the  statements 
therein  that  the  judgment  of  the  jus- 
tice was  duly  and  regularly  obtained." 
State  ex  re.  Dillard  v.  Johnson,  78 
Mo.  App.  569. 

86.  Scanlan  v.  Murphy,  51  Minn. 
536,  53  N.  W.  799.  See  Hunt  v.  Butch- 
er, 13  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  538. 

[a]  "It  is  not  necessary  to  literally 
follow  the  prescribed  formula;  it  is  suf- 
ficient if  from  the  averments  it  appears 
that  the  ultimate  fact  which  may  be 
so  pleaded  is  otherwise  stated."  Me- 
dano  Ditch  Co.  v.  Adams,  29  Colo.  317, 
68  Pac.  431. 

8"7.  Ind.— Baker  v.  Flint,  63  Ind. 
137.  Mont.— Weaver  v.  English,  11 
Mont.  84,  27  Pac.  396.  N.  Y.— Schnitzer 
V.  Fox,  31  Misc.  28,  62  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1127. 

88.  Guyer  v.  Union  Trust  Co.,  55 
Ind.  App.  472,  104  N.  E.  82;  Bottorff 
f.  Bottorff  (Ind.  App.),  91  N.  E.  617; 
Johnson  v.  Knudson-Mereer  Co.  (Ind.), 
79  N.  E.  367;  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  33 
Neb.  373,  50  N.  W.  170. 

As  to  what  constitutes  an  identity 
of  parties,  see  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  f. 

89.  Kriste  v.  Int.  Sav.  &  Exch. 
Bank,  17  Cal.  App,  301,  119  Pac.  666. 

90.  TJ.  S. — Greely  v.  Smith,  3  Wood. 
&  M.  236,  10  Fed.  Casl  No.  5,750,  p. 
1077.  Conn.— Crandall  v.  Gallup,  12 
Conn.  365.  N.  Y. — Qoddard  v.  Benson, 
15  Abb.  Pr.  191: 

[a]  In  an  action  against  the  in- 
dorser  of  a  promissory  note,  an  aver- 
ment that' judgment  had  been  rendered 
thereon  is  insufficient;   "In  construing 
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action  was  obtained  against  a  party  under  a  different  name,  that  fact 
must  be  alleged.'^  Where  the  party  sought  to  be  bound  was  not  a  party 
of  record  but  it  is  claimed  that  he  was  connected  with  a  party  and 
participated  in  the  action,  the  facts  must  be  stated  with  particular 
clearness  and  definiteness,®^  though  a  direct  allegation  of  participation 
in  the  former  action  is  unnecessary,^^ 

(IV.)    Identity  of  Issues  or  Causes  of  Action. —  Where  it  is  intended  to 
rely  on  a  judgment  as  a  bar  to  a  pending  action,  the  plea  should  show 


a  pleading,  the  rule  is  that  it  must  be 
taken  most  strongly  against  the  plead- 
er. ..  .  As  to  who  the  judgment  was 
against  the  answer  is  silent.  It  may- 
have  been  against  the  makers  of  the 
note  alone,  or  even  one  of  them,  and 
still  the  answer  be  true.  The  want  of 
an  averment  that  the  indorser  was  a 
party  to  the  judgment  compels  the  in- 
fereuQe  that  he  was  not."  Gibson  v. 
Parlin,  13  Neb.  292,  13  N.  W.  405. 

[b]  Party  relying  on  the  judgment 
must  allege  his  privity  with  the  parties 
of  record:  "The  rule  is  elementary  that 
the  party  asserting  an  estoppel  by 
means  of  a  former  judgment,  must  al- 
lege facts  which  show  his  relation  to 
the  former  action  was  such  as  to  make 
the  judgment  therein  conclusive  in  his 
favor."  Spargur  v.  Eomine,  38  Neb. 
736,  57  N.  W.  i523.     ' 

[c]  Assigninent. — ^Where  a  previous 
action  by  plaintiff's  assignee  is  relied 
upon  by  defendant,  an  averment  is  in- 
sufficient which  states  that  the  plain- 
tiff in  ■  that  action  sued  as  assignee, 
since  it  fails  to  state  that  he  was  in 
fact  the  assignee  of  the  present  plain- 
tiff. Cheney  v.  Fatten,  134  111.  422,  25 
N.  E.  792.  And  see  Brandt  v.  Albers, 
6  Neb.  504. 

[d]  An  allegation  that  the  plaintiff 
is  an  assignee  of  an  agent  of  the 
owner  of  bonds  sued  on,  such  owner 
having  been  plaintiff  in  a  former  action, 
is  sufficient  without  expressly  alleging 
that  the  assignment  was  made  with  the 
owner's  knowledge  and  consent,  these 
facts  appearing  inferentially.  Abilene 
V.  Cornell  University,  118  Fed.  879,  55 
C.  C.  A.  205. 

91.  Walker  v.  Ogden,  192  111.  314,  61 
N.  E.  403,  where  the  person  was  in 
fact  an  "unknown  owner"  as  described 
in  the  former  action. 

92.  King  V.  Bender,  ,116  Fed.  813. 
[a]     "The  pleas  aver    merely    that 

the  plaintiff  'appeared  in  court'  on  the 
trial  of  the  former  suit,   [which  was 
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brought  against  his  servant  for  a  tres- 
pass] and  this  is  the  only  connection 
which  he  is  alleged  to  have  had  with 
that  suit.  We  think  that  this  aver- 
ment of  an  appearance  in  court  is  not 
suSciently  definite  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  had  any  connection  with  the 
suit  or  took  any  part  in  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  trial.  The  pleas  should 
show  not  only  that  the  plaintiff  'ap- 
peared in  court,'  but  that  he  also  de- 
fended the  suit,  or  took  upon  himself 
the  burden  of  its  defense,  either  upon 
his  voluntary  appearance,  or  after  be- 
ing cited  by  the  defendant  in  the  suit 
to  appear  and  make  defense  to  it. 
The  pleas  do  not  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff took  any  part  in  conducting  the  de- 
fense, and  the  averment  that  he  'ap- 
peared in  court'  would  be  supported  by 
proof  that  he  appeared  as  a  witness 
or  spectator,  as.  much  as  by  proof  that 
he  appeared  in  any  other  character." 
Goodrich  v.  Judevine,  40  Vt.  190. 

[b]  -In  an  action  by  a  church  it  was 
pleaded  that,  in  a  former  action  the 
"rector,  wardens,  and  vestry-men,  .  .  . 
or  some  of  them,"  participated  in  the 
action.  This  was  held  insufficient:  "It 
may  be  that  the  rector  or  some  one 
not  having  authority  to  represent  the 
plaintiff  in  its  corporate  capacity,  was 
present  as  a  participant  in  the  trial. 
If  the  church  is  bound  by  the  result 
of  that  action  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  it  was  represented  in  its  defense, 
it  must  appear  that  it  was  represented 
-by  those  having  authority  to  do  so." 
St.  John's  Episcopal  Church  v.  Berg 
(Miss.),  2  So.  254. 

93.  "It  is  not  necessary  for  the 
complainant  to  allege  in  direct  terms 
that  the  respondent  had  such  control 
over  1!he  former  action  as  to  be  bound 
by  the  proceedings  had  therein,  but  he 
is  required  to  state  such  facts  as  will 
enable  the  court  to  determine  whether, 
if  true,  he  is  so  bound.  Theller  v. 
Hershey,  89  Fed.  575. 
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that  the  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  same  cause  of  action,'*  and 
that  the  same  property  or  subject  matter  was  involved ;®°  but  where 
the  judgment  is  pleaded  as  res  judicata  of  certain  issues  it  is  sufficient 
to  show  that  these  same  issues  were  adjudicated  in  a  former ,  suit.*" 
The  identity  of  such  issues  must,  however,  be  shown,*'  and  particular- 


94.  Ala.— Moberly  v.  Peek,  67  Ala. 
345;  Hopkinson  r.  Shelton,  37  Ala.  306. 
Del. — Sill  V.  Kentucky  C.  &  T.  Dev.  Co. 
(Del.  Ch.),  97  Atl.  617.  Ind.— Wilson 
V.  Vance,  55  Ind.  584.  Okla. — Cowan  v. 
Maxwell,  27  Okla.  87,  111  Pac.  388. 

[a]  That  the  title  to  relief  was  the 
same  in  the  first  as  in  the  second  case. 
Lindsley  v.  Mclver,  51  Fla.  463;  Da 
Costa  V.  Dibble,  40  Fla.  418,  24  So. 
911;  Schneider  t:  Schmidt,  84  N.  J.  Eq. 
IS,  92  Atl.  789,  affirmed  in  95  Atl. 
1079. 

[b]  Statutory  Form. — "The  form  of 
the  plea  of  res  adjudicata,  as  provided 
by  the  Code,  Art.  75,  sec.  23,  subsec. 
54,  contains  the  allegation  'that  said 
judgment  was  rendered  in  the  same 
cause  of  action  mentioned  in  the  plain- 
tiff's declaraHbn,'  etc.  The  appellant's 
plea  contains  no  such  averment,  nor  its 
equivalent..  The  averment  made  is  that 
the  former  case  was  an  action  of  eject- 
ment between  the  same  parties  'to  re- 
cover the  ?ame  land  claimed  in  the 
declaration  in  this  case.'  But  nothing 
is  set  forth  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim  in  the  former  case; 
whether  it  was  a  claim  of  title  in  fee, 
for  life,  or  for  years;   or  whether  the 

'Claim  was  for  a  term  that  has  since 
expired. ' '  Brooke  v.  Gregg,  89  Md.  234, 
43  Atl.  38. 

[c]  But  tliat  the  former  action  was 
the  same  need  not  be  shown  by  the 
plea.  Johnson  v.  Knudson-Mercer  Co. 
(Ind.),  79  N.  E.  367,  "it  is  enough 
to  show  that  the  particular  controversy 
was  in  issue  and  judicially  determined 
between- the  same  parties." 

[d]  That  the  proceedings  were  tak- 
en for  the  same  purpose,  must  be  al- 
leged. Morton  v.  Harrison,  111  Md. 
536,  75  Atl.  337. 

[e]  Failure  to  allege  identity  of  the 
causes  of  action  becomes  immaterial 
where  the  former  judgment  is  intro- 
duced in  evidence  by  consent  and  from 
it,  the  identity  appears.  Montrose  v. 
Wanamaker,  134  N.  Y.  590,  31  N.  E. 
252. 

As  to  identity  of  causes  of  action, 
see  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  e. 

95.  Ala.— Karter  v.  Fields,  140  Ala, 


352,  37  So.  204.  Ind.— Cornwell  v.  Hun- 
gate,  1  Ind.  156.  Ky. — Adams  v.  Min- 
eral Dev.  Co.,  116  S.  W.  246. 

[a]  "The  plea  shows  that  the  suit 
in  the  district  court  was  for  an  amount 
alleged  to  be  due  under  the  same  con- 
tract, and  [that]  plaintiff  had  obtained 
judgment  thereon,  and  that  what  was 
sued  for  in  that  case  had  accrued  prior 
to  the  filing  of  the  present  suit.  This, 
in  our  opinion,  was  enough  to  consti- 
tut-e  it  a  suflB.cient  plea."  Mallory  v. 
Dawson  Oil  Co.,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  294, 
74  S.  W.  953. 

[b]  Under  a  code  provision  that  the 
allegations  of  a  pleading  "shall  be 
liberally  constriied  with  a  view  to  sub- 
stantial justice  between  the  parties," 
the  certainty  as  to  the  identity  of 
subject-matter  which  might  be  required 
at  common  law,  is  not  necessary.  United 
States  V.  Parker,  120  U.  S.  89,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  454,  30  L.  ed.  601. 

As  to  identity  of  subject-matter,  see 
supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  e. 

96.  U.  S. — Peachy  v.  Frisco  Gold 
Mines  Co.,  204  Fed.  659;  Smith  v. 
Mosier,  169  Fed.  430.  ^  Tex.— Feun  v. 
Eoaeh  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  75  S.  W. 
361.  Va. — Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eison,  99  Va.  18,  37  S.  E,  320  (estoppel 
bv  a  former  verdict)  ;  Cleaton  v.  Chamb- 
liss,  6  Eand.   (27  Va.)  86. 

97.  U.  S.— Whitaker  v.  Davis,  91 
Fed.  720.  Ala. — Glasser  v.  Meyrovitz, 
119  Ala.  152,  24  So.  514.  Ind.— State 
V.  Page,  63  Ind.  209.  Ky.— Gates  v. 
Loftus'  Heirs,  4  Mon.  439.  Neb. 
Thomas  v.  Thomas,  33  Neb.  373,  50  N. 
W.  170.  Tex. — Philipowski  v.  Spencer, 
63  Tex.  604. 

[a]  Allegation  that  the  same  facts 
were  alleged  in  the  prior  action  is  in- 
sufficient. "To  allege  that  the  same 
facts  were  alleged  in  the  former  action 
as  are  alleged  in  the  case  at  bar,  does 
not  necessarily  imply  that  no  other  or 
additional  facts  were  pleaded  in  the 
former  action,  or  that  the  same  issues 
were  presented,  or  that  the  causes  of 
action  are  the  same.  The  same  facts 
alleged  in  the  complaint  before  us 
might  have  been  alleged  in  the  former 
action,   and   yet   other   and    additional 
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ity  of  statement  in  this  respect  is  required.®'  It  must  be  shown  that 
the  matter  was  directly  in  issue  or  necessarily  involved  in  the  prior 
action,*'  and  where  from  ,the  pleading  it  appears  uncertain  on  what 
point  the  former  judgment  was  rendered  it  will  be  held  insufficient.^ 
By  some  courts  an  averment  that  the  former  judgment  was  rendered 
on  the  same  cause  of  action  or  that  the  issues  in  the  two  cases  are  the 
same  is  treated  as  an  allegation  of  an  ultimate  fact  and  is  held  to  be 
sufficient,^  While  by  other  courts  such  an  allegation  is  treated  as  a  mere 


facts  iray  have  been  pleaded  which 
would  have  made  an  entirely  different 
cause  of  action."  Crum  v.  Eea,  14 
Ind.  App.  379,  42  N.  E.  1033. 

[b]  Allegation  "that  the  particular 
matter  sued  for  herein"  had  been 
passed  upon  in  a  prior  action  is  good. 
Borin  v.  Johnson,  4  Kan.  App.  2il,  45 
Pac.  968. 

[c]  "A  former  judgment,  based 
upon  a  general  finding  for  the  defend- 
ant, which  does  not  disclose  w^ich  one 
of  several  defenses  therein  was  sus- 
tained, constitutes  an  estoppel  of  the 
plaintiff  therein  froni  maintaining  a 
second  buit  agrinst  the  same  defendS,nt 
upon  different  causes  of  action  in 
which  the  same  defenses  are  interposed 
and  the  same  issues  are  presented  that 
were  made  in  the  earlier  action,  unless 
the  party  denying  the  estoppel  makes 
it  appear  by  pleading  or  proof  that 
some  new  and  material  issue,  question, 
or  matter  is  involved  in  the  second 
action,  which  was  not  or  may.  not  have 
been  litigated  or  decided  in  the  first 
action."  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board 
of  Comrs.,  117  Fed.  82,  54  C.  C.  A.  468. 

98.  Aurora  v.  "West,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
82,  19  L.  ed.  42;  Gray  v.  Pingi-y,  17 
Vt.  419,  44  Am.  Dec.  345. 

[a]  "The  Plea  Must  Negative  In- 
tendments.— See  Mitf.  Ch.  PI.  349 
(*298).  The  meaning  of  an  intendment 
is  that,  allowing  an  averment  to  be 
true,  but  that  at  the  same  time  a 
case  may  be  supposed  consistent  with 
it  which  would  render  the  averment  in- 
operative as  a  full  defense,  such  case 
shall  be  presumed,  unless  specifically  ex- 
cluded by  particular  averment."  De- 
troit, L.  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  V.  McCammon, 
108  Mich.  368,  66  N.  W.  471.  See  also 
Lynde  v.  Columbia, C'  &  I.  C.  Ey.  Co., 
57  Fed.  993). 

[b]  "When  the  record  of  a  former 
judgment  is  set  up  as  establishing  some 
collateral  fact  involved  in  a  subsequent 
litigation,  it  must  be  pleaded  strictly 
as   an  estoppel;   and  the  rule  is  that 
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such  pleading  must  be  framed  with  the 
utmost  precision,  and  it  cannot  be 
aided  by  inference  or  intendment. 
When,  however,  a  former  judgment  or 
decree  is  set  up  in  bar  of  a  subsequent 
action,  or  as  having  determined  the 
entire  merits  of  the  controversy,  it  is 
not  required  to  be  pleaded  with  any 
greater  strictr;ess  than  any  other  plea 
in  bar,  or  any  plea  in  avoidance  of  the 
matters  set  ap  in  the  antecedent  plead- 
ing of  the  opposite  party."  Lynde  v. 
Columbus,  C.  &  L  C.  Ey.  Co.,  57  L. 
ed.  993. 

99.  XT.  S.— Eussril  V.  Place,  94  U.  S. 
606,  24  L.  ed.  214;  Harrison  v.  Reming- 
ton Paper  Co.,  140  Fed.  385,  400,  72  C. 
"!.  A.  405,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  954. 
Ala. — Dobson  v.  Hurley,  129  Ala.'  380, 
30  So.  598;  Greenwood  v.  Warren,  120 
Ala.  71,  23  So.  686.  Ind.— Greenfield 
Gas  Co.  V.  Trees,;  165  Ind.  209,  75  N.  E. 
2;  Krutsinger  v.  Brown,  72  Ind.  466; 
Griffin  v.  Wallace,  66  Ind.  410;  Eich- 
ardson  v.  Jones,  58  Ind.  240;  Columbus 
S.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Watson,  26  Ind.  50.  Neb. 
Wileh  «.  Phelps,  16  Neb.  515,  20  N.  W. 
840.  Tenn. — Pile  v.  Pile,  134  Tenn. 
370,  183  S.  W.  1004.  Vt.— Mussey  v. 
Bates,  65  Vt.  449,  27  Atl.  167,  21  L.  E. 
A.  516;  Gray  v.  Pingry,  17  Vt.  419,  44 
Am.  Dec.  345. 

1.  Ala. — ^Henderson  v.  HoUind,  1  Ala. 
App.  400,  55  So.  323 ;  Gilbreath  v.  Jones, 
66  Ala.  129;  Chamberlain  v.  Gaillard,  26 
Ala.  504.  Colo.— Solly  v.  Clayton,  12  Colo. 
30,  20  Pac.  351.  Fla.— Fulton  v.  Gester- 
ding,  47  Fla.  150,  36  So.  56.  III.— Peo- 
ple V.  Wilson,  260  111.  145,  102  N.  E. 
1055.  Ore. — Pacific  Live  Stock  Co.  v. 
Isaacs,  52  Ore.  54,  96  Pac.  460. 

[a]  Where  the  former  judgment  was 
in  detinue,  which  can  be  maintained 
only  on  proof  that  defendant  was  in 
possession  when  suit  was  brought,  the 
plea  must  negative  the  idea  that  the 
defendant  recovered  because  there  was 
a  failure  to  make  that  proof.  Gilbreath 
V.  Jones,  66  Ala.  129. 

2.  Perkins  v.  Moore,    16    Ala.    17; 
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conclusion  of  the  pleader,^  and  it  is  held  thfet  so  much  of  the  former 
pleadings  must  be  set  forth  as  to  show  that  the  same  point  was  then 
in  issue.^  Where  the  latter  rule  obtains,  the  issues  in  the  former  case 
should  be  clearly  stated  in  order  that  their  identity  with  those  in  the 
pending  case  may  appear  to  the  court.^  A  plea  which  states  the  sub- 
stance of  the  pleadings  and  judgment,  without  setting  forth  the  exact 
language  used,  will  be  upheld,^  although  the  practise  of  stating  the 


Layton  v.  Lawson,  4  Boyce  (Del.)  143, 
86  Atl.  520. 

[a]  "The  plaintifE  claims  in  sup- 
port of  his  demurrer  to  the  portion  of 
•the  answer  quoted  that  it  is  insufficient 
because  it  does  not  set  forth  in  detail 
the  facts  that  were  alleged  in  the  com- 
j)laint  in  the  first  action,  so  that  the 
court  may  decide  hy  comparison 
■whether  the  facts  claimed  in  the  two 
actions  were  the  same;  that  the  al- 
legation of  the  answer  to  the  effect, 
that  the  facts  in  the  two  cases  were 
identical  is  a"  conclusion,  and  not  an 
allegation  of  fact.  The  claim  is  with- 
out merit,  for  the  answer  alleges  the 
ultimate  facts  to  be  pro'tf^en  on  the 
trial,  viz.,  that  the  facts  set  forth  in 
the  complaint  in  this  action  are  the 
same  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  in 
the  former  action,  in  which  there  was 
a  judgment  on  the  merits  dismissing 
the  action.  These  ultimate  facts  con- 
stituting the  former  adjudication  are 
properly  alleged,  in  form  and  substance, 
in  the  answer."  Whitcomb  v.  Hardy, 
68  Minn.  265,  71  N.  "W.  263. 

[b]  Allegation  that  in  the  prior 
action  "the  identical  claims  of  the  said 
defendant  Parkhurst  against  the  de- 
fendant [plaintiff]  Eynearson,  were 
tried  and  determined  by  said  court, 
and  all  matters  of  difference  between 
them  fully  tri^d  and  adjudicated,"  is 
sufficient.  Rynearson  v.  Parkhurst,  88 
Ind.  264. 

[e]  "In  pleading  a  former  adjudi- 
cation at  law,  it  is  convenient  and  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  the  cause  of  action 
was  the  same  or  identical  with  that 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  in  the  new 
action,  or  with  some  branch  or  feature 
of  the  case  made  in  the  bill  if  it  be 
a  suit  in  equity  and  the  plea  is  only 
to  a  part'  of  the  bill,  as  often  hap- 
pens. ...  In  3  Chitty  PI.  928,  a 
precedent  is  given  of  a  plea  of  a  for- 
mer judgment,  in  which  it  is  simply 
stated  that  the  plaintiff  impleaded  the 
defendant  in  a  certain  term,  before  a 
certain  court,  in  a  certain  plea  of  tres- 


pass on  the  case  on  promises  'for  tne 
not  performing  the  very  same  identical 
promises  and  undertakings  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,'  upon  which' 
the  plaintiff  had  judgment."  Wythe 
V.  Salem,  4  Sawy.  88,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
18,121. 

3.  Keen  v.  Brown,- 46  Fla.  487,  35 
So.  401;  Fulton  v.  Gesterding,  47  Fla. 
150,  36  So.  56  ("this  is  a  mere  legal 
conclusion");  Eiley 'P.  Lyons,  11  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)    246. 

[a]  "It  is  necessary  that  the  plead- 
ings contain  such  allegations  of  fact 
as  to  advise  the  court  what  were  the 
issues  determined  or  the  matters  ad- 
judged in  the  former  suit.  To  state 
simply  that  they  are  the  same  that 
are  presented  in  this  suit  is  the  state- 
ment of  a  conclusion."  Heatherly  v. 
Hadley,  2  Ore.  269.     ' 

[b]  A  statement  that  the  judgment 
was  an  adjudication  of  plaintiff's  rights 
in  the  property  is  insufficient.  Uden 
V.  Patterson,  252  ni.  335,  96  N.  B. 
852. 

4.  Fla. — ^Lindsley  v.  Mclver,  51  Fla. 
463,  4Q  So.  619;  Keen  v.  Brown,  46  Fla. 
487,  35  So.  401;  Da  Costa  v.  Dibble, 
40  Fla.  418,  24  So.  911.  N.  Y.-^Lyon 
V.  Tallmadge,  14  Johns.  501.  Tenn. 
Jourolmon  v.   Massengill,   86   Tenn.   81, 

5  S.   W.   719.     W.  Va — Western  Min. 

6  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Virginia  Cannel  Coal  Co., 
10  W.  Va.  250. 

5.  Ga. — Fenwick  Shipping  Co.  v. 
Clarke,  133  Ga.  43,  65  S.  E.  140.  Ind. 
Johnson  v.  Knudson-Mercer  Co.  (Ind.), 

79   N.   E.   367.     Mo Pond  v.   Huling, 

125  Mo.  App.  474,  101  S.  W.  115. 
N.  J.— Schneider  v.  Schmidt,  84  N.  J. 
Eq.  18,  92  Atl.  789. 

[a]  Allegations  are  not  "in  any 
wise  aided  by  making  reference  to  the 
minutes  of  the  district  court  contain- 
ing the  judgment.  Neither  the  court 
nor  the  parties  were  required  to  no- 
tice or  inspect  the  record  referred  to." 
Philipowski  v.  Spencer,  63  Tex.  604. 

6.  Gage  v.  Ewing,  107  111.  11,  "it 
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substance  of  the  pleadings  and  judgment  has  been  disapproved.'  Where 
the  exemplified  record  is  set  forth,  no  further  allegations  are  neces- 
sary.^ 1'he  testimony  taken  in  the  former  suit  should  not  be  attached 
to  the  pleading  as  an  exhibit.' 

(V.)  Decision  on  the  Merits.  —  It  must  appear  from  the  plea  that  the 
former  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  merits  of  the  case.^"  The  facts 
showing  the  nature  of  the  decision  should  be  stated.^^  An  allegation 
that  the  complaint  was  dismissed  is  insufficient."    An  allegation  that 


is  a  desirable  object  to  save  prolixity 
in  pleading,  as  far  as  may  be." 

7.  Jourolmon  v.  Massengill,  86  Tenn. 
81,  5  S.  W.  -719. 

8.  "The  copies  of  the  pleadings, 
findings  and  judgment  in  the  first  suit 
disclosed  precisely  what  facts  were 
tnere  litigated,  how  they  were  adjudi- 
cated, and  against  whom  the  decision 
ran.  Any  statement  the  pleader  might 
have  made  could  not  illumine  them  or 
add  anything  to  the  information  they 
imparted."  Dixon  v.  Caster,  65  Kan., 
739,  70  Pae.  871. 

9.  Lindsley  v.  Mclver,  51  Fla.  463, 
40  So.  619. 

Ifi.  U.  S.— Greely  v.  Smith,  3  Wood. 
&  M.  236,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,750,  p. 
1077.  Ala. — Perkins  v.  Moore,  16  Ala. 
9;  Burgess  v.  Sugg,  2  Stew.  &  P.  341: 
Pla. — Armstrong  v.  Manatee  County,  49 
Pla.  273,  37  So.  938.  111.— Schwarz- 
schild  &  Sulzberger  v.  Shapiro,  182  HI. 
App.  40.  Ind. — Eeed  v.  Higgins,  86  Ind. 
143.  Ky. — Jarman  v.  Daniel,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  198.  Mich — ^Detroit,  L.  &  N. 
E.  E.  Co.  V.  McCammon,  108  Mich.  368, 
66  N.  W.  471.  N.  H.— Taylor  v.  Bar- 
ron, 35  N.  H.  484.  Okla. — Cowan  v. 
Maxwell,  27  Okla.  87,  111  Pac.  ,388. 
Tenn. — Bankhead  v.  AUoway,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  207.  W.  Va — Eiley  v.  Jarvis,  43 
W.  Va.  43,  26  S.  E.  366. 

As  to  the  necessity  for  an  adjudica- 
tion on  the  merits,  see  supra,  XVIT,  B, 
3,  d,  and  the  title  "Ees  Judicata." 

[a]  Judgment  for  the  defendant  for 
his  costs  not  on  the  merits.  Patchen  v. 
Delaware  &  H.  C.  Co.,  62  App.  Div.  543, 
71  N.  Y.  Supp.  122;  Dunklee  v.  Good- 
enough,  63  Vt.  459,  21  Atl.  494. 

[b]  A  plea  that  "judgment  was 
rendered  upon  confession  in  favor  of 
the  surety,  for  his  costs,"  is  insuffi- 
cient. Eeed  v.  Higgins,  86  Ind.  143. 
And  see  Stingley  v.  Kirkpatrick,  7 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  359;  Wade  v.  Howard,  8 
Pick.   (Mass.)   353. 

11.  Philipowski  v.  Spencer,  63  Tex. 
604. 
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[a]  An  allegation  that  it  was  ad- 
judged "that  the  plaintiff  should  take 
nothing  by  his  said  writ  in  respect  of 
the  said  debt,"  is  insufficient.  Derosia 
V.  Ferland,  86  Vt.  15,  83  Atl.  271. 

[b]  Allegation  that  the  plaintiffs 
"were  defeated"  is  insufficient.  Goff 
V.  Wilburn,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1963,  79  S. 
W.  232. 

[o]  "A  plea  should  aver  that  the 
decision  was  on  the  merits,  or  it  should 
at  least  appear  by  the  record  vouched. ' ' 
Eiley  V.  Jarvis,'^43  W.  Va.  43,  26  S.  B. 
366. 

[d]  Defect  in  this  particular  is 
properly  allowed  to  be  cured  by  amend- 
ment. Detroit,  L.  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
McCammon,  108  Mich.  368,  66  N.  W. 
471. 

12.  Haldeman  v.  TTnited  States,  91 
TJ.  S.  584,  23  L.  ed.  433  (averment  that 
the  former  suit  was  "dismissed 
agreed"  is  insufficient);  Detroit,  h.  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  McCamman,  108  Mich.  -368, 
66  N.  W.  471.  Compare,  Stratton  v. 
Essex  County  Park  Com.,  164  Fed. 
901. 

[a]  "The  dismissal  may  have  been 
[without  prejudice."  Simpson  v.  Mel- 
vin,  7  Ky.  L.  Eep.  681. 

[b]  "Tt  may  well  be  that  the  bill  was 
dismissed  because  the  plaintiff 's  remedy 
was  thought  to  be  at  law  and  in  just 
such  a  form  of  action  as  we  now  have 
before  us.  The  averment  in  the  affi- 
davit of  defense  is  'that  the  said  bill 
was  so  proceeded  in  that  it  was  by  the 
court  dismissed.'  This  does  not  show 
us  what  was  decided,  or  the  reason  for 
which  the  bill  was  not  entertained." 
Blood  V.  Crew  Levick  Co.,  177  Pa.  606, 
35  Atl.  871. 

[c]  Where  the  former  judgment  was 
by  retraxit,  a  plea  which  substitutes 
the  words  "and  dismissed  the  same" 
for  the  technical  phrase  "but  from  the 
same  altogether  withdrew  himself,"  is 
good.     Evans  v.  McMakan,  1  Ala.  45. 


JUDGMENTS 


637 


judgment  was  rendered  on  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  is  sufficient."  Where 
the  former  judgment  was  rendered  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  or  com- 
plaint, the  plea  should  state  the  ground  upon  which  the  demurrer  was 
sustained  in  order  that  it  appear  that  the  judgment  was  on  the  merits, 
if  that  be  the  case.^* 

3.  Subsefluent  Pleadings.^^  —  In  those'  jurisdictions  in  which  an 
implied  replication  to  matters  pleaded  in  the  answer  is  created  by  stat- 
ute, the  plaintiff  is  not  required  to  nor  in  fact  can  he,  reply  to  an  answer 
or  a  plea  of  former  judgment.^®  Where  the  practice  is  otherwise,  the 
plaintiff,  by  an  appropriate  pleading,  must  put  in  issue  the  matters 
by  which  he  expects  to  defeat  or  avoid  the  effect  of  the  alleged  prior 
adjudication.^^  A  replicatioi;i  to  a  plea  of  former  adjudication  should 
either  deny  the  averments  of  the  plea  or  confess  and  avoid  them.^^ 
The  reply  of  nul  tiel  record  may  be  filed  to  a  plea  of  former  adjudica- 
,  tion,^^  as  may  a  general,^"  or  speciaP^  traverse.  But  the  replication 
must  not  be  double.^^    A  reply  is  sufficient  which  sets  up  facts  which 


13.  Ellis  V.  Staples,  9  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  238;  Martin  v.  Taylor  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  1009. 

14.  Farmers  &  Mechs.  Life  Assn.  v. 
Caine,  224  HI.  599,  79  N.  E.  956. 

[a]  A  plea  need  not  aver  that  "the 
cause  did  not  go  off  on  the  demurrer," 
because  of  the  rule  universally  recog- 
nized that,  if  no  mention  is  made  of 
the  demurrer  in  the  decree  disposing 
of  the  main  issue,  it  will  be  taken  as 
overruled."  Miller  v.  Miller,  92  Va. 
196,  23  S.  E.  232. 

As  to  denials  and  traverse,  see  the 
supra,  XVII,  B,  3,  d,  (11),  (F). 

15.  As  to  answers  generally,  see  the 
titles  "Answers;"  "Bills  and  An- 
swers." 

As  to  demurrers  generally,  see  the 
title  "Demurrers." 

As  to  denials  and  traverse,  see  the 
title  "Denials." 

As  to  pleas  generally,  see  the  titles 
"Pleas;"  "Pleas  in  Equity." 

16.  Wixson  V.  Devine,  67  Cal.  341,  7 
Pac.  776;  Eoys  v.  Lull,  9  "Wis.  324. 
See  generally  the  title  "Replication 
and  Reply." 

[a]  "It  was  not  necessary  to  reply, 
as  it  [the  plea  of  res  judicata]  has 
none  of  the  elements  of  a  counter- 
claim." Williams  v.  Hutton,  164  N.  C. 
216,  80  S.  E.  257. 

-17.    See  generally  the  title  "Replica- 
tion and  Reply." 

[a]  "It  was  the  duty  of  the  ap- 
pellee, if  he  wished  to  avoid  its  terms 
by  showing  that  it  recited  the  deter- 
mination of  issues  not  involved,  or  that 
there  was  a  mistake  in  ^he  extent  to 


which  its  provisions  were  carried  be- 
tween the  parties,  to  plead  such  facts 
as  he  relied  on  for  that  purpose. ' '  Bob- 
bins V.  Hubbard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  108 
S.  W.  773;  Blagge  v.  Shaw  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  41  S.  W.  756. 

[b]  A  defective  plea  is  not  ren- 
dered good  by  a  failure  to  reply  io  it. 
Seedig  v.  First  Nat.  Bk.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  168  S.  W.  445. 

18.  Smith  &  Shoemaker  v.  Atkins,  6 
Baxt.  (Tenn.)   318. 

19.  XJ.  S. — See  Whitaker  v.  Bramson, 
2  Paine  209,  29  Fed.  Gas.  No.  17,526. 
Miss. — Germain  v.  Harwell,  66  So.  396. 
R.  I.— Flynn  v.  Gorman,  22  E.  I.  586, 
48  Atl.   7^7. 

[a]  "Although  the  , ordinary  reply 
to  a  plea  of  former  judgment  is  nul 
tiel  record,  it  is  not  the  only  reply. 
Like  any  other  apparent  bar  to  an 
action,  it  may  be  confessed  and 
avoided."  Flynn  v.  Gorman,  22  B.  I. 
536,  48  Atl.  797. 

20.  Lanham  &  Bro.  v.  Jaeoby,  5 
Penne.   (Del.)   576,  61  Atl.  871. 

21.  Haviland  v.  Fidelity  Ins.  Tr.  & 
S.  Dep.  Co.,  108  Pa.  236. 

22.  Burnham  v.  Webster,  2  Ware 
240,  4  Fed.  Gas.  No.  2,178.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Duplicity." 

[a]  Duplicity.  —  "With  the  aver- 
ment that  'the  sole  reason  for  the  dis- 
missal of  the  said  bill  of  complaint 
was  that  the  action  there  depending 
was  cognizable  only  in  a  court  of  law 
and  not  in  a  court  of  equity,'  are  as- 
sociated averments  of  what  the  court 
of  chancery  did  not  do,  of  conclusions 
of  the  pleader,  and  of  matters  of  law. 

Vol.  XV 


638 


JUDGMENTS 


would  render  the  former  judgment  void,^'  which  avers  that  a  decree 
was  not  rendered  on  the  merits,^*  that  the  judgment  is  no  longer  in 
force  and  effect,^'  or  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
of  the  defendant.^'  Where  a  plaintiff  has  fully  pleaded  a  former  ad- 
judication in  his  complaint  he  is  not  required  to  repeat  the  allegations 
in  a  reply.^''  • 

4.  Trial.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  issues  raised  by  a  plea  of  a  for- 
mer judgment  need  not  be  first  tried,^*  though  this  is  sometimes  done,^^ 
particularly  where  it  is  merely  an  issue  of  law  for  the  court. ^°  Where 
the  evidence  is  such  that  the  question  of  estoppel  must  be  submitted 
to  the  jury,  all  other  matters  in  support  or  defence  of  the  action  should 
also  be  submitted  at  the  same  time.^^  An  irregularity  in  ma^ng  pre- 
mature proof  of  the  record  is  harmless,^^  and  the  court  in  its  discre- 
tion may  allow  a  case  to  be  reopened  for  the  purpose  of  introduc- 
ing evidence  that  certain  facts  have  become  res  judicata.^*  Failure  to 
make  a  finding  on  an  issue  raised  by  a  plea  of  former  adjudication  is 
harmless  where  the  judgment  gives  to  the  party  all  that  he  would  be 
entitled  to  under  the  former  adjudication.^* 


A  replication,  like  a  plea,  must  be 
single."  Stratton  v.  Essex  County 
Park  Com.,  164  Fed.  901. 

23.  Hallock  v.  Loft,  19  Colo.  74,  34 
Pac.  568  (fraud);  Germain  v.  Harwell 
(Miss.),  66  So.  396.  See  also  Riley  v. 
Lemieux,  24  Colo.  App.  184,  132  Pac. 
699. 

[a]  Fraud  in  obtaining  the  judg- 
ment must  be  pleaded  specially.  Thomas 
V.  Thomas,  33  Neb.  373,  50  N.  W.  170. 
But  compare,  Edgell  v.  Sigeraon,  20  Mo. 
494  (the  averment  that  the  judgment 
was  obtained  by  fraud  is  sufficient). 

24.  Stratton  v.  Essex  County  Park 
Com.,  164  Fed.  901;  McBurnie  v.  Seaton, 
111  Ind.  56,  12  N.  E.  101. 

25.  Ind.— Mull  v.  McKnight,  67  Ind. 
525.  Kan.— Abbott  v.  Abbott,  70  Kan. 
423,  78  Pac.  827.  R.  I.— Elynn  v.  Gor- 
man, 22  R.  I.  536,  48  Atl.  797.  Vt. 
Kenney  v.  Howard,  67  Vt.  375,  31  Atl. 
850.'^ 

26.  Davis  v.   Green,   57   Ind.   493. 

27.  Woods  V.  Allen,  122  Iowa  695, 
98  N.  W.  499;  Strow  v.  Allen  (Iowa), 
98  N.  W.  141. 

28.  Gainesville  Ry.  Co.  v.  Austin, 
127  Ga.  120,  56  S.  E.  254. 

29.  Isham  v.  Cooper,  56  N.  J.  Eq. 
398,  37  Atl.  462  39  Atl.  760,  was 
an  application  for  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion; the  court  sai^.:  "The  proper  prac- 
tice would  seem  to  be,  that  where  this 
preliminary  question  on  the  record  is 
ripe  for  decision,  on  the  application 
for  preliminary  injunction,  and  no  spe- 
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eial  reason  appears  for  reserving  the  de- 
cision of  the  question  until  final  hear- 
ing, the  question  should  be  disposed  of 
as  a  preliminary  question  on  the  mo- 
tion for  preliminary  injunction." 

[a]  Where  Set  Up  by  Plea  Puis  Dar- 
rein Continuance.  —  See  Mount  v. 
Scholes,  120  111.  394,  11  N.  E.  401.  As 
to  the  propriety  of  such  plea,  see  supra, 
XVII,D,  2,a,  (II),aud  the  title  "Puis 
Darrein  Continuance." 

30.  If  there  is  also  an  issue  of  fact 
the  issue  raised  by  the  plea  of  nul  tiel 
record  should  be  tried  first.  '  Gray  v. 
Pingry,   17   Vt.   419,  44  Am.  Dee.   345. 

31.  "Where  the  extrinsic  proof  of 
the  identity  of  the  cause  of  action  is 
such  that  the  court  must  submit  the 
question  to  the  jury  as  a  matter  of 
fact;  any  other  matters  in  defense  or 
support  of  the  action,  as  the  case  may 
be,  should  be  admitted  on  the  trial, 
under  proper  instructions.  For,  if  the 
jury  should  find  against  the  conclusive- 
ness of  the  former  trial,  then  this  ad- 
ditional evidence  would  not  only  be 
material,  but  constitute  the  whole  of 
the  proof  on  which  the  cause  of  action 
or  defense  must  rest."  Washington, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Sickles,  5  Wall.  (U.  S.)  580, 
18  L.  ed.  550. 

32.  Clink  v.  Thurston,  47  Cal.  21,  30. 

33.  Standard  Supply  and  Equipment 
Co.  V.  Merritt,  48  Misc.  498,  96  N.  T. 
Supp.  181, 

34.  Hoyt  V.  Hart,  149  Cal.  722,  87 
Pac.  569. 
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b.  Issues  and  Evidence.  —  A  former  judgment,  well  pleaded,  is  in 
the  case  for  all  purposes ;  it  broadens  the  issues  and  effect  is  to  be  given 
to  all  its  provisions,  both  those  in  favor  of  the  party  pleading  it  and 
those  in  favor  of  the  othet-  party.-'"  "Where  the  issue  of  a  former  ad- 
judication has  been  made,  evidence  on  that  issue  is,  of  course,  admis- 
sible and  it  is  error  to  exclude  it.^^  The  burden  of  proof  on  such  an 
issue  is  on  the  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  adjudication."  The 
record  of  the  pleadings  and  former  judgment  is  admissible,^^  and  is 
generally  sufficient  to  establish  the  defense.^^  The  evidence  offered  to 
sustain  the  complaint  in  the  former  action  may  be  shown.*"  Errors  in 
the  former  judgment  cannot  be  shown.*^  But  parol  evidence  may  be 
admissible  to  determine  what  issues  were  passed  upon  by  the  court  in 


35.  Stouffer  v.  Harlan,  84  Kan.  307, 
114  Pac.  ?85. 

86.  Eose  V.  Eggers,  148  Iowa  306, 
127  N.  W.  196. 

[a]  Nothing  which  is  not  set  out  in 
the  pleading  can  be  invoked  in  aid  of 
it.  ^  Derosia  v.  Ferland,  86  Vt.  15,  83 
Atl.  271. 

[b]  "A  general  allegation  of  nullity 
does  not  put  at  issue  all  the  facts  from 
which  any  of  the  causes  of  nullity  can 
arise,  but  only  such  as  may  be  appar- 
ent on  the  face  of  the  record."  Wil- 
liamson V.  Creditors,  5  Mart.  (O.  S.) 
(La.)    618,  620. 

37.  Townsley  v.  Niagara  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  218  N.  Y.  228,  112  N.  E.  924. 

[a]  Scope  of  Former  Adjudication. 
Where  it  is  claimed  that  matters  not 
involved  in  the  pleadings  in  the  former 
action  were  in  fact  litigated,  this  fact 
must  be  shown  by  the  party  claiming 
the  benefit  thereof.  Silberstein  v.  Sil- 
berstein,  218  N.  Y.  525,  113  N.  E,  495. 

[b]  Jurisdiction. — Where  by  statute 
it  is  sufBcient  to  allege  that  a  judg- 
ment was  duly  given  or  made  by  a 
court  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  if  such 
an  allegation  is  denied,  the  pleader 
must  prove  the  existence  of  the  juris- 
dictional elements.  Miller  v.  Miller,  47 
Mont   150,  131  Pac.   23. 

38.  Conn. — Kashman  v.  Parsons,  70 
Conn.  295,  39  Atl.  179.  Md Cumber- 
land Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Jeffries,  27  Md. 
526.  Neb.— Eyan  ».  State  Bank,  10 
Neb;  524,  7  N.  W.  276.  Okla.— Pierce 
V.  Barks,  159  Pac.  323,  its  exclusion  is 
error.  Tenn. — Mason  v.  Spurlook,  4 
Baxt.  554. 

As  to  evidence  of  records  generally, 
see  10  Ency.  of  Ev.  690,  et  seq.;  as  to 
judicial  records,  see  10  Ency.  or  Ev. 
757,  787,  801,  816,"855,  903,  936,  1016, 
1040, 


[a]  An  entry  on  the  minutes  of  the 
court,  setting  aside  ^a  judgment  cannot 
be  received  as  evidence  against  the 
record  of  the  judgment.  "A  record 
imports  verity,  and  can  only  be  tried 
by  itselfi  The  vacatur  ought  to  be 
enrolled,  or  entered  of  record,  as,  much 
as  the  rule  for  judgment."  Croswell 
V.  Byrnes,  9  Johns.   (N.  Y.)   287. 

[b]  "The  rule  as  laid  down  in 
treatises  upon  evidence  is,  that  when 
the  existence  of  a  record  of  a  court  is 
put  in  issue  on  the  plea  of  nul  tiel  rec- 
ord in  proceedings  of  the  same  court, 
it  should  be  proved  by  the  production 
of  the  record  itself,  .  .  .  and  that 
when  the  record  denied  by  the  issue  is 
of  another  court,  it  is  to  be  proved  by 
the  production  of  an  exemplification  of 
it."  Boteler  v.  State,  8  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  359. 

[c]  "It  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  a 
judgment  to  offer  alone'  the  precedent 
for  journal  entry  signed  by  the  judge; 
the  judgment  must  be  proved  by  the 
records  of  the  court  entering  the  same, 
and  not  by  the  files  thereof."  Bouquot 
V.  Awad   (Okla.),  153  Pac.  1104,  1107. 

[d]  The  memorandum  of  decision 
of  the  court  which  determined  the 
prior  action,  and  which  is  admitted  to 
correctly  state  the  issues  which  were 
there  determined,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence. Cooke  V.  Weed  (Conn.),  97  Atl. 
765. 

39.  Kelly  v.  Kelly,  118  Va.  376,  87 
S.  E.  567. 

As  to  necessity  for  •  producing  the 
whole  record,  see  10  Enot.  or  Ev.  787, 
et  seq.,  and  supplement  thereto. 

40.  McTighe  &  Co.  v.  MoLane,  93 
Ala.  626,  11  So.  117. 

41.  C.  H.  Austin  &  Sons  v.  Hunter, 
(Ala.),  69   So.   113.     See  supra,  XVII, 

Vol.  XV 


640 


JUDGMENTS 


the  former  aetion,^^  and  that  a  matter  which  under  the  issues  could 
have  been  determined  was  not  in  fact  adjudicated.*^  Such  evidence 
cannot,  however,  go  to  the  extent  of  contradicting  the  record  showing 
the  nature  and  scope  of  the  adjudication.** 

e.  Variance.  —  The  estoppel  pleaded  cannot  be  supported  by  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  another  and  -different  estoppel  :*^  an  estoppel 
by  election  of  remedies  cannot  be  shown  under  a  pleading  designed  to 
present  the  issue  of  on  estoppel  by  judgment.*^  A  material  variance 
between  the  judgment  pleaded  as  an  esjoppel  and  the  judgment  estab- 
lished by  the  proof  at  the  trial,  is  fatal  to  the  estoppel,*'  but  slight 


A,  as  to  collateral  attack  on  judg- 
ments. 

42.  TJ.  S. — Washington,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Sickles,  5  Wall.  580,  18  L.  ed.  550;  City 
Trust,  S.  D.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Glencoe  Granite 
Co.,  113  Fed.  177,  51  C.  C.  A.  139.  Ala. 
Strauss  v.  Meertief,  64  Ala.  299,  38  Am. 
Eep.  8.  Fla. — Fulton  v.  Gesterding,  47 
Fia.  150,  36  So.  56.  Ky.-rLampton  v. 
Jones,  5  Mon.  235.  Me. — Cunningham 
V.  Foster,  49  Me.  68.  N.  Y — Doty  v. 
Brown,  4  N.  Y.  71,  53  Am.  Dec.  350. 
Tenn. — Warwick  v.  Underwood,  3  Head 
238,  75  Am.  Dec.  767.  Vt. — Perkins  v. 
Walker,   19   ¥t.   144. 

See  10  Ency.  op  Ev.  975,  et  seq. 

[a]  "In  making  good  the  defense  of 
res  judicata,  the  evidence  must  neces- 
sarily vary  with  the  nature  of  the  is- 
sues presented  in  the  first  trial.  Some- 
times the  record  makes  full  proof  of 
the  subject-matter  both  of  the  suit  and 
the  defense,  as  it  does  of  the  judgment 
pronounced.  In  others,  the  identity  and 
scope  of  the  contestation  do  not  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  the  papers.  When 
such  is  the  case,  other  sources  of  in- 
formation must  be  resorted  to.  If 
necessary,  it  is  permissible  to  prove 
what  testimony  was  given  on  the  for- 
mer trial,  and  the  rulings  of  the  court, 
as  a  means,  and  the  only  means  of 
showing  precisely  what  issues  and  in- 
quiries of  fact  had  been  submitted  to 
the  trying  body.  This,  with  the  view, 
and  solely  with  the  view,  of  determin- 
ing the  identity  of  the  two  conten- 
tions."   Haas  V.  Taylor,  80  Ala.  459. 

[b]  It  is  permissible  to  show  that  a 
particular  matter  arose  and  was  de- 
termined, which  -v^as  not  necessarily 
within  the  issues,  if  the  issue  was 
broad  enough  to  cover  it.  Chamberlain 
V.   Gaillard,  26  Ala.  504. 

[c]  As  to  issues  outside  the  plead- 
ings, see  Dime  Sav.  Bk.  v.  McAlenney, 
78  Conn.  208,  61  Atl.  476;   Silbersteiu 
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V.  Silberstein,  218  N.  Y.  525,  113  N.  E. 
495. 

As  to  parol  evidence  affecting  judi- 
cial records  generally,  see  10  Enct.  op 
Ev.  936,  et  seq. 

43.  State  v.  Morton,  18  Mo.  53. 

44.  People  v.  Locklin,  273  HI.  106, 
112  N.  E.  285;  New  York  &  T.  Land 
Co.  V.  Votaw  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  52  S. 
W.  125.     See  10  Encv.  op  Ev.  976. 

[a]  "Under  the  common-law  sys- 
tem, the  pleadings  being  more  accurate 
and  precise  than  at  the  present  day, 
and  having  as  their  object  to  reduce 
the  controversy  to  a  single  issue,  there 
was  but  little  difficulty  in  determining 
the  question  adjudicated,  and  the  rule 
prevailed  of  trying  the  plea  of  estoppel 
by  former  judgment  by  an  inspection 
of  the  record  alone;  .  .  .  but  as,  under 
the  modern  system  of  pleadings,  rec- 
ords are  sometimes  vague  and  uncer- 
tain, this  rule  has  been  modified,  but 
not  to  the  extent  of  destroying  the  in- 
tegrity and  conclusiveness  of  the  judg- 
ment as  to  matters  that  do  appear  on 
the  record."  Cropsey.i;.  Markham  (N. 
C),  87  S.  E.  950. 

45.  Ga. — Forrester  v.  Vason,  71  Ga. 
49.  111.— Miller  v.  McManis,  57  111.  126, 
estoppel  as  to  other  contracts  than 
those  sued  on.  Mont. — O'Meara  v.  Mc- 
Dermott,  40  Mont.  38,  104  Pac.  1049. 

[a]  "On  the  plea  of  nul  tiel  record 
of  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for 
the  district  of  Wisconsin,  it  is  clear  a 
judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 
eastern  district  of  Wisconsin  is  not  evi- 
dence of  such  a  judgment."  Dow  v. 
Humbert,  91  U.  S.  294,  23  L.  ed.  368. 

46.  O  'Meara  v.  McDermott,  40  Mont. 
38,  104  Pac.  1049. 

47.  Whitaker  v.  Bramson,  2  Paine 
209,  29  Fed,  Oas.  No.  17,526. 

[a]  "If  tjje  phraseology  in  which 
the  judgment  is  narrated  in  the  plea 
ia  to  be  taken  as  descriptive   of  t^? 
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divergences  between  the  two  will  be  disregarded.*'  The  judgment 
sought  to  be  introduced  in  evidence  must  be  between  the  same  parties 
as  the  judgment  pleaded,  unless  privity  of  relationship  is  properly  al- 
leged in  the  plea,*'  A  variance  between  the  judgment  pleaded  and 
that  proved  must  be  taken  advantage  of  when  the  evidence  is  offered  f" 
it  cannot  be  first  questioned  on  appeal.^^ 

d.  Province  of  Court  and  Juryp  —  Broadly  speaking,  a  plea  of 
estoppel  by  a  former  judgment  presents  an  issuable  fact  to  be  left  to 
the  determination  of  the  jury.°^  But  if  the  issue  is  to  be  determined 
solely  from  the  record  evidence,  it  is  for  the  court.^*    The  question  oJE 


record  evidencing  such  judgment,  no 
departure  from  it  in  the  proofs  can 
be  allowed.  A  record  described  as  de- 
termining the  rights  of  the  party  by 
the  consideration  and  judgment  of  the 
court,  and  the  conviction  of  the  defend- 
ant, would  not  be  identical  with  one 
directing  the  same  results,  but  in  a 
different  way.  .  .  .  The  current  of 
the  cases,  and  the  principles  on  which 
they  rest,  clearly  tend  to  show  that  all 
the  particulars  set  forth  in  pleading, 
descriptive  of  the  record  or  instrument 
on  which  the  party  relies,  must  be  es- 
tablished by  his  proof,  or  the  variance 
will  be  fatal.  ...  As  liis  [the  defend- 
ant's] plea  makes  various  allegations 
prOut  patel,  or  as  contained  upon  the 
record,  it  is  manifest  that  it  assumes 
to  describe  the  preefse  contents,  so  as 
to  identify  the  record  on  which  the  de- 
fendant relies.  The  record  produced 
not  comporting  with  this  description, 
the  variance  is  fatal."  Whitaker  v. 
Bramson,  2  Paine  209,  29  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  17,526. 

48.  See  generally  the  title  "Vari- 
ance. ' ' 

[a]  "It  Is  not  a  variance,  however, 
that  the  judgment  as  rendered  con- 
tained further  provisions  than  those 
pleaded. ' '  State  ex  rel.  Moore  v.  Board 
of  Comrs.,  162  Ind.  580,  68  N.  E.  295, 
70  N.  E.  373,  984. 

fb]  There  is  no  variance  where  the 
plaintiff  is  described  in  the  complaint 
by  his  given  name  and  his  middle  name 
also,  but  in  the  former  judgment,  his 
given  name  is  recited  and  merely  the 
initial  of  his  middle  name.  Luce  v. 
Dexter,  135  Mass.  23. 

[c]  There  is  no  variance  because  the 
complaint  alleges  the  recovery  of  a 
judgment  for  a  specified  amount  while 
the  judgment  roll  of  the  former  action 
shows  a  recovery  of  a  smaller  amount 
with  a  specified  amount  for  costs  which 


totals  the  amount  recited  in  the  com- 
plaint. Frevert  v.  Swift,  19  Nev.  400, 
13  Pac.  6. 

49.  lU.— Cavener  v.  Shinl?le,  89  111. 
161.  Ky. — But  see  Lowry  v.  McMur- 
try  (Ky.  Dec),  251.  Ohio — Block  v. 
Peebles,  10  Ohio  Dee.'  (Reprint)  3,  18 
Wkly.  L.  Bui.  36. 

[a]  A  plea  setting  up  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  against 
the  plaintiff  is  not  supported  by  evi- 
dence of  a  judgment  in  favor  of  de- 
fendant and  another  person.  Mann  v. 
Edwards,  138  HI.  19,  27  N.  E.  603. 

As  to  pleading  identity  of  parties, 
see  supra,  XVII,  D,  2,  b,  (III). 

50.  Schuler  v.  Schuler,  209  HI.  522, 
71  N.  E.  16.  See  generally  the  titles 
"Objections  and  Exceptions;"  "Vari- 
ance." 

51.  Miner  v.  Eeed,  25  111.  App.  175. 

52.  See  generally  the  title  "Province 
of  Judge  and  Jury." 

53.  Ga. — Stevens  v.  Stembridge,  104 
Ga.  619,  31  S.  E.  413;  Eobinson  v.  Wil- 
kins,  74  Ga.  47;  S.  Cohn  &  Son  V. 
Parkas,  17  Ga.  App.  572,  87  8.  E.  §42. 
N.  C— Williams  v.  Hutton,  164  N.  0. 
216,  80  S.  E.  257.  Wash — Pugsley  v. 
Stebbins,  87  Wash.   187,  151  Pac.  501. 

54.  Miss. — Miller  v.  Bulkley,  85  Miss. 
706,  38  So.  99.  Wash — Weatherwax 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Bay,  38  Wash,  545,  80 
Pac.  775.  W.  Va. — Brown  v.  Cook,  87 
S.  E.  454. 

[a]  Where  the  (juestion  of  identity 
of  parties  and  cause  of  action  is  de-, 
terminable  from  the  record  it  is  a  ques- 
tion .of  law  for  the  court.  Theller  v. 
Hershey,  89  Fed.  575;  Alfrey  v.  Col- 
bert, 44  Okla.  246,  144  Pac.  179. 

[b]  Issue  Raised  by  Plea  of  Nul 
Tiel  Record. — Mich. — See  Lowrie  &  Eob- 
inson Lumb.  Co.  V.  Campbell,  170  Mich. 
341,  136  N".  W.  364.  Tex. — Weathered 
V.  Mays,  4  Tex.  387.  Vt. — Gray  v.  Pin- 
gry,    17   Vt.   419,   44    Am.    Dec.     345. 
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the  proper  construction  of  the  terms  of  a  prior  judgment, ^^  or  its  ef- 
fect,^*' is  also  for  the  court.  The  question  of  what  issues  were  deter- 
mined in  the  former  action  is  for  the  jury,  under  proper  instructions,^' 
except  where  it  is  to  he  determined  solely,  from  the  record,^*  or  where 
the  evidence  is  undisputed.^'  Whether  a  party  appeared  at  the  former 
trial,*"  or  whether  an  appearance  was  with  the  authority  and  consent 
of  a  party,  is  also  a  question  for  the  jury.*^ 

XVIII.  FOREIGN  JUDGMENTS.'^  — A.  Definition  and  Gen- 
eral Statement."^  —  A'  foreign  judgment  is  one  pronounced  or  rend- 
ered by  a  court  whose  jurisdiction  does  not  extend  to  the  country,  state 
or  territory  where  the  judgment  or  its  effect  is  called  into  question/'* 
Thus,  the  English  courts  regard  the  judgments  of  the  courts  of  Scot- 
land,*^ Ireland,""  and  of  the  various  British  colonies,*^  as  foreign  judg- 


W.  Va. — Davis  v.  Trump,  43    "W.    Va. 
191,  27  S.  E.  397.      , 

[c]  Vacation  of  Alleged  Former 
Judgment. — Lowrie  &  Eobinson  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Campbell,  170  Mieh.  341,  136 
N.  W.  364. 

[d]  Where  a  plaintiff  introduces  the 
record  of  the  former  adjudication  as  a 
part  of  his  case  in  chief,  a  question 
solely  of  law  is  presented  by  a  motion 
for  a  directed  verdict.  Lyon  v.  Bur- 
sey,  36  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  235. 

55.  Ala. — Shook  v.  Blount,  67  Ala. 
301.  Ind. — ^Boyer  v.  Berryman,  123  Ind. 
451,  24  N.  B.  249.  Mo.— Charles  v.  St. 
Louis,  M.  &  S.  W.  R.  E.  Co.,  124  Mo. 
App.  293,  101  S.  W.  680. 

56.  Ehle  V.  Bingham,  7  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
494;   Rockwell  v.  Langley,  19  Pa.  502. 

57.  lU.— Baxter  v.  Thede,  96  HI. 
App.  499.  Ind. — James  v.  Lawrence- 
burgh  Ins.  Co.,  6  Blackf.  525.  la. 
Amsden  v.  Dubuque  &  S.  C.  By.  Co.,  32 
Iowa  288.  Mass — Eichstein  v.  Welch, 
197  Mass.  224,  83  N.  B.  417.  N.  C. 
Belch  V.  HoUoman,  3  N.  C.  328  (498). 
Pa. — Crotzer  v.  Russel,  9  Serg.  &  E. 
81.  Tex.— Bledsoe  v.  White,  42  Tex. 
130.  Vt.— Perkins  v.  Walker,  19  Vt. 
144.  Wash.— Pugsley  v.  Stebbins,  87 
Wash.  187,  151  Pac.  501. 

58.  Conn. — Avon  Mfg.  Co.  v.  An- 
drews, 30  Conn.  476.  la. — Munn  v. 
Shannon,  86  Iowa  363,  53  N.  W.  263; 
Hempstead  v.  Des  Moines,  52  Iowa,  303, 
3  N.  W.  123.  N.  Y.— Barber  v.  Elling- 
wood,  137  App.  Div.  704,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  369.  Pa. — Bitzer  v.  Killinger,  46 
Pa.  44;  Finley  v.  Hanbest,  30  Pa.  190. 

59.  Birdseye  v.  ShaefEer  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  57  S.  W.  987. 

60.  Wolverton  v.  Glasscook,  15 
Wash.  279,  46  Pac,  253. 
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6L  Chambers  v.  Philadelphia  Pick- 
ling Co.,  83  N.  J.  L.  543,  83  Atl.  890. 

[a]  The-  authority  of  the  attorney 
who  dismissed  the  prior  action,  judg- 
ment in  which  is  pleaded  as  a  bar,  is 
for  the  jury  to  determine.  Henry  v, 
Lilley,  42  Pa.  Super.  565. 

[b]  Question  whether  attorneys  had 
entered  a  consent  order  without  author- 
ity, is  for  the  jury.  Wipff  v.  Heder 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W.  164. 

62.  As  to  evidence  of  foreign  rec- 
ords, see  10  Bnct.  op  Ev.  1037,  1040, 
and  supplement  thereto.  See  also  7 
Ency.  of  Bv.  789. 

63.  For  definition  of  judgment,  see 
14  Stand AKD  Proc.  759,  et  seq.;  of  final 
judgment,  see  14  Standard  Pkoc.  770, 
et  seq.;  of  interlocutory  judgment,  see 
14  Standard  Pkoc.  770;  of  judgment 
hj  confession,  see  14  Standard  Proc. 
771;  of  judgment  by  default,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  854,  et  seq.;  of  judg- 
ment non  obstante  veredicto,  see  14 
Standard  Prog.  958;  of  judgment  in 
rem,  see  14  Standard  Proc.  969. 

64.  McFarlane  v.  Derbishire,  S  TJ.  C. 
Q.  B.  12. 

Other  Definitions. — "A  judgment  of 
a  foreign  tribunal."  2  Bouv.  L.  Diet. 
1268. 

65.  Arnott  v.  Redfern,  3  Bing.  353, 
11  E.  O.  L.  177,  30  Eng.  Reprint  549; 
British  Linen  Co.  v.  McEwan,  8  Man- 
itoba 99. 

66.  Houlditch  v.  Donegal,,  8  Bligh 
N.  S.  301,  5  Eng.  Reprint  955. 

67.  Walker  v.  Witter,  1  Dougl.  1,  99 
Eng.  Reprint  1;  Tarleton  v.  Tarleton, 
4  M.  &  S.  20,  105  Eng.  Eeprint  742; 
Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Nias,  16  Ad.  & 
El.  (N.  S.)  717,  16  Q.  B.  717,  71  E.  C.  L. 
717,  117  Eng.  Eeprint  1055;  Bank  of 
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ments.  And  in  Canada,  the  judgments  rendered  by  the  courts  of  one 
province  are  considered  as  foreign  judgments  in  the  courts  of  any 
other  province,®^  as  are  judgments  renderd  in  Great  Britain.^^ 

In  the  United  States.  —  While  judgments  of  the  courts  of  sister  states 
of  the  federal  union  are  sometimes  designated  as  foreign  judgments/" 
strictly  speaking,  they  are  not  foreign  judgments  in  the  same  sense  as 
a  judgment  of  a  foreign  country  is,"  for  in  some  respects,  they  are  put 
npcn  the  same  footing  as  domestic  judgments  by  the  operation  of  the 
"full  faith  and  credit"  clause  of  the  federal  constitution.'^  But  for 
Bach  constitutional  provision,  however,  it  has  been  held  that  the  judg- 
mants  rendered  by  the  courts  of  the  different  states  would  be  foreign 
judgments  in  a  court  of  any  of  the  sister  states.''^    State  court  judg- 


,  Australasia  v.  Harding,  9  M.  G.  &  S. 
361,  67  E.  C.  L.  661;  British  Linen 
Co.  V.  McEwan,  8  Manitoba  99. 

68.  Stewart  v.  Guilford,  6  Ont.  Law 
E.  262 -In  re  McMillan  v.  Fortier,  2 
Ont.  Law  E.  231;  Solmes  v.  Stafford, 
16  Ont.  Pr.  78;  McFarlane  v.  Berbi- 
shire,  8  U.  C.  Q.  B.  12;  Corse  v.  Moon, 
22  Nova  Scotia  191;  Martel  v.  Dubord, 
3  Manitoba  598;  McMillan  v.  Eitchie, 
7  N.  Bnins.  242. 

69.  International,  etc.  Corp.  i;.  Great 
North  West,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  9  Manitoba 
147;  British  Linen  Co.  v.  McEwan,  8 
Manitoba  99. 

70.  U.  S. — Grover  &  Baker  Sew. 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Eadeliffie,  137  U.  S.  287, 
11  SuJ).  Ct.  92,  34  L.  ed.  670;  Walser 
V.  Seligman,  13  Fed.  415,  21  Blatchf. 
130.  Ga.— Joioe  v.  Scales,  18  Ga.  725. 
La. — ^Brosnaham  v.  Turner,  16  La.  433, 
439.  Minn, — Karns  v.  Kunkle,  2  Minn. 
313.  N.  Y.— United  States  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Hellinger,  130  App.  Div.  415, 
114  N.  Y.  Supp.  885.  S.  C— Coakery  v. 
"Wood,  52  S.  G.  516,  30  S.  E.  475. 

[a]  Upon  t!i9  qusstlon  of  jurisdic- 
tion, the  judgments  of  sister  states  are 
regarded  as  foreign  judgments.  Karns 
V.  Kunkle,  2  Minn. '  313.  And  see 
Barney  v.  White,  46  Mo.  137. 

[b]  Distinguishing  Judgments  of 
Foreign  Country  and  Sister  State. 
"Judgments  recovered  in  one  state  of 
the  Union  when  proved  in  the  courts 
of  another  government,  whether  state 
or  national,  within  the  United  States, 
differ  from  judgments  recovered  in  a 
foreign  country  in  no  other  respect 
than  in  not  being  re-exam  in  able  on  their 
merits,  nor  impeachable  for  fraud  in 
obtaining  them,  if  rendered  by  a  court 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  and 
of  the  parties."     Wisconsin  i).  Pelican 


Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370, 
32  L.  ed.  289. 

71.  U.  S. — Moore  v.  Paxton,  Hempst. 
51,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,772a.  Ala. 
Forbes  v.  Davis,  187  Ala.  71,  65  So. 
516.  N.  J.— Gulick  V.  Loder,  13  N.  J. 
L.  68,  23  Am.  Dec.  711. 

72.  V.  S,— Gale  '<j.  Cunningham,  133 
U.  S.  107,  10  Sup,  Ct.  269,  33  L.  ed. 
538;  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127 
U.  S.  265,  8  Sup.  Ct,  1370,  32  L.  ed. 
239;  McElmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet.  312, 
10  L.  ed.  177;  Earl  v.  Eaymond,  4  Mc- 
Lean 233,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,243.  Fla. 
Carter  v.  Bennett,  6  Fla.  214.  Ga. 
Joice  V.  Scales,  18  Ga.  725.  lU.— For- 
rest V.  Fey,  218  111.  165,  75  N.  ^.  789, 
109  Am.  St.  Eep.  249„  1  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  8.)  740.  Me. — Lamberton  v.  Grant, 
94  Me.  508,  48  Atl.  127,  80  Am.  St. 
Eep.  415.  Mass. — Bissell  v.  Briggs,  9 
Mass.  462,  6  Am.  Dec.  88.  N.  J. 
Elizabeth  Town  Sav.  Inst,  v:  Gerber, 
34  N.  J,  Eq.  130;  Gibbons  v.  Livingston, 

6   IfS.   J.   L.    236.     N.   Y Andrews   v. 

Montgomery,  19  Johns.  162,  10  Am. 
Dec.  213.  Tenn, — Shelton  v.  Johnson, 
4  Sneed  672,  70  Am.  Dec.  265.  Vt. 
Eastern  Tp.  Bank  v.  Beebe,  53  Vt.  177, 
38  Am.  Eep.  665;  McGilvray  &  Co.  v. 
Avery,   30   Vt.   538. 

See  more  fully  infra,  XVTII,  B. 

73.  Dorsey  v.  Maury,  10  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss,)  298;  Eastern  Tp.  Bank  v. 
Beebe,  53  Vt.  177,  38  Am.  Eep.  665. 

[a]  Before  the  ratiiication  of  the  i 
confederation  of  the  United  States,  all 
the  courts  of  the  several  provinces, 
colonies  or  states  were  at  common  law 
deemed  to  be  foreign  to  each  other 
and  judgments  rendered  by  any  one  of 
them  were  considered  by  the  others  as 
foreign  judgments.  The  confederation 
recognized   the    doctrine    of   full   faith 

Vol.  XV 


644 


JUDGMENTS  ' 


ments  are  not  regarded  as  foreign  judgments  when  relied  upon  in  a 
federal  court/*  nor  are  federal  court  judgments  when  relied  upon  in 
the  state  courtsJ^ 

B.  Judgments  of  Sister  States.'"  —  1.  Basis  of  Recognition. 
Judgments  and  decrees  of  sister  states  are,  independently  of  constitu- 
tional and  statutory  provisions  declaring  their  effect,  entitled  to  recog- 
nition under  the  well  recognized  rule  of  comity.''  This  rule  of  comity 
has,  however,  been  strengthened  and  enlarged  and  the  law  upon  the 
subject  made  definite  and  fixed  by  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause  of 
the  federal  constitution  and  the  act  of  congress  passed  fn  furtherance 
thereof.'*  Statutes  of  similar  import  exist  in  some  states,  giving  to  the 
judicial  record  of  a  sister  state  the  same  effect  as  is  given  to  it  in  the 
state  where  made,'" 


74. 
75. 
76. 


and  credit  and  it  was  later  adopted  in 
the  constitution.  Bissell  v.  Briggs,  9 
-462,  6  Am.  Dec.  88. 

See  infra,  XVIII,  C. 

See  infra,  XVIII,  D. 

As  to  whether  foreign,  see  supra, 

xvni,  A. 

77.  V.  a— Buckner  v.  Finley,  2  Pet. 
586,  7  L.  ed.  528;  Warren  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Etna  Ins.  Co.,  2  Paine  501,  29  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  17,206.  Md. — Seevers  v.  Clem- 
ent, 28  Md.  426.  Miss.— Dorsey  v. 
Maury,  10  Smed.  &  M.  298.  Mich. 
Bonesteel  v.  Todd,  9  Mich.  371,  80  Am. 
Dec.  90.  N.  H.— Taylor  v.  Barron,  30 
N.  H.  78,  64  Am.  Deo.  281.  Pa. 
Smith  V.  Lothrop,  44  Pa.  326,  84  Am. 
Dec.  448.  Vt.— Eastern  Tp.  Bank  v. 
Beebe,   53   Vt.   177,   38   Am.   Eep.   665. 

[a]  ,  The  conflicting  rulings  based  on 
comity  induced  positive  legislation  up- 
on the  subject.  "At  first,"  says  the 
court  in  Lieber  v.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1, 
143  S.  W.  458,  "this  general  rule  was 
foundeii  upon  comity  alone,  between 
the  various  states,  and  then  other  coun- 
tries, without  any  fixed  and  definite 
law;  upon  the  subject,  and  consequent- 
ly so  variant  and  conflicting  became 
the  rulings  of  the  courts  of  the  various 
states  and  other  countries  upon  the 
subject  that  the  people  of  this  country 
undertook  to  remedy  that  great  evil 
and  establish  a  uniform  rule  upon  the 
subject  by  adopting  section  1  of  art. 
4  of  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States." 

78.  Section  1,  art.  4,  of  the  consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  provides: 
"Full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given 
in  each  state  to  the  public  acts,  rec- 
ords, and  judicial  proceedings  of  every 
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other  state.  And  the  congress  may  by 
general  laws  prescribe  the-  manner  in 
which  such  acts,  records  and  proceed- 
ings shall  be  proved,  and  the  effect 
thereof."  In  compliance  with  that 
mandate,  the  congress  in  1790  enacted 
what  is  now  section  905,  U.  S.  Revised 
Statutes,  as  follows:  "The  records  and 
judicial  proceedings  of  the  courts  of 
any  state,  .  .  .  shall  be  proved  or 
admitted  in  any  other  court  within  the 
United  States,  by  the  attestation  of 
the  clerk,  and  the  seal  of  the  court 
alinexed,  .  .  .  together  with  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  judge,  chief  justice,  or  pre- 
siding magistrate,  that  the  said  attes- 
tation is  in  due  form."  As  to  the  in- 
terpretation and  application  of  this 
act  of  congress,  see  10  Ency.  op  Ev. 
1005,  1015,  et  seq.,  and  supplement 
thereto. 

[a]  Nature  of  the  Provision. — The 
full  faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  or- 
ganic law  of  the  United  States  and  the 
act  of  congress  passed  in  conformity 
therewith  serve  to  establish  a  rule  of 
evidence,  rather  than  to  fix  a  criterion 
of  jurisdiction.  De  Vail  v.  De  Vail,  57 
Ore.  128,  109  I*ac.  755.  And  see  Wis- 
consin V.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S. 
265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239. 

[b]  Whatever  interpretation  the 
United  States  supreme  court  may  put 
upon  the  clause  is  controlling  since  the 
construction  involves  a  federal  ques- 
tion. Brigham  v.  Henderson,  1  Gush. 
(Mass.)   430,  48  Am.  Dec.  610. 

79.  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1913; 
United  States  Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co. 
V.  Martin,  77  Ore.  369,  149  Pac.  1023; 
De  Vail  V.  De  VaU,  57  Ore.  128,  109 
Pac.  755. 
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S.  Pull  Faith  and  Credit  Rule  Generally.^"  —  a.  Rule  Stated. 
As  a  result  of  these  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions,  the  judg- 
ment of  a  sister  state  is  put  upon  the  same  basis  practically  as  a  domes- 
tie  judgment,^^  and  is  entitled,  when  sued  on,  pleaded,  or  introduced 
in  evidence,  in  another  state,  to  full  faith  and  credit.^^ 


80.  As  to  basis  of  rule,  see  supra, 
XVIII,  B,  1. 

As  to  operation  and  effect  of  the 
rule,  see  infra,  XVIII,  B,  3. 

81.  U.  S. — Amory  v.  Amory,  3 
Biss.  266,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  334; 
Christmas  v.  Eussell,  5  Wall.  290, 
18  L.  ed.  475.  Ala. — ^Bogan  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 90  Ala.  454,  8  So.  186;  Gunn 
V.  Howell,  35  Ala.  144,  73  Am.  Dee. 
484;  Crawford  v.  Simonton's  Exrs.,  7 
Port.  110.  Ark.— Hendry  v.  Cline,  29 
Ark.  414;  Buford  &  Pugh  v.  Kirk- 
patrick,  13  Ark.  33.  Cal. — Lewis  i). 
Adams,  70  Cal.  403,  11  Pac.  833,  59 
Am.  Eep.  423.  Del.— Pritehett  v.  Clark, 
5  Harr.  63.  Fla — Sammis  «.  Wight- 
man,  31  Fla.  10,  12  So.  526.  Ga.— Davis 
V.  Smith,  5  6a.  274,  48  Am.  Dee.  279. 
m.— Glos  V.  Sankey,  148  111.  536,  36 
N.  E.  628,  23  L.  E.  A.  665,  39  Am.  St. 
Eep.  196;  Belton  v.  Fisher,  44  111.  32; 
MeJilton  v.  Love,  13  111.  486,  54  Am. 
Dec.  449.  Bid. — Davis  v.  Lane,  2  Ind. 
548,  54  Am.  Dee.  458;  Holt  v.  Alloway, 
2  Blackf.  108.  la. — Clemmer  &  Dunn 
V.  Cooper,  24  Iowa  185,  95  Am.  Dec. 
720.  Kan. — Eitter  v.  Hoffman,  35  Kan. 
215,  10  Pac.  '576.  Ky.— Eogers  v.  Cole- 
man, Hard.  413,  3  Am.  Dee.  733.  Me. 
Lamberton  v.  Grant,  94  Me.  508,  48 
Atl.  127,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  415;  Sweet 
V.  Brackley,  53  Me.  346.  Md. — Zimmer- 
man V.  Helser,   32   Md.  274;   Duvall  v. 

■Fearson,  18  Md.  502;  Brengle  v.  Mc- 
Clellan,  7  Gill  &  J.  434:  Mass.— Jacobs 
V.  Hull,  12  Mass.  25;  Bissell  v.  Briggs, 
9  Mass.  462,  6  Am.  Dec.  88.  Minn. 
Ccne  V.  Hooper,  18  Minn.  531.  Miss. 
Miller  v.  Ewing,  8   Smed.    &    M.    421. 

Mo Tootle  V.  Buckingham,    190    Mo. 

183,  88  S.  W.  619;  Barney  v.  White, 
46  Mo.  137.  Neb.— Snyder  v.  Criteh- 
field,  44  Neb.  66,  62  N.  W.  306;  Keeler 
V.  Elston,  22  Neb.  310,  34  N.  W.  891; 
Eaton  V.   Hasty,   6   Neb.   419,   29   Am. 

■Rep.  365.     N.  H Eogers  v.  Odell,  39 

N.  H.  452;  Kittredge  v.  Emerson,  15 
N.  H.  227.  N.  J. — Moulin  v.  Trenton 
Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  24  N.  J.  L.  222;  Chew 
V.  Brumagim,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  520;  Gulick 
«.  Loder,  13  N.  J.  L.  68,  23  Am.  Dec. 
711.  N.  Y.— Gottlieb  v.  Alton  Grain 
Co.,    181   N.    Y.    563,    74   N.    E.    1117; 


Meadvi'lle  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  New 
York  Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  89  N.  Y.  412. 
N.  C — Haywood  v.  Daves,  81  N.  C.  8. 
Ohio.— Arndt  v.  Arndt,  15  Ohio  33; 
Pelton  V.  Platner,  13. Ohio  209,  42  Am. 
Dec.  197.  Pa. — Guthrie  v.  Lowry,  84 
Pa.  533;  Marsh  v.  Pier,  4  Eawle  273, 
26  Am.  Dec.  131.  K.  I.— Eathbone  v. 
Terry,  1  E.  I.  73.  S.  C — Csfmpbell  v. 
Home  Ins.  Co.,  1  S.  C.  158.  Tenn. 
Fitzsimmons  v.  Johnson,  90  Tenn.  416, 
17  S.  W.  100.  W.  Va.— Black  v.  Smith, 
13  W.  Va.  780. 

[a]  Prior  to  the  decision  in  MUls 
v.  Duryee,  7  Craneh  (XT.  S.)  481,  3  L. 
ed,  411,  many  states  extended  no.  great- 
er credit  to  a  judgment  of  a  sister 
state  than  if  it  were  rendered  in  a  for- 
eign country.  The  constitutional  pro- 
vision and  act  of  congress  in  question 
were  interpreted  as  merely  designating 
the  'method  of  getting  judgments  of 
other  states  in  evidence.  See  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Ala. — Bigger  v.  Huteh- 
ings,  2  Stew.  445.  Ky. — Eogers  e.  Cole- 
man, Hard.  413,  3  Am.  Dee.  733.  Ma^s. 
Gleason  v.  Dodd,  4  Mete.  333;  Bartlet 
V.  Knight,  1  Mass.  401,  2  Am.  Dec.  36. 
N.  Y. — Pawling  v.  Bird's  Exrs.,  13 
Johns.  192;  Taylor  v.  Bryden,  8  Johns. 
173;  Hitchcock  v.  Aieken,  1  Gaines  460. 
Ohio. — Hazzard  v.  Nottingham,  Tapp. 
146.  S.  0. — Lambkin  v.  Nanee,  2  Brev. 
99;   Hammon  v.  Smith,   1  Brev.  110. 

82.  U.  S.— Hood  V.  McGehee,  237  U. 
S.  611,  35  Sup.  Ct.  718;  Supreme  Coun- 
cil V.  Green,  237  U.  S.  531,  -35  Sup.  Ct. 
724,  59  L.  ed.  1089;  Converse  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 224  U.  S.  243,  ,32  Sup.  Ct.  415, 
56  L.  ed.  749;  Sistare  v.  Sistare,  218 
U.  S.  1,  30  Sup.  Ct.  682,  54  L.  ed.  905; 
Fauntleroy  v.  Lum,  210  U.  S.  230,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  641,  52  L.  ed.  1039;  Mills  v. 
Duryee,  7  Craneh  481,  3  L.  ed.  411; 
Hampton  v.  McConnel,  3  Wheat.  234, 
4  L.  ed.  378;  Parker,  v.  Parker,  222 
Fed.  -186,  137  C.  C.  A.  626;  Carpenter 
V.  Beal-MeDonnell  &  Co.,  222  Fed.  453; 
Owsley  V.  Central  Trust  Co.,  196  Fed. 
412.  Ala.— Forbes  v.  Davis,  187  Ala. 
71,  65  So.  516;  Lamkin  v.  Lovell,  176 
Ala.  334,  58  So.  258;  Peet  v.  Hatcher, 
112  Ala.  514,  21  So.  711,  57  Am.  St. 
Eep.  45;  Memphis  &  Cv  E.  Co.  v.  Gray- 
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b.    LimUations  of  Eule.—-(1.)    Generally.  — The  courts  Cannot  re- 
fuse to  respect  the  judgment  of  a  sister  state  because  it  is  founded 


son,  88  Ala.  572,  7  So.  122.  Ark.— Con- 
Way  V.  Ellison,   14   Ark.   360;   Hensley 

V.  Force,  12  Ark.  756.     Cal Cellulose 

Package  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Calhoun,  166  Cal. 
513,  137  Pac.  238;  Weir  v.  Vail,  65  Cal. 
466,  4  Pac.  422;  Fox  v.  Mick,  20  Cal. 
App.  599,  1/29  Pac.  972;  Stierlen  v. 
Stierlen,  18  Cal.  App.  609,  124  Pac. 
226,  228.  Colo.— Vennum  v.  Holmberg, 
51  Colo.  306,  117  Pac.  169;  Interstate 
,  Savings  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Wyatt,  27  Colo. 
App.  217,  147  Pac.  444;  Bonfils  V.  Gil- 
lespie, 25  Colo.  App.  496,  139  Pac. 
1054.  Del. — Lutz  V.  '  Eoberts  Cotton 
Oil  Co.,  3  Boyee  227,  82  Atl.  601; 
Pritchett  v.  Clark,  3-  Harr.  63.  Ga. 
Hope  t:  First  Nat.  Bank,  142  Ga.  310, 
82  S.  B.  929;  Milner  v.  Gatlin,  139  Ga. 
109,  76  8.  E.  860;  Sharman  v.  Morton, 
31  Ga.  34.  Idaho.— Whitley  v.  Spokane 
&  I.  E.  Co.,  23  Idaho  642,  132  Pac. 
121.  m.— Flexner  v.  Farson,  268  III. 
435,  109  N.  El  327;  Union  Trust  Co.  v. 
Shoemaker,  258  HI.  564,  101  N.  E.  1050; 
Light  V.  Reed,  234  111.  626,  85  N.  E. 
'282;  Ambler  v.  Whipple,  139  111.  311, 
28  N.  E.  841;  McJilton  vi  Love,  13  111. 
486,  54  Am.  Dec.  449;  Thompson  v. 
Emmert,  15  HI.  415;  Eust  v.  Frothing- 
ham,  1  111.  331;  Diekman  v.  Eidgely, 
188  111.  App.  252.  Ind.— Irose  v.  Balla, 
181  Ind.  491,  104  N.  B.  851;  Baltimore 
&  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Freeze,  169  Ind.  370,  82 
N.  E.  761;  Elliott  v.  Eay,  3  Blaekf. 
384;  Buchanan  v.  Port,  5  Ind.  264; 
Cooley  V.  Kelley,  52  Ind.  App.  687,  96 
N.  E.  638,  98  N.  B.  653.  la.— Mahoney 
V.  State  Ins.  Co.,  133  Iowa  570,  110 
N.  W.  1041;  State  v.  Helmer,  21  Iowa 
370.  Kan. — ^Eobinson  v.  Chicago,  E;  I. 
&  P.  E.  Co.,  96  Kan.  654,  153  Pac. 
494;  McLain  v.  Parker,  88  Kan.  717, 
129  Pac.  1140;  Illinois  Title  &  Tr.  Co. 
V.  McCoy,  86  Kan.  588,  121  Pac.  1090; 
Butcher  v.  Bank  of  Brownsville,  2  Kan. 
70,  83  Am.  Dec.  446;  Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Campbell,  5  Kan.  App'. 
423,  49  Pac.  321.  Ky — Bryant  v. 
Shute's  Exr.,  147  Ky.  268,  144  S.  W. 
28;  Davis  v.  Connelly's  Exrs.,  4  B. 
Mon.   136;   Fletcher  v.  Ferrel,  9  Dana 

372,  35  Am.  Dec.  143.    Me Damon  v. 

Webber,  111  Me.  473,  89  Atl.  734; 
Mitchel  V.  Osgood,  4  Greenl.  124.  Md. 
Duvall  V.  Fearson,  18  Md.  502;  Bank 
of  United  States  v.  Merchants  Bank,  7 
Gill  415.     Mass.— Stone  v.  Old  Colony 
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St.  Ey.  Co.,  212  Mass.  459,  99  N.  E. 
218;  Eichards  v.  Barlow,  140  Mass. 
218,  6  N.  E.  68.  Mich — ^Farrow  v. 
Eailway  Conductors  Protective  Assn., 
178  Mich.  639,  146  N.  W.  147;  Mar- 
shall f.  E.  M.  Owen  &  Co.,  171  Mich. 
232,  137  N.  W.  204;  Dunlap  v.  Byers, 
110  Mich.  109,  67  N.  W.  1067;  Mutual 
Fire  InS.  Co.  v.  Phoenix  Furniture  Co., 
108  Mich.  170,  66  N.  W.  1095,  62  Am. 
St.  Eep.  693,  84  L.  E.  A.  694.  Minn. 
Clay,  Eobinson  &  Co.  v.  Larson,  125 
Minn.  271  146  N.  W.  1095.  Mo. 
Lieber  v.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W. 
458;  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Walden, 
238  Mo.  49,  141  S.  W.  595;  Eandolph 
V.  Keiler,  21  Mo.  557;  Hester  v.  Frink, 
189  Mo.  App.  40,  176  S.  W.  481;  Jar- 
rett  V.  Sippely,  175  Mo.  App.  197,  157 
S.  W.  975.  Mont. — Adams  v.  Steneh- 
jem,  50  Mont.  232,  146  Pac.  469.  Neb. 
Peoples  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eing,  95  Neb. 
376,  145  N.  W.  833.  N.  H — Hochstein 
v.  James  W.  Hill  Co.  76  N.  H.  293,  82 
Atl.  171;  Taylor  v.  Barron,  30  N.  H. 
78,  64  Am.  Dee.  281.  N,  J.— Denver 
City  Waterworks  Co.  v.  American 
Waterworks  Co.,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  139,  85 
Atl.  826;  Dixon  v.  Dixon,  76  N.  J.  Eq, 
364,  74  Atl.  995;  Elizabeth  Town  Sav. 
Inst.  V.  Gerber,  34.  N.  J.  Eq.  130 
Gulick  V.  Loder,  13  N.  J.  L.  68,  23  Am 
Dec.  711.  N.  y. — Andrews  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 19  JohnsT  162,  10  Am.  Dee, 
213;  Borden  v.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  121,  8 
Am.  Dee.  225;  Schwabe  v.  Herzog,  161 
App.  Div.  712,  146  N.  Y.  Supp.  644; 
Curnen  v.  Curnen,  155  App.  Div.  536, 
140  N.  Y.  Supp.  805;  Eichards  v.  Eich- 
ards, 87  Misc.  134,  149  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1028;  Malone  v.  Bocker,  82  Misc.  438, 
143  N.  Y.  Supp.  1095;  In  re  Akin's 
Est.,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  310;  Barber  As- 
phalt Pav.  Co.  V.  Griffin  Eoofing  Co., 
150  N.  Y.  Supp.  1075.  N.  C— Volivar 
V.  Eichmond  Cedar  Works,  152  N.  C. 
656,  68  S.  E.  200;  Mottu  v.  Davis,  151 
N.  C.  237,  65  "S.  E.  969.  Ohio — Sipes 
V.  Whitney,  30  Ohio  St.  69;  Evans  v. 
Instine,  6  Ohio  117.  Okla. — Earl  v. 
Earl,  149  Pac.  1179;  Anderson  v.  Can- 
aday,  37  Okla.  171,  131  Pac.  697;  Wil- 
liams V.  Hirschfield,  32  Okla.  598,  122 
Pac.  539.  Ore.— United  States  Fidelity 
&  Guaranty  Co.  v.  Martin,  77  Ore.  369, 
149  Pac.  1023;  De  Vail  v.  De  Vail,  57 
Ore.    128,    109    Pac.    755.     Pa»— In   re 
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tipon  a  law  of  that  state  which  does  not  exist  in  the  forum,'*  or  upon 
a  misapplication  of  or  failure  to  apply  a  law  of  the  forum  which  should 
have  been  applied  to  the  transaction.^*  The  fact  that  the  judgment  is 
founded  on  a  transaction  or  obligation  which  is  opposed  to  the  public 
policy  of  the  forum  in  which  the  judgment  is  sought  to  be  enforced, 
does  not  justify  a  refusal  to  give  it  full  faith  and  credit.*^  But  "the 
requirement  of  full  faith  and  credit  is  to  be  read  and  interpreted  in 
the  light  of  well-established  principles  of  justice  protected  by  other 
constitutional  provisions  which  it  was  never  intended  to  modify  or 
override."*^  Thus  a  judgment  in  violation  of  the  due  process  of  law 
provision  of  the  federal  constitution  need  not  be  recognized,^^  as  where 


Dilworth's  Est.,  243  Pa.  475,  90  Atl. 
356;  Smith  v.  Lathrop,  44  Pa.  826  84 
Am.  Dec.  448.  S.  0. — Napiere  v.  Gidere, 
Speers  Eq.  215.  S.  D — Eiee  v.  Ben- 
nett, 29  S.  D.  341,  137  N.  W.  359. 
Tex. — Babcock  v.  Marshall,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  145,  50  S.  W.  728.  Vt.— Eastern 
Tp.  Bk.  V.  Beebe,  53  Vt.  177,  38  Am. 
Eep.  665;  Burns  v.  Belknap,  22  Vt. 
419;  FuUerton  v.  Horton,  11  Vt.  425; 
Blodget  V.  Jordan,  6  Vt.  580;  Hoxie 
V.  Wright,  2  Vt.  268,  269.  Wash. 
Fleming  v.  Langley,  86  Wash., 346,  150 
Pae.  418;  Clark  v.  Eltinge,  38  Wash. 
376,  80  Pae.  556,  107  Am.  St.  Eep. 
858.  W.  Va. — Campbell  v.  Switzer,  74 
W.  Va.  509,  82  S.  E.  319;  EoUer  v. 
Murray,  71  W.  Va.  161,  76  S.  B.  172. 
Wis. — ^Pree  v.  Western  TJnion  Tel.  Co., 
158  Wis.  36,  147  N.  W.  1040;  Half  hill 
V.  Malick,  145  Wis.  200,  129  N.  W. 
1086;  Anderson  v.  Chicago  Title  & 
Trust  Co.,  101  Wis.  885,  77  N.  W. 
710;  Parker  v.  Stoughton  Mill' Co.,  91 
Wis.  174,  64  N.  W.  751,  51  Am.  St. 
Eep.  881. 

[a]  A  liberal  policy  should  be  fol- 
lowed in  dealing  with  judgments  of 
other  states.  "Unless  the  public  acts 
and  judicial  proceedings  of  one  state 
invade  the  sovereignty  of  another,  the 
courts  of  a  sister  state  should  not  be 
astute  to  find  or  search  for  an  excuse 
to  deny  that  full  faith  and  credit  which 
they  have  required  in  the  federal  con- 
stitution, but  each  state  should  recog- 
nize and  enforce  the  public  acts  and 
judgments  of  a  sister  state  when  not 
coming  clearly  within  one  or  more  of 
the  exceptions."  Interstate  Savings  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Wyatt,  27  Colo.  App.  217, 
147  Pae.  444. 

83.  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  TJ.  S. 
657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123; 
Eoller  V.  Murray,  71  W.  Va.  161,  76 
S.  E.  172. 


84.  See  Eoller  v.  Murray,  71  W.  Va. 
161,  76  S.  E.  172. 

[a]  Gambling  Transaction. — A  judg- 
ment of  a  Missouri,  court  allowing  re- 
covery upon  a  transaction  in  Missis- 
sippi expressly  prohibited  by  a  statute 
of  that  state  as  a  gambling  transaction, 
is  entitled  to  full  faith  and  credit  in 
Mississippi  notwithstanding  the  pro- 
hibitory statute,  which  'should  have 
been  applied  by  the  Missouri  court. 
Fauntleroy  v.  Lum,  210  V.  S.  230,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  641,  52  L.  ed.  1039. 

85.  U.  S. — Fauntleroy  v.  Lum,  210 
V.  S.  230,  28  Sup.  Ct.  641,  52  L.  ed. 
1039.  Commenting  on  this  case  ths 
court,  in  Fall  v.  Eastin,  215  U.  S.  1, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  3,  54  L.  ed.  65,  says:  "This 
court  found  no  impediment  in  the  pol- 
icy of  a  State  in  the  way  of  enforcing, 
under  the  due  faith  and  credit  clause 

.  .  .,  a  judgment  obtained  in  Mis-. 
souri,  sued  upon  in  Mississippi.^'  Miss. 
Armstrong  v.  Minkus,  93  Miss.  621,  47 
So.  467.  W.  Va. — Eoller  v.  Murray, 
71  W.  Va.  161,  76  S.  E.  172. 

But  see  Interstate  Sav.  &  Tr.  Co. 
V.  Wyatt,  27  Colo.  App.  217,  147  Pae. 
444;  Irose  v.  Balla,  181  Ind.  491,  104 
N.   E.  851. 

[a]  Transaction  a  Misdemeanor  in 
Porum. — Even  though  the  transaction 
upon  which  the  judgment  was  based  is 
made  a  misdemeanor  and  unenforce- 
able in  the  forum,  it  cannot  deny  full 
faith  and  credit  to  the  judgment  based 
thereon.  Armstrong  v.  Minkus,  93 
Miss.  621,  47  So.  467,  followi/ng  Faunt- 
leroy V.  Lum,  210  IT.  S.  230,  28  Sup. 
Ct..641,  52  L.  ed.  1039. 

86.  Bigelow  v.  Old. Dominion  Copper 
Co.,  225  U.  8.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641,  56 
L.  ed.  1009. 

87.  XT.  S. — ^Wetmore  v.  Karriek, 
205  U.  S.  141,  27  Sup.  Ct.  434,  51 
L.   ed.   745;     Old    Wayne     Mut.     Life 
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Ihe  court  rendering  it  was  without  jurisdiction.**  And  adjudications 
as  to  the  title  to  property  located  in  another  state,  need  not,  subject 
to  the  limitations  hereinafter  stated,  be  recognized.^^ 

(II.)  Police  or  Penal  Regulations.  — One  state  may  and  will  refuse  to 
enforce  adjudications  of  a  sister  state  which  are  in  the  nature  of  mere 
police  regulations.^"  Except  in  a  few  jurisdictions,  ^^  nO  reqognition 
will  be  given  to  judgments  based  upon  statutes  that  are  penal  in  an  in- 
ternational sense.^^    But  judgments  for  penalties  that  are  purely^'  reme- 


Aasn.  V.  McDonough,  204  U.  S. 
8,  27  Sup.  Ct.  236,  51  L.  efl.  345.  Dl. 
Flexner  v.  Farson,  268  111.  435,  109  N. 
E.  327.  Ky.— Bryant  v.  Shute's  Exr., 
147  Ky.  268,  144  S.  W.  28.  Mo.— Poote 
V.  Newell,  29  Mo.  400.  N.  H.— Hoch- 
stein  V.  James  W.  Hill  Co.,  76  N.  H. 
293,   82   Atl.    171. 

.  88.  Bigelow  v.  Old  Dominion  Cop. 
Co.,  225  U.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641, 
56  L.  ed.  1009.  See  infra,  XVIII,  B, 
4,  b. 

89.  See  infra,  XVIII,  B,  3,  e. 

90.  U.     S.— Huntington     V.     Attrill, 

146  U.  S.  657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  ?24,  36  L. 
ed.  1123;  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins. 
Co.,  127  U.  8.  265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32 
L.  ed.  239.  Colo. — Interstate  Sav.  & 
Tr.   Co.   V.   Wyatt,   27   Colo.   App.   217, 

147  Pao.  444.  D.  C— State  v.  Bowen, 
9  Mackey  291. 

91.  State  V.  Helmer,  21  Iowa  370; 
Healy  v.  Boot,  U  Pick.  (Mass.)  389. 

[a]  Merger  Doctrine. — The  reason- 
ing of  such  cases  is  that  the  cause  of 
action  having  been  merged  in  the  judg- 
ment, it  is  no  longer  possible  to  in- 
quire into  its  nature,  ^  to  ascertain 
whether  it  was  based  upon  a  penal 
statute.  la. — State  v.  Helmer,  21  Iowa 
370.,  Mass. — Healy  v.  Boot,  11  Pick. 
389.  Ohio. — Spencer  v.  Brockway,  1 
Ohio  229,  13  Am.  Dec.  615.  But  see 
supra,  XVII,  B. 

[b]  Qui  Tarn  Action — A  judgment 
of  a  Pennsylvania  court  on  a  penal 
statute  for  usury,  recovered  in  a  qui 
tam  action  was  held  entitled  to  recog- 
nition in  Massachusetts.  Healy  t>. 
Boot,  11  Pick.   (Mass.)   389. 

[c]  Bastardy. — Though  statutes  im- 
posing a  penalty  for  failure  to  sup- 
port a  bastard  child  are  local  police 
regulations,  and  entitled  to  no  extra- 
territorial force,  a  judgment  recovered 
for  such  penalty  has  been  accorded  due 
recbgnition  in  another  state  under  the 
full  faith  and  credit  clause.  State  v. 
Helmer,  21  Iowa  370. 
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92.  U.  S. — Huntington  v.  Attrill, 
146  U.  8.  657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L. 
ed.  1123;  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins. 
Co.,  127  U.  S.  265,.  292,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
^370,  32  L.  ed.  239;  State  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  37  Fed.  497.  Conn. 
Cristilly  v.  Warner,  87  Conn.  461,  8? 
Atl.  711.  Kan. — Dale  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  57  Kan.  601,  47  Pac. 
521.  Md.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Price, 
33  Md.  487,  3  Am.  Eep.  204. 

[a]  "Judgments  for  strict  pen- 
alties are  excepted  because  of  their 
local  nature.  Their  purpose  is  to  en- 
force only  the  internal  public  policy 
of  the  state.  The  laws  they  enforce 
have  no  extraterritorial  operation." 
Roller  V.  Murray,  71  W.  Va.  161,  76 
S.  E.  172. 

fb]  In  determining  whether  stat- 
utes are  penal,  so  as  to  deprive  judg- 
ments enforcing  them  of  extraterri- 
torial effect,  the  judicial  decisions  of 
the  state  enacting  such  statutes,  con- 
struing them  will  be  considered.  In- 
terstate Savings  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Wyatt, 
27  Colo.  App.  217,  147  Pac.  444. 

[c]  "The  test  is  not  by  what  na,me 
the  statute  is  called  by  the  legislature 
or  the  courts  of  the  state  in  which  it 
was  passed,  but  whether  it  appears  to 
the  tribunal  which  is  called  upon  to  , 
enforce  it  to  be,  in  its  essential  char- 
acter and  effect,  a  punishment  of  an 
offense  against  the  public,  or  a  grant 
of  a  civil  right  to  a  private  person." 
Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U.  S.  657, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123. 

For  a  review  of  the  authorities  as  to 
what  constitutes  a  penalty,  see  Inter- 
state Sav.  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Wyatt,  27  Colo. 
App.  217,  147  Pac.  444. 

93.  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  TT.  S. 
657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123; 
Roller  V.  Murray,  71  W.  Va.  161,  76 
S.  B.  172. 

[a]  Usury. — ^A  judglnent  recovered 
by  a  private   citizen   for    double    th(g 
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(iial  will  be  enforced,  even  thbugh  no  such  penalty  exists  in  the 
forum.^* 

3.  Operation  and  Effect.  —  a.  Generally.  —  "Within  the  limitations 
herein  stated,^^  the  same  force  and  effect  will  be  given  to  the  judgpient 
of  another  state  as  is  accorded  to  it  in  the  jurisdiction  where  rendered."" 

b.  By  What  Court  Determined.  —  The  court  in  which  the  judgment 
is  pleaded  or  proved,  rather  than  the  court  in  which  it  was  rendered, 


amount  of  usurious  interest  paid  is  en- 
titled to  full  faith  and  credit  when 
the  law  imposing  the  penalty  is  not 
"  penal  in  an  international  sense.  ' '  The 
statutes  of  Texas  provide  no  other  way 
to  insure  obedience  to  its  usury  law; 
and  the  taking  of  interest,  more  than 
the  rate  prescribed,  is  not  denominated 
a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  nor  is  any  fine 
imposed  for  its  violation,  nor  is  there 
any  provision  permitting  the  state  to 
recover  anything  itself  by  reason  of 
the  law;  hence  it  is  in  no  sense  a  crim- 
inal law,  nor  strictly  penal,  in  an  in- 
terstate sense."  Interstate  Savings  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Wyatt,  27  Colo.  App.  217, 
147  Pac.  444. 

94.  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  TJ.  S. 
657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123. 

95.  See  infra,  XVHI,  B,  2,  b,  and 
infra,  .XVIII,  D. 

96.  U.  S.— Sistare  v.  Sistare,  218  TJ. 
S.  1,  30  Sup.  Ct.  682,  54  L.  ed.  905; 
Harris  v.  Balk,  198  XT.  S.  215,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  625,  49  L.  ed.  1023;  Hancock  Na- 
tional Bank  v.  Farnum,  176  U.  S.  640, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  506,  44  L.  ed.  619;  Han- 
ley  V.  Donoghue,  116  U.  S.  1,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  -242,  29  L.  ed.  535;  Hampton  v. 
McConnel,  3  Wheat. -234,  4  L.  ed.  378; 
Mills  V.  Duryee,  7  Cranch  481,  3  L. 
ed.  411;  Owsley  v.  Central  ^  Trust  Co., 
196  Fed.  412;  Green  v.  Sarmiento,  3 
Wash.  C.  C.  17,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,760. 
Ala.— Forbes  v.  Davis,  187  Ala.  71,  65 
So.  516.  Colo. — Vennum  v.  Holmberg, 
51  Colo.  306,  117  Pac.  169;  Interstate 
Sav.  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Wyatt,  27  Colo.  App. 
217,  147  Pac.  444;  Bonfils  v.  Gillespie, 
25  Colo.  App.  496,  139  Pac.  1054.  Conn. 
Bank  of  North  America  v.  Wheeler,  28 
Conn.  433,  73  Am.  Dec.  683.  Del. 
Lutz  V.  Eoberts  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  3  Boyce 
227,  82  Atl.  601.  Ga. — Tompkins  v. 
Cooper,  97  Ga.  631,  25  S.  E.  247.  HI. 
Simmons  v.  Clark,  56  111.  96;  Belton  v. 
Fisher,  44  111.  32;  MeJilton  v.  Love, 
13  Bl.  486,  54  Am.  Dec.  449;  Kimmel 
V.  Schultz,  1  111.  169.  Ind.— Davis  v. 
Lane,  2  Ind.  548,  54  Am.  Dee.  458.    la. 


Fred  Miller  Brew.  Co.  v.  Capital  Ins. 
Co.,  Ill  Iowa  590,  82  N.  W.  1023,  82 
Am.  St.  Eep.  529.  Kan.— French  v. 
Pease,  10  Kan.  51;-  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 
P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Campbell,  5  Kan.  App. 
423,  49  Pac.  321.  Ky. — Calloway  v. 
Glenn,  105  Ky.  648,  49  S.  W.  440; 
Fletcher  v.  Ferrel,  9  Dana  372,  35  Am. 
Dec.  143;  Rankin  v.  Barnes,  5  Bush 
20.  La.— McLaren  &  Co.  v.  Kehler,  23 
La.  Ann.  80,  8  Am.  Rep.  592.  Me. 
Lamberton  v.  Grant,  94  Me.  508,  48 
Atl.  127,  80  Am.  St.  Eep.  415.  Mass. 
Van  Norman  v.  Gordon,  172  Mass.  576, 

53  N.  E.  267.     Mo ^Lieber  v.  Lieber, 

239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458;  Tootle  ■£>. 
Buckingham,  190  Mo.  183,  88  S.  W. 
619.  N.  J. — Denver  City  Waterworks 
Co.  v.  American  Waterworks  Co.^  81 
N.  J.  Eq.  139,  85  Atl.  826;  Gulick  v. 
Loder,  13  N.  J.  L.  65^  23  Am.  Dec. 
■711.  N.  Y. — Gleason  v.  Northwestern 
Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  203  N.  Y.  507,  97 
N.  E.  35;  Suydam  v.  Barber,  18  N.  Y. 
468,  75  Aln.  Dec.  ,254;  Taylor  &  Co.  v. 
Runyan,  3  Clarke  474.  N.  C — Mottu 
t!.^  Davis,  151  N.  C.  237,,  65  S.  E.  969. 
Ohio.— Arndt  v.  Ariidt,  15  Ohio  33. 
Ore. — ^United  States  Fidelity  ■  &  Guar- 
anty Co.  V.  Martini  77  Ore.  369,  149 
Pac.  1023.  Pa. — ^Levison  v.  Blumen- 
thal,  25  Pa.  Super.  55.  Tex — ^Babcock 
V.  Marshall,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  145,  50 
S.  W.  728.  Va — Piedmont,  etc.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Ray,  75  Va.  821.  Wash. 
Clark  V.  Bltinge,  38  Wash.  376,  80  Pac. 
556,  107  Am.  St.  Eep.  858.  W.  Va. 
Roller  V.  Murray,  71  W.  Va.  161,  76 
S.  E.  172;  Wells-Stone  Mercantile  Co. 
V.  Truax,  44  W.  Va.  531,  29  S.  E. 
1006.  Wis. — ^Pree  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  158  Wis.  36,  147  ]S[.  W.  1040. 
[a]  No  greater  effect  will  be  given 
to  the  judgment 'than  it  enjoys  in  the 
sfate  where  rendered.  Conn. — Salmon 
V.  Richardson,  30  Conn.  360,  79  Am. 
Dec.  255;  Wood  v.  Watkinson,  17  Conn. 
500,  44  Am.  Dee.  562.  N.  H — ^Taylor 
V.  Barron,  30  N.  H.  78,  64  Am.  Dec. 
281,    N.  Y.— Van  Cleaf  v.  Burns,  118 
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must  aetermine  as  a  question  of  fact,  the  effect  which  the  judgment 
has  where  rendered.*^ 

e.     Conclusiveness  in  General.  —  If  an  adjudication  is  a  finaP'  and 
binding  and  conclusive  determination  upon  the  merits^^  in  the  state 


N,  Y.  54a,  23  N.  E.  881,  16  Am.  St. 
Eep.  782.  Tex. — Baboock  v.  Marahall, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  45,  50  S.  W.  728. 

97.  Bigelow  v.  Old  Dominion  Cop^ 
Co.,  225  U.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641,  56 
L.  ed.  1009;  Adams  v.  Stenehjem,  50 
Mont.  232,  146  Pac.  469. 

98.  Henry  v.  Henry,  74  W.  Va.  563, 
82  S.  E.  522,  L.  E.  A.  1916B,  1024. 

As  to  when  a  judgment  is  final,  so 
that  it  may  be  relied  upon  as  an 
estoppel,  see  the  title  "Ees  Judicata," 
and  supra,  XVII,  B,  3,  e. 

[a]  Tiiae  When  Enforceable, — The 
full  faith  and  credit  clause  applies, 
just  as  soon  as  the  foreign  judgment  is 
enforceable;  it  is  not  necessary  to  wait 
till  the  time  for  appeal  has  elated. 
Sweetser  v.  Eos;,  43  Utah  40,  134  Pac. 
599.  But  as  to  whether  pendency  of 
appeal  prevents  reliance  upon  former 
adjudication,  see  the  title  "Ees  Judi- 
cata,"  and  supra,  XVTI,  B,  3,  e,   (5). 

99.  U.  S.— Hood  V.  McGehee,  237  IT. 
S.  611,  35  Sup.  Ct.  718,  59  L.  ed.  1144; 
Harris  v.  Balk,  198  U.  S.  215,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  625,  49  L.  ed.  1023;  Christmas  v. 
Eussell,  5  Wall.  290,  18  L.  ed.  475. 
Conn. — Bank  of  North  America  v. 
Wheeler,  28  Conn.  433,  73  Am.  Deo. 
683.  III.— Belton  v.  Fisher,  44  111.  32. 
W.  Va.— EoUer  v.  Murray,  71  W.  Va. 
161,  76  S.  E.  172. 

[a]  An  interlocutory  decreei  is  not 
conclusive  in  another  state.  Ky. 
Baugh  V.  Baugh,  4  Bibb  556.  N.  Y. 
Brinkley  v.  Brinkley,  50  N.  Y.  184,  10 
Am.  Eep.  460.  Wis. — Griggs  v.  Becker, 
87  Wis.  313,  58  N.  W.  396. 

[b]  A  judgment  which  denies  the 
remedy  merely  is  not  always  conclusive 
in  a  sister  state  for  the  reason  that  it 
does  not  reach  the  merits  of  the  claim 
in  controversy.  Brent  v.  Bank,  10  Pet. 
(U.  S.)  596,  9  L.  ed.  547;  Bank  of 
United  States  v.  Donnally,  8  Pet.  (U. 
S.)  361,  8  L.  ed.  974;  Central  Stock- 
yards V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  118 
Fed.  113,  55  C.  C.  *A.  63;  Eoller  v. 
Murray,  71  W.  Va.   161,  76  S.  E.   172. 

[c]  Default. — Judgments  upon  de- 
fault are  enforceable  in  another  state. 
la. — Fred  Miller  Brew.  Co.  v.  Capital 
Ins.  Co.,  Ill  Iowa  590,  82  N.  W.  1023, 
82  Am.   St.   Eop.   529.     La.— Davis  v. 
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Dugas,  11  La.  Ann.  118.  Tenn.— Ste- 
gall  V.  Wyche,  5  Yerg.  83.  Tex. — Nor- 
wood V.  Cobb,  20  Tex.  588. 

A  judgment  by  confession  is  entitled 
to  Tecognition  in  another  state.  See 
XVIII,  B,  S,  f,   (V). 

[d]  Pendency  of  Appeal. — ^Unless 
the  appeal  defeats  the  right  to  im- 
mediately enforce  the  judgment  where 
rendered  it  will  not  prevent  its  en- 
forcement elsewhere.  Oal. — Taylor  v. 
Shew,  39  Cal.  536,  2  Am.  Eep.  478. 
Conn. — Bank  of  North  America  v. 
Wheeler,  28  Conn.  433,  73  Am.  Dec. 
683.  Mass.— Clark  v.  Child,  136  Mass. 
344.  Nev.— Eogers  v.  Hatch,  8  Nev.  35. 
Va. — Piedmont,  etc.  Co.  v.  Eay,  75  Va. 
821. 

[e]  Enforceable  by  Process. — Before 
full  faith  and  credit  can  be  given  to 
such  a  judgment  it  must  appear  that 
it  was  capable  of  enforcement  by  final 
process.  Adams  v.  Stenehjem,  50  Mont. 
232,  146  Pac.  469. 

[f]  The  highest  evidence  (1)  of 
what  faith  and  credit  a  judgment  has 
in  the  state  of  its  origin  is  the  de- 
cisions of  the  court  of  last  resort  of 
that  state.  Free  v.  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  158  Wis.  36,  147  N.  W.  1040.  (2) 
Consequently  where  the  judgment  of 
the  sister  state  sought  to  be  enforced 
was  subsequently  reversed  in  the  su- 
preme court  of  that  state  its  validity 
is  destroyed.  Free  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  158  Wis.  36,  147  N.  W.  1040. 

[g]  The  laws  (1)  of  the  state  where 
judgment  is  rendered  must  be  applied 
in  ascertaining  its  validity.  Ala. 
Forbes  v.  Davis,  187  Ala.  71,  65  So. 
516.  Cal.— Fox  v.  Mick,  20  Cal.  App. 
599,  129  Pac.  972.  El. — Wright  v.  Cos- 
mopolitan Life  Ins.  Assn.,  154  HI.  App. 
201.  Mont. — Adams  i;.  Stenehjem,  50 
Mont.  232,  146  Pac.  469.  Ore.— United 
States  Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co.  v.  Mar- 
tin, 77  Ore.  369,  149  Pac.  1023.  (2) 
In  Wright  v.  Cosmopolitan  Life  Ins. 
Assn.,  154  111.  App.  201,  it  was  ^aid: 
"This  court  must  adopt  and  enforce 
the  construction  of  the  Texas  statute 
given  to  it  by  the  Texas  courts,  and 
hold  that  by  the  entering  of  a  special 
appearance  to  question  the  service 
there  was  a  general  appearance  of  de- 
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■where  rendered,  it  will  be  recognized  as  such  in  every  other  state.^ 


fendant  at  the  succeeding  term,  and 
that  the  Texas  court  had  jurisdiction 
over  the  defendant  to  render  the  judg- 
ment which  was  the  Cause  of  action 
sued  upon  in  this  suit.  The  defendant 
was  under  no  obligation  to  have  ap- 
peared by  counsel  in  the  Texas  court 
to  question  the  service,  if  it  in  fact 
was  not  doing  business  there  and  had 
no  agent  in  that  state,  but  when  it 
went  into  a  court  of  that  state  to  test 
the  question  of  service  of  summons 
under  a  statute  of  that  state  it  made 
itself  subject  to  the  law  of  that  state." 

Judicial  Notice. — As  to  how  far  the 
laws  of  a  sister  state  are  judicially 
noticed,  in  determining  the  faith  and 
credit  to  be  given  to  a  judgment  of 
that  state,  see  the  title  "Judicial  No- 
tice," 7  Enct.  of  Ev.  869. 

[h]  A  judgment  rendered  upon  the 
statute  of  limitations  does  not  bar  an- 
other action  in  a  state  whose  law  has 
not  yet  operated  to  bar  an  action.  Ky, 
Brand  v.  Brand,  116  Ky.  785,  76  S.  W. 
868,  63  L.  E.  A.  206.  Mo. — Wernse  v. 
MePike,  100  Mo.  476,  13  S.  W.  809; 
Fulton  Iron  Works  v.  Eiggin,  14  Mo. 
App.  321.  N.  H. — ^Weeks  v.  Harriman, 
65  N.  H.  91,  18  Atl.  87,  23  Am.  St. 
Eep.  21,  4  L.  E.  A.  744. 

1.  XT.  S. — Converse  v.  Hamilton,  224 
TT.  S.  243,  32  Sup.  Ct.  415,  56  L.  ed. 
749;  Atchison,  etc.  Co.  v.  Sowers,  213 
U.  S.  55,  29  Sup.  Ct.  397,  53  L.  ed. 
695;  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  XT.  S. 
657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123. 
Ala. — ^Bogan  v.  Hamilton,  90  Ala.  454, 
8  So.  186;  Memphis  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Gray- 
son, 88  Ala.  572,  7  So.  122;  Cannon  v. 
Brame,  45  Ala.  262.  CaL-^Lewis  v. 
Adams,  70  Cal.  403,  11  Pao.  833,  59 
Am.  Eep.  423.  Conn. — Freeman's  Ap- 
peal, 71  Conn.  708,  43  Atl.  185;  Bank 
of  North  America  v.  Wheeler,  28  Conn. 
433,  73  Am.  Dee.  683.  Del.— Pritchett 
V.  Clark,  4  Harr.  280.  Fla. — Sammis  v. 
Wightman,  31  Fla.  10,  12  So.  526.  Ga. 
Thompkins  v.  Cooper,  97  Ga.  631,  25 
S.  E.  247;  Powell  v.  Davis,  60  Ga. 
70;  MeCauley  v.  Hargroves,  48  Ga.  50. 
ni.— Belton  V.  Fisher,  44  HI.  32;  Kim- 
mel  V.  Schultz,  1  111.  169.  Ind.— Irose 
V.  Balla,  181  Ind.  491,  104  N.  E.  851; 
Baltimore,  etc.  Co.  v.  Freeze,  169  Ind, 
370,  82  N.  B.  761;  Kingman  v.  Paul- 
son, 126  Ind.  507,  26  N.  E.  393;  Davis 
V.  Lane,  2  Ind.  548,  54  Am.  Dec.  458. 
la. — ^Fred  Miller  Brew.  Co.  v.  Capital 


Ins.  Co.,  Ill  Iowa  590,  82  N.  W.  1023, 
82  Am.  St.  Eep:  529;  Folsom  v.  Winch, 
63  Iowa  477,  19  N.  W.  305.  Kan. 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Camp- 
bell, 5  Kan.  App.  423,  49  Pac.  321. 
Ky. — Calloway  v.  Glenn,  105  Ky.  648, 
49  S.  W.  440.  La.— Walworth  v.  Eolith, 
14  La.  Ann.  205;  West  Feliciana  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Thornton,  12  La.  Ann.  736.  Me. 
Lamberton  v.  Grant,  94  Me.  508,  48 
Atl.  127,  80  Am.  St.  Eep.  415;  Whit- 
ing V.  Burger,  78  Me.  287,  4  Atl.  694; 
Sweet  V.  Brackley,  53  Me.  346.  Md. 
Zimmerman  v.  Helser,  32  Md.  274; 
DuvaU  V.  Fearson,  18  Md.  502;  Wern- 
wag  V.  Pawling,  5  Gill  &  J.  500,  25 
Am.  Dec.  317.  Mass. — ^Van  Norman  v. 
Gordon,  172  Mass.  576,  53  N.  E.  267; 
Brainard  v.  Fowler,  119  Mass.  262. 
Mich. — Wilcox  v.  Kassick,  2  Mich.  165. 
MiBn. — Cone  v.  Hooper,  18  Minn.  531. 
Miss. — Dorsey  v.  Maury,  10  Smed.  & 
M.  298.  Mo. — Tootle  v.  Buckingham, 
190  Mo.  183,  88  S.  W.  619;  Wernse  v. 
McPike,  100  Mo.  476,  13  S.  W.  809. 
Neb.— TunnielifE  v.  Fox,  68  Neb.  811, 
94  N.  W.  1032;  C.  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  V. 
Hayden,  61  Neb.  454,  85  N.  W.  443. 
Nev — Phelps  v.  Duffy,  11  Nev.  80. 
N.  H.— Weeks  v.  Harriman,  65  N.  H. 
91,  18  Atl.  87,  4  L.  E.  A.  744,  23  Am. 
St.  Eep.  21;  Wilbur  v.  Abbott,  60  N. 
H.  40.  N.  J — Barnes  &  Drake  v. 
Gibbs,  31  N.  J.  L.  317,  86  Am.  Dec. 
210;  Gulick  v.  Loder,  13  N.  J.  L.  68, 
23  Am.  Dec.  711.  N.  Y — Baker  v. 
Eand,  13  Barb.  152;  Taylor  v.  Bryden, 
8  Johns.  173.  N.  C. — Edwards  v.  Jones, 
113  N.  C.  453,  18  S.  E.  500;  Walton 
V.  Sugg  61  N.  C.  98,  93  Am.  Dec. 
580.  Ohio. — Burnley  v.  Stevenson,  24 
Ohio  St.  474,  15  Am.  Eep.  621;  Aruit 
V.  Arndt,  15  Ohio  33;  Spencer  v.  Brock- 
way,  1  Ohio  259,  13  Am.  Dec.  615. 
Okla.— Blumle  v.  Kramer,  14  Okla.  366, 
79  Pac.  215.  Pa.— Guthrie  v.  Lowrie, 
84  Pa.  533;  Wetherill  v.  Stillman,  65 
Pa.  105;  Levisou  v.  Blumenthal,  25  Pa. 
Super.  55.  R.  I. — Eathbone  v.  Terry,  1 
E.  I.  73.  S.  C. — Napiere  v.  Gidiere, 
Speers  Eq.  215.  Tenn. — Taylor  v.  Smith, 
36  8.  W.  970;  Topp  v.  Branch  Bank, 
2  Swan  184.  Tex — Cherry  v.  Speight, 
28  Tex.  503;  Cook  v.  Thornhill,  13  Tex. 
293,  65  Am.  Dec.  63.  Vt.— Blodget  v. 
Jordan,  6  Vt.  580.  Va.— Piedmont,  etc. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Eay,  75  Va.  821;  De 
Ende  v.  Wilkinson's  Admr.,  2  Patt.  & 
H.  663.     W.  Va.— Henry  v.  Hpnry,  74 
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d.  Matters  and  Parties  Concluded. — (I,)  Generally.  — When  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter^■of  the  suit  and  of  the  part- 
ies to  it,  its  judgment  is  conclusive  between  the  parties  and  their  priv- 
ies,^ in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed,*  upon 
every  question  directly  in  issue  and  determined  in  the  action  and  upon 
all  facts,  the  finding  of  which  can  be  inferred  from  the  judgment  it- 
self.* The  doctrine  of  merger  applies  to  judgments  rendered  in  courts 
of  a  sister  state.^    Hence  a  judgment  rendered  on  the  merits,"  by  a 


W.  Va.  563,  82  S.  E.  522,  L.  E.  A. 
1916B,  1024;  Wiells-Stone  Mercantile 
Co.  V.  Truax,  44  W.^  Va.  531,  29  S.  E. 
1006;  Sayre's  Admr.  v.  Harpold,  33  "W. 
Va.  553,  11  S.  E.  16.  Wis.— Bradley  v. 
Dells  Lumb.  'Co.,  105  "Wis.  245,  81  N. 
W.  394;  Parker  v.  Stoughton  Mill  Co., 
91  Wis.  174,  64  N.  W.  751,  51  Am. 
^t.  Eep.  881. 

The  early  cases  prior  to  the  decision' 
in  Mills  V.  Duryee,  7  Cranoh  (U.  S.) 
481,  3  L.  ed.  411,  .gave  sister  state 
judgments  only  prima  facie  effect  as 
evidence.    See  XVIII,  B,  2,  a  (note). 

[a]  As  Affected  by  Citizenship  of 
Parties. — The  conclusiveness  of  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  one  state  when  relied 
on  in  another  is  in  no  manner  depend- 
ent upon  the  citizenship  of  the  parties 
to  it.  It  has  equal  vreight  whether 
they  are  American  or  foreigners.  Fisher 
V.  Fielding,  67  Conn.  91,  34  Atl.  714, 
52  Am.  St.  Eep.  270,  32  L.  E.  A.  236. 

2.  XT.  S.-^See  Bigelow  v.  Old  Domin- 
ion, etc.  Co.,  225  U.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  641,  56  L.  ed.  1009.  Ill — Leslie  v. 
Bonte,  130  HI.  498,  22  N.  E.  594,  6 
li.  E.  A.  62.  Ky — Paul  v.  Eogers' 
Admr,,  5  Mon.  164;  Thomas  v.  Beck- 
man,  1  B.  Mon.  29.  La. — Lampton's 
Succession,  35  La.  Ann.  418;  Bacon  v. 
Dahlgreen,  7  La.  Ann.  599.  Me. — Sweet 
V.  Brackley,  53  Me.  346.  Mass.— "Welch 
V.  BurriU,  223  Mass.  87,  111  N.  E.  774; 
"Washburn  v.  Pond,  2  Allen  474.  N.  Y. 
Dobson  V.  Pearce,  12  N.  Y.  156,  1  Abb. 
Pr.  97,  62  Am.  Dec.  152;  Baltimore 
Steam  Packet  Co.  v.  Garrison,  6  Daly 
246;  Muller  v.  Ferry,  54  Hun  637,  7 
N.  T.  Supp.  472,  27  N.  Y.  St.  357,  4 
Silv.  480.  Ohio. — "Woodward  «.  Moore, 
13  Ohio  St.  136.  Pa — Bennett  v.  Cad- 
well's  Exrs.,  70  Pa.  253.  Tenn. — Jones 
V.  Jones,  8  Humph.   705. 

3.  See  generally  supra,  XVII,  B,  3, 
d  and  e,  and  the  title  "R<es  Judicata." 

4.  U.  S.— Harding  v.  Harding,  198 
"tJ.  S.  317,  25  Sup.  Ct.  679,  49  L.  ed. 
1066;  Carpenter  v.  Strange,  141  TJ.  S. 
87,   11   Sup.    Ct.    960,   35   L.    ed.    640; 
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Mills  V.  Duryee,  7  Cranch  481,  3  L.  ed. 
411;  Thomas  v.  Virden,  160  Fed.  418, 
87  C.  C.  A.  370;  Eose  v.  Northwest 
Fire  &  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  67  Fed.  439. 
Ala. — Lehman  v.  Glenn,  87  Ala.  618,  6 
So.  44.  Colo. — Bonfils  v.  Gillespie,  25 
Colo.  App.  496,  139  Pac.  1054.  Conn. 
Freeman's  Appeal,  71  Conn.  708,  43 
Atl.  185.  Del.— Lutz  V.  Eoberts  Cot- 
ton Oil  Co.,  3  Boyce  227,  82  Atl.  60i. 
Ind.— Lieb  v.  Lichtenstein,  121  Ind. 
483,  23  N.  E.  284;  Union  Sav.  Bank 
&  Tr.  Co.  v.  Indianapolis  Lounge  Co., 
20  Ind.  App.  325,  47  N.  E.  846.  I^. 
Cook  V.  Steuben  County  Bank,  1  G. 
Gr.  447.  Mass. — ^Bissell  v.  Briggs,  9 
Mass.  462,  6  Am.  Dec.  88.  Mo. — David- 
son V.  Peck,  4  Mo.  438.  N.  J. — Denver 
City  "Waterworks  Co.  v.  American 
Waterworks  Co.,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  139,  85 
Atl.  826;  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  Eudolph, 
69  N.  J.  Eq.  570,  61  Atl.  26.  N.  Y. 
Atlanta  Hill  Gold  Min.,  etc.  Co.  v.  An- 
drews, 120  N.  Y.  58,  23  N.  E.  987; 
Taylor  v.  Bryden,  8  Johns.  173;  Eng- 
lish V.  Mclutyre,  29  App.  Div.  439,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  697.  Ore — United  States 
Fid.  &  Guar.  Co.  v.  Martin,  77  Ore. 
369,  149  Pac.  1023.  Tenn.— Peak  v. 
Ligon,  10  Yerg.  469.  Va. — ^Buford  v. 
Buford,  4  Munf.  (18  Va.)  241,  6  Am. 
Dec.  511.  W.  Va. — ^EoUer  v.  Murray, 
71  W.  Va.  161,  76  S.  E.  172,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914B,  1139. 

For  a  full  discussion  of  the  extent 
to  which  a  judgment  is  available  as  res 
judicata,  see  the  title  "Res  Judicata." 

5.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  182  Fed.  963, 
105  C.  C.  A.  425;  McCadden  v.  Slauson,  . 
96  Tenn.  586,  36  8.  W.  378. 

6.  U.  S.— Brown  v.  Fletcher,  182 
Fed.  963,  105  C.  C.  A.  425.  Ky.— Brand 
V.  Brand,  li6  Kj.  785,  76  S.  W.  868, 
63  L.  E.  A.  206.  N.  H.— Taylor  v. 
Barron,  30  N.  H.  78,  64  Am.  Dec.  281. 
N.  Y. — Gould  V.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co., 
61  Hun  625,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  895,  40 
N.  Y.  St.  921.  N.  C— Carter  v.  Wil- 
son, 19  N.  C.  276.    Pa — Ha*s  v.  Tier- 
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court, having  jurisdiction  of  both  the  parties  and  the  subject  matter,^ 
which. merges  the  original  cause  of  action  so  as  to  bar  another  action 
thereon  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  recovered,  will  bar  a  subsequent 
suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action  in  another  state,^  or  the  further 
prosecution  of  any  action  which  may  have  been  previously  instituted 
thereon  in  another  state.* 


nan  53  Pa.  192.  Tenn.— Trabue  «.  B. 
H.   Short,   5   Coldw.   293. 

7.  V.  S.— Brown  v.  Fletcher,  182 
Fed.  963,  105  C.  C.  A.  425.  See  Big- 
elow  v.  Old  Dominion,  etc.  Co.,  225 
U.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641,  56  L.  ed. 
1009.  Me.— Middlesex  Bank  v.  But- 
man,  29  Me.  19.  N.  H. — Rangely  v. 
Webster,  11  N.  H.  299;  Whittier  v. 
Wendell,  7  N.  H.  257.  N.  Y.— Fitz- 
simmons  v.  Marks,  66  Barb.  333.  Pa. 
Campbell  v.  Steele,  11  Pa.  394. 

See  infra,  XVIII,  B,  3,  d,  (II); 
XVIII,  B,  4,  b. 

8.  TT.  S.— Brown  k.  Fletcher,  182 
Fed.  963,  105  C.  C.  A.  425.  But  see 
Blaekstone  v.  Miller,  188'  U.  S.  189,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  237,  47  L.  ed.  366,  holding 
that  a  judgment  in  one  state  taxing 
the  inheritance  of  a  citizen  therein 
does  liot  merge  the  right  of  another 
state  to  enforce  by  suit  its  right  to 
impose  a  transfer  tax  upon  a  part  of 
such  inheritance  within  its  borders,  al- 
though it  was  covered  by  the  judgment 
first  rendered,  and  that  the  latter  does 
not  infringe  any  rule  of  constitution- 
al law.  Cal — Morgan  v.  Mutual  Bene- 
fit Life  Ins.  Co.,  16  Cal.  App.  85,  116 
Pac.  385,  389.  Conn.— Hatch  v.  Spof- 
ford,  22  Conn.  485,  58  Am.  Deo.  433. 
D.  0. — Slack  V.  Perrine,  9  App.  Cas. 
128.  lU.— Walters  v.  Walters,  116  111. 
App.  24.  la. — Fred  Miller  Brewing 
Co.  V.  Capital  Ins.  Co.,  Ill  Iowa  590, 
82  N.  W.  1023,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  529. 
Kan.— Caekley  «.  Smith,  47  Kan.  642, 
28  Pac.  617,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  311.  La. 
Denistoun  &  Go.  v.  Payne,  7  La.  Ann. 
333;  Oakey  r.  Murphy,  1  La.  Ann.  372. 
Mei — North  Bank  v.  Brown,  50  Me.  214, 
79  Am.  Dee.  .609;   Cleaves  v.  Lord,  43 

Me.   290.     Md Harryman  v.   Roberts, 

52  Md.  64.  Mass. — Harrington  v.  Har- 
rington, 154  Mass.  517,  28  N.  B.  903; 
Stevens  v.  Gaylord,  11  Mass.  256. 
Mich.— Niles  v.  Lee,  169  Mich.  474,  135 
N.  W.  274.  Mo. — Grimm  v.  Barring- 
ton,  109  Mo.  App.  35,  84  S.  W.  357. 
N.  H.— Xomas  v.  Hilliard,  60  N.  H. 
148;  Child  v.  Eureka  Powder  Works, 
45  N.  H.  547.    N.  J.— Barnes  &  Drake 


V.  Gibbs,  31  N.  J.  L.  317,  86  Am.  Dee. 
210.  Compare,  Kennealy  v.  Leary,  67 
N.  J.  L.  435,  51  Atl.  475.  N.  Y.— Gray 
V.  Richmond  Bicycle  Co.,  167  N.  Y. 
348,  60  N.  E.  663,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 
720;  Merritt  v.  Fowler,  76  Hun  424,  27 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1047.  Ohio.— Sloo  v.  Lea, 
18  Ohio  279.  Pa.— Evans  v.  Cleary,  125 
Pa.  204,  17  Atl.  440,  11  Am.  St.  Rep. 
886;  Hogg  v.  Charlton,  25  Pa.  200; 
Baxley  v.  Linah,  16  Pa.  241,  55  Am. 
Dec.  494,  13  L.  R.  A.  55;  Downing  v. 
Phillips,  4  Yeates  274;  Brace  v.  John 
son,  19  Pa.  Dist.  595.  S.  C— Napier 
V.  Gidiere,  Speers  Eq.  215,  40  Am. 
Dec.  613.  Tenn. — McCadden  v.  Slau- 
son,  96  Tenn.  586,  36  S.  W.  378.  Vt. 
Green  v.  Starr,  52  Vt.  426.  W.  Va. 
Roller  V.  Murray,  71  W.  Va.  161,  76 
S.  E.   172,  Ann.   Cas.   1914B,  1139.     , 

But  see  Hays  v.  Cage,  2  Tex.  501; 
Drane  v.  Gunymere,  2  Pos.  XJnrep.  Cas. 
496;  Davis  v.  Morris'  Exrs.,  76  Va.  21. 

[a]  "It  is  not  the  note  or  account 
sued  on  in  the  state  from  which  the 
transcript  comes,  but  tbe  judgment  ren- 
dered upon  it,  that  is  the  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action,"  where  suit  has  been 
brought  and  judgment  rendered  in  an- 
other state.  Brace  v.  Johnson,  19  Pa. 
Dist.   595. 

[b]  But  under  a  statute  permitting 
a  civil  arrest  notwithstanding  the  pre- 
vious recovery  of  a  judgment  on  the 
debt  in  another  state,  an  action  and 
an  arrest  may  be  maintained  upon  the 
previous  judgment  or  the  original  cause 
of  action.  Pitt  v.  Freed,  78  Hun  614, 
28  N.  Y.  Supp.  863,  60  ,N.  Y.  St.  247. 

9.  Ala. — ^Memphis,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Grayson,  88  Ala.  572,  7  So.  122  16 
Am.  St.  Eep.  69.  Conn.— Bank  of  North 
America  v.  Wheeler,  28  Conn.  433,  73 
Am.  Dee.  683.  Kan.— Union  Pac.  E. 
Co.  V.  Baker,  5  Kan.  App.  253,  47  Pac. 
563.  Me.— Whiting  v.  Burger,  78  Me. 
287,  4  Atl.  694;  North  Bank  v.  Brown, 
50  Me.  214,  79  Am.  Dee.  609.  Md. 
United  States  Bank  v.  Merchants' 
B^nk,  7  Gill  415.  Mass.— Graef  v.  Ber- 
nard, 162  Mass.  300,  38  N.  E.  503. 
N.  H. — Child  V.  Eureka  Powder  Works, 
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Under  the  foregoing  rules,  a  judgment  recovered  in  another  state 
merges  the  cause  of  action  sued  on,  and  is  a  bar  to  an  action  on  any 
claims  or  items,  which  either  were  or  might  and  should  have  been,  ad- 
judicated therein,^"  and  is  conclusive  of  all  defenses  which  actually 
were,  or  might  and  should  have  been  set  up  therein.^^  But  such  judg- 
ment is  not  conclusive  of  a  counterclaim  or  set-off  which  by  the  laws 
of  that  state  the  defendant  was  not  required  to  set  up  in  such  action,^* 
nor  does  a  judgment  in  a  proceeding  in  rem  in  one  state  bar  an  action 
in  personam"  or  against  other  property^*  in  another  state,  upon  the 
same  obligation  for  any  part  of  the  indebtedness  not  satisfied  by  the 
previous  proceedings. 

A  judgment  on  the  merits  against  the  plaintiff  in  one  state,  will  bar 
another  action  against  the  same  defendant  on  the  same  cause  of  action 
in  another  state.^'  i 

Judgment  on  Judgment.  —  The  cases  are  in  conflict  as  to  whether  the 
unsatisfied  judgment  rendered  in  an  action  on  a  judgment  previously 
obtained  in  another  state  merges  the  latter  so  as  to  bar  an  action  there- 
on, or  prevent  the  enforcement  thereof  in  the  state  where  it  was  ren- 
dered. On  the  ground  that  the  two  securities  or  indebtedness  are  of  equal 
degree,  some  courts  hold  that  there  is  no  merger^in  such  case.^^    The 


45  N.  H.  547;  Rogers  v.  Odell,  39  N.  H. 
452.  R.  I. — Paine  v.  Schenectady  Ins. 
Co.,  11  E.  I.  411.  Vt.— McGilvray  v. 
Avery,  30  Vt.  538. 

10.  Montford  v.  Hunt,  3  Wash.  28, 
17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,725;  Baker  v.  Band, 
13  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  152.  Compare,  Bailey 
v.  O'Connor,  19  N.  H.  202. 

11.  Cal. — Meredith  v.  Sta.  Clara  Min. 
Assn.,  56  Cal.  178.     N.  Y.— Patrick  v. 

Shaffer,  94  N.  Y.  423.     N.   0 Morris 

i;.  Burgess,  116  N.  C.  40,  21  S.  E.  27. 

12.  Ala. — Roach  v.  Privett,  90  Ala. 
391,  7  So.  808,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  819. 
la. — Price  v.  Maoomber,  163  Iowa  406, 
144  N.  W.   1020;  Folsom  v.  Winch,  63 

Iowa  477,   19  N.   W.   305.     La Glass 

V.  Wheeliss,  24  La.  Ann.  397;  McPar- 
laud  V.  White,  18  La.  Ann.  394,  396. 
Vt. — See  Carver  v.  Adams,  38  Vt.  500, 
holding  that  a  statute  requiring  a  de- 
fendant to  set  off  a  counter-claim  is 
local  in  its  operation,  and  will  not  bar 
an  action  on  such  counter-claim  in  an- 
other state. 

13.  See  generally  supra,  XVII,  B, 
3,  b,  (I). 

[a]  A  judgment  foreclosing  a  mort- 
gage against  a  non-resident,  without 
provision  for  any  personal  judgment 
because  of  failure  to  get  personal 
service,  lyill  not  bar  an  action  against 
defendant  in  the  state  of  his  domicil 
to  recover  for  the  deficiency.  Spencer 
V.    Sloo,    8    La.    290;    Howard   v.   Mc- 
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Naught,  9  Wash.  355,  37  Pac.  455,  43 
Am.  St.  Eep.  837. 

14..  Jones  v.  Gerock,  59  N.  C.  190; 
Beall's  Admr.  v.  Taylor's  Admr.,  2 
Gratt.   (43  Va.)   532,  44  Am.  Dec.  398. 

15.  la. — Scott  V.  Luther,  44'  Iowa 
570.  Me.— Sweet  v.  Brackley,  53  Me. 
346.  Mass. — Green  v.  Sanborn,  150 
Mass.  454,  23  N.  E.  224.  N.  J.— Brown 
V.  Lexington,  etc.  E.  Co.,  13  N.  J.  Bq. 
191.,  N.  y.— Baker  v.  Rand,  13  Barb. 
152.  Pa. — Sevison  v.  Blumenttal,  9 
Kulp  392.  Va.— Low  v.  Mussey,  41  Vt, 
393. 

Necessity  for  identity  of  causes  of 
action,  see  supra,  XVII,  B,  2,  e,  (I). 

17.  Oal.— Lilly-Brackett  Co.  v.  Son- 
nemann,  163  Cal.  632,  126  Pac.  483. 
Colo. — Wells  V.  Schuster-Hax  Nat. 
Bank,  23  Colo.  534,  537,  48  Pac.  809. 
N.  H.— Weeks  v.  Pearson,  5  N.  H.  324. 
N.  J. — See  Van  Winkle  v.  Owen,  54 
N.  J.  Eq.  253,  34  Atl.  400.  N.  Y.— An- 
drews V.  Smith,  9  Wend.  53;  Bates  v. 
Lyons,  7  Paige  85,  expressly  overrul- 
ing the  contrary  dictum  in  Mitchell  v. 
Bunch,  2  Paige  620. 

[a]  Receivership  proceedings  against 
the  judgment  debtor  may  be  instituted 
in  a  state  where  the  judgment  is  pro- 
cured, notwithstanding  another  judg- 
ment has  been  obtained  thereon  in  an- 
other jurisdiction.  Armour  Bros.  Bkg. 
Co.  V.  Addington,  1  Ind.  Ter.  304,  37 
S.  W.  100. 
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contrary  view  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  the  allowance  of  a  new  suit 
would  entail  a  vexatious  encouragement  of  litigation.^'  But  it  has 
been  held  that  an  action  may  be  brought  in  the  state  of  the  rendition 
of  the  first  judgment  on  the  foreign  judgment  recovered  on  the  first. ^° 
(II.)  Defendants  Non-Resident  or  Not  Served.  —  (A.)  Irr  General. 
A  judgment  in  personam  against  a  non-resident  without  actual  service 
or  voluntary  appearance  but  based  on  constructive  service  by  pub- 
lication will  not  be.  given  force  and  credit  in  the  courts  of  another 
state,^"  but  this  does  not  prevent  due  recognition  being  given  to  a 


[b]  A  creditor's  bill  may  be  based 
upon  the  first  judgment,  even  after  a 
judgment  has  been  obtained  thereon  in 
another  state.  Bates  v.  Lyons,  7  Paige 
(N.  T.)  85.  And  see  "Wells  v.  Schuster- 
Ha±  Nat.  Bank,  23  Colo.  534,  48  Pae. 
809. 

[c]  "A  second  judgment  obtained 
upon  the  first  is  of  no  higher  security 
than  the  first.  Both  should  stand  until 
the  debt  which  is  evidenced  by  them 
is  fully  paid  off  and  satisfied.  The 
first  judgment  is  neither  satisfied, 
merged,  nor  extinguished  by  a  second 
judgment,  on  the  same  cause  of  action, 
or  by  an  afSrmance  thereof  by  a 
superior  court."  Armour  Bros.  Bkg. 
Co.  V.  Addington,  1  Ind.  Ter.  304,  37 
S.  W.  100. 

[d]  "The  reason  why  a  former  re- 
covery for  the  same  cause  is  a  bar 
to  a  second  action  is,  that  the  cause 
of  action  has  passed  in  rem  judicatum, 
and  is  determined  by  the  judgment. 
But  this  reason  does  not  exist  where 
there  has  been  a  recovery  in  another 
state  in  debt  upon  a  judgment  ren- 
dered here.  For  one  judgment  being 
of  as  high  a  nature  as  another,  a  judg- 
ment in  another  state,  cannot  extin- 
guish or  determine  a  judgment  I'en- 
dered  here."  Weeks  v.  Pearson,  5  N. 
H.  324. 

[e]  "We  must  concur  in  this  con- 
clusion that  a  judgment  upon  a  judg- 
ment, being  of  the  same  dignity,  does 
not  fall  within  the  general  rule  that  a 
cause  of  action  is  merged  in  the  judg- 
ment." Springs  v.  Pharr,  131  N.  C. 
191,  193,  42  S.  E.  590. 

18.  Gould  V.  Hayden,  63  Ind.  443, 
450.     ■ 

[a]  In  Gould  v.  Hayden,  63  Ind. 
443,  450,  the  court  said:  "We  aj-e 
aware  that  there  are  respectable 
authorities,  which  are  in  conflict  with 
our  conclusion  in  this  ease;  but  it  has 
seemed  to  us,  after  a  careful  con- 
sideration   of    the    main    question     in- 


volved, that  our  deeisibn  thereof  is  in 
harmony  with  and  supported  by  the 
weight  of  modern  authority,  that  it  is 
just  and  right  in  principle,  and  that, 
as  a  rule  of  law,  it  will  best  subserve 
and  protect  the  rights  of  all  parties." 

19.  Merritt  v.  Fowler,  76  Hun  424, 
27  N.  Y.  Supp.  1047. 

20.  U.  S. — Cole  V.  Cunningham,  133 
U.  S.  107,  10  Sup.  Ct.  269,  33  L.  ed. 
538;  Freeman  v.  Alderson,  119  XT.  S. 
185,  7  Sup.  Ct.  165,  30  L.  ed.  372; 
St.  Clair  v.  Cox,  106  U.  R  350,  1  Sup. 
Ct.  354,  27  L.  ed.  222;  Pennoyer  v. 
Neff,  95  IT.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  565. 
Ark. — Pickett  v.  Ferguson,  45  Ark.  177, 

55  Am.  Eep.  545.  Cal. — Kane  v.  Cook, 
8  Cal.  449.  Conn. — Ward  v.  Connecti- 
cut Pipe  Mfg.  Co.,  71  Conn.  345,  41 
Atl.  1057;  Wood  V.  Watkinson,  17 
Conn.  500,  44  Am.  Dec.  562.  Del. 
Mitchell  V.  Garrett,  5  Houst.  34.-  Ga. 
Ponce  V.  Underwood,  55  Ga.  601.  HI. 
Zepp  V.  Hager,  70  111.  223;  Coe  v.  Gar- 
vey,  130'  111.  App.  221.  Ky.— Baker  v. 
Baker,  Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173 
S.  W.  109;  Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  600.  La.— Feltus  v.  Starke,  12 
La.  Ann.  798.     Md. — Garner  v.  Garner, 

56  Md.  127.  Mass. — Folger  v.  Colum- 
bian Ins.  Co.,  99  Mass.  267,  96  Am. 
Deo.  747.  Mich. — Howard  v.  €oon,  93 
Mich.  442,  53  N.  W.  513;  Tyler  v. 
Peatt,  30  Mich.  63.  Minn.— Boyle  v. 
Musser-Sauntry  Land,  etc.  Co.,  88 
Minn.  456,  93  N.  W.  520,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  538.  Mo. — Western  Assur.  Co.  v. 
Walden,  238  Mo.  49,  141  S.  W.  595; 
Crim  V.  Grim,  162  Mo.  544,  63  S.  W. 
489,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  521,  54  L.  E.  A. 
502;  Wilson  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co., 
108  Mo.  588,  599,  18  S.  W.  286;  Ab- 
bott V.  Sheppard,  44  Mo.  273;  Smith  v. 
McCutcheon,  38  Mo.  415.  N.  Y — Ward 
V.  Boyce,  152  N.  Y.  191,  46  N.  E.  180; 
In  re  James,  146  N.  Y.  78,  40  ^.  E.  876; 
White  V.  Glover,  138  App.  Div.  797,  123 
N.  Y.  Supp.  482.  Ohio. — Arndt  v.  Arndt, 
15  Ohio  33.  Pa.— Scott  v.  Noble,  72  Pa. 
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judgment  confessed  on  warrant  of  attorney  in  the  state  of  its  execu- 
tion and  where  it  is  made  payable,  though  the  defendant  is  a  non- 
resident.^^ 

The  mere  seizure  of  property  of  a  non-resident  defendant  will  not 
authorize  the  rendition  of  a  personal  judgment  against  him  which  the 
courts  elsewhere  would  enforce.^^ 

(B-.)  Joint  Debtoes  oe  Toet-Feasoes.  — A  personal  judgment  against 
two  or  more  joint  debtors  upon  notice  served  upon  one,  though  author- 
ized by  the  laws  of  the  state  where  rendered  has  no  operation  outside 
that  state  as  against  the  defendants  not  served,  and  who  did  not  ap- 
pear,^^  where  judgment  recovered  in  an  action  against  joint  debtors 
in  which  only  one  is  served,  the  other  over  whom  jurisdiction  was  nol; 
obtained,  cannot  plead  such  recovery  in  bar  of  a  subsequent  action 
against  him  in  another  state  ;^*  nor  will  a  recovery  in  one  state  against 
a  joint  debtor  residing  therein,  bar  an  action  in  another  state  against 
one  of  the  debtors  residing  therein.^^  A  judgment  in  favor  of  one 
joint  tort-feasor  in  one  state  will  not  bar  an  action  in  another  state 
against  another  tort-feasor  who  was  not  served  and  did  not  appear  in 
the  first  action,  regardless  of  the  effect  of  the  judgment  in  the  state 
where  rendered.^" 


115,  13  Am.  Rep.  663.  Vt.— Price  v. 
Hickok,  39  Vt.  S92;  Newcomb  v.  Peek, 
17  Vt.  302,  44  Am.  Deo.  340. 

21.  Vennum  v.  Holmberg,  51  Colo. 
306,  117  Pao.  169.  , 

22.  U.  S.— Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U. 
S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  565 ;~  Thompson  v. 
Emmert,  4  McLean  96,  23  Ted.  Gas. 
No.  13,953;  Lincoln  v.  Tower,  2  Mc- 
Lean 473,  15  Fed.  Gas.  No.  8,355.  Ala. 
Joseph  &  Bros.  Co.  v.  Hoffman  &  Mc- 
Neill, 173  Ala.  568,  56  So.  216.  la. 
Melhop  V.  Doane  &  Co.,  31  Iowa  397. 
Kan. — lies  v.  Elledge,  18  Kan.  296. 
Mo. — Sevier  v.  Eoddie,  51  Mo.  580. 
N.  Y. — Bates  v.  Delavan,  5  Paige  299; 
Kilburn  v.  Woodworth,  5  Johns.  37,  41, 
4  Am.  Dec.  321;  Eobinson  v.  Ward's 
Exrs.,  8  Johns.  86,  5  Am.  Dec.  327. 
Ohio. — Arndt  v.  Arndt,  15  Ohio  33. 
Tex.— Ward  v.  McKenzie,  33  Tex.  297, 
7  Am.  Bep,  261. 

23.  U.  S.— Hall  V.  Lanning,  91  U.  S. 
160,  23  L.  ed.  271;  Public  Works  v. 
Columbia  College,  17  Wall.  521,  527, 
21  L.  ed.  687;  D'Arcy  v.  Ketchum, 
11  How.  165,  13  L.  ed.  648.  Ark. 
Pickett  V.  Ferguson,  45  Ark.  177,  55 
Am.  Bep.  545.  la. — Newlon  v.  Heaton, 
42  Towa  593.  Mass. — Stone  v.  Wain- 
wright,  1,47  Mass.  201,  17  N.  E.  301; 
Odora  V.  Denny,  16  Gray  114;  Phelps 
V.  Brewer,  9  Gush.  390,  57  Am.  Dec. 
56.     Pa.— Rogers  v.  Burns,  27  Pa.  525; 
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Steel  V.  Smith,  7  Watts'  &  S.  447,  451. 
Va.— Bowler  v.  Huston,   30   Gratt.   (71 
Va.)    266,  32  Am.  Eep.  673. 
See  supra,'  XVII,  B,  4,  b,  (I). 

[a]  "A  member  of  a  partnership 
firm,  residing  in  one  state,  cannot  be 
rendered  personally  liable  in  a  suit 
brought  in  another  state  against  him 
and  his  co-partners,  although  the  lat- 
ter be  duly  served  with  process,  and 
although  the  law  of  the  state  where  the 
suit  is  brought  authorizes  judgment  to 
be  rendered  against  him."  Hall  v. 
Lanning,  91  V.  S.  160,  23  L.  ed.  271, 
and  see  to  the  same  effect,  Clein  v.  Dia- 
mond, 17  Ga.  App.  652,  87  S.  E.  1101. 

[b]  As  prima  facie  evidence  against 
defendant  not  served,  see  Swift  v. 
Stark,  2  Ore.  97. 

24.  Mich.— Bonesteel  v.  Todd,  9 
Mich.  371,  80  Am.  Dec.  90.  N.  Y. 
Suydam  v.  Barber,  18  N.  Y.-468,  75 
Am.  Dec.  254;  Reed  v.  Girty,  6  Bosw. 
567.  Pa.— Campbell  v.  Steele,  11  Pa/ 
394. 

25.-  Dennett  v.  Chick,  2  Greenl. 
(Me.)  191,  11  Am.  Dec.  59;  Brown  v. 
Birdsall,  29  Barb.   (N.  Y.)   549. 

26.  Bigelow  v.  Old  Dominion,  etc. 
Co.,  225  U.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641, 
56  L.  ed.  1009,  since  there  was  no 
.I'urisdictiori  as  to  the  second  tort- 
feasor, who  was  not  privy  to  the  first . 
action. 
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(C.)  Foreign  Cokpoeation.  — A  judgment  against  a  foreign  corpora^ 
tion  doing  business  in  the  state,  based  on  service  of  process  on  an 
agent  appointed  to  receive  service  is  accorded  recognition  in  another 
state.2' 

e.  Extraterritorial  Effect  on  Property.  —  The  full  faith  and  credit 
clause  does  not  extend  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  one  state  to 
property  situated  in  another  but  only  makes  the  judgment  conclusive 
on  the  merits  of  the  claim  or  subject-matter  of  the  suit.  A  decree  as 
to  the  title  to  land  located  ,in  another  state  will  not  be  recognized 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  in  so  far  as  it  attempts  to  directly  affect  the 
title,^*  nor  will  a  deed  executed  by  an -officer  of  the  court  pursuant  to 
such  a  decree,  be  recognized.^^    The  court,  however,  acting  in  personam 


27.  Lafayette  Ina.  Co.  v.  French, 
18  How.  (XT.  S.)  404,  15  L.  ed.  451; 
Volivar  ii.  Bidhmond  Cedar  Works,  152 
N,  G.  656,  68  S.  E.  200. 

[a]  Service  on.  one  not  an  agent 
of  the  corporation  does  not  confer 
jurisdiction  so  as  to  entitle  the  judg- 
ment to  respect  elsewhere.  Famobrosis 
Soc.  V.  Eoyal  Benefit  Soc,  166  App. 
Div.  593,  l52  N.  Y.  Supp.  84. 

[h]  Agent  CasuaUy  Within  the  Jur- 
isdiction.— Service  on  the  managing 
agent  of  a  foreign  corporation  who  was 
passing  through  the  state  is  void  where 
there  was  no  place  of  business,  prop- 
erty or  agent  in  the  state.  Such  judg- 
ment is  not  due  process  of  law  and 
will  not  be  enforced  extraterritorially. 
U.  S. — See  Goldey  v.  Morning  News, 
156  U.  S.  518,  15  Sup.  Ct.'  559,  39  L. 
ed.  517.  Mich. — Matthews  v.  Montreal 
Mining  Co.,  183  Mich.  541,  150  N.  W. 
327.  N.  H. — Hochstein  v.  James  W. 
Hill  Co.,  76  N.  H.  293,  82  Atl.  171. 
N.  J. — ^Moulin  V.  Trenton  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  24  N.  J.  L.  222. 

As  to  actions  against  foreign  cor- 
porations, see  5  Standard  Peoc.  724. 

28.  IT.  S.— Hood  ».  McGehee,  237  U. 
S.  611,  35  Sup.  Ct.  718,  59  L.  ed.  1144; 
Fall  V.  Eastin,  215  U.  S.  1,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  3,  54  L.  ed.  65;  Clarke  v.  Clarke, 
178  U.  S.  186,  20  Sup.  Ct.  873,  44  L. 
ed.  1028;  Carpenter  v.  Strange,  141  U. 
S.  87,  11  Sup.  Ct.  960,  35  L.  ed.  640; 
'Watts  V.  Waddle,  6  Pet.  389,  8  L.  ed. 
437;  Lynde  v.  Columbus,  etc.  E.  Co., 
57  Fed.  993.  Conn. — Clark's  Appeal, 
70  Conn.  195,  39  Atl.  155.  Del.— Pritch- 
ard  V.  Henderson,  2  Penne.  553,  47  Atl. 
376.  m.— McCartney  v.  Osburn,  118 
HI.  403,  9  N.  E.  210;  City  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Commercial  Bank,  68  HI.  348.  Ind. 
Cooper  V.  Hayes,  96  Ind.  386;  Billan 
V.     Hercklebrath,     23     Ind.     71.       la. 


Blackman  v.  Wright,  96  Iowa  541,  65 
N.  W.  843.  Ky. — ^Baker  v.  Baker,  Ec- 
cles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173  S.  W. 
109;  Short  v.  Galway,  83  Ky.  501,  4 
Am.  St.  Eep.  168.  Mich. — Niles  v. 
Lee,  169  Mich.  474,  135  N.  W.  274. 
N.  J.— Davis  V.  Headley,  22  N.  J.  Eq. 
115.  Ohio. — ^Burnley  v.  Stevenson,  24 
Ohio  St.  474,  15  Am.  Rep.  621;  Price 
V.  Johnston,  1  Ohio  St.  390.  Pa.— Smith 
V.  Eyre,  149  Pa.  272,  24  Atl.  288; 
Pittsburgh,  etc.  E.  Co.  's  Appeal,  8 ,  Sad. 
83,  4  Atl.  385.  Tex.— Morris  v.  Hand,  70 
Tex.  481,  8  S.  W.  210.  W.  Va.— Pied- 
mont Coal,  etc.  Co.  v.  Green,  3  W.  Va. 
54,  98  Am.  Dee.  799. 

[a]  A  probate  decree  cannot  affect 
the  title  to  lands  situated  in  another 
state.  Del. — Pritehard  v.  Henderson, 
2  Penne.  553,  47  Atl.  376;  Fennel's 
Lessee  v.  Weyant,  2  Harr.  501.  111. 
MeGarvey  v. .  Darnall,  134  HI.  367,  25 
N.  E.  1005.  N.  J.— Nelson  V.  Potter, 
50  N.  J.  L.  324,  15  Atl.  375.  Tex. 
Acklin  V.  Paschal,  48  Tex.  147.  W.  Va. 
Hull's  Admr.  v.  Hull's  Heirs,  35  W. 
Va.  155,  13  S.  E.  49,  29  Am.  St.  Eep. 
800. 

[b]  Where  children  adopted  in 
other  states  are  excluded  by  the  stat- 
ute of  descents  of  the  state  where  they 
claim  deceased's  property,  a  refusal  to 
allow  them  to  inherit  is  not  a  denial 
of  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause. 
Hood  V.  MeGehee,  237  U.  S.  611,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  718,  59  L.  ed.  1144. 

.  29.  U.  S.— Watts  V.  Waddle,  6  Pet. 
389,  8  L.  ed.  437.  Ky.— Pag©  v.  Mc- 
Kee,  3  Bush  135,  96  Am.  Dec.  201. 
N.  J. — ^Davis  V.  Headley,  22  N.  J.  Eq. 
115.  Ohio. — Burnley  v.  Stevenson,  24 
Ohio  St.  474,  15  Am.  Eep.  621. 

[a]  A  commissioner's  deed  to  re^I 
estate  made  in  Washington  pursuant 
to   a  decree  of  that   jurisdiction,   con- 
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upon  defendant,  may  compel  him  to  comply  with  its  decree  affecting 
title  to  land  elsewhere  situated,  and  tribunals  of  other  states  will  give 
faith  and  credit  to  the  proceeding  so  far  as  it  operates  in  personam.^" 
f .  Judginents  Operative  in  Other  States.  —  (I.)  Judgments  of  Inferior  ' 
Courts —  Judgments  of  justices  of  ,  the  peace  and  other  inferior 
tribunals  of  sister  states,  when  rendered  by  courts  having  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter,  are  entitled  to  the  same 
sanctity  as  the  judgments  of  courts  of  superior  and  general  juris- 
diction,^^ though  in  some  of  the  earlier  cases  judgments  of  courts  not 
of  record  were  denied  full  faith  and  credit  because  the  act  of  congress 
providing  the  method  of  authentication  was  not  broad  enough  to  in- 
clude them.^^ 


veying  real  estate  in  Nebraska,  does 
not  operate  to  convey  the  legal  title, 
since  the  court  rendering  the  decree 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  res.  Fall 
V.  Eastin,  215  V.  S.  1,  30  Sup.  Ct.  3, 
54  L.  ed.  65. 

30.  U.  S. — "Watkins  v.  Holman  's  Les- 
see, 16  Pet.  25,  10  L.  ed.  873;  Massie 
V.  Watts,  6  Cranch  148,  3  L.  ed.  181. 
Pla.— Winn  u.  •  Strickland,  34  Fla.  610, 
16  So.  606.  la. — Blackman  v.  Wright, 
96  Iowa  541,  65  N.  W.  843.  Mich. 
Niles  V.  Lee,  169  Mich.  474,  135  N.  W. 
274.  N.  J.— Bullock  v.  Bullock,  52  N. 
J.  Eq.  561,  30  Atl.  676,  46  Am.  St. 
Eep.  528,  .27  L.  E.  A.  213.  N.  Y. 
Newton  v.  Bronson,  13  N.  Y.  587,  67 
Am.  Dec.  89. 

[a]  "The  territorial  limitation  of 
ithe  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  a  State 
over  property  in  another  State  has  a 
limited  exception  in  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  court  of  equity,  but  it  is  an  excep- 
tion well  defined.  A  court  of  equity 
havinig  authority  to  act  upon  the  per- 
son may  indirectly  act  upon  real  estate 
in  another  State,  through  the  instru- 
mentality of  this  authority  over  the 
person.  Whatever  it  may  do  through 
the  party  it  may  do  to  give  effect  to 
its  decree  respecting  property,  whether 
it  goes  to  the  entire  disposition  of  it 
or  only  to  effect  it  with  liens  or  bur- 
dens. ...  In  French,  Trustee  v.  Hay, 
22  Wall.  250,  252,  this  court  said  that 
a  court  of  equity  having  jurisdiction 
in  personam  has  power  to  require  a  de- 
fendant 'to  do  or  to  refrain  from  doing 
anything  beyond  the  limits  of  its  ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction  which  it  might 
have  required  to  be  dpne  or  omitted 
within  the  limits  of  such  territory.'  " 
Fall  V.  Eastin,  215  U.  S.  1,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
'  3,  54  L.  ed.  65. 

31.  Ala.— Forbes  v.  Davis,  187  Ala. 
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71,  65  So.  516.  Ark.— Glass  v.  Black- 
well,  48  Ark.  50,  2  S.  W.  257.  Cal. 
Banister  v.  Campbell,  138  Cal.  455,  71 
Pac.  504,  703.  Conn. — Bissell  v.  Ed- 
wards, 5  Day  363,  5  Am.  Dec.  166. 
lU. — Cavanaugh  v.  Morris,  160  111.  App. 
55.  la. — Morrison  Mfg.  Co.  i'.  Eimer- 
man,  127  Iowa  719,  104  N.  W.  279; 
Danforth  ■;;.  Thompson,  34  Iowa  243; 
Gay  V.  Lloyd,  1  G.  Gr.  78,  46  Am. 
Dee.  499.  Kan. — Kitchen  v.  Bellefou- 
taine  Nat.  Bank,  53  Kan.  242,  36  Pac. 

344,  44   Am.   St.   Eep.   282.      Ky See 

Bryant  v.  Shute  's  Exr., .  147  Ky.  268, 
144  S.  W.  28.  Mo.— Howland  v.  Chi- 
cago, E.  L  &  P.  Ey.,  134  Mo.  474,  36 
S.  W.  29.  N.  J.— Hazel  v.  Jacobs,  78 
N.  J.  L.  459,  75  Atl.  903.  N.  C— Lud- 
wick  V.  Fair,  29  N.  C.  422.  Ohio. 
Stockwell  V.  Coleman,  10  Ohio  St.  33; 
Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  Harding,  5  Ohio 
545.  Pa. — Eowley  v.  Carron,  117  Pa. 
52,  11  Atl.  435;  Kean  v.  Eice,  12  Serg. 
&  E.  203.  S.  C. — Lawrence  v.  Gault- 
ney,  Cheves  7.  Tenn. — J.  S.  Menken 
&  Co.  V.  Brinkley,  94  Tenn.  721,  31 
S.  W.  92.  Tex.— Beal  v.  Smith,  14 
Tex:  305.  Vt — Carpenter  v.  Pier,  30 
Vt.  81,  73  Am.  Dec.  288;  Starkweather 
V.  Loomis,  2  Vt.  573. 

32.  Del. — Graham  v.  Grigg  &  Mere- 
dith, 3  Harr.  408.  Ky. — Wood  v.  Wood, 
78  Ky.  624,  1  Ky.  L.  Eep.  358;  Mc- 
Elfatrlck  v.  Taft  &  Son,  10  Bush  160. 
Mass. — Warren  v.  Flagg,  2  Pick.  448. 
N.  H. — Taylor  v.  Barron,  30  N.  H.  78, 
64  Am.  Dec.  281  (because  not  within 
the  act  of  congress  as  to  mode  of 
authentication);  Eobinson  v.  Prescott, 
4  N.  H.  450. 

As  to  whether  the  act  of  congress 
providing  the  method  of  authenticating 
such  judgments  includes  courts  not  of 
record,  see  10  Enct.  op  Ev.  1019,  et 
eeq. 
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(II.)  Decrees  in  Equity.  —  Decrees  in  equity,  as  well  as  judgments  at 
law,  are  included  within  the  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions 
and  will  be  accorded  full  faith  and  credit  in  other  states.^^ 

(III.)  Proliate  Decrees.  — The  rule  extending  full  faith  and  credit  to 
judgments  and  decrees  of  sister  states  applies  to  probate  decrees  of 
every  kind.^* 

(IV.)  Attachment  and  Garnishment.  — A  judgment  in  attachment  or 
garnishment  proceedings,  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of 
the  jurisdiction  where  the  judgment  was  rendered,  will  be  enforced 
in  another  state,^^  and  when  such  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  a 


33.  U.  S. — ^Nations  v.  Johnson,  24 
How.  195,  16  L.  ed.  628.  Fla.— Winn 
V.  Strickland,  34  Fla.  610,  16  So.  606. 
la. — Blackman  v.  Wright,  96  Iowa  541, 
65  N.  W.  843.  Kan.— McLain  v.  Parker, 
88  Kan.  717,  129  Pae.  1140.  Ky. 
Fletcher  v.  Ferrel,  9  Dana  372,  35  Am. 
Dec.  143.  Me. — McKim  v.,  Odom,  12 
Me.  94.  Mass. — Howard  v.  Howard,  15 
Mass.  196.  Mich. — Niles  v.  Lee,  169 
Mich.  474,  135  N.  W.  274.  N.  J — ^Bul- 
lock V.  Bullock,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  561,  30 
Atl.  676,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  528,  27  L.  E. 
A.  213.  N.  Y.— Dobson  v.  Pearce,  12 
N.  Y.  156,  1  Ab.  Pr.  97,  62  Am.  Deo. 
152.  Tenn. — Hunt  V.  Lyle,  6  Yerg. 
412.  Tex.— Patrick  v.  Gibbs,  17  Tex. 
275. 

34.  Ala. — Humes  v.  Bernstein,  72 
Ala.  546;  Brock's  Admr.  v.  Frank,  51 
Ala.  85.  Ga.- -Thomas  v.  Morrisett,  76 
Ga.  384.  HI.— StuU  v.  Veatch,  236  111. 
207,  86  N.  E.  227.  Ind.— Cooley  v.  Kel- 
ley  (Ind.  App.),  96  N.  E.  638.  la. 
Sullivan  v.  Kenney,  148  Iowa  361,  126 
N.  W.  349.  Mo. — Napton  v.  Leaton,  71 
Mo.  358;  Haile  v.  Hill,  13  Mo.  612. 
Ohio. — In  re  Crawford,  21  Ohio  Gir.  Ct. 
554.  Ore.— Wells  v.  Neff,  14  Ore.  66, 
12  Pac.  84,  88.  Tenn. — ^Fitzsimmons  v. 
Johnson,  90  Tenn.  416,  17  S.  W.  100. 

See  more  fully  the  title  "Probate 
Courts." 

[a]  Lack  .  of  jurisdiction  may  be 
shown.  Dickinson  v.  Eidgely,  188  111. 
App.  252;  Baker  v.  Baker,  Bccles  & 
Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173  S.  W.  109.  See 
infra,  XVIII,  B,  4,  b. 

35.  XT.  S. — ^Baltimore  &  O.  Eailroad 
V.  Hostetter,  240  IT.  S.  620,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  475,  60  L.  ed.  829;  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Deer,  200  U.  S.  176,  26 
Sup;  Ct.  207,  50  L.  ed.  426;  Harris  ». 
Balk,  198  IT.  S.  215,  25  Sup.  Ct.  625, 
49  L.  ed.  1023;  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P. 
E.  Co.i;.  Sturm,  174  U.  S.  710,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  797,  43  L.  ed.  1144;  Lyon  v.  Ber- 


tram, 20  How.  149,  15  L.  ed.  847.  Ala. 
Joseph  &  Bros.  Co.  v.  Hoffman  &  Mc- 
Neill, 173  Ala.  568,  56  So.  216;  Gunn 
V.  Howell,  35  Ala.  144,  73  Am.  Dec. 
484.  Ark.— St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Vanderberg,  91  Ark.  252,  120  S.  W. 
993.  Ga. — Molyneux  v.  Seymour,  30 
Ga.  440,  76  Am.  Dee.  662.  IlL— Allen 
V.  Watt,  79  111.  284;  Baltimore  &  O.  S. 
W.  E.  Co.  V.  McDonald,  112  111.  App. 
391.  Ihd.— Baltimore  &  Ohio  E.  Co. 
V.  Freeze,  169  Ind.  370,  82  N.  E.  761; 
Baltimore  &  O.,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  HoUen- 
beek,  161  Ind.  452,  69  N.  E.  136; 
Baltimore  &  Ohio  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Adams,  159  Ind.  688,  68  N.  B.  43,  60 
L.  E.  A.  396;  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  P. 
Ey.  Co.  ■;;.  Meyer,  117  Ind.  563,  19  N. 
E.  320;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Co. 
V.  .Cox,  36  Ind.  App.  291,  73  N.  E. 
120,  114  Am.  St.  Eep.  377.  la.— Steltzer 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  134 
N.  W.  573;  Moore  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  & 
P.  E.  Co^  43  Iowa  385.  La. — Wil- 
liams V.'  St.  Louis,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  109 
La.  90,  33  So.  94.  Md.— Cole  v.  Flit- 
craft,  47  Md.  312.  Mass.— Bayer  v. 
Lovelace,  204  Mass.  327,  90  N.  E.  538; 
Barrow  v.  West,  23  Pick.  270;  Meriam 
V  Eundlett,  13  Pick.  511.  Mo.— West- 
ern Assur.  Co.  V.  Walden,  238  Mo.  49, 
141  S.  W.  595.  Neb.— Hadaeheck  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  74  Neb.  385, 
104  N.  W.  878;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Moore,  31  Neb.  629,  48  N.  W. 
475,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  534.  N.  J.— Na- 
tional Fire  Ina.  Co.  v.  Chambers,  53 
N.  J.  Eq.  468,  32  Atl.  663.  N.  Y. 
Williams  v.  Ingersoll,  89  N.  Y.  508; 
Eobarge  v.  Central  Vermont  E.  E.  Co., 
18  Abb.  N.  C.  363;  Gray  v.  Delaware, 
etc.  Canal  Co.,  5  Abb.  N.  C.  131;  Drake 
V.  De  Silva,  124  App.  Div.  95,  108 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1039.  N.  C— Wright  v. 
Southern   E.    Co.,   141    N.    C.     164,    53 

S.    E.    831.      Pa Morgan    v.    Neville, 

74    Pa.    52.     B.    I. — Cross    v.     Brown, 
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non-resident  upon  constructive  service,  it  is  valid  and  binding  to  the 
extent  of  t|he  property  previously  seized  in  the  hands  of  persons'  within 
the  jurisdiction.^' 

(V.)  Judgments  Upon  Confession.  —  A  money  judgment  rendered  in 
another  state  upon  confession  will  be  given  recognition  under  the  full 
faith  and  credit  clause.^'  The  rule  applies  to  judgments  rendered 
without  process  but  upon  the  authorization  of  a  warrant  of  attorney 
to  appear  and  confess  judgment  for  defendant,^*  providing  the  author- 


19  E.  I.  220,  33  Atl.  147.  Tex.— -Berry 
V.  Davis,  77  Tex.  191,  13  S.  W.  978,  19 
Am.  St.  Eep.  748. 

[a]  Notice  to  the  employe  is  not 
necessary  in  a  garnishment  proceeding 
under  the  laws  of  Virginia.  Where  an 
employee  residing  in  West  Virginia, 
was  given  no  notice  of  proceedings 
in  Virginia  to  garnish  his  wages,  the 
ensuing  judgment  is  nevertheless  valid, 
and  may  be  pleaded  by  the  employer 
in  a  suit  brought  by-  the  employee  in 
West  Virginia  to  collect*  the  wages. 
Baltimore  & .  Ohio  E.  E.  ■;;.  Hostetter, 
240  U.  S.  620,  36  Sup.  Ct.  475,  60  L. 
ed.  829. 

[b]  If  there  be  a  law  of  the  state 
providing  for  the  attachment  of  the 
debt,  then  if  the  garnishee  be  found 
in  the  state,  and  process  be  personally' 
served  upon  him  therein  the  court  ac-, 
quires  jurisdiction  over  him,  and  can 
garnish  the  debt  due  from  him  to  the 
debtor  of  the  plaintiff,  provided  the 
garnishee  could  himself  be  sued  by  his 
creditor  in  that  state.  Harris  v.  Balk, 
198  TJ.  S.  ^15,  25  Sup.  Ct.  625,  49  L. 
ed.  1023. 

[e]  Jurisdiction  To  Garnish. — Gar- 
nishment may  be  made  in  any  state 
where  the  garnishee  may  be  found,  and 
the  judgment  against  the  garnishee 
must  be  given  full  faith  and  credit  in 
every  other  state;  Harris  v.  Balk,  198 
U.  S.  215,  25  Sup.  Ct.  625,  49  L.  ed. 
1023. 

[d]  Seizure  of  Goods  From  Carrier. 
In  a  suit  brought  against  a  carrier  for 
the  value  of  goods  shipped,  the  carrier 
may  plead  a  judgment  of  another  state 
by  virtue  of  which  the  goods  were 
seized  from  the  carrier's  possession  and 
sold;  the  carrier  being  free  from  fraud 
or  collusion.  American  Express  Co.  v. 
Mullins,  212  TJ.  S.  311,  29  Sup.  Ct.  381, 
53  L.  ed.  525. 

36.  U.  S. — Green  v.  Van  Buskirk, 
7  Wall.  139,  ,19  L.  ed.  109.  Del.— Lutz 
V.  Roberts-  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  3  Boyee  227, 
82   Atl.  601.     Ga.— Molyn.eux    v.    Sey- 

Voi,  ?;v 


mour,  30  Ga.  440,  76  Am.  Dec.  662. 
la. — Moore  v,  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  43  Iowa  385;  Melhop  v.  Doane  & 
Co.,  31  Iowa  397,  7  Am.  Eep.  147. 
Mass.— Hall  v.  Williams,  6  Pick.  232, 
17  Am.  Dec.  356.  Mo. — Western  Assur. 
Co.  V.  Walden,  238  Mo.  49,  141  S.  W. 
595.  Neb. — Hadacheck  v.  Chicago,  B. 
&  Q.-  E.  Co.,  74  Neb.  385,  104  N.  W. 
878.  Pa. — Moore  v.  Spackman,  12  Sergj 
&  E.  287.. 

As  to  the  validity  of  a  judgment  in 
personam  in  such  proceedings,  see  supra, 
XVIII,  B,  3,  d,    (II),    (A). 

37.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v. 
GrifBn  Eoofing  Co.,  150  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1075;  Tourtelot  v.  Booker  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  160  S.  W.  293. 

38.  U.  S. — National  Exchange  Bank 
V.  Wiley,  195  U.  S.  257,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
70,  49  L.  ed.  184.  Colo. — Vennum  v. 
Holmberg,  51  Colo.  306,  117  Pac.  169. 
Ind.— Irose  v.  Balla,  181  Ind.  491,  104 
N.  E.  851.  Mass. — Van  Norman  v.  Gor- 
don, 172  Mass.  576,  53  N)  E.  267,  70 
Am.  St.  Eep.  304;  Henry  v.  Estes,  127 
Mass.  474.  Mo. — ^First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
White,  220  Mo.  717,  120  S.  W.  36; 
Crim  V.  Grim,  162  Mo.  544,  63  S.  W. 
489,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  521,  54  L.  E.  A. 
502;  Jarrett  v.  Sippely,  175  Mo.  App. 
197,  167  S.  W.  975;  Central  Pennsyl- 
vania Conference,  etc.  v.  Larue,  164 
Mo.  App.  93,  148  S.  W.  152.  m/  J. 
Hazel  V.  Jacobs,  78  N.  J.  L.  459,  75 
Atl.  903;  Shelmerdine  v.  Lippiucott,  69 
N.  J.  L.  82,  54  Atl.  237;  Hendriokson 
V.  Fries,  45  N.  J.  L.  555.  N.  Y.— Ma- 
lone  v..  Bocker,  82  Misc.  438,  143  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1095. 

[a]  Where  entered  by  the  clerk  in 
vacation  such  a  judgment  is  just  as 
binding  as  though  the  authority  were 
exercised  by  the  court  acting  in  term 
time.  Vennum  v.  Holmberg,  51'  Colo. 
306,  117  Pac.  169. 

[b]  The  clerk's  power  must  be  giv- 
en by  the  instrument.  Thus  in  Grover 
&  Baker-  S,  M.  Co.  'v.  Eadcliffe,  137 
U,  S.  287,   11  Sup.   Ct.  92,  34  L.   ed. 
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ity  to  thus  enter  the  judgment  is  strictly  pursued.*' 

g.  Method  of  Enforcement  of  Judgment.  —  Since  the  sister  state 
judgment  does  not  operate  directly  upon  property  of  the  forum,  it  is 
not  there  enforceable  by  means  of  process  upon  the  judgment  itself,*" 
nor  generally  by  a  creditor's  bill.*^  Its  benefits  can  be  secured  only 
by  using  it  as  the  basis  of  an  action,*^  or  a  defense,  or  as  evidence  upon 
some  issue  to  which  it  is  relevant.*^ 


670,  it  was  held  that  a  power  to  con- 
fess judgment  given  to  "any  attorney 
of  any  court  of  record"  was  not  author- 
ity to  a  prothoiotary  in  Pennsylvania 
to  enter  such  confession,  which  would 
be  recognized  outside  Pennsylvania,  al- 
though authorized  by  the  laws  of  that 
state. 

[c]  The  instrumeht  must  clearly 
show  the  sum  to  be  confessed.  As  was 
said  in  Central  Pennsylvania  Confer- 
ence Educational  Society  v.  La  Eue, 
164  Mo.  App.  93,  148  S.  W.  152:  "While 
a  prothonotary  ih  a  foreign  state  may 
enter  a  judgment  as  by  confession, 
when  duly  authorized  in  the  writing 
evidencing  the  defendant's  debt,  and 
such  judgment  will  be  given  full  faith 
and  credit  in  a  suit  upon  it  in  this 
state  (Randolph  v.  Keiler,  21  Mo.  557; 
Grim  v.  Crim,  162  Mo.  544,  63  S.  W. 
489,  54  L.  B.  A.  502,  85  Am.  St.  Eep. 
521),  yet,  if  the  duty  of  the  pro-* 
thonotary  cannot  be  ascertained  from 
the  provisions  of  the  obligatory  paper, 
and  the  precise  sum  for  which  judg- 
ment should  be  rendered  cannot  be 
ascertained  from  the  paper,  and  an  in- 
quiry aliunde  the  paper  is  required,  it 
must  pass  under  judicial  scrutiny  and 
direction  and  cannot  be  acted  upon  by 
the  prothonotary." 

[d]  Affidavit  Wanting  or  Defective. 
As  between  the  parties  a  confession  of 
judgment  without  afB.davit  or  upon  de- 
fective affidavit  is  good  and  will  be 
enforced  in  another  state.  Irose  v. 
Balla,  181  Ind.  491,  104  N.  B.  851. 

39.  U.  S.— Grover  &  Baker  S.  M. 
Co.  V.  Eadcliffe,  137  U.  S.  287,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  92,  34  L.  ed.  670;  National  Bank 
V.  Wiley,  195  U.  S.  257,  25  Sup.  Ct.  70, 
49  L.  ed.  184.  111. — Cavanaugh  v.  Mor- 
ris, 160  HI.  App.  55.  Mo.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  White,  220  Mo.  717,  120  S.  W. 
36;  Hester  v.  Frink,  189  Mo.  App.  40, 
176  S.  W.  481;  Central  Pennsylvania 
Conference,  etc.  v.  La  Eue,  164  Mo. 
App.  93,  148  S.  W.  152.  N.  J.— Hazel 
V.  Jacobs, '  78  N.  J.  h.  459,  75  Atl. 
903. 


[a]  Where  entry  in  favor  of  the 
holder  of  a  promissory  note  was  author- 
ized by  the  instrument,  it  -could  be 
shown  in  an  action  upon  the  judgment 
elsewhere  that  appearance  was  by  one 
not  a  holder.  National  Ex.  Bank  v. 
Wiley,  195  U.  S.  257,  25  Sup.  Ct.  70, 
49  L.  ed.  185. 

[b]  Power  given  to  an  attorney  only 
to  confess  the  judgment  will  not 
authorize  the  entry  of  such  judgment 
without  the  appearance  of  an  attorney. 
Grover  &  Baker,  etc.  Co.  v.  Eadcliffe, 
137  U.  S.  287,  11  Sup.  Ct.  92,  34  L.  ed. 
670. 

40.  XT.  S.— Cole  «.  Cunningham,  133 
U.  S.  107,  10  Sup.  Ct.  269,  33  L.  ed. 
538;  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Wiggins 
Ferry  Co.,  108  U.  S.  18,  1  Sup;  Ct.  614, 
27  L.  ed.  636.  Fla. — Carter  v.  Ben- 
nett, 6  Fla.  214.  HI.— Leathe  v.  Thom- 
as, 109  111.  App.  434,  475;  Dunham  v. 
Dunham,  57  HI.  App.  475.  La. — ^Brigot's 
Heirs  v.  Brigot,  49  La.  Ann.  1428,  22 
So.  641;  Tiirley  v.  Dreyfus,  35  La. 
Ann.  510.  Me. — Lamberton  v.  Grant, 
94  Me.  508,  48  Atl.  127,  80  Am.  St. 
Eep.  415.  Md. — Zimmerman  v.  Helser, 
32  Md.  274.  Mass.— Kelley  v.  Kelley, 
161  Mass.  Ill,  36  N.  E.  837,  25  L.  E. 
A.  806,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  389;  Cun- 
ningham V.  Butler,  142  Mass.  47,  6 
N.  E.  782,  56  Am..  Eep.  657.  Mo. 
Barney  v.  White,  46  Mo.  137.  Neb. 
Weaver  v.  Cressman,  21  Neb.  675,  33 
N,  W.  478.  N.  J.— Elizabeth  Town 
Sav.  Inst;  V.  Gerber,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  130; 
Chew  V.  Brumagim,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  520. 
N.  O. — McLure  v.  Benceni,  37  N.  C. 
513,  40  Am.  Dec.  437.  Tex. — Jones  v. 
Boulware,  39  Tex.  367. 

41.  See  6  Standard  Pro'o.  183,  n. 
32. 

42.  See  cases  in  preceding  notes. 
As  to  actions  on  judgments,  see  the 

title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  Enforce^ 
ment  pf,"  and  supra,  XVII,  D. 

43.  Fla. — Carter  v.  Bennett,  6  Fla. 
214.  La.— Turley  v.  Dreyfus,  35  La. 
Ann.  510.  Neb. — Weaver  v.  Cressman, 
21   Neb.   675,  33   N.  W.  478.      N.    J, 
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h.  Equitable  Relief  Against.  —  A  ground  of  equitable  relief  against 
a  judgment  available  where  the  judgment  is  rendered  is  available  in 
another  state,**  providing  the  courts  of  the  latter  state  are  not  want- 
ing in  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  particular  remedy.*^  Thus  if  fraud 
in  procuring  the  judgment  authorizes  the  courts  of  the  sister  state 
to  restrain  its  enforcement,  it  will  likewise'  be  restrained  in  the  courts 
of  the  state  where  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced.*^ 

4.  Impeachment  of  Judgment.  —  a.  OroiJknds  in  General.  —  The 
grounds  upon  which  judgments  may  be  impeached,  have  been  else- 
where discussed  wilh  respect  to  judgments  generally,*'  and  these 
grounds,  with  some  limitations,  as  will  hereafter  appear,  are  equally 
available  in  case  of  judgments  of  sister  states. 

b.  Jurisdictional  Inquiries. — (I.)  Generally.  — The  requirement 
that  full  faith  and  credit  be  given  to  a  judgment  of  a  sister  state  does 
not  preclude  an  inquiry  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering 
the  same.  It  is  always  permissible  to  impeach  the  judgment  by  show- 
ing that  the  court  in  which  it  was  recovered  had  no  jurisdiction  of 
the  parties  or  the  subject-matter  or,  when  it  assumes  the  character  of 
an  action  or  proceeding  in  rem,  that  jurisdiction  of    the    res    was 


Elizabeth  Town  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Gerber, 
34  N.,  J.  Eq.  130.  N.  C— McLure  v. 
Benceni,  87  N.  C.  513,  40  Am.  Dec. 
437. 

44.  ni.— Allen  v.  Watt,  79  HI.  284. 
N.  J.— Davis  V.  Headley,  22  N.  J.  Eq. 
115.  W.  Va.— EoUer  v.  Murray,  71  W. 
Va.  161,  76  S.  E.  172. 

As  to  equitable  relief  generally,  see 
swpra,  XV,  and  the  title  "Judgments 
and  Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

45.  Babcock  v.  Marshall,  21  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  145,  50  S.  W.  728. 

46.  Conn. — Stanton  v.  Embrjr  46 
Conn.  65;  Pearee  v.  Olney,  20  Conn. 
544.  lU.— Allen  v.  "Watt,  79  HI.  284; 
Cooper  V.  Tyler,  46  111.  462,  95  Am. 
Dee.  442.  Mo. — Payne  v.  O'Shea,  84 
Mo.  129;  Ward  v.  Quinlwin,  57  Mo. 
425.  Neb. — ^Eaton  v.  Hasty,  6  Neb. 
419,  29  Am.  Eep.  365.  N.  J. — Davis 
v.  Headley,  22  -N.  J.  Eq.  115.  N,  Y. 
Gray  v.  Eiohmond  Bicycle  Co.,  167  N. 
Y.  348,  60  N.  E.  663,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
720.  Tenn. — Winchesfer  v.  Jackson,  3 
Hayw.  305;  Wilson  v.  Eobertson,  1 
Overt.  266.  Tex. — Babcock  v.  Marshall, 
21  Tex.   Civ.   App.   145,  50   S.  W.  728. 

[a]  Preventing  a  Meritorious  De- 
fense.— Fraudulent  conduct  of  plaintifE 
in  violation  of  an  agreement  to  dismiss 
the  suit,  whereby  the  defendant  was 
deprived  of  a  meritorious  defense,  if 
ground  for  restraining  the  enforcement 
of  the  judgment  in  the  state  where 
rendered,  will  justify  the  courts  of  a 
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different  state  in  restraining  it. 
Babcock  v.  Marshall,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
145,  50  S.  W.  728.  Upon  this  subject 
the  court  in  this  case  said:  "Now,  it 
is  clear  that  the  judgments  of  a  sister 
state  are  entitled  to  no  more  respect 
or  credit  than  is  given  to  the  domestic 
judgments  of  the  state  where  they  are 
afterwards  sought  to  be  enforced,  and, 
as  said  in  the  opinion  quoted,  they 
do  not  carry  with  them  the  rights  that 
flow  from  domestic  judgments.  Equity 
acts  upon  the  person;  and  where  the 
owner  of  a  domestic  judgment,  which 
was  obtained  by  fraud  in  the  courts 
of  this  state,  seeks  to  enforce  it,  they 
will,  in  a  proper  ease,  where  the  com- 
plainant has  not  been  guilty  of  laches, 
interpose  their  remedial  relief  by  in- 
junction, and  restrain  the  person  guil- 
ty of  the  fraud  from  consummating 
his  wrong.  And  in  cases  of  this  char- 
acter, it  is  upon  the  person  of  the 
wrongdoer  that  equity  fastens  its  re- 
straining power;  and,  if  the  courts  of 
this  state  have  the  power — which  they 
undoubtedly  have  —  to  restrain  the 
fraudulent  owner  of  a  domestic  judg- 
ment from  enforcing  it,  a  like  power 
could  be  exercised  to  restrain  one  who 
cOmes  into  the  courts  of  this  state,  and 
seeks  to  enforce  the  judgment  of  an- 
other state." 

Impeachment  for  fraud,  see  infra, 
XVIII,  B,  4,  e. 

47.    See  suyra,  ZVI. 
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wanting.**     It  is  sometimes  stated  that  the  inquiry  into  jurisdiction 


48.  U.  S.— Priest  1>.  Trustees  of  Las 
Vegas,  232  U.  S.  604,  34  Sup.  Ct.  443, 
58  L.  ed.  751;  Thompson  v.  Thompson, 
226  U.  S.  551,  33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57  L. 
ed.  347;  Bigelow  v.  Old  Dominion  Cop- 
per Co.,  225  U.  S.  Ill,  32  Sup.  Ct.  641, 
56  L.  ed.  1009;  Fall  v.  Eastin,  215  TJ. 
S.  1,  30  Sup.  Ct.  3,  54  L.  ed.  65;  Wet- 
more  V.  Karriek,  205  TJ.  S.  141,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  434,  51  L.  ed.  745;  Old  Wayne  Life 
Assn.  V.  McDonough,  204  U.  S.  8,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  236,  51  L.  ed.  345;  National 
Exch.  Bank  v.  Wiley,  195  U.  S.  257, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  70,  49  L.  ed.  184;  Eeynolds 
1).  Stockton,  140  U.  S.  254,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
773,  35  L.  ed.  464;  Pennoyer  v.  Neffi, 
95  U.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  565;  D'Arcy 
V.  Ketchum,  11  How.  165,  13  L.  ed. 
648;  Thompson  v.  Whitman,  18  Wall. 
457,  21  L.  ed.  897;  Christmas  v.  Bus- 
sell,  5  Wall.  290,  18  L.  ed.  475;  Parker 
V.  Parker,  222  Fed.  186,  137  C.  C.  A. 
626;  Thomas  v.  Virden,  160  Fed.  418, 
87  C.  C.  A.  370;  Chinn  v.  Foster-Mil- 
burn  Co.,  195  Fed.  158;  Parker  v.  Kel- 
ley,  166  Fed.  968;  Davis  v.  Davis,  164 
Fed.  281.  Ala.— Gunn  v.  Howell,  27 
Ala.  663,  35  Ala.  144,  73  Am.  Dec. 
484.  eal.— Kane  v.  Cook,  8  Cal.  449; 
Fox  V.  Mick,  20  Cal.  App.  599,  129  Pac. 
972;  Stierlen  v.  Stierlen,  18  Cal.  App. 
609,  124  Pac.  225,  228.  Conn.— Fisher 
V.  Fielding,  67  Conn.  91,  34  Atl.  714, 
52  Am.  St.  Rep.  270,  32  L.  E.  A.  236; 
Wood  V.  Watkinson,  17  Conn.  500,  44 
Am.  Deo.  562;  Dennison  v.  Hyde,  6 
Conn.  508.  Del. — ^Lutz  v.  Roberts  Cot- 
ton Oil  Co.,  3  Boyce  227,  82  Atl.  601. 
Ga. — McCauley  v.  Hargroves,  48  Ga. 
50,  15  Am.  Eep.  660;  Frank  v.  Wolf, 
17  Ga.  App.  468,  87  S.  E.  697.  Idaho. 
Thura  V.  Pyke,  8  Idaho  11,  66  Pac. 
157.  in.— Flexner  v.  Farson,  268  HI. 
435,  109  N.  E.  327;  Forsyth  v.  Barnes, 
228  m.  326,  81  N.  B.  1028,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  710;  Forrest  v.  Fey,  218  Dl.  165, 
75  N.  B.  789,  109  Am.  St.  Eep.  249, 
1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  740;  Field  v.  Field, 
215  111.  496,  74  N.  E.  443;  Tucker  v. 
People,  122  HI.  583,  13  N.  B.  809; 
Zepp  V.  Hager,  70  111.  223;  Dickinson 
V.  Eidgely,  188  HI.  App.  252;  Coe  v. 
Garvey,  130  HI.  App.  221.  Ind.— Irose 
V.  Balla,  181  Ind.  491,  104  N.  E.  851; 
Bailey  v.  Martin,  119  Ind.  103,  21  N.  E. 
346;  Hood  v.  State,  56  Ind.  263,  26  Am. 
Eep.  21;  Eisley  v.  Indianapolis,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  Wils.  '572;  Eoberts  v.  Leutzke, 
39  Ind.   App.   577,  78  N.  E.   635.     la. 


O'Eourke  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  55 
Iowa  332,  7  N.  W.  582;  McBride  v. 
Harn,  48  Iowa  151.  Kan. — Robinson 
V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  ,96  Kau. 
137,  150  Pac.  636;  Thorn  v.  Salmonson, 
37  Kan.  441,  15  Pac.  588;  Mastin  v. 
Gray,  19  Kan.  458,  27  Am.  Eep.  149; 
Litowich  V.  Litowich,  19  Kan.  451,  27 
Am.  Eep.  145;  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Campbell,  5  Kan.  App.  423, 
49  Pac.  321.  Ky. — Baker  v.  Baker, 
Eccles  &  Co.,  162  Ky.  683,  173  S.  W. 
109;  Eogers  v.  Eogers,  15  B.  Mon.  364. 
La. — McLaren  &  Co.  v.  Kehler,  23  La. 
Ann.  80,  8  Am.  Eep.  592;  Morris  v. 
Bailey,  15  La.  Ann.  2.  Md. — Mundy  v. 
Jacques,  116  Md.  11,  81  Atl.  289; 
Grover,  etc.  Co.  v.  Radcliffe,  66  Md. 
511,  8  Atl.  265.  Mass. — Wright  v.  An- 
drews, 130  Mass.  149;  Folger  v.  Colum- 
bian Ins.  Co.,  99  Mass.  267,  96  Am. 
Dec.  747;  Bissell  v.  Briggs,  9  Mass. 
462,  468,  6  Am.  Dec.  88;  Bartlet  v. 
Knight,  1  Mass.  401,  2  Am.  Dec.  36; 
Hall  V.  Williams,  6  Pick.  232,  240; 
Gillespie  v.  Com.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  12 
Gray  201.  Mich. — Mathews  v.  Mon- 
treal Min.  Co.,  183  Mich.  541,  150  N. 
W.  127;  Farrow  v.  Railway  Conductors' 
Co-op.  Protective  Assn.,  178  Mich.  639, 
146  N.  W.  147;  Marshall  v.  E.  M. 
Owen  &  Co.,  171  Mich.  232,  137  N.  W. 
204;  O'Dell  V.  GofE,  153  Mich.  643,  117 
N.  W.  59.  Miss.— Miller  v.  Bwing,  8 
Smed.  &  M.  421.  Mo — Lieber  v. 
Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458; 
Sevier  v.  Eoddie,  51  Mo.  580;  Marx 
V.  Fore,  51  Mo.  69,  11  Am.  Rep.  432; 
Hester  v.  Frink,  189  Mo.  App.  40,  176 
S.  W.  481.  Neb.— C.  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Hayden,  61  Neb.  454,  85  N.  W.  443. 
N,  H. — Hochstein  v.  James,  76  N.  H. 
293,  82  Atl.  171;  Downer  v.  Shaw,  22 
N.  H.  277.  N.  J.— Jardine  v.  Eeiohert, 
39  N.  J.  L.  165;  Chew  v.  Brumagim, 
21  N.  J.  Eq.  520.  N.  Y.— Gleason  v. 
Northwestern  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  203/ 
N.  Y.  507,  97  N.  E.  35;  Olmsted  v. 
Olmsted,  190  N.  Y.  458,  83  N.  E.  569; 
Vilas  V.  Plattsburgh  &  M.  E.  E.  Co., 
123  N.  Y.  440,  25  N.  E..  941;  Kerr 
V.  Kerr,  41  N.  Y.  272;  Shumway  v. 
Stillman,  4  Cow.  292,  15  Am.  Dec.  374; 
Faraobrosis  Soc.  v.  Eoyal  Benefit  Soc, 
166  App.  Div.  593,  152  N.  Y.  Supp. 
84;  ,Malone  v.  Booker,  82  Misc.  438, 
143  N.  Y.  Supp.  1095;  In  re  Akins' 
Est.,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  310;  Smith  v. 
Oliver,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  73;   Holcomb 

Vol.  XV 


664 


JVDOMMfS 


is  permitted  to  the  same  extent  to  which  it  could  be  had  in  respect  io 
a  domestic  judgment,**  but  as  a  rule,  the  record  of  a  foreign  judgment 
may  be  contradicted  in  respect  to  jurisdictional  facts  to  an  extent  not 
allowed  in  case  of  a  domestic  judgmentj^"  and  even  though  the 
process  upon  which  the  judgment  was  based  may  be  valid  in  the 
sister  state  it  will  not  necessarily  be  considered  so  in  the  forum.^^ 
(ri.)  Presumptions.  —  As  with  domestic  judgments  of  courts  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction,^^  so  in  case  of  judgments  of  sister  states  rendered  by 
such  tribunals,  it  will  be  presumed,  xhere  nothing  to  the  contrary  ap- 
pears upon  the  record  that  the  court  possessed  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties  and  the  subject-matter.^^    Such  presumption,  however,  is  mere- 


V.  Kelly,  114  N.  T.  Supp.  1048;  Grider 
V.  Corbin,  IIB  App.  Div.  818, 
102  N.  T.  Supp.  181.  N.  C. 
Davidson  v.  Sharpe,  28  N.  C.  14;  Irby 
V.  Wilson,  21  N.  C.  568.  N.  D — Marin 
v.  Augedahl,  32  N.  D.  536,  156  N.  W. 

101.     Okla ^Barl    v.    Earl,    149    Pac. 

1179;  Anderson  v.  Ganaday,  37  Okla. 
171,  131  Pae.  697.  Ore.— United  States 
Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co.  v.  Martin,  77 
Ore.  369,  149  Pac.  1023.  Pa.— McNutt 
V.  Bake  well,  223  Pa.  364,  72  Atl.  639; 
Wissler  v.  Herr,  162  Pa.  552, '29  Atl. 
862;  Noble  v.  Thompson  Oil  Co.,  79 
Pa.  854,  21  Am.  Eep.  66.  S.  D. — Eice 
V.  Bennett,  29  S.  D.  341,  137  N.  W. 
859.  Tenn. — Barrett  v.  Oppenheimer,  12 
Heisk.  298.  Tex.— Stuart  v.  Cole,  42 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  478,  92  S.  W.  1040; 
Morgan  v.  Morgan,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
315,  21  S.  W.  154.  Vt.— Carpenter  v. 
Pier,  30  Vt.  81,  73  Am.  Dee.  .  288. 
W.  Va.— Roller  v.  Murray,  71  W.  Va. 
161,  76  S.  E.  172;  Stewart  v.  Stewart, 
27  W.  Va.  167. 

As  to  judgment  against  non-residents 
or  persons  over  whom  jurisdiction  has 
not  been  acquired,  see  supra,  XVIII,  B, 
3,  d,  (II),  and  infra,  XVIII,  B,  5. 

49.  U.  S.— Davis  v.  Davis,  174  Fed. 
786,  98  C.  C.  A.  494.  Ind.— Citizens ' 
State  Bank  v.  Read,  45  Ind.  App.  158, 
90. N.  E.  492.  Kan.— Eobinson  v.  Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.,  96  Kan.  137, 
150  Pac.  636.  N.  Y.— White  v.  Glover, 
338  App.  Div.  797,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
482;  Swing  v.  Mooney,  139  App.  Div. 
821,  124  N.  T.  Supp.  545.  Ore.— Da 
Vail  V.  De  Vail,  57  Ore.  128,  109  Pac. 
755,   110  Pac.   705. 

50.  U.  S.— Parker  v.  Parker,  222 
Fed.  186,  137  C.  C.  A.  626.  Ky — Bry- 
ant V.  Shute's  E^r.,  147  Ky.  268,  144 
S.  W.  28.  N.  H. — Hochstein  v.  James 
W.  Hill  Co.,  76  N.  H.  293,  82  Atl.  171. 

As  to  contradicting    the    record    of 
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domestic    judgments    with    respect    to 
jurisdictional  matters,  see  supra,  XVII, 
A,  7,  c,   (IV),   (G),   (5),   (b). 
See  infra,  XVIII,  B,  4,  b,  (IH). 

51.  Hochstein  v.  James  W.  Hill  Co., 
76  N.  H.  293,  82  Atl.  171. 

[a]  Service  upon  a  managing  agent 
of  a  foreign  corporation,  who  was 
casually  in  New  York,  though  suffi- 
cient in  New  York  to  confer  jurisdic- 
tion upon  the  court  over  suCh  corpora- 
tion was,  by  the  courts  of  New  Hamp- 
shire, considered  insufficient,  and  a  de- 
fault judgment  based  thereon  refused 
recognition.  Hochstein  v.  James  W. 
Hill  Co.,  76  N.  H.  293,  82  Atl.  171. 

52.  See  supra,  XYU,  A,  7,  c,  (IV), 
(B). 

53.  Ala. — Forbes  v.  Davis,  187  Ala. 
71,  65  So.  516;  Began  v.  Hamilton,  90 
Ala.  454,  8  So.  186;  Mills  &  Co.  v. 
Stewart,  12  Ala.  90.  Ark. — ^Lockhart 
V.  Locke,  42  Ark.  17.  Oal. — Collins  v. 
Maude,  144  Cal.  289,  77  Pac.  945.  Ga. 
Shands  &  Co.  v.  Howell,  28  Ga.  222. 
HI.— Light  V.  Eeed,  234  111.  '626,  85  N. 
E.  282;  Glos  v.  Sankey,  148  HI.  536,  36 
N.  E.  628,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  196,  23 
L.  R.  A.  665;  Rendleman  v.  Rendleman, 
118  HI.  257,  8  N.  E.  773;  Rosenthal  v. 
Eenick,  44  111.  202.  Ind. — Bailey  v. 
Martin,  119  Ind.  103,  21  N.  E.  346; 
Roberts  v.  Leutzke,  39  Ind.  App.  577, 
78  N.  E.  635.  Kan. — Robinson  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  96  Kan.  137, 
150  Pac.  636;  Ward  v.  Baker,  16  Kan. 
31;  Dodge  V.  Coffin,  15  Kan.  277; 
Butcher  12.  Bank,  2  Kan.  70,  83  Am. 
Dec.  446.  Ky. — Scott  v.  Coleman,  5 
Litt.  349,  15  Am.  Dec.  71;  Biesenthall 
V.  Williams,  1  Duv.  329,  85  Am.  Dec. 
629.  La. — Graydon  v.  Justus,  24  La. 
Ann.  222.  Md. — Mundy  v.  Jacques,  116 
Md.  11,  81  Atl.  289;  United  States 
Bank  v.  Merchants  Bank,  7  Gill  415. 
Mass. — Van   Norman   v,    GordOBf    172 
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ly  prima  facie  and  may  be  overcome  by  evidence  to  the  contrary.^* 
The  jurisdiction  of  inferior  courts  and  special  tribunals  must  usually 
appear  of  record,  consequently  no  presumption  of  jurisdiction  can  be 
invoked  in  aid  of  the  judgments  of  such  courts  of  sister  states.^^ 
(III.)  Conclusiveness  of  Record. —  (A.)  Generahy.  ■ — Though  there 
are  some  early  cases  to  the  contrary,^^  it  is  now  a  generally  accepted 
rule^'  that  the  record  of  a  sister  state  judgment  may  be  contradicted 


Mass.  576,  53  N.  E.  267.  Mich.— Wil- 
cox V.  Kassick,  2  Mich.  165.  Minn. 
Stahl  V.  Mitchell,  41  Minn.  325,  43 
N,  "W.  385.  Mo.— Lieber  v.  Lieber,  239 
Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458;  Wilson  v.  Jack- 
son, 10  Mo.  329.  N.  Y Smith  v.  Cen- 
tral Trust  Co.,  154  N.  Y.  333,  502,  48 
N.  E.  553;  White  v.  Glover,  138  App. 
Div.  797,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.'482;  Hodge 
V.  International  Eegistry  Co.,  54  Misc. 
442,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.^  1067.'  Ohio. 
Wilhelm  v.  Parker,  17  Ohio  Cir.  Ot. 
234.  Pa.— Reber  v.  Wright,  68  Pa.  471; 
Veite  *.  McFadden,  3  W.  N.  C.  63. 
E.  I. — Paine  v.  Schenectady  Ins.  Co., 
11  E.  I.  411.  S.  C. — Coskery  v.  Wood, 
52  S.  C.  516,  30  S!  E.  475.  Tex.— Raid 
V.  Boyd,  13  Tex.  241,  65  Am.  Dee.  61. 

But  see  Coit  v.  Havens,  30  Conn. 
190;  Gebhard  v.  Gamier,  12  Bush  (Ky.) 
321,  23  Am.  Eep.  721. 

[a]  It  will  be  presumed  that  the 
court  is  one  of  geoeral  jurisdiction 
where  the  evidence  shows  it  was  a 
court  of  record  with  a  judge  presiding, 
a  clerk  and  a  seal.  Western  Assur.  Co. 
v.  Walden  (Mo.),  141  S.  W.  595.  See 
also  American  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Mason,  159  Ind.  15^  64  IST.  E.  525. 

As  to  judicial  notice  that  court  is 
one  of  general  jurisdiction,  see  7  Ency. 
OP  Ev.  996. 

54.  French  v.  Pease,   10  Kan.  51. 

55.  m.— Shufeldt  v.  Buckley,  45  HI. 
223;  Cavanaugh  v.  Morris,  160  HI. 
App.  55.  Ind. — Louisville,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Parish,  6  Ind.  App.  89,  33  N.  E. 
122.  la.— Gay  v.  Lloyd,  1  G.  Gr.  78, 
46  Am.  Dec.  499.  Mich. — Campbell  v. 
Wallace,  46  Mich.  320,  9  N.  W.  432. 
Mo. — Hofheimer  v.  Losen,  24  Mo.  App. 
652.  N.  H.— Eussell  v.  Peri;y,  14  K.  H. 
152.  N.  J.— Godfrey  v.  Myers,  23,  N. 
J.  L.  197.  N.  y.— Cole  v.  Stone,  Lalor 
360.  Ohio. — Pelton  v.  Platner,  13  Ohio 
209,  42  Am.  Dec.  197.  Pa.— Perry  v. 
Northern  Ins.  Co.,  5  Phila.  188. 

[a],  Notice  in  Attaclunent.->-In  favor 
of  a  judgment  of  attachment  in  a 
justice  court,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
the  notice  required  by  statute  was 
given,  where  the  fact  of  such  notice 


need  not  appear  of  record.  Since  the 
justice  in  such  cases  need  only  satisfy 
himself  by  the  oath  of  the  plaintiff 
or  by  other  evidence  that  the  notice 
was  given,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
he  elicited  such  proof  and  that  all 
things  had  been  done  to  authorize  the 
judgment.  Morgan  v.  Neville,  74  Pa. 
52. 

56.  TJ.  S. — Westerwelt  v.  Lewis,  2 
McLean  511,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,446;  , 
Thompson  v.  Emmert,  4  MbLean  96,  23 
Fed.  Casi  No.  13,953;  Jacquette  v. 
Hugunon,  2  McLean  129,  13  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  7,169;  Logansport  Gas  Co.  v. 
Knowles,  2  Dill.  421,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,467.  Ark. — Hensley  v.  Force  &  Co., 
12  Ark.  756.     Del.— Pritchett  v.  Clark, 

5  Harr.  63.  HI. — Lawrence  v.  Jarvis, 
32  111.  304;  Bimeler'  v.  Dawson,  5  111. 
536.  Ind. — Westcott  v.  Brown,  13  Ind. 
83.  Ky. — Eoberts  v.  Caldwell,  5  Dana 
512.  Mich. — Wilcox  v.  Kassick,  2 
Mich.  165.  Mo.— Harbin  v.  Chiles,  20 
Mo.  314;  Warren  &  Dalton  v.  Lusk,  16 
Mo.  102.  Ohio. — Spencer  v.  Brockway, 
1  Ohio  259,  13  Am.  Dec.  615.  Pa. 
Wetherill  v.  Stillman,  65  Pa.  105.  Vt. 
Lapham  v.  Briggs,  27  ■  Vt.  26;  New- 
comb  V.  Peck,  17  Vt.  302,  44  Am.  Dec. 
340. 

57.  U.  S. — American  Exp.  Co.  v. 
Mullins,  212  U.  S.  311,  29  Sup.  Ct.  381, 
53  L.  ed.  525;  Simmons  v.  Saul,  138 
N.  8.  439,  11  Sup.  Ct.  369,  34  L.  ed. 
1054;  Old  Wayne  Mut.  Life  Assn.  v. 
McDonough,  204  U.  S.  8,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
236,  51  L.  ed.  345;  Fitzgerald  Construc- 
tion Co.  V.  Fitzgerald,  137  TJ.  S.  98,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  ,36,  34  L.  ed.  608;  Grover  & 
B.  S.  Maeh.  Co.  v.  Eadcliffe,  137  U.  S. 
287,  11  Sup.  Ct.  92,  34  L.  ed.  670,;  Cole 
v.  Cunningham,  133  TJ.  S.  107,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  269,  33  L.  ed.  538;  Hall  v.  Lanning, 
91  IJ.  S.  160,  23  L.  ed.  271;  Hill  v. 
Mendenhall,  21  Wall.  453,  22  L.  e'd. 
616;    Knowles   v.   Logansport    Gaslight 

6  C.  Co.,  19  Wall.  58,  22  L.  ed.  70; 
Thompson  v.  Whitman,  18  Wall. 
457,  21  L.  ed.  897.  Ala.  — Kings- 
bury V.  Yniestra,  59  Ala.  320.  Cal. 
Greenzweig  v.  Strelinger,  103  Cal.  278,, 
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upon  any  statement  of  fact  upon  which,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
which  rendered  the  judgment  depended,  even  though  such  facts  ap- 
pear in  the  return  or  proof  of  service.^* 


37  Pac.  398;  Kane  v.  Cook,  8  Cal. 
449;  Fox  v.  Mick,  20  Cal.  App.  599,  129 
Pac.  972.  Coun. — Aldrich  v.  Kinney,  4. 
Conn.  380,  10  Am.  Dec.  151.  111. 
Forsyth  v.  Barnes,  228  HI.  326,  81  N. 
E.  1028,  10  Ann.  Cas.  710.  Ind. — Brown 
V.  Eaton,  98  Ind.  591;  Duringer,  v. 
MoscMno,  93  Ind.  495.  Ind.  Ter. 
Tootle  V.  MeClellan,  7  Ind.  Ter.  64,  103 
S.  W.  766.  la.— Pollard  v.  Baldwin,  22 
Iowa  328.  Kan. — Abercrombie  v.  Aber- 
crombie,  64  Kan.  29,  67  Pac.  539; 
Thorn  v.  Salmonson,  37  Kan.  441,  15 
Pac.  588.  Ky.— Bryant  v.  Shute's  Exr., 
147  Ky.  268,  144  S.  "W.  28;  Wood  v. 
Wood,  78  Ky.  624.  Mass. — Oilman  v^ 
Gilman,  126  Mass.  26,  30  Am.  Eep. 
646;  McDermott  v.  Clary,  107  Mass. 
501;  Carleton  v.  Bickford,  13  Gray  591, 
74  Am.  Dec.  652;  Finneran  v.  Leonard, 
7  Allen  54,  83  Am.  Dec.  665.  Mo. 
Napton  V.  Leaton,  71  Mo.  358;  Marx 
V.  Fore,  51  Mo.  69,  11  Am.  Eep.  432. 
N.  Y. — Woodward  v.  Mutual  Reserve 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  178  N.  Y.  485,  71  N.  E. 
10;  Vilas  v.  P.  &  M.  R.  E.  Co.,  123 
N.  Y.  440,  25  N.  E.  941;  Hoffman  V 
Hoffman,  46  N.  Y.  30,  7  Am.  Eep.  299;' 
Kerr  v.  Kerr,  41  N.  Y.  272;  Noyes  v. 
Butler,  6  Barb.  613;  Starbuck  v.  Mur- 
ray, 5  Wend.  148,  21  Am.  Dec.  172; 
Malone  v.  Booker,  82  Misc.  438,  143 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1095.  R.  I.— Frothiugham 
v.  Barnes,  9  E.  I.  474.  Tenn. — Chaney 
V.  Bryan,  15  Lea  589.  Tex. — Ea:sley  v. 
McClinton,  33  Tex.  288;  Norwood  «. 
Cobb,  24  Tex.  551.  Wis. — Townsend  v. 
Smith,  47  Wis.  623,  3  N.  W.  439;  Rape 
V.  Heaton,  9  Wis.  328,  76  Am.  Dec. 
269. 

[a]  A  decree  of  divorce  may  be  im- 
peached collaterally  in  tjie  courts  of 
another  state  when  it  appears  that  the 
party  obtaining  the  divorce  was  not 
domiciled  in  the  state  wherein  he  in- 
stituted the  proceedings  and  this  not- 
withstanding any  record  recitals  of  jur- 
isdiction. German  Sav.  &  L.  See.  v. 
Dormitzer,  192  U.  S.  125,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
221,  48  L.  ed.  373. 

[b]  In  the  leading  case  upon  this 
subject,  Thompson  v.  Whitman,  18 
Wall.  45,7,  21  L.  ed.  897,  the  court  said 
that  if  it  once  be  conceded  that  "the 
validity  of  a  judgment  may  be  at- 
tacked  collaterally  by  evidence  show- 
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ing  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction, 
it  is  not  perceived  how  any  allegation 
contained  in  the  record  itself,  however 
strongly  made,  can  affect  the  right  so 
to  question  it.  The  very  object  of  the 
evidence  is  to  invalidate  the  paper  aa 
a  record.  If  that  can  be  successfully 
done  no  statements  contained  therein 
have  any  force.  If  any  such  state- 
ments could  be  used  to  prevent  inquiry, 
a  slight  form  of  words  might  always 
be  adopted  so  as  effectually  to  nullify 
the  right  of  such  inquiry.  Recitals  of 
this  kind  must  be  regarded  like  as- 
severations of  good  faith  in  a  deed, 
which  avail  nothing  if  the  instrument 
is   shown   to   be   fraudulent." 

[c]  '  'A  judgment  of  a  court  of  rec- 
ord of  another  state  differs  in  its  con- 
clusive effect  from  a  judgment  of  a 
court  of  record  of  this  state  in  one 
material  respect,  viz.,  that  it  is  always 
open  to  the  person  against  whom  the 
judgment  is  attempted  to  be  n^ed  to 
show  by  evidence  other  than  the  rec- 
ord of  the  judgment,  and  even  by  evi- 
dence opposed  to  recitals  contained  in 
such  record,  that  the  court  purporting 
to  give  the  judgment  was  without  jur- 
isdiction either  of  the  cause  or  of  the 
parties.  If  such  lack  of  jurisdiction  in 
one  or  the  other  of  these  respects  is 
not  made  to  appear,  the  judgment  is 
as  final  and  conclusive  on  collateral 
attack  as  would  be  a  judgment  of  one 
of  our  own  superior  courts;  but,  if 
such  lack  of  jurisdiction  is  made  to 
appear,  the  judgment  must  be  regarded  , 
as  a  nullity."  In  re  Hancock's  Est., 
156  Cal.  804,  106  Pac.  58. 

For  the  rule  as  to  domestic  judg- 
ments, see  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (IV), 
(A). 

58.  XT.  S. — Knowles  «.  Gaslight,  etc. 
Co.,  19  Wall.  58,  22  L.  ed.  70.  la. 
Webster  v.  Hunter,  50  Iowa  215;  Lowe 
V.  Lowe,  40,  Iowa  220.  Ky. — ^Bryant  v. 
Shulte's  Exr.,  147  Ky.  268,  144  S.  W. 
28.  N.  J.— Patterson  v.  Taylor,  78  N. 
J.  L.  10,  73  Atl.  225. 

[a]  In  respect  to  the  manner  of 
service  the  sheriff's  return  is  not  con- 
clusive. Patterson  v.  Taylor,  78  N.  J. 
L.  10,  73  Atl.  225. 

[b]  Though  conclusive  In  the  state 
where  made,  the  return  of  the  oficer 
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(B.)  Judgment  Recitals.  —  Recitals  of  jurisdictional  facts  in  the 
judgment  are  not  conclusive  but  are  open  to  contradiction  by  any  com- 
petent evidence.^^  Thus  recitals  of,  appearance  whether  in  person  or 
by  attorney,  may  be  overcome  by  extrinsic  evidence  showing  no  ap- 
pearance to  have  in  fact  been  made,  or  that  the  attorney  assuming  to 
appear  did  so  without  authority.*" 

(C.)  Adjudication  of  Jurisdiction.  —  The  court  may  have  expressly 
passed  upon  its  own  jurisdiction,  in  which  case  its  determination,  like 
every  other  adjudication  which  it  had  jurisdiction  to  make,  is  res 
judicata  and  cannot  be  questioned  in  proceedings  on  the  judgment 
in  another  state/^     The  foregoing  statement  applies,  however,  only 


to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  had  a 
residence  there  and  that  he  served  the 
writ  by  leaving  it  at  her  last  and 
usual  place  of  abode,  may  be  contra- 
dicted when  it  is  sought  to  enforce  the 
judgment  in  another  state.  Bryant  v. 
Shute's  Exr.,  147  Ky.  268,  144  S.  W. 
28. 

59.  TJ.  S. — Thompson  v.  Whitman, 
18  Wall.  457,  21  L.  ed.  897;  Knowles 
V.  Gaslight,  etc.  Co.,  19  Wall.  58,  22 
L.  ed.  70;  Holmes  v.  Oregon  E.  Co.,  9 
Ted.  229,  7  Sawy.  380.  Cal.— Iji  re 
Hancock's  Estate,  156  Cal.  804,  ,  106 
Pac.  58;  Greeuzweig  v.  Strelinger,  103 
Cal.  278,  37  Pac.  398;  In  re  James,  99 
Cal.  374,  33  Pac.  1122,  37  Am.  St.  Eep. 
60.  lU.— Forsyth  v.  Barnes,  228  111. 
326,  81  N.  E.  1028,  10  Ann.  Gas.  710. 
Ind.  Ter. — Tootle  v.  McClellan,  7  Ind. 
Ter.  64,  103  S.  W.  766.  la.— Sullivan 
1-.  Kenney,  148  Iowa  361,  126  N.  W. 
349.  Mich. — ^Farrow  v.  Eailway  Con- 
ductors' Co-op.  Protective  Assn.,  178 
Mich.  639,  146  N.  W.  147;  Marshall 
V.  E.  M.  Owen  &  Co.,  171  Mich.  232, 
137  N.  W.  204.  N.  Y.— White  v. 
Glover,  138  App.  Div.  797,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  482.  S.  D. — ^Eice  v.  Bennett,  29 
S.  D.  341,  137  N.  W.  359. 

60.  TJ.  S.— Arnott  v.  Webb,  1  Dill. 
362,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  562;  Thomas  v. 
Virden,  160  Fed.  418,  87  C.  C.  A.  370; 
Graham  v.  Spencer,  14  Fed.  603.  Conn. 
Aldrich  v.  Kinney,  4  Conn.  -380,  10  Am. 
Dec.  151.  111. — ^Lawrence  v.  Jarvis,  32 
111.  304;  Whittaker  v.  Murray,  15  111. 
293;  Thompson  v.  Emmert,  15  HI.  415; 
Welch  V.  Sykes,  8  111.  197,  44  \  Am. 
Dec.  689.  Ind. — Boylan  v.  Whitney,  3 
Ind.  140;  Sherrard  v.  Nevius,  2  Ind. 
241.  la. — ^Harshey  v.  Blackmarr,  20 
Iowa  161,  89  Am.  Dec.  520;  Baltzell 
V.  Nosier,  1  Iowa  588,  63  Am.  Dec. 
466.  Kan. — ^Brinkman  v.  Shaffer,  23 
Kan.  375.    Mass. — Wright  v.  Andrews, 


130  Mass.  149;  Gilman  v.  Gilman,  126 
Mass.  26,  30  Am.  Eep.  646;  Hall  v. 
Williams,  6  Pick.  232,  17  Am.  Deo. 
356.  Mich. — Farrow  v.  Eailway  Con- 
ductors' Co-op.  Protective  Assn.,  178 
Mich.  639,  146  N.  W.  147.  Mo.— Nap- 
ton  V.  Leaton,  71  Mo.  358;  Central 
Pa.  Conference  Educational  Soc,  etc. 
V.  La  Eue  (Mo.  App.),  148  S.  W.  152. 
N.  J.— Price  v.  Ward,  25  N.  J.  L.  225. 
N.  Y.— Vilas  V.  Plattsburgh,  etc.  E.  E. 
Co.,  123  N.  Y.  440,  25  N.  E.  941;  Kerr 
V.  Kerr,  41  N.  Y.  272;  Starbuck  V. 
Murray,  5  Wend.  148,  21  Am.  Dec.  172; 
Howard  v.  Smith,  42  How.  Pr.  300,  1 
Jones  &  S.  124;  Famobrosis  Soc.  v, 
Eoyal  Benefit  Soc,  166  App.  Div.  593, 
152  N.  Y.  Supp.  84;  White  v.  Glover, 
138  App.  Div.  797,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
482;  Priehard  v.  Sigafus,  103  App.  Div. 
535,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  152.  N.  C— Koonce 
V.  Butler,  84  N.  C.  221.  Va.— Fisher 
V.  March,   26   Gratt.    (67  Va.)    765. 

61.  U,  S.— Jaster  v.  Currie,  198  XT.  S. 
144,  25  Sup.  Ct.  614,  49  L.  ed.  988; 
Thomas  v.  Virden,  160  Fed.  418,  87  C. 
C.  A.  370;  Chinn  v.  Foster-Milburn  Co., 
195  Fed.  158.  Ind.  Ter.— Tootle  u.  Mc- 
Clellan, 7  Ind.  Ter.  64,  103  S.  W.  766. 
Okla.— Earl  v.  Earl,  149  Pac.  1179. 

[a]  In  Sipe  v.  Copwell,  59  Fed.  970, 
8  C.  C.  A.  419,  where  the  defense  was 
that  the  judgment  was  void  because 
jurisdiction  was  obtained  by  service 
of  process  upon  defendants  thereto 
when  they  were  in  attendance  upon 
the  supreme  court  of  Ehode  Island  as 
parties  defendant  to  a  suit  then  pend- 
ing for  trial  it  was  said:  "This  pre- 
sented an  issue  for  adjudication.  It 
was  decided  adversely  to  the  conten- 
tion then  and  now  urged  by  appel- 
lants. The  determination  of  that 
question  was  clearly  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Ehode  Island  court.  Its 
solution  depended  upon  the  statute  or 
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where  the  facts  found  by  the  court  would,  if  true^  give  it  jurisdiction  | 
for  the  court's  determination  that  it  has  jurisdiction  upon  a  state 
of  facts  which  though  true,  would  not  conffer  jurisdiction  is  not  entitled 
to  any  faith  and  credit  in  other  courts.*^ 

c'  Fraud.  —  Fraud  which  would  suffice  to  impeach  a  domestic 
judgment"^  may  be  successfully  urged  against  the  judgment  when 
sought  to  be  enforced  in  another  state.  It  must  be  fraud  practiced  in 
the  very  procurement  of  the  judgment  depriving  the  court  of  juris- 
diction to  render  the  same,^*  and  not  fraud  inherent  in  the  cause  of 


common  law  of  that  state.^  It  decided 
that  the  Rhode  Island  statute,  exempt- 
ing witnesses  from  arrest  or  summons 
while  in  attendance  as  witnesses,  did 
not  apply  to  any  other  than  witnesses. 
.  .  ,  Whether  these  questions  were 
rightly  or  wrongly  decided  is  a  matter 
of  no  importance  in  the  present  aspect 
of  the  question.  The  court  had  juris- 
diction to  determine  these  issues.  The 
soundness  of  the  adjudication  cannot 
be  questioned  in  a  collateral  attack." 

[b]  In  Tootle  v.-  McClellan,  7  Ind. 
Ter.  64,  103  S.  W.  ,  766,  the  language 
was:  "The  finding  of  the  Missouri 
court  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  fraud- 
ulently induced  the  defendant  to 'enter 
its  jurisdiction,  or_  that  he  was  not 
there  for  the  purpose  of  taking  deposi- 
tions, or  that  he  had  had  time  to  leave, 
or  that,  under  the  Missouri  law,  he  was 
not  entitled  to  an  exemption  because 
there  voluntarily  as  a  party,  is  a  final 
adjudication  of  the  whole  question, 
and  tlie  only  remedy  left  to  the  de- 
rendant  was  an  appeal  to  the-  higher 
courts  of  Missouri." 

[c]  Where  there  is  a  dispute  be- 
tween the  return  of  the  sheriff  showing 
a  proper  service  and  affidavits  in  op- 
position showing  irregularity  in  the 
service,  the  decision  of  the  court  is 
binding  and  cannot  again  be  litigated 
in  an  action  on  the  judgment  in  an- 
other jurisdiction.  Chinn  v.  Foster- 
Milburn  Co.,  195  Fed.  158. 

62.  Jones  v.  Jones,  108  N.  Y.  415, 
15  N.  iE.  707.  And  see  Tootle  v.  Mc- 
Clellan, 7  Ind.  Ter.  64,  103  S.  W.  766. 

63.  See  supra,  XVII,  A,'  7,'  d. 

64.  U.  S.— Maxwell  v.  Stewart,  21 
Wall.  71,  22  Wall.  77,  22  L.  ed.  564; 
Christmas  V.  Russell,  5  Wall.  290,  18 
L.  ed.  475;  Warrington  v.  Ball,  90  Fed. 
464,  33  C.  0.  ,A.  609;  Rose  v.  North- 
west Fire  &  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  67  Fed. 
439;  Danville  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 48  Fed.  510.    See  Hanley  v. 
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Donoghue,  116  U.  S.  1,  6  Sup.  Ct.  242, 
29'  L.  ed.  535.  Ala. — Lucas  v.  Cope- 
land,  2  Stew.  151.  Conn — Sanford  v. 
Sanford,  28  Conn.  6.  Ind — Brown  v. 
Eaton,  98  Ind.  591.  la. — Crawford  v. 
White,  17  Iowa  560.  Me. — Granger  v. 
Clark,  22  Me.  128.  Mii.-^Hambleton  v. 
Glenn,  72  Md.  331,  20  Atl.  115.  Mass. 
Mooney  v.  Hinds,  160  Mass.  469,  36 
N.  E.  484;  Bngstrom  v.  Sherburne,  137 
Mass.    153.      Miss. — Smedes    v.    Ilsley, , 

68  Miss.  590,  10  So.'  75.     Mo ^Lieber 

V.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458; 
Hester  e.  Frink,  189  Mo.  App.  40,  176 
S.  W.  481.  Neb.— Cox  v.  Barnes,  45 
Neb.  172,  63  N.  W.  394.  N.  Y.— Gilpin 
V.  Baltimore,  etc.  E.  Co.,  17  N.  Y. 
Supp.  520,  .44  N.  Y.  St.  298.  N.  O. 
Mottu  V.  Davis,  151  N.  C.  237,  65  S.  E. 
969.  Ohio. — Anderson  v.  Anderson,  8 
Ohio  108.  Pa. — Benton  v.  Burgot,  10 
Serg.  &  R.  240.  Tex.— Babcock  v. 
Marshall,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  145,  50 
S.  W.  728.  Vt.— Hazen  v.  Lyndonville 
Nat.  Bank,  70  Tt.  543,  41  Atl.  1046,  67 
Am.   St.  Rep.   680. 

[a]  The  term  fraud  in  the  procure- 
ment of  a  judgment  includes  all  such 
facts  and  circumstances  as  would  in- 
duce and  enable  the  courts  of  equity 
or  courts  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
matter  in  the  state  where  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered  to  interfere  to  pre- 
vent the  enforcement  of  an  unconscion- 
able recovery.  Mottu  v.  Davis,  I")!  N. 
C.  237,  65  S.  E.  969. 

[b]  Judgment  Confessed  on  Paid 
Note. — Where  the  note  upon  which 
judgment  was  confessed  by  warrant  of 
attorney  had  been  paid  by  those  who 
were  jointly  and  severally  bound  to 
pay  it,  it  was  extinguished  by  pay- 
ment as  was  also  its  incident,  the  war- 
rant of  attorney,  which  could,  not  sur- 
vive it.  Consequently  the  proceedings 
which  ended  in  the  procurement  of  the 
judgment  by  confession  were  without 
authority  and  were    a    patent    fraud 
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action  and  which  could  be  interposed  as  a  defense.*'    Mere  perjury  is 
not  sufflcient.^° 

d.  Errors  and  Irregularities.  —  Since  the  validity  of  the  sister 
state  judgment  is,  in  general,  tested  by  the  laws  of  the  jurisdiction 
where  it  is  rendered,  any  inquiry  into  the  question  of  how  far 
irregularities  in  the  procedure  effect  the  binding  force  of  the  judg- 
ment would  involve  the  same  matter  treated  elsewhere  in  discussing 
V  collateral  impeachment  of  judgments.^^  If,  as  there  shown,  mere 
errors  and  irregularities,  not  jurisdictional,  do  not  invalidate  the 
domestic  judgment  collaterally,  no  more  will  such  errors  and  irreg- 
ularities render  the  judgment  subject  to  impeachment  in  a  sister 
state.^*    Where,  however,  the  irregularities  are  such  that  under  the 


upon  the  defendant  and  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice.  Hester  v.  Prink,  189 
Mo.  App.  40,  176  S.  W.  481. 

[c]  In  Malone  v.  Becker,  82  Mise. 
438,  143  N.  T.  Supp.  1095,  the  defend- 
ant, in  defense  to  a  judgment  con- 
fessed in  accordance  with  power  con- 
tained in  a  lease  to  appear  and  confess 
judgment,  was  permitted  to  show  that 
he  was  induced  ,to  sign  the  lease  by 
false  representations  that  it  did  not 
contain  such  a  provision.  Malone  v. 
Becker,  82  Misc.  438,  143  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1095. 

[d]  Service  Procured  by  Fraud. 
(1)  Defendant  has  been  permitted  to 
show  in  defense  to' an  action  on  a  sis- 
ter state  judgment,  that  he  was  in- 
duced by  fraudulent  representations  to 
enter  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  ren- 
dering the  judgment  and  in  that  way 
served  with  process.  Ind. — ^Duringer  v. 
Moschino,  93  Ind.  495.  la. — Dunlap  v. 
Cody,  31  Iowa  260,  7  Am.  Eep.  129. 
Ean. — Abercrombie  v.  Abercrombie,  64 
Kan.  29,  67  Pac.  539.  Ohio. — Pilcher 
V.  Graham,  18  Ohio  Oir.  Ct.  5,  9  Ohio 
Cir.  Dee.  825.  (2)  But  in  some  jurffi- 
dictions  this  defense  is  only  available 
where  the  defendant  ean  show  that 
he  h's  exhausted  his  legal  remedies, in 
the  court  whose  judgment  is  being  en- 
forced. Ark.— Peel  v.  January,  35  Ark. 
331,  37  Am.  Eep.  27.  Mass.— Cook  v. 
Brown,  J25  Mass.  503,  28  Am.  Eep.  259. 
Wis. — Townsend  v.  Smith,  47  Wis.  623, 
3  N.  W.  439. 

EpLultable  relief  for  fraud,  see  supra, 
XVIII,  B,  3,  i. 

Impeachment  of  divorce  decree  for 
fraud,  see  infra,  XVIII,  B,  5,  c. 

65.  XI.  S. — Hanley  v.  Donoghue,  116 
IT.  S.  1,  6  Sup.  Ct.  242,  29  L.  ed.  535. 
HI.— Ambler  v.  Whipple,  139  111.  311,  28 
N,  E.  §41,     Kajx.— McL^ia  p,  Parker, 


88  Kan.  717,  129  Pac.  1140.  Ea. 
Hockaday  v.  Skeggs,  18  La.  ^  Ann.  681. 
Mo.— Crim  v.  Crim,  162  Mo.  544,  63 
S.  W.  489,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  521,  54 
L.  E.  A.  502.  Neb. — Packer  v.  Thomp- 
son, 25  Neb.  688,  41  N.  W.  650.  N.  Y. 
Kinnier  v.  Kinnier,  45,  N.  Y.  535,  6 
Am.  Eep.  132.  Pa. — Jeter  v.  Fellowes, 
32  Pa.  465. 

66.  Ind. — Eiley  v.  Murray,  8  Ind, 
354.     Mass. — Engstrom    v.    Sherburne, 

137     Mass.     153.       Miss Smedes     v. 

Ilsley,.  68  Miss.  590,  10  So.  75.  Mo. 
Lieber  v.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  1,  143  S.  W. 
458.  N.  H.— Metoalf  v.  Gilmore,  59  N. 
H.  417,  47  Am.  Eep.  217. 

[a]  False  Testimony  of  Plaintiff's 
Attorney. — The  fact  the  plaintiff  bribed 
his  attorney  to  swear  falsely  in  a  di- 
vorce suit  is  not  ground  for  equitable 
relief  against  the  divorce  decree  when 
relied  upon  in  another  state.  Lieber 
V.  Lieber,   239   Mo.   1,  143   S.   W.  458.  , 

67.  See  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e. 

68.  Ala. — ^Forbes  v.  Davis,  187  Ala. 
71,  65  So.  516.  Ga. — Eagan  v.  Ouyler, 
24  Ga.  397.  Ind. — Anderson  v.  Fry,  6 
Ind.  76.  la. — Milne  v.  Van  Buskirk, 
9  Iowa  558;  Olds' i?.  Glaze,  7  Iowa  86; 
Edmonds  v.  Montgomery,  1  Iowa  143. 
Kan. — French  v.  Pease,  10  Kan.  51. 
Ky. — Biesenthall  v.  Williams,  1  Duv. 
329,  85  Am.  Dec.  629.  La. — Muncaster 
V.  Bland,  11  La.  Ann.  507.  Miss. — Bar- 
ringer  V.  Boyd,  27  Miss.  473.  Mo. 
Howland  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  134 
Mo.  474,  36  S.  W.  29.  N.  Y.— Hunt  v. 
Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217,  28  Am.  Eep.  129; 
Curnen  v.  Curnen,  155  App.  Div.  536, 
140  N.  Y.  Supp.  805.  N.  J.— Hazel 
V.  Jacobs,  .78  N.  J.  L.  459,  75  Atl. 
903.  N.  C— Miller  v.  Leach,  95  N..C. 
229.  Wash. — Fleming  v.  Langley,  86 
Wash."  346,  150  Pac.  418. 

[a]    The  illegality   of   the  original 
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law  of  the  state  whence  it  comes  the  alleged  judgment  would  not 
be  operative  as  such,  it  is  not  entitled  to  recognition  elsewhere.^^ 
5.  Divorce  ^Decrees.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Domicil  of  one  of  the 
pa;:ties,  presumably  the  plaintiff,  within  the  state  in  which  the  decree 
is  rendered,  is  generally  held  to  be  essential  to  jurisdiction  to  decree 
a  divorce  which  will  be  given  extraterritorial  recognition.  A  divorce 
granted  in  a  state  where  neither  of  the  parties  is  domiciled,  will  not 
be  enforced  in  another  state,''"  even  though  valid  in  the  state  where 
procured.''^  However,  a  deserted  wife  may  acquire  a  domicil  in  an- 
other state  sufScient  to  give  the  courts  of  that  state  jurisdiction  bf 
the  subject-matter  of  the  divorce,  within  the  meaning  of  the  foregoing 
rule.''^    The  protection  of  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  con- 


cause  of  action  upon  -which  the  Judg- 
ment is  based  cannot  be  relied  upon 
to  defeat  the  judgment  in  another 
state.  Fauntleroy  v.  Lum,  210  XT.  S. 
230,  28  Sup.  Ct.  641,  52  L.  ed.  1039; 
Dunsmuir  v.  Scott,  217  Fed.  200,  133 
C.  G.  A.  194. 

[b]  Gaming  Transaction. — If  the 
equity  courts  of  the  state  where  the 
judgment  was  rendered  would  not 
grant  relief  against  it  as  having  been 
based  upon  a  gambling  transaction,  it 
must  be  accorded  the  same  conclusive 
effect  in  other  states.  Mottu  v.  Davis, 
151  N.  0.  237,  65  S.  E.  969. 

[e]  An  erroneous  construction  of  a 
statute  or  other  law  of  one  state  by 
the  courts  of  another  affords  no  ground 
for  denying  its  judgment  faith  and 
credit.  Fauntleroy  v.  Lum,  210  U.  S. 
230,  28  Sup.  Ct.  641,  52  L.  ed.  1039; 
Roller  V.  Murray,  71  W.  Va.  161,  76 
S.  E.  172. 

[d]  Irregularities  in  the  form  of  the, 
judgment  may  not  be  urged.  Forbes 
i).  Davis,  187  Ala.  71,  65  So.  516. 

[e]  Judgment  Nunc  Pro  Tunc. 
where  the  judgment  of  the  sister  state 
put  in  evidence  was  entered  nunc  pro 
tunc,  the  power  of  the  court  to  enter 
such  a  judgment  is  not  open  to  ques- 
tion. Curnen  v.  Curneu,  155  App.  Div. 
536,  140  N.  Y.  Supp.  805. 

69.  Adams  v. .  Stenehjem,  49  Mont. 
232,  146  Pac.  469,  as  where  it  has  not 
been  entered  so  as  to  become  operative 
as  a  judgment. 

70.  U.  S. — Andrews  v.  Andrews,  188 
U.  S.  14,  23  Sup.  Ct.  237,  47  L.  ed. 
366;  Bell  v.  Bell,  181  U.  S.  175,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  551,  45  li.  ed.  804;  Streitwolf 
V.  Streitwolf,  181  U.  S.  179,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  553,  45  L.  ed.  807;  Parker  v.  Par- 
ker, 222  Fed.  186,  137  C.  0.  A*.  626. 
Ala. — Harrison    i;.    Harrison,    20    Ala. 
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629,  56  Am.  Dec.  227.  D.  0. — Strait 
V.  Strait,  3  MacArthur  415.  Ind. 
Watkins  v.  Watkins,  125  Ind.  163,  25 
N.  E.  175;  Hood  v.  State,  56  Ind.  263, 
23  Am.  Rep.  21.  Me. — Gregory  v. 
Gregory,  78  Me.  187,  3  Atl.  280,  57 
Am.  Rep.  792.  Md. — ^Walker  v.  Walker, 
125  Md.  649,  94  Atl.  346.  Mass.— Dick- 
inson V.  Dickinson,  167  Mass.  474,  45  N. 
E.  1091;  Hanover  v.  Turner,  14  Mass. 
227,  7  Am.  Dec.  203.  Mich. — Reed  v. 
Reed,  52  Mich.  117, 17  N.  W.  720,  50  Am. 
Rep.  247;  People  v.  Dawell,  25  Mich. 
247,  12  Am.  Rep.  260.  Minn.— -Thelen 
V.  Thelen,  75  Minn.  433,  78  N.  W.  108. 
N.  H.— Leith  v.  Leith,  39  N.  H.  20. 
N.  Y.— Hoffman  v.  Hoffman,  46  N.  Y. 
30,  7  Am.  Rep.  299;  Kerr  v.  Kerr,  41 
N.  Y.  272;  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  1  Johns. 
424;  In  re  Akins'  Est.,  152  N.  Y. 
Supp.  310.  Pa. — Com.  V.  Parker,  59 
Pa.  Super.  74. 

71.  U.     S. — See    Andrews     v.     An- 
drews, 188  IT.  S.  14,  23  Sup.  Ct.  237, 

47  L.  ed.  366.    Ind ^Hood  v.  State,  56 

Ind.  263,  23  Am.  Rep.  21.  Kan. — Lito- 
wich  V.  Litowich,  19  Kan.  451,  27  Am. 
Rep.  145.  Mich. — People  v.  Dawell,  25 
Mich.  247,  12  Am.  Rep.  260.  Minn. 
State  V.  Armington,  25  Minn.  29.  Neb. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  19  Neb.  706,  28  N.  W. 
296.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Smith,  13  Hun 
414.  Ohio.— Van  Fossen  v.  State,  37 
Ohio  St.  317,  41  Am.  Rep.  507.  Tenn. 
Gettys  V.  Gettys,  3  Lea  260,  31  Am. 
Rep.  637.  Tex. — Morgan  v.  Morgan,  1 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  315,  21  S.  W.  154. 

72.  U.     S. — Cheever     v.    Wilson,    9 
Wall.  108,  19  L.  ed.  604.    Ala — Turner 

V.   Turner,  44  Ala.   437.     Cal Moffatt 

V.  Moffatt,  5  Cal.  280.  lU.— Chapman 
V.  Chapman,  129  HI.  386,  21  N.  E.  806; 
Bowman  v.  Bowman,  24  111.  App.  165; 
Derby  v.  Derby,  14  HI.  App.  645; 
Lazovert  v.  Lazovert,  14  HI.  App.  653, 
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stitution  and  the  auxiliary  act  of  congress,  extends  to  a  decree  of 
divorce  procured  in  a  sister  state  court  having  jurisdiction.''^  Juris- 
diction in  this  connection,  exists  where  both  husband  and  wife  are 
domiciled  in  the  state,'*  or  where  one  of  the  parties  has  a  bona  fide 
domieil  there  and  personal  jurisdiction  is  obtained  over  the  other 
party  by  service  within  the  state,'^  or  by  voluntary  appearance/^ 
And  a  divorce  granted  at  the  matrimonial  domieil  is  entitled  to  full 
faith  and  credit  in  another  state  even  though  jurisdiction  of  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant  was  obtained  only  by  constructive  or  substituted 
service.'''    There  seem^to  have  been  no  final  and  authoritative  deter- 


Ky.— Ehyms  v.  Rhyms,  7  Bush  316. 
La. — Benton's  Succession,  106  La.  Ann. 
494,  31  So.  123;  Smith  v.  Smith,  43 
La.  Ann.  1140,  10  So.  248.  Me.— Hard- 
ing V.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140,  23  Am. 
Dec.  549.  Mass. — Burtis  v.  Burtis,  161 
Mass.  508,  37  N.  E.  740;  Watkins  v. 
Watkins,  135  Mass.  83;  Harteau  v. 
Harteau,  14  Pick.  181,  25  Am.  Dec.  372. 
N.  H.— Erary  v.  Frary,  10  N.  H.  61, 
32  Am.  Dec.  395.  Ohio. — Van  Fossen 
V.  State,  37  Ohio  St.  317,  41  Am.  Eep. 
507.  R.  I.— Ditson  v.  Ditson,  4  E.  I. 
87.  'Wis. — Craven  v.  Craven,  27  Wis. 
418. 

73.  IT.  S.^Haddock  v.  Haddock,  201 
U.  S.  562,  570,  26  Sup.  Ct.  525,  50 
L.  ed.  867;  Atherton  v.  Atherton,  181 
V.  S.  155,  21  Sup.  Ct.  544,  45  L.  ed. 
794;  Parker  v.  Parker,  222  Fed.  186, 
137  C.  C.  A.  626.  Cal. — In  re  Hancock  'a 
Estate,  156  Cal.  804,  106  Pac.  58.  Ga. 
Schroeder  v.  Schroeder,  144  Ga.  119,  86 
S.  E.  224.  Mo.— Lieber  v.  Lieber,  239 
Mo.  1,  143  S.  W.  458.  Mon^.- State 
V.  District  Court,  46  Mont.  425,  128 
Pac.  590.  Nefc.— Bodie  v.  Bates,  99 
Neb.  253,  156  N.  W.  8;  Bodie  v.  Bates, 
95  Neb.  757,  146  N.  W.  1002.  N.  J. 
Bolton  V.  Bolton,  86  N.  J.  L.  622,  92 
Atl.  389;  Preund  V.  Freund,  72  N.  J. 
Eq.  943,  73  Atl.  1117.  N.  Y.— Guggen- 
heim V.  Wahl,  203  N.  T.  390,  96  N.  E. 
726;  Curnen  v.  Curnen,  155  App.  Div. 
536,  140  N.  Y.  Supp.  805;  Post  v.  Post, 
149  App.  Div.  452,  133  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1057;  Hall  v.  Hall,  139  App.  Div.  120, 
123  N.  Y.  Supp.  1056;  Tiedemann  v. 
Tiedemann,  92  Misc.  417,  156  N.  Y. 
Supp.  Ill;  Richards  v.  Richards,  87 
Misc.  134,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  1028;  French 
V.  French,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  1053.  N.  C. 
Ex  parte  Alderman,  157  N.  C.  507,  73 
S.  E.  126.  Tex.— Ogg  v.  Ogg  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  165  S.  "W.  912.  Wash. 
Hicks  V.  Hicks,  69  Wash.  627,  125  Pac. 
945  J  Douglas  v.  Teller,  53  Wash.  695, 


102  Pac.  761.  W.  Va.— Campbell  v, 
Switzer,  74  W.  Va.  509,  82  S.  E.  '319; 
Anderson  v.  Anderson,' 74  W.  Va.  124, 
81  S.  E.  706. 

74.  Haddock  v.  Haddock,  201  TT.  S. 
562,  26  Sup.  Ct.  525,  50  L.  ed.  867. 

75.  Cheever  v.  Wilson,  9  Wall.  (TT. 
S.)  108,  19  L.  ed.  604.  See  Haddock 
V.  Haddock,  201  U.  S.  562,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
525,  50  L.  ed.  867. 

[a]  Mere  residence  as  distinguished 
from  legal  domieil  is  not  sufficient. 
Andrews  v.  Andrews,  188  U.  S.  14,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  237,  47  L.  ed.  366;  Streit- 
wolf  V.  Streitwolf,  181  U.  S.  179,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  553,  45  L.  ed.  807;  Bell  v. 
Bell,  181  TJ.  S.  175,  21  Sup.  Ct.  551, 
45  L.  ed.  804. 

76.  Kan.  —  Bledsoe  v.  Seaman,  77 
Kan.  679,  95  Pac.  576.  N.  Y.— French 
■B.  French,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  1053.  Ohio. 
Gilbert  v.  Gilbert,  83  Ohio  St.  265,  94 
N.  E.  421.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Parker,  59 
Pa.  Super.  74. 

77.  U.  S.— Haddock  v.  Haddock,  201 
V.  S.  562,  570,  26  Sup.  Ct.  525,  50 
L.  ed.  867;  Atherton  v.  Atherton,  181 
V.  S.  155,  21  Sup.  Ct.  &44,  45  L.  ed. 
794;  Cheever  v.  Wilson,  9'  Wall.  108, 
19  L.  ed.  604;  Barber  i).  Barber,  21 
How.  582,  16  L.  ed.  226;  Parker  v.  Par- 
ker, 222  Fed.  186,  137  C.  C.  A.  626. 
Kan.— Carter  v.  Carter,  89  Kan.  367, 
131  Pac.  561;  MeCormick  v.  McCor- 
mick,  82  Kan.  31,  107  Pac.  546.  N.  Y. 
Hunt  V.  Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217,  28  Am. 
Rep.  129;  Post  v.  Post,  149  App.  Div. 
452,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  1057;  Benham  v. 
Beniam,  69  Misc.  442,  125  N.  Y.  Supp. 
923;  In  re  Akins'  Est.,  152  N.  Y.  Supp. 
310.  Tox. — ^Montmorency  v.  Montmo- 
rency (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  139  S.  W. 
1168,  1171.  Wash.— Buckley  v.  Buckley, 
50  Wash.  213,  96  Pac.  1079. 

[a]  A  decree  obtained  in  Kentucky 
against  a  wife  resident  in  New  York 
with   the    consent    of    her    husband    is 
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mination  of  the  meaning  of,  "matrimonial  domicil"  as  here  used, 
though  it  has  been  held  by  the  United  States  supreme  court  that  a 
husband  who  has  never  changed  the  domicil  which  he  had  when  mar- 
ried may  obtain  a  divorce  against  his  deserting  wife  residing  in  an- 
other state,  upon  constructive  service,  which  is  entitled  to  full  faith 
and  credit  in  the  latter  stateJ^  And  other  courts  have  held  that  the 
husband  deserted  by  his  wife  may  change  the  matrimonial  domicil  and 
obtain  a  decree  of  divorce  binding  everywhere,  without  personal 
service  or  appearance,^^  though  a  similar  right  has  not  been  accorded 
the  deserted  wife.^°  And  the  rule  is  now  detinitely  settled  that  mere 
domicil  of  one  of  the  parties,  as  distinguished  from  matrimonial  dom- 
icil, does  not  give  the  court  jurisdiction,  upon  constructive  service  or 
upon  personal  service  bieyond  the  jurisdiction,  to  grant  a  divorce 
which  will  be  entitled  to  any  obligatory  recognition  in  other  states.*'^ 


entitled  to  full  faith  and  credit  in 
New  York,  where  it  appears  from  the 
facts  in  the  case  that  the  matrimonial 
domicil  was  in  Kentucky  notwithstand- 
ing the  residence  of  the  wife  in  New 
York.  ■  Atherton  v.  Atherton,  181  U.  S. 
155,  21  Sup.  Ct.  544,  45  L.  ed.  794. 

78.  Atherton  v.  Atherton,  181  TJ.  S. 
155,  21  Sup.  Ct.  544,  45  L.  ed.  794. 

[a]  "Where  the  domicil  of  the  hus- 
band is  in  a  particular  state,  and  that 
state  is  also  the  domicil  of  matrimony, 
the  courts  of  such  state  having  juris- 
diction over  the  husband  may,  in  vir- 
tue of  the  duty  of  the  wife  to  be  at 
the  matrimonial  domicil,  disregard  an 
unjustifiable  absence  therefrom,  and 
treat  the  wife  as  having  her  domicil  in 
the  state  of  the  matrimonial  domicil 
for  the  purpose  of  the  dissolution  of 
the  marriage,  and  as  a  result  have 
power  to  render  a'  judgment  dissolving 
the  marriage  which  will  be  binding 
upon  both  parties,  and  will  be  entitled 
to  recognition  in  all  other  states  by 
virtue  of  the  full  faith  and  credit 
clause."  Haddock  v.  Haddock,  201  TT. 
8.  562,  571,  26  Sup.  Ct.  525,  50  L.  ed. 
867. 

[b]  A  husband  who  abandoned,  his 
wife  in  New  York  and  acquired  a 
domicil  in  Connecticut  in  good  faith, 
obtained  a  divorcp  in  the  latter  state 
upon  constructive  service.  Such  di- 
vorce, though  enforceable  perhaps  in 
Connecticut,  was  not  entitled  to  oblig- 
atory enforcement  in  other  states  by 
virtue  of  the  full  faith  and  credit 
clause.  Haddock  v, 
S.  562,  572,  26  Sup. 
867. 

[c]  Matrimonial    Domicil    Same    ag 
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Haddock,   201   TT. 
Ct.  525,  50  L.  ed. 


Domicil  of  Innocent  Party. — Eeferring 
to  the  Haddock  case,  the  court  says 
in  Montmorency  v.  Montmorency  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  139  S.  W.  1168,  1171:  "The 
decision  impresses  us  with  the  belief 
that  the  reasoning  of  that  decision 
gives  the  court  of  the  domicil  of  the 
innocent  party  jurisdiction  to  render  a 
judgment  binding  everywhere,  and  de- 
prives the  court  of  the  domicil  of  the 
guilty  party  of,  jurisdiction  to  render 
a  judgment  binding  save  in  the  state 
where    rendered." 

[d]  "This  matrimonial  domicil  may 
be  distinct  from  the  present  domicil 
of  both  husband  and  wife.  Presump- 
tively it  is  identical  with  the  domieil 
of  the  husband.  But  where  the  wife 
has  acquired  a"  separate  domicil  it  is 
the  place  where  they  last  lived  to- 
gether as  husband  and  wife  with  the 
intent  of  making  that  place  their  fixed 
home."  Callahan  v.  Callahan,  65  Misc. 
172,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  39. 

79.  Harry  v.  Dodge,  66  Misc.  302, 
123  N.  Y.  Supp.  37;  Callahan  v.  Calla- 
han, 65  Misc.  172,  121  N.  Y.  Supp. 
39. 

80.  Berney  v.  Adrianee,  157  App. 
Div.  628,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  748, 
where  the  wife,  after  having  been 
abandoned  by  her  husband  in  New 
York,  went  to  South  Dakota,  and 
after  residing  there  the  jurisdictional 
period,  obtained  a  divorce  based  upon 
service  made  upon  the  defendant  in 
the  state  of  New  York.  In  an  action 
for  criminal  conversation  the  New 
York  court  refused  to  recognize  such 
divorce. 

81.  TT.  S.— Haddock  v.  Haddock,  201 
TJ.  S.  562,  26  Sup.  Ct.  525,  50  L.  ed- 
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Notwithstanding  this  rule,  however,  each  state  still  possesses  the  right 
to  give  faith  and  credit  to  such  decrees  in  accordance  with  rules  of 
comity,^^  or  public  policy,*'  or  by  statute,**  and  some  states  are  in- 


867.  6a. — Solomon  v.  Solomon,  140  Ga. 
379,  78  S.  B.  1079;  Matthews  v.  Mat- 
thew, 139  Ga.  123,  76  S.  E.  855.  Me. 
See  Stilphen  v.  Stilphen,  58  Me. 
508,  4  Am.  Rep.  305.  N.  J. — Flower 
V.  Flower,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  152,  7 
Atl.  669;  Doughty  v.  Doughty,  28  N.  J. 
Eq.  581.  N.  Y. — Aekerman  v.  Acker- 
man,  200  N.  Y.  72,  93  N.  E.  192; 
Winston  v.  Winston,  165  N.  Y.  553,  59 
N.  E.  273;  McGown  v.  MeGown,  164 
N.  Y.  558,  58  N.  E.'  1089;  Lynde  v. 
Lynde,  162  N.  Y.  405,  56  N.  E.  979; 
Bell  V.  Bell,  157  N,.  Y.  719,  53  N.  B. 
1123;  Jones  v.  Jones,  108  N.  Y.  415, 
15  N.  E.  707,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  447; 
O'Dea  V.  O'Dea,  101  N.  Y.  23,  4  N.  B. 
110;  People  v.  Baker,  76  N.  Y.  78,  32 
Am.  Eep.  274;  Borden  v.  Fitch,,  15 
Johns.  121,  8  Am.  Dec.  225;  Bradshaw 
V.  Heath,  13  Wend.  407;  Goueh  v. 
Goueh,  69  Misc.  436,  127  N.  Y.  Supp. 
476;  People  ex  rel.  Catlin  v.  Catlin,  69 
Misc.  191,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  350;  Hal- 
ter V.  Van  Camp,  64  Misc.  366,  118 
N.  Y.  Supp.  545;  In  re  Akin's  Est., 
152  N.  Y.  Supp.  310;  Hall  v.  Hall,  122 
N.  Y.  Supp.  401;  Eansom  v.  Eansom, 
125  App.  Div.  915,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  1143. 
Pa.— Eeed  v.  Elder,  62  Pa.  308,  1 
Am.      Eep.      414;      Colvin      v.      Eeed, 

55  Pa.  375.  S.  C. — McCreery  v.  Davis, 
44  S.  C.  195,  22  S.  E.  178,  51  Am.  St. 
Eep.  794,  28  L.  E.  A.  655.  Vt.— Blon- 
din  V.  Brooks,  83  Vt.  472,  76  Atl.  184; 
Prosser  v.  Warner,  47  Vt.  667,  19  Am. 
Eep.  132. 

82.  Ala. — Turner  v.  Turner,  44  Ala. 
437;  Thompson  v.  State,  28  Ala.  12. 
Conn. — Gildersleeve  v.  Gildersleeve,  88 
Conn.  689,  92  Atl.  684.  Ga. — Joyner  v. 
Joyner,  131  Ga.  217,  62  S.  E.  182. 
K^n. — Eodgers  v.  Eodgers,  56  Kan.  483, 
43  Pac.  779;  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  48 
Kan.  636,  29  Pac.  1071.  La.— Butler 
r.  Washington,  45  La.  Ann.  279,  12 
So.  356,  19  L.  E.  A.  814;  Smith  v. 
Smith,  43  La.  Ann.  1140,  10  So.  248; 
Edwards  v.  Green,  9  La.  Ann.  317.  Me. 
Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140,  23 
Am.  Dec.  549.     Md. — Garner  v.  Garner, 

56  Md.  127.  Mich. — Van  Inwagen  v. 
Van  Inwagen,  86  Mich.  333,  49  N.  W. 
154;  Wright  v.  Wright,  24  Mich.  180. 
Minn. — Thurston  v.  Thurston,  58  Minn. 
279,   59   N.   W.   1017.     Neb.— Smith   v. 


Smith,  19  Neb.  706,  28  N.  W.  296. 
N.  H.— Leith  V.  Leith,  39  N.  H.  20. 
N.  J.— Wallace  v.  Wallace,  62  N.  J. 
Eq.  509,  50  Atl.  788;  Felt  v.  Felt,  59 
N.  J.  Eq.  606,  45  Atl.  105,  49  Atl. 
1071,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  612,  47  L.  E.  A. 
546.  N.  Y.— Eupp  V.  Eupp,  156  App. 
Div.  389,  141  N.  Y.  Supp.  484;  In  re 
Higgins,  68  Misc.  259,  124  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1005.  See  Hall  v.  Hall,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  401.  Ohio. — Cox  v.  Cox,  19  Ohio 
St.  502,  2  Am.  Eep.  415;  Mansfield  v. 
Mclntyre,  10  Ohio  27.  Wis. — Cook  v. 
Cook,  56  Wis.  195,  14  N.  W.  33,  443, 
43  Am.  Eep.  706;  Shafer  v.  Bushnell, 
24  Wis.  372. 

[a]  "And  as  a  corollary  of  the 
recognized  power  of  a  government  thus 
to  deal  with  its  own  citizen  by  a  de- 
cree which  would  be  operative  within 
its  own  borders,  irrespective  of  any 
extraterritorial  eflSeacy,  it  follows  that 
the  right  of  another  sovereignty  ex- 
ists, under  principles  of  comity,  to  give 
to  a  decree  so  rendered  such  efficacy 
as  to  that  government  may  seem  to 
be  justified  by  its  conceptions  of  duty 
and  public  policy."  Haddock  v.  Had- 
dock, 201  XJ.  S.  562,  26  Sup.  Ct.  525, 
50  L.  ed.  867. 

[b]  For  a  review  of  the  state 
authorities  upon  this  matter  and  a 
statement  of  the  theories  or  rules  fol- 
lowed in  Various  states,  see  Haddock 
V.  Haddock,  201  U.  S.  562,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
525,  50  L.  ed.  867. 

83.  Hood  V.  State,  56  Ind.  263,  23 
Am.  Eep.  21;  Howard  v.  Strode,  242 
Mo.   210,  146  S.  W.  792. 

84.  Kan. — Carter  v.  Carter,  89  Kan. 
367,  131  Pac.  561;  Miller  v.  Miller,  89 
Kan.  151,  130  Pac.  681;  McCormick 
V.  McCormick,  82  Kan.  31,  107  Pac. 
546.  Mass. — White  v.  Warren,  214 
Mass.  204,  100  N.  E.  1103;  Burlen  v. 
Shannon,  115  Mass.  438.  N.  J. — Jung 
V.  Jung  (N.  J.  Bq.),  96  Atl.  499.  N.  Y. 
See  Moore  v.  Moore,  208  N.  Y.  97,  101 
N.  E.  711. 

[a]  By  statute  in  Kansas  the  recog- , 
nition  of  foreign  divorce  decrees  based 
on  substituted  service  is  made  oblig- 
atory. Laws  1907,  p.  297,  c.  184.  Com- 
menting upon  this  statute  the  court  in 
McCormick  v.  McCormick,  82  Kan.  31, 
107   Pac.   546,   said:    "It   is   perfectly 

Vol.  XV 


674 


JUDGMENTS 


elined  to  extend  such  decrees  recognition  at  least  in  so  far  as  the  dis- 
solution of  the  marriage  status  is  involved.*^ 

b.  Impeachment  for  Want  of  Jurisdiction.  —  Inquiry  may  always 
be  made  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering  the  decree  even 
to  the  extent  of  contradicting  record  recitals  of  jurisdictional  facts.^^ 

e.    Fraud. — Divorce  decrees,  like  other  adjudications  may  be  im- 

\peaehed  in  another  state  by  showing  that  they  were  procured  through 

fraud  going  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.^'    A  decree  obtained  upon 

colorable  residence  is  a  fraud  upon  the  court  and  will  not  be  enforced 

as  to  the  other  party.*^         \ 


clear  that  this  statute  was  intended  to 
make  the  recognition  and  enforcement 
of  foreign  divorce  decrees  based  upon 
substituted  service  obligatory  in  this 
state.  The  option  left  by  the  decision 
in  Haddock  v.  Haddock,  to  each  state 
to  give  to  such  decrees  within  its  own 
borders  whatever  efficacy  they  may  be 
entitled  to  consistent  with  its  public 
policy  was  exercised  by  the  legislature, 
and  such  decrees  were  placed  upon  the 
same  basis  as  the  judgments  of  our 
own   courts." 

85.  Anthony  v.  Rice,  110  Mo.  223, 
19  S.  W.  423;  Gould  v.  Crow,  57  Mo. 
200;   Ditson  v.  Ditson,  4  E.  1:  87. 

And  see  Cal. — In  re  James,  99  Cal. 
374,  33  Pac.  1122,  37  Am.  St.  Eep. 
60.  lU.— Field  v.  Field,  215  111.  496, 
74  N.  E.  443;  Dunham  v.  Dunham,  162 
,111.  589,  44  N.  E.  841,  35  L.  R.  A. 
70.  Ky. — Hawkins  v.  Ragsdale,  80  Ky. 
353,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  184,  44  Am.  Rep. 
483;  Maguire  v.  Maguire,  7  Dana  181. 
Tenn. — Toneray  v.  Toncray^  123  Tenn. 
476,  131  S.  "W.  977;  Thoms  v.  King,  95 
Tenn.  60,  31  S.  W.  983. 

[a]  Wife's  Eights  In  Property  of 
Forum  Not  Affected. —  (1)  "Since 
ithere  was  no  personal  service  upon  her 
or  appearance  in  the  court  rendering 
the  decree,  and  she  was  not  a  resident 
of  that  state,  although  the  decree  may 
have  restored  plaintiff  to  the  status 
of  an  unmarried  man,  the  court  was 
without  jurisdiction  by  its  decree  to 
affect  the  rights  his  wife  and  family 
had  acquired  in  the  property  he  may 
have  owned  in  this  state."  Gooch  v. 
Gooch,  38  Okla.  300,  133  Pac.  242.  (2) 
To  the  same  effect  see  Carter  v.  Car- 
ter, »9  Kan.  367,  131  Pac.  561;  Mc- 
Cormick  v.  McCormick,  82  Kan.  31,  107 
Pac.  546;  Toneray  v.  Toneray,  123 
Tenn.  476,  131  S.  W.  977. 

86.  See  supra,  XVIII,  B,  4,  "b. 

87.  Ala. — Thompson  v.  State,  28  Ala. 
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12.  Ga. — Matthews  v.  Matthews,  139 
Ga.  123,  76  S.  E.  855,  865.  111.— Roth 
V.  Iloth,  104  111.  35,  44  Am.  Eep.  81. 
la. — Graves  v.  Graves,  36  Iowa  310,  14 
Am'.  Rep.  525.  Mich.— Reed  v.  Eeed, 
52  Mich.  117,  17  N.  W.  720,  50  Am. 
Rep.  247.  Mo. — Howard  v.  Strode,  242 
Mo.  210,  146  S.  W.  792,  799.  N.  J.— Jung 
V.  Jung  (N.  J.  Eq.),96  Atl.  499;Dumont 
V.  Dumont  (N.  J.  Eq.),  45  Atl.  107; 
Supreme  Council  v.  Carley,  52  N.  J. 
Eq.  642,  29  Atl.  813;  Flower  v.  Flower, 
42  N.  J.  Eq.  152,  7  Atl.  669;  Doughty 
V.  Doughty,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  581.  N.  Y. 
Hunt  V.  Hunt,  72  N.~  Y.  217,  28  Am. 
Rep.  129;  Kinnier  v.  Kiunier,  45  N.  Y. 
535,  6  Am.  Rep.  ,132;  Stanton  v.  Cros- 
by, 9  Hun  370;  Vischer  v.  Vischer,  12 
Barb.  640;  Hall  v.  Hall,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  401.  ' 

See  supra,  XVIII,  B,  4,  c. 

88.  U.  S.— Andrews  v.  Andrews,  188 
V.  S.  14,  23  Sup.  Ct.  237,  47  L.  ed. 
366;  Bell  v.  Bell,  181  U.  S.  175,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  551,  45  L.  ed.  804;  Barber  v. 
Barber,  21  How.  582,  16  L.  ed.  226. 
Conn. — Gildersleeve  v.  Gildersleeve,  88 
Conn.  689,  92'  Atl.  684.  Md.— Walker 
V.  Walker,  125  Md.  649,  94  Atl.  346. 
N.  J.— Jung  V.  Jung  (N.  J.  Eq.),  96 
Atl.  499;  Carling  v.  Carling,  78  N.  J. 
Eq.  42,  81  Atl.  565.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Par- 
ker, 59  Pa.  Super.  74. 

But  see  Carter  v.  Carter,  89  Kan. 
367,  131  Pac.  561;  Miller  v.  Miller,  89 
Kan.  151,  130  Pac.  681. 

[a]  Residence  for  Divorce  Only. 
Where  a  husband  goes  to  Nevada  and 
takes  up  residence  there  for  the  juris- 
dictional period  prescribed  by  the  stat- 
utes of  that  state  solely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  divorce  and  with 
no  intention  of  remaining  there  after 
the  divorce  is  obtained,  he  does  not 
Acquire  a  bona  fide  residence  there  so 
as  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  to 
grant  him  a  divorce    which    will    be 
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-  d.  Alimony.  —  The  courts  of  one  state  will  enforce  a  decree  ob- 
tained in  another,  for  the  payment  of  alimony,  the  amount  of  which 
is  definitely  fixed,^^  unless  the  right  to  receive  the  alimony  is  so  dis- 
cretionary with  the  court  rendering  the  decree  that  even  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  appliegtion  to  modify  the  same  no  vested  right  exists.^" 


recognized  in  another  state.  Walker 
V.  Walker,  125  Md.  649,  94  Atl..346. 

[b]  Equity  •will  annul  a  divorce 
fraudulently  procured  in  another  state 
before  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  bona 
fide  resident  there  for  a  year  as  re- 
quired by  statute.  Jung  v.  Jung  (N. 
J.  Eq.),  96  Atl.  499. 

89.  U.  S.— Sistare  v.  Sistare,  218  U. 
S.  1,  30  Sup.  Ct.  682,  54  L.  ed.  905, 
28  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S:)  1068;  Barber  v. 
Barber,  21  How.  582,  16  L.  ed.  226'; 
Cotter  V.  Cotter,  225  Fed.  471,  139  C. 
C.  A.  453.  Colo. — McGregor  v.  Mc- 
Gregor, 52  Colo.  292,  122  Pac.  390. 
Ga. — Schroeder  v.  Schroeder,  144  Ga. 
119,  86  S.  E.  224.  Dl.— Dow  v.  Blake, 
148  111.  76,  35  N.  E.  761,  39  Am. 
St.  Eep.  156.  Ky. — Rogers  v.  jEogers, 
15  B.  Mon.  364.  Mass.— Taylor  v. 
Stowe,  218  Mass.  248,  105  N.  E.  890; 
Allen  V.  Allen,  100  Mass.  373.  N.  J. 
Bullock  V.  Bullock,  57  N.  J.  L.  508,  31 
Atl.  1024;  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  63  N.  J. 
Eq.  306,  49  Atl.  501.  N.  Y,— William- 
son V.  Williamson,  169  App.  Div.  597, 
155  N.  Y.  Supp.  423;  Moore  v.  Moore, 
142  App.  Div.  459,  126  N.  Y.  Supp. 
936;  Tiedemann  v.  Tiedemann,  92  Misc. 
417,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  111.  Okla. 
Campbell  V.  Campbell,  28  Okla.  838, 
115  Pao.  1111.  W.  Va.— Stewart  v. 
Stewart,  27  W.  Va.  -167. 

[a]  Effect  of  Full  Faith  and  Credit 
Clause. — In  Sistare  v.  Sistare,  218  IT.  S. 
1,  30  Sup.  Ct.  682,  54  L.  ed.  905,  Chief 
Justice  White  sums  up  the  authorities 
as  follbw¥:'  "First,  that,  generally 
speaking,  where  a  decree  is  rendered! 
for  alimony  and  is  made  payable  in 
future  installments  the  right  to  such 
installments  becomes  absolute  and 
vested  upon  becoming  due,  and  is 
therefore  protected  by  the  full  faith 
and  credit  clause,  provided  no  modifi- 
cation of  the  decree  has  been  made 
prior  to  the  maturity  of  the  install- 
ments, since,  as  declared  in  the  Bar- 
ber ease,  'alimony  decreed  to  a  wife 
in  a  divorce  of  separation  from  bed 
and  board  is'  as  much  a  debt  of  record,, 
until  the  decree  has  been  recalled,  as 
any  other  judgment  for  money  is.' 
Second,  that  this  general  rule,  however, 


does  not  obtain  where  by  the  law  of 
the  state  in  whieh  a  judgment  for 
future  alimony  is  rendered  the  right 
to  demand  and  receive  such  future 
alimony  is  discretionary  with  the  court 
which  rendered  the  decree,  to  such  an 
extent  that  no  absolute  or  vested  right 
attaches  to  receive  the  installments  or- 
dered by  the  decree  to  be  paid,  even 
although  no  application  to  annul  or 
modify  the  decree  in  respect  to  ali- 
mony had  been  made  prior  to  the  in- 
stallments becoming  due." 

[b]  Effect  of  Re-marriage.— Where 
the  statute  of  a  sister  state  provides 
that  upon  a  new  marriage  being  con- 
tracted by  either  of  the  parties,  a  new 
trial  may  be  granted  as  to  alimony, 
the  original  decree  remains  in  full 
force,  and  as  such  has  the  protection 
of  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause. 
Taylqr  v.  Stowe,  218  Mass.  248,  105 
N.  E.  208,  890;  Bolton  v.  Bolton,  >86 
N.  J.  L.  622,  92  Atl.,  389. 

[c]  The  power  to  annul,  vary  or 
modify  a  judgment  as  to  alimony  giv- 
en to  the  court  by  the  statute  of  the 
state  where  rendered,  confers  no  retro- 
active power  to  alter  the  judgment  as 
to  past-due  installments,  and  the  an- 
nulment, variation  or  modification  can 
only  affect  installments  which  have  not 
fallen  due,  and  such  decree  as  to  past- 
due  installments  is  entitled  ,to  faith 
and.  credit  in  other  states.  Bolton  v. 
Bolton,   86   N.   J.   L.   622,   92   Atl.   389. 

[d]  Suit  for  Alimony  Out  of  Real 
Estate  in  Forum. — An  independent 
suit  to  recover  alimony  out  of  real 
estate  of  the  husband  situated  in  the 
forum,  is  not  barred  by  a  decree  for 
alimony  rendered  in  a  sister  state, 
when  in  rendering  such  decl'ee  the 
court  could  not  without  consent  of  the 
parties  consider'  the  extraterritorial 
real  estate  and  such  consent  not  hav- 
ing been  given,  a  reasonable  sum  only 
was  allowed,  based  upon  the  property 
owned  by  the  husband,  situated  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Bodie 
V.  Bates,  95  Neb.  757,  146  N:  W.  1002. 
And  see  Pinkley  v.  Pinkley,  155  Ky. 
203,   159  S.  W.  795. 

90.    V.  S.— Lynde  v.  Lynde,  181 U.  S. 
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e.  Cusfody  of  Children.  —  A  provision  in  a  divorce  decree  estab- 
lishing a  right  to  the  custody  of  a  ininor  child  will  be  given  force 
and  effect  in  another  state.*^  But  such  award  of  custody  is  only 
conclusive  as  to  facts  and  conditions  hefore  the  court  upon  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  deeree.^^  It  is,  therefore,  not  a  bar  to  a  proceeding  in 
another  state  to  modify  it  upon  proof  that  the  situation  and  character 
of  the  respective  parties  has  so  changed  as  to  render  it  to  the  interest 
of  the  infant  that  it  be  committed  to  the  care  of  the  other  party.®^ 

6.  Judgments  of  Confederate  States. — ;In  so  far  as  a  judgment 
rendered  in  a  confederate  state  during  the  period  of  rebellion  could 


183,  21  Sup.  Ct.  555,  45  L.  ed.  810; 
Valiquet  v.  Valiquet,  177  Fed.  994. 
6a. — Cureton  v.  Cureton,  132  Ga.  745, 
65  S.  E.  65.  Mass.— Wells  v.  Wells, 
209  Mass.  282,  95  N.  B.  845.  Okla. 
Bleuer  y.  Bleuer,  27  Okla.  25,  110  Pao. 
736.  Ore.— Eowe  v.  Eowe,  76  Ore.  491, 
149  Pao.  533;  De  Vail  v.  De  Vail,  57 
Ore.  128,  109  Pac.  755,  110  Pae.  705. 
Tex.— Ogg  V.  Ogg  (Tex.  Civ:  App.), 
165  S.  W.  912. 

[a]  It  must  appear  from  the  peti- 
tion or  complaint  that  the  decree  for 
alimony  is  final.  See  Ogg  v.  Ogg  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  165   S.  W.  912. 

[b]  Alimony  Pendente  Lite. — An 
order  awarding  temporary  alimony 
which  is  in  effect  a  mere  interlocutory 
decree  subject  to  modification  and  va- 
cation by  the  court  which  entered  it, 
is  not  enforceable  in  other  states  even 
as  to  installments  of  such  alimony  due 
and  unpaid.  Henry  v.  Henry,  74  W. 
Va.  563,  82  S.  E.  522. 

91.  Conn. — Morrill  v.  Morrill,  83 
Conn.  479,  77  Atl.  1.  Ga.— Milner  v. 
Gatlin,  143  Ga.  816,  85  S.  E.  1045; 
Hammond  v.  Hammond,  90  Ga.  527,  16 
S.  E.  265;  Taylor  v.  Jeter,  33  Ga.  195, 
81  Am.  Dec.  202.  111.— TJmlauf  v.  Um- 
lauf,  27  111.  App.  375.  Ind.— DuBois  v. 
Johnson,  96  Ind.  6;  Teter  v.  Teter,  88 
Ind.  494.  la.— White  v.  White,  75 
Iowa  218,  39  N.  W.  277;  Sherwood 
V.  Sherwood,  56  ■  Iowa  608,  10  N.  W. 
98;  Jennings  v.  Jennings,  56  lojva  288, 
9  N.  W.  222 ;  Wakefield  v.  Ives,  35  Iowa 
238.  Me.— Stetson  v.  Stetson,  80  Me. 
483,  15  Atl.  60.  Minn.— State  v.  Bech- 
del,  37  Minn.  360,  34  N.  W.  334.  Mont. 
State  ex  rel.  Nipp  v.  District  Court,  46 
Mont.  425,  128  Pac.  590.  N.  M.— Mylius 
V.  Cargill,  19  N.  M.  278,  142  Pac.  918. 
N.  Y. — Mercein  v.  People,  25  Wend.  64, 
35  Am.  Deo.  653.  Tex.— Wilson  v. 
Elliott,  96  Tex.  472,  73  S.  W.  946, 
97  Am.  St.  Rep.  928.    W.  Va — ^Ander- 
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son  V.  Anderron,  74  W.  Va.  124,  81  S. 
E.   706. 

[a]  That  the  child  is  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  at  the  time 
of  the  rendition  of  the  decree  award- 
ing its  custody,  does  not  affect  the 
conclusiveness  of  such  decree  in  an- 
other state.  Schroeder  v.  Schroeder, 
144  Ga.  119,  86  S.  E.  224;  Anderson 
V.  Anderson,  74  W.  Va.  124,  81  S.  E. 
706. 

[b]  Fraud  in  ,  procuring  the  pro- 
vision disposing  of  the  child  may  be 
shown  to  defeat  its  enforcement.  Mil- 
ner V.  Gatlin,  143  Ga.  816,  85  S.  E. 
1045. 

[o]  Decree  Void  as  to  Divorce. 
Though  so  much  of  the  decree  as  grants 
the  divorce  may  be  void,  the  award 
of  custody  of  the  children  will  bind 
the  parties  in  other  states.  Anderson 
V.  Anderson,  74  W.  Va.  124,  81  S.  E. 
706. 

92.  Ga.— Milner  v.  Gatlin,  139  Ga. 
109,  76  S.  E.  860.  Neb.— Ea;  parte 
Clarke,  118  N.  W.  472.  N.  M.— Mylius 
V.  Cargill,  19  N.  M.  278,  142  Pae.  918. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Allen, 
40  Hun  611 ;  Ex  parte  Stewart,  77  Misc. 
524,  137  N.  T.  Supp.  202.  Tex.— Ea; 
parte  Boyd  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S. 
W.   254. 

[a]  Decree  Modified  as  to  Custody. 
Where  upon  the  death  of  the  mother 
to  whom  custody  of  a  child  had  been 
given  upon  divorce,  the  decree  was 
modified  so  as  to  give  such  child  into 
the  custody  of  the  father,  the  court's 
action  in  thus  modifying  the  decree, 
while  competent  evidence  in  habeas 
corpus  proceedings  in  another  state,  is 
not  conclusive  as  to  the  father's  fit- 
ness to  have  such  custody.  Pinney  v. 
Sulzen,  91  Kan.  407,  137  Pac.  987. 

93.  Ga.— Milner  v.  Gatlin,  143  Ga. 
816,  85  S.  E.  1045.  N.  M.— Martinez 
V.  Vigil,  19  N.  M.  306,  142  Pac.  920. 
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be  deemed  an  act  in  furtherance  thereof,  it  is  void  and  entitled  to 
no  faith  and  credit  in  the  courts  of  the  union.^*  Respect  and  recog- 
nition is,  however,  extended  to  confederate  judgments  touching  mat- 
ters in  no  wise  involving  the  supremacy  of  the  national  authority.®^ 
C.  Judgments  of  State  Coitets  in  Federal  Ccuets.  —  Judgments 
and  decrees  of  state  courts  are  by  virtue  of  congressional  enactment^^ 
accorded  such  faith  and  credit  in  the  United  States  courts,^'  and  in 


Tex.— Wilson   V.   Elliott,   96   Tex.   472, 
73  S.  W.  946,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  928. 

94.  Sprott  V.  United  States,  20  "Wall. 
(U.  S.)  459,  22  L.  ed.  371;  Horn  v. 
Loekhart,  17  Wall.  (U.  S.)  570,  21  L. 
ed.  657;  Kanawha  Coal  Co.  v.  Kanawha 
&  O.  Coal  Co.,  7  Blatohf.  391,  14  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,606;  The  Lilla,  2  Spr.  177,  15 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,348. 

[a]  In  Horn  v.  Loekhart,  17  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  570,  21  L.  ed.  657,  Mr.  Justice 
Field  said:  "We  admit  that  the  acts 
of  the  several  states  in  their  individual 
capacities,  and  of  their  different  de- 
partments of  government,  executive, 
judicial  and  legislative,  during  the 
war,  so  far  as  they  did  not  impair  or 
tend  to  impair  the  supremacy  of  the 
national  authority,  or  the  just  rights 
of  citizens  under  the  constitution,  are, 
in  general,  to  be  treated  as  valid  and 
binding.  The  existence  of  a  state  of 
insurrection  and  war  did  not  loosen 
the  bonds  of  society,  or  do  away  with 
civil  government  or  the  regular  admin- 
istration of  the  laws.  Order  was  to 
be  preserved,  police  regulations  main- 
tained, crime  prosecuted,  property  pro- 
tected, contracts  enforced,  marriages 
celebrated,  estates  settled,  and  the 
transfer  and  descent  of  property  reg- 
ulated precisely  as  in  time  of  peace. 
No  one,  that  we  are  aware  of,  serious- 
ly questions  the  validity  of  judicial  or 
legislative  acts  in  the  insurrectionary 
states  touching  these  and  kindred  sub- 
jects, where  they  were  not  hostile  in 
their  purpose  or  mode  of  enforcement 
to  the  authority  of  the  national  gov- 
ernment, and  did  not  impair  the  rights 
of  citizens  under  the  constitution." 

95.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.,  22  Wall.  99,  22  L.  ed.  816; 
Horn  V.  Loekhart,  17  Wall.  570,  21  L. 
ed.  657;  French  v.-  Tumlin,  14  Int. 
Eev.  Eec.  140,  9  Fed,  Cas.  No.  5,104; 
Cook  V.  Oliver,  1  Woods  C.  C.  437,  6 
Fed.,  Cas.  No.  .  3,164.  Ala.— Hill  v. 
Armistead,  56  Ala.  118.  N.  Y.— Pepin 
v.  Lachenmeyer,  45  N.  Y.  27. 

96,    Act  Cong.  May  26,  1790,  U.  S. 


Eev.   St.,   1878,  sec.   905;   U.   S.   Comp. 
St.,  1901,  p.  677. 

97.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  E.  Co.  v. 
Hostetter,  240  U.  S.  620,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
475,  60  L.  ed.  829;  Union  &  Planters' 
Bank  v.  City  of  Memphis,  189  U.  S. 
71,  23  Sup.  Ct.  604,  47  L.  ed.  712; 
Mitchell  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  180  U.  S. 
471,  21  Sup.  Ct.  418,  45  L.  ed.  627; 
Blythe  v.  Hinckley,  173  U.  S.  501,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  497,  43  L.  ed.  783;  Forsyth 
V.  Ham,mond,  166  U.  S.  506,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  665,  41  L.  ed.  1095;  Fallbrook  Ir- 
rigation Dist. "y.  Bradley,  164  U.  S.  112, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  56,  41  L.  ed.  369;  Chase 
V.  Curtis,  113  U.  S.  452,  5  Sup.  Ct.  554, 
28  L.  ed.  1038;  Colt  v.  Colt,  111  U.  S. 
566,  4  Sup.  Ct.  553,  28  L.  ed.  520; 
Stout  V.  Lye,  103  U.  S.  66,  26  L.  ed. 
428;-  Montgomery  v.  Samory,  99  U.  S. 
482,  25  L.  ed.  375;  Parrish  *.  Ferris, 
2  Black  606,  17  L.  ed.  317;  McElmoyle 
V.  Cohen,  13  Pet.  312,  10  L.  ed.  177; 
Knowles  v.  Gaslight,  etc.  Co.,  19  Wall. 
58,  22  L.  ed.  70;  Christmas  v.  Eus- 
sell,  5  Wall.  290,  18  L.  ed.  475;  United 
States  Oil  &  Laud  Co.  v.  Bell,  219  Fed. 
785,  135  C.  C.  A.  455;  Dunsmuir  v. 
Scott,  217  Fed.  200,  133  C.  C.  A. '194; 
Mazzariello  v.  Doherty,  204  Fed.  245, 
122  C.  C.  A.  513;  Foster  Milburn  Co. 
V.  Chinn,  202  Fed.  175,  122  C.  C.  A. 
577;  Sperry  &  Hutchinson  Co.  V.  Blue, 
202  Fed.  82,  120  C.  C.  A.  354;  Hand- 
Ian  V.  Walker,  200  Fed.  566,  119  'C.  C. 
A.  46;  Venner  v.  Chicago  City  E.  Co., 
200  Fed.  1023,  118  C.  C.  A.  210;  Con- 
verse V.  Stewart,  197  Fed.  152,  118  C.  ' 
C.  A.  212;  Willcox  v.  Jones,  177  Fed. 
870,  101  C.  C.  A.  84;  Stewart  v.  Board 
of  Trustees,  156  Fed.  773,  84  C.  C.  A. 
451;  Bailey  v.  Willeford,  136  Fed.  382, 
69  C.  C.  A.  226;  Cooper  v.  Brazelton, 
135  Fed.  476,  68  C.  C.  A.  188;  Glen- 
cove  Grani^  Co.  v.  City  Trust,  Safe 
Dep.  &  S.  Co.,  118  Fed.  386,  55  C.  C. 
A.  212;  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sup- 
plee,  115  Fed.  657,  52  C.  C.  A.  293; 
Warrington  v.  Ball,  90  Fed.  464,  33  C. 
C.  A.  609;  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M. 
E.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  76  Fed.  429,  21  C. 
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those  of  the  territories,®^  and  the  District  of  Columbia,®*  as  they  have 
in  the  state  where  rendered.  No  greater  foi^ce  and  effect  need  be 
accorded  such  judgments  by  the  federal  courts  than  they  are  entitled 
to  in  the  state  where  rendered  or  in  sister  states.^   PinaP  judgments 


C.  A.  '468;  Clay  v.  Deskins,  63  Fed. 
330,  11  C.  C.  A.  229;  Billing  v.  Gilmer, 
62  Fed.  661,  10  C.  C.  A.  579;  Byrd  v. 
Hall,  211  Fed.  182;  In  re  Wenatchee- 
Stratford  Oreliard  Co.,  205  Fed.  964; 
Detroit  &  M.  E.  iCo.  v.  Michigan  E.  E. 
Commission,  203  Fed.  864;  Irvine  v. 
Blackburn,  198  Fed.  360;  In  re'Seavey, 
195  Fed.  825;  Manhattan  Trust  Co.  v. 
Chicago  Electric  Traction  Co.,  188  Fed. 
1006;  Susquehanna  Coal  Co.  v.  Mayor, 
etc.  of  South  Amboy,  184  Fed.  941; 
Burt  &  Brabb  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Bailey,  175 
Fed.  131;  Smith  v.  Mosier,  169  Fed. 
430;  Pundt  v.  Pendleton,  167  Fed.  997; 
The  Ira  M.  Hedges,  163  Fed.  587; 
Gunning  System  v.  Buffalo,  157  Fed. 
249;  Bedford-Bowling  Green  Stone  Co. 
V.  Oman,  134  Fed.  441;  Israel  v.  Israel, 
130  Fed.  237;  Wood  v.  Mobile,  99  Fed. 
615;  Whitaker  v.  Bramson,  2  Paine 
209,  29  Fed.  Gas.  No.  17,526;  Green 
V.  Sarmiento,  Pet.  C.  C.  74,  3  Wash. 
C.  C.  17,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,760;  Field 
V.  Gibbs,  Pet.  C.  C.  155,  9  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4,766;  State  of  West  Virginia  v. 
United  States,  45  Ct.  CI.  576. 

[a]  In  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S. 
714,  24  L.  ed.  565,  it  was  said:  "Whilst 
they"  (the  federal  courts)  "are  not 
foreign  tribunals  in  their  relations  to 
the  state  courts,  they  are  tribunals  of 
a  different  sovereignty,  exercising  a 
distinct  and  independent  jurisdiction, 
and  are  bound  to  give  to  the  judg- 
ments of  the  state  courts  only  the 
same  faith  and  credit  which  the  courts 
of  another  state  are  b6und  to  give  to 
them." 

[b]  Where  concurrent  jurisdiction 
exists  between  the  state  courts  and  the 
federal  courts,  the  judgment  in  the  one 
is  binding  on  the  other.  Eeynolds  v. 
Lyon  County,  121  Iowa  733,  96  N.  W. 
1096. 

[e]  Law  Involved. — This  riile  holds 
true  whether  the  question  determined 
was  one  of  federal,  general  or  local 
law.  Sperry  &  Hutchinson  Co.  v.  Blue, 
202  Fed.  82,  120  C.  C.  A.  354. 

[d]  Judgment  based  on  State  Em- 
ployers' Liability  Act  is  conclusive  on 
the  federal  courts.  Mazzariello  v.  Do- 
herty,  204  Fed.  245,  122  C.  C.  A.  513. 

[e]  No  greater  effect  need  be  given 
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to  the  state  judgment  when  sued  on  in 
the  federal  courts  than  it  enjoys  in 
the  state  where  rendered.  Higgins  v. 
Eaton,  188  Fed.  938. 

[f]  Bankruptcy. — A  judgment  of  a 
state  court  against  a  bankrupt  is  con- 
clusive on  the  federal,  courts  unless 
want  of  jurisdiction,  or  fraud  or  col- 
lusion appears.  In  re  Wenatehee-Strat- 
ford  Orchard  Co.,  205  Fed.  964. 

98.  See  Tootle  v.  McClellan,  7  Ind. 
Ter.  64,  103  S.  W.  766;  and  Act  of 
Congress,  March  27,  1804,  U.  S.  Eev. 
St.,  §906;  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1901,  p. 
677. 

[a]  In  Indian  Territory. — By  Act 
May  2,  1890,  c.  182,  26  St.  at  L.  96, 
the  federal  constitution  was  given 
"the  same  force  and  effect  in  the  In- 
dian Territory  as  elsewhere  in  the 
United  States."  The  full  faith  and 
credit  clause  of  the  constitution,  there- 
fore, applies  to  the  courts  of  the  In- 
dian Tierritory.  Tootle  v.  McClellan,  7, 
Ind.  Ter.  64,  103  S.  W.  766. 

99.  Magruder  v.  Drury,  235  U.  S. 
106.  35  Sup.  Ct.  77,  59  L.  ed.  151; 
Thompson  v.  Thompson,  226  U.  S.  551, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57  L.  ed.  347;  Slack 
«.  Perrine,  9  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  128; 
Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v.  Gorman,  7 
App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)  91. 

[a]  The  expression  "every  court 
within  the  United  States,"  appearing 
in  Eev.  St.  U.  S.,  sec.  905,  includes 
the  courts  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Thompson  v.  Thompson,  226  U.  S.  551, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57  L.  ed.  347. 

1.  Hekking  v.  Pfaff,  91  Fed.  60,  33 
C.  C.  A.  328;  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M. 
E.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  76  Fed.  429,  21  C.  C. 
A.  468. 

2.  Gardner  v.  Michigan  Cent.  E. 
Co,,  150  U.  S.  349,  14  Sup.  Ct.  140, 
37  L.  ed.  1107;  Homer  v.  Brown,  16 
How.  354,  14  L.  ed.  970;  Shelton  v. 
Tiffin,  6  How.  163,  12  L.  ed.  387; 
Coram  v.  Ingersoll,  148  Fed.  169,  78  C. 
C.  A.  303;  Texas  &  P.  Eailway  Co. 
V.  Smith,  91  Fed.  483,  33  C.  C.  A. 
648;  Barry  v.  Friel,  114  Fed.  989; 
Gabrielson  v.  Waydell,  67  Fed.  342. 

[a]  A  judgment  on  demurrer  is  as 
conclusive  as  one  rendered  on  proof. 
Sperry  &  Hutchinson  Co.  v.  Blue,  202 
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611  the  merits,  c£  every  kind,^  procured  in  the  state  courts  are,  there- 
fore, generally  conclusive  in  the  federal  courts,  whether  the  ques- 
tion determined  was  one  of  federal,  general  or  local  law.*  A  judgment 
rendered  in  a  state  court  will  be  given  the  same  force  and  efEect  as 


Fed.  82,  120  C.  C.  A.  354;  Stewart 
V.  Board  of  Trustees,  156  Fed.  773,  84 
C.  C.  A.  451.  See  supra,  XVII,  B,  3, 
d,   (II),   (F). 

[b]  A  judgment  (1)  of  dismissal 
when  on  the  merits,  is  conclusive  upon 
the  federal  court.  Thus  a  judgment 
rendered  on  motion  to  dismiss  because 
the  complaint  does  not  state  a  cause 
of  action  can  be  set  up  as  res  judi- 
cata to  an  action  subsequently  brought 
in  the  federal  court.  Coram  v.  Inger- 
soU,  148  Fed.  169,  78  C.  C.  A.  303; 
Eau  Claire  Nat.  Bank  v.  Benson,  128 
Fed.  277,  63  C.  C.  A.  591;  Haug  v. 
Great  Northern  Railroad,  102  Fed.  74, 
42  C.  C.  A.  167;  In  re  Eeynolds,  133 
Fed.  585,  760.  (2)  But  a  judgment 
dismissing  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  re- 
view a  sentence  of  imprisonment  is, 
when  not  on  the  merits,  no  bar  to  a 
petition  for  a  release  on  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus.  Pundt  v.  Pendleton, 
167  Fed.  997. 

[c]  A  Judgment  of  non  suit  is  not 
a  judgment  on  the  merits  and,  there- 
fore, the  entry  of  such  a  judgment  in 
a  state  court  is  no  bar  to  another  suit 
in  the  federal  court  on  the  same  cause 
of  action.  Bixler  v.  Pennsylvania  E. 
Co.,  201  Fed.  553.  See  supra,  XVII, 
B,  3,  d,   (II),   (H). 

[d]  That  (1)  an  appeal  is  pending 
in  the  United  States  supreme  court 
from  the  judgment  of  the  state  court 
does  not  suspend  its  operation  as  an 
estoppel     (Straus    v.     American     Pub. 

I  Assn.,  201  Fed.  306,  119  C.  C.  A. 
544);  (2)  unless  by  the  law  of  the 
state  whose  judginent  is  in  question, 
tne  perfection  of  an  appeal  deprives 
tne  judgment  of  its  effect  as  an  estop- 
pel. Contra  Costa  Water  Co.  ».  Oak- 
land, 165  Fed.  518.  See  supra,  XVII, 
B,  3,  e,   (V). 

3.  See  generally  supra,  XVII,  B, 
3,  d. 

[a]  Assessing  Stockholder's  Liabil- 
ity.— A  judgment  of  a  state  court,  as- 
sessing defendant  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  of  an  insolvent  corporation 
will  be  enforced  in  the  United  States 

'  courts.  Irvine  v.  Blackburn,  198  Fed. 
360.    , 

[b]  A  forfeiture  of  land  for  unpaid 


taxes  adjudicated  in  state  courts  is 
conclusive  upon  the  federal  courts. 
Snyder  v.  Upper  Elk  Coal  Co.,  228 
Fed.  21,  142  C.  C.  A.  477. 

[c]  A  judgment  confirming  an  order 
of  the  state  railroad  commission  is 
within  the  rule.  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co. 
V.  Michigan  E.  R.  Commission,  203 
Fed.  854. 

4,  Wright  V.  Georgia  R.  &  Bank- 
ing Co.,  216  U.  S.  420,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  242,  54,  L.  ed.  544;  Covington  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  198  U.  S.  100,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  562,  49 'L.  ed.  963;  Union  & 
Planters'  Bank  v.  Memphis,  189  U.  S. 
71,  "23  Sup.  Ct.  604,  47  L.  ed.  712; 
Mitchell  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Chicago, 
180  U.  S.  471,  21  Sup.  Ct.  418,  45 
h.  ed.  627;  Blythe  v.  Hinckley,  173 
U.  S.  501,  19  Sup.  Ct.  497,  43  L.  ed. 
783;  Forsyth  v.  Hamniond,  166  U.  S. 
506,  17  Sup.  Ct.  665,  41  L.  ed.  1095; 
Fallbrook  Irrigation  Dist.  v.  Bradley, 
164  U.  S.  112,  17  ,Sup.  Ct.  56,  41  L. 
ed.  369;  Snyder  v.  Upper  Elk  i  Coal 
Co.,  228  Fed.  21,  14;2  C.  C.  A.  477; 
United  States  Oil  &  Land  Co.  v.  Bell, 
219  Fed.  785,  135  C.  C.  A.  455;  Duns- 
muir  V.  Scott,  217-  Fed.  200,  133  C.  C. 
A.  194;  Canton-Hughes  Pump  Co.  v. 
Llera,  205  Fed.  209,  123  C.  C.  A.  397; 
Mazzariello  v.  Doherty,  .204  Fed.  245, 
122  C.  C.  A.  513;  Sperry  &  GHutchin-- 
son  Co.  V.  Blue,  202  Fed.  82,  120  C.  C. 
A.  354;  Straus  v.  American  Publishers' 
•Assn.,  201  Fed.  306,  119  C.  C.  A.  544; 
Handlau  v.  Walker,  200  Fed. '  566,  119 
C.  C.  A.  46;  Wilcox  v.  Jones,  177  Fed. 
870,  101  C.  C.  A.  84;  The  J.  E.  Lang- 
don,  163  Fed.  472,  90  C.  C.  A.  18; 
Stewart  v.  Board  of  Trustees,  156  Fed. 
773,  84  C.  C.  A.  451;  National  Salt 
Co.  V.  Ingraham,  143  Fed.  805,  74  C. 
C.  A.  479;  Groton  Bridge  &  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Clark  Pressed  Brick  Co.,  136  Fed. 
27,  68  C.  C.  A.  577;  Casey  v.  Penn- 
sylvania Asphalt  Pav.  Co.,  114  Fed. 
189,  52  C.  C.  A.  145;  Sherman  v. 
American  Congregational  Assn.,  113 
Fed.  609,  51  C.  C.  A.  329;  State  Trust 
Co.  V.  Be  La  Vergne  Refrigerating 
Mach.  Co.,  105  Fed.  468,  44  C.  C.  A. 
556;  Harper  v.  Harper,  53  Fed.  35,  3 
C.  C.  A.  415;  Continental  Tr.  Co.  v. 
Tallassee  Falls  Mfg.  Co.,  222  Fed.  694; 
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a  bar  in  a  federal  court  as  is  given  to  it  in  the  courts  where  rendered. 
Such  state  judgment  will  there  merge  the  original  claim  or  demand,' 
and  bar  a  subsequent  suit  in  a  federal  court  between  the  same  parties 
and  upon  the  same  cause  of  action.^ 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  is  not  concluded  by  its 
judgment.  When  it  is  sought  to  enforce  the  judgment  in  a  federal 
court,  the  same  may  be  impeached  by  showing  that  the  court  rendering 
it  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  parties  or  the  subject-matterJ    It  will 


Swift  V.  MoFarland,  215  Fed.  452; 
Sharp  V.  Bonham,'213  Fed.  660;  Puget 
Sound  Electric  Ey,  v.  Lee,  207  Fed. 
860;  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Michigan 
E.  E.  Commission,  203  Fed.  864;  Man- 
hattan Trust  Co.  V.  Chicago  Electric 
Traction  Co.,  188  Fed.  4006;  Susque- 
hanna Coal  Co.  V.  Mayor,  etc.  of  South 
Amboy,  184  Fed.  941;  Jenkins  v.  At- 
lantic Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  179  Fed.  535; 
Burt  &  Brabb  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Bailey,  175 
Fed.  131;  Smith  v.  Mosier,  169  Fed. 
430;  The  Ira  M.  Hedges,  163  Fed.  587; 
Bedford-Bowling  Green  Stone  Co.  v. 
Oman,  134  Fed.  441;  Eastern  Building 
&  Loan  Assn.  v.  "Welling,  116  Fed.  100; 
State  Trust  Co.  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  & 
G.  E.  Co.,  115  Fed.  367;  Montgomery 
V.  McDermott,  87  Fed.  374;  Bryar  v. 
Bryar,  78  Fed.  657;  Fuller  v.  Hamil- 
ton County,  53  Fed.  411;  Dudeu  v. 
Maloy,  43  Fed.  407. 

See   also   the  title   "Ees  Judicata." 

[a]  Matters  neither  pleaded  nor 
litigated  in  the  state  court  are  not 
concluded.  De  Chambrun  v.  Schermer- 
horn,  59  Fed..  504. 

[b]  Judgment  Against  Federal  Ee- 
ceiver. — A  judgment  of  a  state  court 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and 
the  subject-matter  against  a  federal 
receiver  in  his  official  capacity,  in  re- 
spect of  any  act  or  transaction  of  his 
in  carrying  on  the  business  connected 
with  the  receivership  property,  is  final 
and  conclusive  as  to  the  existence  and 
amount  of  the  liability.  Manhattan 
Trust  Co.  V.  Chicago  Electric  Traction 
Co.,  188  Fed.  1006;  Central  Trust  Co. 
V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  E.   Co.,  41  Fed.  551. 

5.  Gardner  v.  Michigan  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  150  U.  S.  349,  14  Sup.  Ct.  140, 
37  L.  ed.  1107;  Green  v.  Sarmiento, 
Pet.  C.  C.  74,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  17,  10  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  5,760. 

6.  Venner  v.  Chicago  City  Ey. 
Co.,  200  Fed.  1023,  118  C.  C.  A.  210; 
Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Home  Savings 
Bank,  200  Fed.  28,  118  C.  C.  A.  256; 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Troxell, 
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200  Fed.  44,  118  C.  C.  A.  272;  Stew- 
art V.  Board  of  Trustees,  156  Fed.  773, 
84  C.  C.  A.  451;  Eau  Claire  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Benson,  128  Fed.  277,  63  C.  C.  A. 
591;  Gorham  v.  Broad  Eiver  Tp.,  118 
Fed.  1016,  56  C.  C.  A.  140;  Fayer- 
weather  v.  Eitch,  91  Fed.  721,  34  C. 
C.  A.  61;  Jenkins  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.,  179  Fed.  535;  Pundt  v. 
Pendleton,  167  Fed.  997;  John  T>.  Park 
&  Sons  Co.  V.  Bruen,  139  Fed.  698; 
Nugent  V.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co., 
87  Fed.  251;  United  States  v.  Dewey, 
6  Biss.  501,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,956; 
Slack  V.  Perrine,  9  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
128. 

[a]  Based  on  Different  Statute. 
"The  V fact  that  the  judgment  in  the 
state  court  depended  upon  the  state 
statutes  and  that  the  complaint  in 
this  case  is  founded  on  the  federal 
statute,  which  is  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  state  court,  makes  no 
difference."  Straus  v.  American  Pub- 
lishers' Assn.,  201  Fed.  306,  119  C.  C. 
A.  544. 

[b]  An  action  for  wrongful  death 
is  barred  in  the  federal  courts  by  a 
judgment  in  the  state  court  denying 
a  recovery  upon  the  same  claim  in  an 
action  for  personal  injuries.  Frescoln 
V.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  & 
Power  Co.,   225  Fed.  441. 

[c]  A  suit  to  surcharge  and  correct 
an  administrator's  account,  in  the  fed- 
eral court,  is  not  barred  by  a  settle- 
ment of  accounts  by  a  decree  of  a 
state  court.  Bertha  Zinc  Mineral  Co. 
V.  Vaughan,  88  Fed.  566. 

7.  Cooper  v.  Newell,  173  U.  S.  555, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  506,  43  L.  ed.  808;  Lytle 
V.  Town  of  Lansing,  147  TJ.  S.  59,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  254,  37  L.  ed.  78;  Hart  v. 
Sansom,  llO  U.  S.  151,  3  Sup.  Ct.  586, 
28  L.  ed.  101;  Hall  v.  Lanning,  91  TJ. 
S.  160,  23  L.  ed.  271;  D'Arey  v.  Ketch- 
um,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  165,  13  L.  ed. 
648;  Hickey  v.  Stewart,  3  How.  (U.  S.)  , 
750,  11  L.  ed.  814;  Dunsrauir  v.  Scott, 
217  Fed.  200,  133  C.  C.  A.  194;  Davis 
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be  presumed  that  the  court,  if  of  general  jurisdiction,  had  jurisdiction 
and  power  to  proceed  in  the  case  and  render  the  judgment  in  ques- 
tion.® The  record  is  not  conclusive  as  to  jurisdictional  facts  therein 
stated.  Evidence  aliunde  may  be  introduced  in  contradiction  there- 
of,® and  particularly  to  overcome  a  return, showing  proper  service,^" 
or  a  record  recital  of  due  service  by  publication,^^  or  of  appearance 
in  person'  or  by  attorney.^^  "Where  the  court,  however,  expressly 
adjudicates  the  question  of  its  jurisdiction  and  finds  the  existence  of 
facts  which  if  true  would  confer  jurisdiction,  the  matter  cannot  be 
relitigated  in  a  federal  court." 

Errors  and  Irregularities. —  Where  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  over 
the  parties  and  the  subject-matter  has  attached,  its  judgment  cannot 


V.  Bessemer  City  Cotton  Mills,  178  Fed. 
784,  log  C.  C.  A.  232;  Cooper  v.  Brazel- 
ton,  135  Fed.  476,  68  C.  C.  A.  188; 
Phoenix  Bridge  Co.  v.  Castleberry,  131 
Fed.  175,  65  C.  C.  A.  481;  Wood  v. 
Mobile,  107  Fed.  846,  47  C.  C.  A.  9; 
Hekking  v.  PfafE,  91  Fed.  60,  33  C.  C. 
A.  328,  43  L.  E.  A.  618;  Chinn  v.  Fos- 
ter-Milburn  Co.,  195  Fed.  158;  Higgins 
r.  Eaton,  188  Fed.  938;  Burt  &  Brabb 
Lumo.  Co.  V.  Bailey,  175  Fed.  131; 
Israel  v.  Israel,  130  Fed.  237;  L'Engle 
V.  Gates,  74  Fed.  513;  Swift  v.  Meyers, 
13  Sawy.  583,  37  Fed.  37;  Downs  v. 
Allen,  23  Blatchf.  54,  22  Fed.  805; 
Graham  v.  Spencer,  14  Fed.  603. 

Compare  supra,  XVII,  A;  XVIII,  B, 
3,  a. 

[a]  Non-residence.  —  It  may  be 
shown,  even  in  contradiction  of  the 
record,  that  defendant  was  a  non-resi- 
dent of  the  state  when  suit  was 
brought,  was  not  served  with  ^process 
and  did  not  appear  and  that  an  at- 
torney who  made  appearance  for  him 
was  not  authorized  to  do  so.  Cooper  v. 
Newell,  173  U.  S.  555,  19  Sup.  Ct.  506, 
48  L.  ed.  808. 

[hi  "The  courts  of  tlie  tlnited 
States  only  regard  judgments  of  the 
state  courts  establishing  personal  de- 
mands as  having  validity,  or  as  im- 
porfring  verity  where  they  have  been 
rendered  upon  personal  citation  of  the 
party,  or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  of 
those  empowered  to  receive  process  for 
him,  or  upon  his  voluntary  appear- 
ance." St.  Claii-  V.  Cox,  106  U.  S. 
350,   1   Sup.   Ct.   354,  27  L.   ed.   222. 

8.  Higgins  v.  Eaton,  188  Fed.   938. 
Compare  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e,  (TV), 

(B)   and  (C);  XVIII,  B,  4,  b,  (II). 

9.  Cooper  v.  Newell,  173  U.  S.  555, 


19  Sup.  Ct.  506,  43  L.  ed.  808;  Knowles 
V.  Logansport  Gas  Light,  etc.  Co.,  19 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  58,  22  L.  ed.  70;  Duns- 
muir  V.  Scott,  217  Fed.  200,  133  C.  C. 
A.  194;  Davis  v.  Bessemer  City  Cot- 
ton Mills,  178  Fed.  784,  102  C.  C.  A. 
232;  Hazeltine  v.  Miss.  Valley  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  55  Fed.  743;  Citizens  Bank 
V.  Brooks,  23  Blatchf.  137,  23  Fed.  21; 
Downs  V.  Allen,  23  Blatchf.  54,  22  Fed. 
805. 

Compare  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e,  (IV), 
(A)    and    (C);   XVIII,  B,  4,  b,   (IH). 

[a]  Certain  earlier  cases  denied  the 
right  to  thus  contradict  the  record. 
Todd  V.  Crumb,  5  McLean,  172,  23  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,073;  Lincoln  v.  Tower,  2 
McLean  473,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,355; 
Field  V.  Gibbs,  Pet.  C.  C.  155,  9  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,766. 

10.  Davis  V.  Bessemer  City  Cotton 
Mills,  178  Fed.  784,  102  C.  C.  A.  232; 
Burt  &  Brabb  Lumb.  Co.,  v.  Bailey,  175 
Fed.  131. 

11.  Howard  v.  De  Cordova,  177  TT. 
S.  609,  20  Sup.  Ct.  817,  44  L.  ed. 
908. 

12.  Cooper  v.  Newell,  173  U.  S.  555, 
19   Sup.  Ct.  506,  43  L.  ed.  808. 

[a]  Unauthorized  Attorney. — It  may 
be  shown  that  a  pretended  appearance 
by  attorney  was  unauthorized  and 
without  defendant's  knowledge.  Cooper 
V.  Newell,  173  TJ.  S.  555,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
506,  43  L.  ed.  808. 

13.  United  States  Oil  &  Land  Co. 
V.  Bell,  219  Fed.  785,  135  C.  C.  A.  455; 
Sipe  V.  Copwell,  59  Fed.  970,  8  C.  C. 
A.  419;  Chinn  v.  Foster-Milburn  Co., 
195  Fed.  158;  Hubbard  v.  American  In- 
vestment Co.,  70  Fed.  808. 

Compare  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  c,  (IV), 
(C),   (6);   XVIII,  B,  4,  b,   (III),   (C). 
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be  collaterally  assailed  in  a  federal  court  for  mere  errors  and  irreg-- 
\ilarities  that' are  not  jurisdictional.^* 

Creditor's  Bills.  —  There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  whether  a 
creditor's  bill  will  lie  in  a  federal  court  upon  a  judgment  rendered 
in  a  state  court.  There  are  eases  permitting  such  a  bill/®  as  well  as 
cases  refusing  such  remedy.^^ 

D.  Judgments  of  Federal  Courts  in  State  Courts.  —  1.  Oper- 
ation and  Effect  in  General.  —  Judgments  and  decrees  rendered  by 
the  various  federal  tribunals  are  operative  in  state  courts."    The  judg- 


14.  Det.  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Mich.  E.  E. 
Comm.,  235  U.  S.  402,  35  Sup.  qt  126, 
59  L.  ed.  288;  Magrude]-  v.  Drury,  235 
U.  S.  106,  35  Sup.  Ct.  77,  59  L.  ed. 
151;  Simmons  v.  Saul,  138  U.  S.  439, 
11  Sup!  Ct.  369,  34  L.  ed,  1054;  In  re 
Seavey,  195  Fed.  825. 

[a] ,  A  railroad  company  cannot 
maintain  a  suit  in  a  federal  court  to 
restrain  the  enforcement  of  an  order 
of  the  state  railroad  conimisaion  which 
has  been  sustained  by  the  state  courts. 
Blythe  v.  Hinckley,  173  U.  S.  501,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  497,  43  L.  ed.  783;  Simmons 
V.  Saul,  138  V.  S.  439,  11  Sup.  Ct.  369, 
34  L.  ed.  1054;  Colt  v.  Colt,  111  XJ.  S. 
566,  4  Sup.  Ct.  553,  28  L.  ed.  520;  Chi- 
cago &  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Wiggins  Ferry  Co., 
108  V.  S.  18,  1  Sup.  Ct.  614,  617,  27  L. 
ed.  636;  Straus  v.  American  Pub.  Assn., 
201  Fed.  306,  119  C.  C.  A.  544;  "Wood 
V.  Mobile,  107  Fed.  846,  47  C.  C.  A. 
9;  Little  ,Eock  June.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Burke, 
66  Fed.  83,  13  C.  C.  A.  341;  Puget 
Sound  Electric  Ey.  v.  Lee,  207  Fed. 
860;  Higgins  v.  Eaton,  188  Fed.  938; 
Philbrook  v.  Newman,  85  Fed.  139; 
Siddall  V.  Bregy,  64  Fed.  610;  Eussell 
&  Co.  V.  Lamb,  49  Fed.  770;  Smith  v. 
Schwed,  9  Fed.  483;  Slack  v.  Perrine, 
9  App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)   128. 

Compare  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e;  XVIII, 
B,  4,  d. 

15.  Bidwell  ii.  HufC,  103  Fed.  362; 
Alkire  Grocery  Co.  v.  Eichesin,  91  Fed. 
79;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Chat- 
tanooga Const.  Co.,  53  Fed.  314;  Wil- 
kinson V.  Yale,  6  McLean  16,  29  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  17,678. 

Compare  supra, .  XVIII,  B,   3,   g. 

18.  Claflin  v.  McDermott,  20  Blatchf. 
522,  12  Fed.  375;  Walser  v.  Seligman, 
21  Blatchf.  130,  13  Fed.  415. 

17.  XT.  S. — Hancock  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Farnum,  lf6  U.  S.  640,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
506,  44  L.  ed.  619;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C. 
&  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Long  Island  Loan 
&   Trust   Co.,   172   U.   S.   493,   19   Sup. 
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Ct.  238,  43  L.  ed.  529;  Central  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Stevens,  169  U.  S.  432,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  403,  42  L.  ed.  807;  Cornue  v.  Inger- 
soU,  176  Fed.  194,  99  C.  C.  A.  548. 
Ala.— Butler  v.  Watrous,  185  Ala.  130, 
64  So.  346;  Womack  v.  Dearman,  7 
Port.  613.  Ark. — Garland  County  v. 
Hot  Spring  County,  68  Ark.  83,  56  S. 
W.  636;  State  v.  Adler,  67  Ark.  469, 
55  S.  W.  851;  McConnell  v.  Day,  61 
Ark.  464,  33  S.  W.  731.  Cal.— Swinner- 
ton  V.  Oregon  Pac.  Eailroad  Co.,  123 
Cal.  417,  56  Pac.  40;  Semple  v.  Hagar, 
27  Cal.  163.  Conn.— Appeal  of  Buck- 
ingham, 60  Conn.  143,  22  Atl.  509; 
Dennison  v.  Hyde,  6  Conn.  508.  Ha. 
Hull  V.  Burr,  64  Fla.  83,  59  So.  787. 
Ga.— Smith  v.  Walker,  77  Ga.  289,  3 
S.  E.  256;  McCauley  v.  Hargroves,  48 
Ga.  5d,  15  Am.  Eep.  660.  111.— Ber- 
mudez  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v.  Gibson,  106 
111.  App.  6.  Ind. — ^Bruce  v.  Osgood, 
154  Ind.  375,  56  N.  E.  25;  Harmon  v. 
Best,  144  Ind.  323,  91  N.  E.  19;  Har- 
rison V.  Phenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  83 
Ind.  575;  Souers  v.  Stahl,  59  Ind. 
App.  543,  109  N.  E.  796;  Larimer  v. 
Krau,  57  Ind.  App.  33,  103  N.  B.  1102, 
105  N.  E.  936.  la. — Moore  v.  Jeffers, 
53  Iowa  202,  4  N.  W.  1084;  Scully  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  46  Iowa  528; 
Doran  v.  Davis,  43  Iowa  86;  Thomson 
V.  Lee,  22  Iowa  206.  Kan. — Hyatt  v. 
Challiss,  59  Kan.  422,  53  Pac.  467; 
Leitzbach  iv.  Jackman,  28  Kan.  524. 
Ky. — Tyson's  Admx.  v.  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.,  151  Ky.  185,  151  S.  W.  404; 
Barnett  v.  Bauer  Cooperage  Co.,  145 
Ky.  163,  140  S.  W.  146;  dinger's 
Admx.  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey.  Co., 
138  Ky;  615,  128  S.  W.  1055;  Thoms 
V.  Southard,  2  Dana  475,  26  Am.  T)ec, 
467;  Eeed  v.  Whitlow,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep, 
1538,  43  S.  W.  686.  La.— Keene  «■ 
McDonpugh,  8  La.  185;  Lowry  v.  Er 
win,  6  Eob.  192,  39  Am.  Dee.  556 
Pasteur  v.  Lewis,  39  La.  Ann.  5,  1 
So.   307;    Bouchard   v.   Parker,   32   La. 
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ments  of  such  courts  held  within  the  jurisdictions  of  the  various  states 
are  not  to  be  considered  as  foreign  judgments  by  the  courts  of  the 
states  wherein  they  are  rendered  ;^^  nor  are  they  to  be  considered  as 
foreign  judgments  by  the  courts  of  other  states.^^  When  treated  as 
state  judgments  they  are  governed,  as  to  their  eifeet  in  other  states,  by 
the  same  limitations  upon  the  operation  of  the  full  faith  and  credit 
clause,  as  apply  in  the  case  of  state  judgments.^"  Such  faith  and 
credit  must  be  -accorded'  them  as  would  be  given  to  adjudications  of 
a  state  tribunal  in  a  like  case  and    under    similar    circumstances.^'- 


Ann.  535.  Mass. — Old  Dominion  Cop- 
per Mining  &  Smelting  Co.  v.  Bigelow, 
203  Mass.  159,  89  N.  E.  193;  Hill  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Providence  &  N.  Y.  S.  S.  Co., 
125  Mass,  292;  Brown  «;.  Bridge,  106 
Mass.  563;  Durant  v.  Essex  Co.,  8 
Allen  103,  85  Am.  Dee.  685.  Minn. 
Connecticnt  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Schurmeier,  125  Minn.  368,  147  N.'  W. 
246;  Miller  v.  Natwick,  110  Minn.  448, 
125  N.  W.  1022;  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Earl,  56  Minn.  390,  57  N.  W.  938; 
Turrell  v.  Warren,  25  Minn.  9.  Mo. 
City  of  St.  Louis  v.  United  Eys.  Co., 
263  Mo.  387,  174  S.  W.  78;  Kahn  v. 
Mercantile  Town  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  150 
Mo.' 393,  130  S.  W.  492;  In  re  Copen- 
haver,  ll*  Mo.  377,  24  S.  W.  161; 
State  ex  rel.  Hudson  v.  Trammel,  100 
Mo.  510,  17  S.  W.  502;  State  ex  rel. 
Wilson  V.  Eainey,  74  Mo.  229;  Eeed 
V.  Vaughan,  15   Mp.   137,  55  Am.  Dec. 

133  ;>  Cobe  v.  Ricketts,  111  Mo.  App. 
105,  85  S."W.  131;  Bracken  v.  Milner, 
99  Mo.  App.  187,  73  S.  W.  225.  Mont. 
Dunseth  v.  Butte  Electric  Ey.  Co.,  41 
Mont.  14,  108  Pac.  567.  Neb.— Haas 
V.  Mutual  Life  Ins.   Co.,  90   Neb.   808, 

134  N.  W.  937;  Mead  v.  Weaver,  42 
Neb.  149,  60  N.  W.  385.  N.  Y.— Bald- 
win V.  Eiee,  184  N.  Y.  523,  76  N.  B. 
1088;  Oceanic  Steam  Nav.  Co.  IJ.  Cam- 
pania Transatlantia  Bspanola,  134  N. 
Y.  461,  31  N.  E.  987;  Hoyt  v.  Gelston, 
13  Johns.  141;  Giiswold  v.  Sedgwick, 
6  Cow.  456;  In  re  Eaton's  Estate,  159 
App.  Div.  7,  '144  N.  Y.  Supp.  254; 
Buchholz-Hill  Transp.  Co.  v.  Baxter, 
142  App.  Div.  25  126  N.  Y.  Supp. 
514.  N.  C— Pigot'iJ.  Davis,  10  N.  C. 
25.  Ohjo. — Voorhees  v.  Minor,  20  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  54.  Pa. — In  re  Williamson,  26 
Pa.   9,  2   Am.   L.  Eeg.    (0.   S.)    741,   12 

'  Leg.  Int.  246,  67  Am.  Deo.  374.  B.  I. 
Bounds  V.  Providence,  etc.  Steamship 
Co.,  14  E.  I.  344.  S.  C— Gillett  1}.  Pow- 
ell, Spears  Eq.  142.  Tex.— Batjer  v. 
Eoberts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  W. 
841. 


[a]  The  judgments  of  consular 
courts  of  China  established  to  effectu- 
ate the  treaty  with  China  are  as  bind- 
ing on  the  state  courts  as  are  the 
judgments  of  other  federal  courts.  New- 
man V.  Baseh,  89  Misc.  622,  152  N.  Y. 
Supp.  456. 

18.  TJ.  S.— Earl  v.  Eaymond,  4  Me 
Lean  233,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,243.  Md. 
Barney  v.-  Patterson's   Lessee,   6   Har. 

6  J.  182.  Vt.— ^t. '  Albans  v.  Bush,  4 
Vt.  58,  23  Am.  Dec.  246.  Va.— Draper's 
Exrs.  V.  Gorman,  8  Leigh  628.  W.  Va. 
Dickinson  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co., 

7  W.  Va.  390. 

[a]  The  judgments  (1)  of  such 
courts  are  in  many  respects  domestic 
judgments,  for  they  are  rendered  by 
courts  which,  although  they  adminis- 
ter the  laws  of  the  United  States  in 
the  several  states,  also  administer  the 
laws  of'  each  state,  and  follow,  to  a 
very  great  extent,  the  systems'  of 
judicature  of  each,  in  their  respective 
districts.  Dickinson  v.  Chesapeake  & 
O.  E.  Co.,  7  W.  Va.  390.  And  see 
TT.  S. — Earl  v.  Eaymond,  4  McLedn  233, 

8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,243.  Md.— Barney 
'V.  Patterson's  Lessee,  6  Har.  &  J.  182. 
Va. — Draper's  Exrs.  v.  Gorman,  8  Leigh 
628.  (2)  In  so  far  as  these  judgments 
are  based  upon  the  constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States,  they  may 
be  considered  foreign,  in  a  limited 
sense.  Dickinson  v.  Chesapeake  &  O. 
E.  Co.,  7  W.  Va.  390. 

19.  U.  S.— Earl  v.  Eaymond,  4  Mc 
Lean  233,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,243.  la. 
Thomson  v.  Lee,  22  Iowa  206.  La. 
Niblett  V.  Scott,  4  La.  Ann.  246.  Va. 
See  Draper's  Exrs.  v.  Gorman,  8  Leigh 
628.  W.  Va. — Dickinson  v.  Chesapeake 
&  O.  E.  Co.,  7  W.  Va.  390. 

20.  Bigelow  v.  Old  Dominion  Cop- 
per, etc.  Co.,  225  U.  8.  Ill,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  641,  56  L.  ed.  1009.  See,  supTa, 
XVIII,  B. 

21.  U.  S.— Eiverdale  Cotton  Mills 
V.   Alabama,   etc.   Mfg.   Co.,   198   U.   S. 
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But  in  so  far  as  they  involve  adjudications  upon  any  federal  question 
they  are  conclusive  in  another  state  court,  regardless  of  the  effect 
which  a  judgment  of  a  state  court  might  have.^^ 

The  foregoing  general  rule  extends  to  judgments  recovered  in  the 
courts  of  the  District  of  Columbia,^^  and  to  those  of  the  territories.^* 

2.  Conclusiveness.  —  a.  Generally.  —  If  the  judgment  is  a  final 
enforceable  one  in  the  federal  court,^^  it  mil  constitute  an  estoppel 
in  the  state  court  as  to  the  parties  and  their  privies,  barring  them 
from  there  maintaining  another  action  on  the  same  subject-matterf" 
and  concluding  them  upon  the  merits  of  the  controversy.^'  ' 


188,  25  Sup.  Ct.  629,  49  L.  ed.  1008; 
Hancock  Nat.  Bank  v.  Farnum,  176  U. 
S.  640,  20  Sup.  Ct.  506,  44  L.  ed.  619; 
Pittsburgh  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  By.  Co.  v. 
Long  Island  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  172  TJ. 
S.  493,  19  Sup.  Ct.  238,  43  L.  ed.  528; 
Crescent  City  Live-Stock  Co.  v.  Butch- 
ers' Union  Slaughterhouse  Co.,  120  U. 
S.  141,  7  Sup.  Ct.  472,  30  L.  ed.  614. 
Conn. — ^Deunlson  v.  Hyde,  6  Conn.  508. 
Ga. — McCauley  v.  Hargroves,  48  Ga. 
50,  15  Am.  Eep.  660.  111. — Euegger  v. 
Indianapolis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  103  HI.  449. 
la. — Thomson  v.  Lee,  22  Iowa  206.  Ky. 
Dudley  v.  Lindsey,  9  B.  Mon.  486,  50 
Am.  Dec.  522.  La — Pasteur  v.  Lewis, 
39  La.  Ann.  5,-1  So.  307;  Niblett  v. 
Scott,  4  La.  Ann.  246.  Md. — Barney 
V.  Patterson's  Lessee,  6  Har.  &  J. 
182,  Mo. — Copenhaver  v.  Stewart,  118 
Mo.  377,  24  S.  W.  161,  4  Am.  St.  Eep. 
382.  N.  Y.— "Woodhouse  v.  Duncan,'  106 
N.  T.  527,  13  N.  E.  334.  W.  Va. 
Wandling  v.   Straw,   25   W.   Va.   692. 

[a]  Question  a  Federal  One. — Wheth- 
er due  faith  and  credit  has  been  given 
to  such  federal  court  judgments,  is  a 
federal  question.  Crescent  City  Live- 
stock Co.  V.  Butchers'  Union  Slaugh- 
terhouse Co.,  120  U.  S.  141,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
472,   30  L.   ed.   614. 

22.  Deposit  Bank  v.  Frankfort,  191 
U.  S.  499,  24  Sup.  Ct.  154,  48  L.  ed. 
276. 

23.  Embry  v.  Palmer,  107  U.  S.  3, 
2  Sup.  Ct.  25,  27  L.  ed.  346;  Johnson 
V.  Dobbins,  12  Phila.   (Pa.)   518. 

24.  la. — Coughran  v.  Gilman,  81 
Iowa  442,  46  N.  W.  1005.  La. — Bros- 
naham  v.  Turner,  16  La.  433.  Md. 
Hughes  V.  Davis,  8  Md.  271.  Minn. 
Suesenbach  v.  Wagner,  41  Minn.  108, 
42  N.  W.  925.  Utah.— Ehrngren  v. 
Gronlund,  19  Utah  411,  57  Pac.  268. 

25.  Oal.— Wills  v.  Pauly,  116  Cal. 
575,  48  Pac.  709,  la.— Foley  v.  Cudahy 
Packing  Co.,  119  Iowa  246,  93  N.  W. 
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284;  Weyand  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.,  75  Iowa  573,  39  N.  W.  899; 
Scully  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  46 
Iowa  528.  Ky. — Dawson  v.  Dawson,  9 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  935,  5  S.  W.  539.  Wash. 
Hennessey  v.  Tacoma  Smelting,  etc. 
Co.,  33  Wash.  423,  74  Pac.  584.  ' 

Compare  supra,  XVII,  B,  3,  e;  XVIII, 
B.  3,  c. 

[a]  A  judgment  dismissing  the 
action  without  determining  the  merits 
does  not  operate  as  a  bar  in  a  state 
court.  Cal. — Wills  v.  Pauly,  116  Cal. 
575,  48  Pac.  709.  la.— Weyand  i). 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co., '75  Iowa 
573,  39  N.  W.  899.  Ky. — Dawson  v. 
Dawson,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  935,  5  S.  W. 
539.  N.  Y.— MacArdell  v.  Olcott,  62 
App.  Div.  127,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  930. 

[b]  If  an  appeal  is  pending  from 
the  judgment  its  effect  as  res  judicata 
is  suspended.  Hennessey  v.  Tacoma' 
Smelting,  etc.  Co.,  33  Wash.  423,  74 
Pac.  584.     Compare  supra,  XVII,  B,  3, 

e,  (V). 

26.  Ind. — Cincinnialji,    etc.    Ey.    Co. 

f.  Wynne,  14  Ind.  385.  Ky. — Eeed  v. 
Whitlow,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1538,  43  S.  W. 
686.  Mass. — Durant  v.  Essex  Co.,  8 
Allen  103,  .85  Am.  Dee.  685.  N.  Y. 
Steinback  v.  Belief  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  77 
N.  Y.  498;  Baldwin  v.  Bice,  44  Misc. 
64,  89  N.  Y.  Supp;  738.  E.  I.— Bounds 
V.  Providence,  etc.  Steamship  Co.,  14 
E.  I.  844.  Tex. — Henderson  v.  Cabell, 
83  Tex.  541,  19  S.  W.  287.  Vt.— Hill 
V.  Barre  Nat.  Bank,  56  Vt.  582. 

27.  XJ.  S. — Biverdale  Cotton  Mills 
V.  Alabama,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  198  U.  S. 
188,  25  Sup.  Ct.  629,  49  L.  ed.  1008; 
Chicago,  etc.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Anglo- 
Ame;fican  Packing,  etc.  Co.,  46~  Fed. 
584;  United  States  v.  Lee,  2  Biss.  77, 
26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,589.  Ark.— Gar- 
land County  V.  Hot  Springs  County,  68 
Ark.  83,  56  S.  W.  636.  Comi.— Buck- 
ingham's Appeal,  60  Conn.  143,  22Atl. 
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b.  Jurisdictional  Inquiries.  —  To  be  entitled  to  any  force  and  ef- 
fect in  a  state  court,  the  judgment  of  the  federal  court  must  have 
been  pronounced  by  a  tribunal  possessing  jurisdiction.  The  fact  that 
the  federal  court  possessed  jurisdiction,  neither  over  the  parties  nor 
the  subject-matter  may  always  be  shown,  even  though  proper  juris- 
diction appears  by  the  record.^* 

c.  Errors  and  Irregularities.  —  A  judgment  of  a  federal  court 
possessing  jurisdiction,  is  not  impeachable  in  a  state  court  for  errors 
and  irregularities  that  do  not  deprive  the  court  of  power  to  render 
the  judgment.^^ 

3.  Direct  Enforcement.  —  A  federal  judgment  is  in  its  effect  upon 
property  within  the  state,  a  foreign  judgment.  It  does  not  become  a 
lien  on  such  property,  as  dcies  a  domestic    judgment,    consequently 


509;  Dennison  v.  Hyde,  6  Conn.  508. 
Ga.— Wilson  v.  Parr,  115  Ga.  629,  42 
S.  E.  5;  Smith  v.  "Walker,  77  Ga.  289, 
3  S.  E.  256.  m. — Knowlton  v.  Han- 
bury,  117  HI.  471,  5  N.  E.  581;  Eueg- 
ger  V.  Indianapolis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  103  111. 
449;  Seymour  v.  O.  S.  Eiohardson  Fuel- 
ing Co.,  103  111.  App.  625.  la. — Eew 
v.  Independent  School  Dist.,  125  Iowa 
28,  98  N.  W.  802,  106  Am.  St.  Kep. 
282;  Reynolds  v.  Lyon  County,  121 
Iowa  733,  96  N.  "W.  1096.  Kan.— Hyatt 
V.  Challiss,  59  Kan.  422,  53  Pac.  464. 
Ky. — Dudley  v.  Lindsey,  9  B.  Mon. 
486,  50  Am.  Dec.  522;  Thorns  v.  South- 
ard, 2  Dana  475,  26  Am.  Dec.  467.  La. 
Bouchard  v.  Parker,  32  La.  Ann.  535; 
Niblett  V.  Scott,  4  La.  Ann.  246;  Keene 
«.  McDonough,  8  La.  185.  Mich. — De- 
troit V.  Ellis,  103  Mich.  612,  61  N.  W. 
886;  Eothschild  v.  Burton,  57  Mich. 
540,  25  N.  W.  49.  Miss.— Shields  v. 
Taylor,  13  Smed.  &  M.  127.  Mo.— I»  re 
Copenhaver,  118  Mo.  377,  24  S.  W. 
221;  Bracken  v.  Milner,  99  Mo.  App. 
187,  73  S.  W.  225.  Neb.— Gregory  v. 
Kenyon,  34  Neb.  640,  52  N.  W.  685. 
N.  Y. — Woodhouse  v.  Duncan,  106  N. 
T.  527,  13  N.  E.  334;  Lee  v.  Jeffer- 
son County,  62  How.  Pr.  201.  Pa. 
In  re  Williamson,  26  Pa.  9,  2  Am.  L. 
Eeg.  (O.  S.)  741,  12  Leg.  Int.  246, 
67  Am.  Dec.  374;  Buehaunan  v.  Biggs, 
2  Teates  232.  S.  C— Holstein  v.  Edge- 
field County,  64  S.  C.  374,  42  S.  E. 
180.  Tenn. — Keith  v.  Alger,  114  Tenn. 
1,  85  S.  W.  71.  Tex.— New  York  &  T. 
Land  Co.  v.  Votaw  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
52  S.  W.  125.  W.  Va.— Wandling  v. 
Straw,  25  W.  Va.  692.  Wis.— Van  Pelt 
V.  Kimball,  18  Wis.  362. 

28.     Couu. — Slocum     v.     Wheeler,     1 
Conn.    429.      G-a. — McCauIey    v.    Har- 


groves,  48  Ga.  50,  15  Am.  Eep.  660. 
La. — Pasteur  v.  Lewis,  39  La.  Ann.  5, 
1  So.  307.  Mass. — Gibson  v.  Manufac- 
turers' Ins.  Co.,  144  Mass.  81,  10.  N. 
E.  729.  Mo.— Corby  v.  Wright,  4  Mo, 
App.  443.  Neb. — Tzsohuck  v.  Mead,  47 
Neb.  260,  66  N.  W.  428.  N,  Y.— CJie 
mung  Canal  Bank  v.  Judson,  8  N.  Y. 
254;  Hovey  v.  Elliott,  29  Jones  &  8, 
409,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  108.  Ohio.— Haf 
ner  v.  Enterprise  Bank,  24  Ohio  Cir 
Ct.  652.  Tex. — Southern  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Wolverton  Hardw.  Co.,  19  S.  W.  615, 
Va. — Eichardson  v.  Seevers'  Admr.,  84 
Va.  259,  4  S.  E.  712. 

[a]  The  fact  that  defendant  was  a 
resident  of  the  state  does  not  prevent 
inquiry  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  into 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  court. 
League  v.  Scott,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  318. 
61  S.  W.  521. 

[b]  Distinction  Between  Federal 
Courts  Sitting  Within  and  Without  the 
State. — In  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Earl, 
56  Minn.  390,  57  N.  W.  938,  a  distinc- 
tion is  made  between  federal  courts 
sitting  within  the  state  and  those  sit- 
ting elsewhere.  In  the  former  case 
the  federal  judgment  is  placed  on  the 
same  basis  as  a  domestic  judgment,  in 
that  want  of  jurisdiction  must  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  record  and  can- 
not be  shown  in  contradiction  of  the 
record  itself. 

29.  m. — Windett  v.  Connecticut  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  130  111.  621,  22  N.  E. 
474.  Ind. — Harrison  v.  Phoenix  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  83  Ind.  575.  Minn. 
Ames  V.  Slater,  27  Minn.  70,  6  N.  W. 
418.  Neb. — Mead  v.  Weaver,  42  Neb. 
149,  60  N.  W.  385. 

Compare  supra,  XVII,  A,  7,  e;  XVIII, 
B,  4,  d. 
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process  cannot  issue  directly  thereon,  but  an  action  mus.t  be  brought 
to  enforce  it.^" 

Creditor's  Bills. — In  some  states  a  creditor's  bill  will  lie  on  a  fed- 
eral judgment,^^  but  the  rule  is  not  universal.'^ 

E.  Courts  of  Indian  Tribes.  —  The  judgments  of  courts  of  the 
Indian  tribes  in  cases  within  their  jurisdiction  are  on  the  same  footing 
as  territorial  courts  and  entitled  to  the  same  extraterritorial  recog- 
nition.'^ 

F.  JaDGMENTs  OF  FOREIGN  COUNTRIES.  —  1.  Basls  of  Recogni- 
tion.'* —  Except  where  the  matter  is  regulated  by  statute,'^  judg- 
ments and  decrees  rendered  in  one  country  do  not  necessarily  have 
any  effect  in  another.  When  operative  beyond  the  territorial  juris,- 
dietion  of  the  court  in  which  they  are  recovered,  it  is  solely  by  virtue 
of  comity,'^  the  degree  of  recognition  accorded  to  them  beibg  largely 


30.  Hunt  V.  Palao,  4  How.  (U.  8.) 
589,  11  L.  ed.  1115;  Goodyear  Dental 
Vulcanite  Co.  v.  Frisselle,  22  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  174;  Morton  v.  Palmer,  60  Hun 
583,  21  Civ.  Proc.  94,  14  N.  Y.  Supp. 
912. 

As  to  actions  on  judgments,  see  the 
title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  Enforce- 
ment of." 

31.  Ala.^Brown  v.  Bates,'  10  Ala. 
432.  ni.— Dilworth  v.  Curtis,  139  111. 
508,  29  N.  E.  861.  Kan.--Bridge  Co. 
V.  Fowler,  55  Kan.  17,  39  Pac.  727. 
Miss.— Bullitt  V.  Taylor,  34  Miss.  708, 
69  Am.  Deo.  412.  Mo. — Bush  v.  Ar- 
nold, 50  Mo.  App.  8.  Neb. — First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Sloman,  42  Neb.  350,  60  N.  W. 
589. 

^  32.'  Tarbell  v.  Griggs,  3  Paige  (N. 
Y.)  207,  23  Am.  Deo.  790;  Davis  v. 
Bruhs,  23  Hun  (N.  Y.)  648.  And  see 
Winslow  V.  Leland,  1281  HI.  304,  21  N. 
E.  588;  Steere  v.  Hoagland,  39  111.  264. 

33.  Maekey  v.  Coxe,  18  How.  (U.S.) 
100,  15  L.  ed.  299;  Holden  v.  Joy,  17 
"Wall.  (U.  S.)  211,  21  L.  ed.  523; 
Standley  v.  Roberts,  59  Fed.  836,  8  C. 
C.  A.  305;  Mehlin  v.  Ice,  56  Fed.  12, 
5  C.  C.  A.  403. 

As  to  the  effect  of  judgments  of  ter- 
ritorial courts,  see  supra,  XVIII,  D,  1. 

As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  Indian 
courts,  see  the  title  "Indians." 

[a]  A  ■yrhite  man  by  appearing  gen- 
erally waives  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Cherokee  Indian  courts 
over  his  person.  Mehlin  v.  Ice,  56  Fed. 
12,  5  C.  C.  A.  403. 

34.  Basis  of  recognition  of  judg- 
ment of  sister  state,  see  supra,  2VIII, 
B,  1. 

35.  Title  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Cali- 
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fornia  Development  Co.,  171  Cal.  173, 
152  Pac.  542. 

36.  U.  S.— Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U. 
S.  113,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95; 
Eitehie  v.  McMullen,  159  U.  S.  235, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  171,  40  L.  ed.  133;  Cruz 
V.  O 'Boyle,  197  Fed.  824;  Gioe  v.  Wes- 
tervelt,  116  Fed.  1017;  Ousely  v.  lie- 
high  Valley  Trust  &  Safe-Deposit  Co., 
84  Fed.  602;  New  York  L.  E.  &  W. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  McHenry,  21  Blatchf.  400, 
17  Fed.  414;  De  Brimont  v.  Penniman, 
10  Blatchf.  436,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,715. 
Ala. — Christian  &  TDraf  t  Co.  v.  Coleman, 
125  Ala.  158,  27  So.  786.  Mich — Sheehan 
V.  Farwell,  135  Mich.  196,  97  N.  W.  728; 
Coveney  v.  Phiscator,  132  Mich.  258, 
93  N.  W.  619.  N.  H.— MacDonald  v. 
Grand  Trunk  Ey.  Co.,  71  N.  H.  448, 
52  Atl.  982.  N.  Y.— Grubel  v.  Nas- 
sauer,  210  N.  Y.  149,  103  N.  E.  1113; 
Dunstan  v.  Higgins,  138  N.  Y.  70,  33 
N.  E.  729;  Newton  v.  Hunt,  59  Misc. 
633,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  573.  Tex.— Banco 
Minero  v.  Boss,  106  Tex.  522,  172  S. 
W.  711;  Eodriguez  v.  Priest  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  126  S.  "W.  1187. 

[a]  Comity  of  Nations  Defined. 
Comity  in  the  legal  sense,  is  neither 
a  matter  of  absolute  obligation  on  the 
one  hand  nOr  of  mere  courtesy  and 
good  will  on  the  other,  but  it  is  the 
recognition  which  one  nation  allows 
within  its  territory  to  the  legislative, 
executive,  or  judicial  acts  of  another 
nation,  having  due  regard  both  to  in- 
ternational duty  and  convenience  and 
to  the  rights  of  its  own  citizens,  who 
are  under  the  protection  of  its  laws. 
Hilton  V.  Guyot,  159  U.  S.  113,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95.  And  see  Bank 
of  Augusta  V.  Earle,  13  Pet.   (U.  S.) 
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measured  by  the  principle  of  reciprocity,  whereby  they  are  extended 
the  same  respect  as  the  courts  from  which  they  come  give  to  adjudi- 
cations of  the  lex  fori.^^ 

2.  Requisites  of  Judgment.  —  To  receive  any  faith  and  credit  in 
another  country  the  foreign  judgment  must  fulfill  the  same  require- 
ments as  in  the  ease  of  domestic  judgments^^  or  the  judgments  of  sister 
states.^^  It  must  be  a  final  disposition  of  the  ease,*"  must  not  be  penal 
in  its  character,  or  in  the  nature  of  a  domestic  police  regulation,*' 


519,  10  L.  ed.  274;  Fisher  v.  Fielding, 
67  Conn.  91,  34  Atl.  714,  52  Am.  St. 
Eep.  270;  People  v.  Martin,  175  N.  Y. 
315,  67  N.  E.  589. 

[b]  Rules  of  Evidence  at  Variance 
With  Those  of  Forum. — Within  the  es- 
tablished rule  of  comity,  an  English 
judgment  will  be  given  full  force  and 
effect  in.  this  country,  though  the 
court  pronounced  it  through  a  resort 
to  presumptive  evidence  at  variance 
with  the  rule  of  the  forum,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  courts  of  England  recog- 
nize and  give  effect  to  our  judgments 
in  personam.  Newton  v.  Hunt,  59  Misc. 
633,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  573. 

Foreign  judicial  records  as  evidence, 
see  10  Bncy.  of  Ev.  1040. 

37.  U.  S.^Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  IT. 
S.  113,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed. 
95;  Cruz  v.  O 'Boyle,-  197  Fed.  824. 
Conn. — ^Fisher  v.  Fielding,  67  Conn.  91, 
34  Atl.  714,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  270.  la. 
Buchanan  v.  Marsh,  17  Iowa  494. 

[a]  In  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  IT.  S. 
113,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95,  it 
was  said:  "It  appears,  therefore,  that 
there  is  hardly  a  civilized  nation  on 
either  continent,  which,  by  its  general 
law,  allows  conclusive  effect  to  an 
executory  foreign  judgment  for  the  re- 
covery of  money.  In  France,  and  in 
a  few  smaller  states — Norway,  Por- 
tugal, Greece,  Monaco,  and  Hayti — the 
merits  of  the  controversy  are  reviewed, 
as  of  course,  allowing  to  the  foreign 
judgment,  at  the  most,  no  more  effecT 
than  of  being  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  justice  of  the  claim.  In  the  great 
majority  of  the  countries  on  the  ■  con- 
tinent of  Europe — in  Belgram,  Holland, 
Denmark,  Sweden,  Germany,  in  many 
cantons  of  Switzerland,  in  Russia  and 
Poland,  in  Eoumania,  in  Austria  and 
Hungary  (perhaps  in  Italy),  and  in 
Spain — as  well  as  in  Egypt,  in  Mexico, 
and  in  a  great  part  of  South  America, 
the  judgment  rendered  in  a  foreign 
country  is  allowed  the  same  effect  only 
as  the  courts  of  that  country  allow  to 


the  judgments  of  the  country  in  which 
the  judgment  in  question  is  sought  to 
be  executed." 

38.  See  supra,  XVII,  B. 

39.  See  siipra,  XVIII,  B. 

40.  U.  S.— L.  B.  Waterman  Co.  v. 
Modern  Pen  Co.,  193  Fed.  242.  N.  Y. 
Munn  V.  Cook,  55  Hun  608,  8  N.  Y. 
Supp.  698,  24  Abb.  N.  C.  314.  Eng. 
Vanquelin  v.  Bouard,  15  Com.  B.  (N. 
S.)  341,  143  Eng.  Reprint  817;  Plum- 
mer  v.  Woodburne,  4  Barn.  &  C.  625, 
107  Eng.  Reprint  1193;  Paul  v.  Roy, 
15  Beav.  433,  51  Eng.  Reprint  605; 
Nouvion  V.  Freeman,  15  App.  Cas.  1; 
Smith  V.  Nichols,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  208, 
132  Eng.  Reprint  1084. 

Compare  supra,  XVII,  B,  3,  e. 

[a]  A  default  judgment  rendered  by 
a  court  having  jurisdiction  will  be  en- 
forced in  another  country.  Quseley  v. 
Lehigh  Valley  Trust  &  Safe-Deposit 
Co.,  84  Fed.  602;  Christian  &  Craft 
Co.  V.  Coleman,  125  Ala.  158,  27  So. 
786. 

[b]  As  to  the  effect  of  appeal,  see 
Trevino  v.  Fernandez,  13  .  Tex.  630; 
Scott  V.  Pilkington,  2  B.  &  S.  11,  8 
Jur.  N.  S.  557,  31  L.  J.  Q.  B.  81,  121 
Eng.  Reprint  978;  Howland  v.  Codd,  9 
Manitoba  435.  And  see  supra,  XVII, 
B;  3,  e,   (V). 

41.  U.  S. — Hohner  v.  Gratz,  50  Fed. 
369;  De  Brimont  v.  Penniman,  10 
Blatchf.  436,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,715. 
N.  Y. — In  re  Neidnig's  Est.,  123  App. 
Div.  894,  ,^08  N.  Y.  Supp.  478.  Eng. 
Ogden  V.  Folliott,  3  T.  R.  726,  100  Eng. 
Reprint  825.  Can. — Addams  v.  Wor- 
den,  6  L.  Can.  237. 

See  supra,  XVITI,  B,  2,  b,,(n). 

[a]  Bastardy  Proceeding. — In  In  re 
Neidnig's  Est.,  123  App.  Div.  894,  108 
N.  Y.  Supp.  478,  the  New  York  courts 
refused  to  extend  faith  and  credit  to 
a  judgment  rendered  in  a  bastardy  pro- 
ceeding in  the  Royal  Court  at  Hass- 
furt,  Germany. 

[b]  Annuity  To  Support  Relatives. 
A  citizen  of  the  United  States  whose 
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nor,  it  is  said,  contrary  to  principles  of  natural  justice,*^  or  in  direct 
violation  of  the  policy  of  the  laws  of  the  forum.*^ 

3.  Direct  Enforcement.  —  A  foreign  judgment  has  no  executory 
force;  its  validity  must  first  be  passed  upon  by  the  courts  of  the 
country  in  which  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced.  Until  that  time  it  does 
not  form  a  lien  upon  defendant's  real  estate  located  in  the  forum.** 
The"  plaintiff  cannot  have  execution  on  such  judgment,*^  nor  can  a  suc- 
cessful defendant  have  execution  thereon  for  costs.*^ 

4.  Judgments  in  Personam.  —  The  present  tendency  of  American 
decisions  is  to  apply  the  same  principles  of  conclusiveness  to  personal 
judgments  of  foreign  countries  as  to  those  of  domestic  tribunals  and 
to  regard  such  judgments  as  conclusive  upon  the  merits  when  juris- 
diction of  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter  exists  and  no  invalidating 
fraud  appears.*'     The  courts  of  England  are    unquestionably    corn- 


daughter  married  in  France  cannot  be 
prosecuted  here  upon  a  decree  of  the 
French  court,  requiring  him  and  his 
wife  to  pay  an  annuity  for  the  support 
of  their  son-in-law.  The  laws  of  France 
requiring  such  payment  are  local  in 
their  nature  and  operation.  They  are 
designed  to  regulate  the  domestic  rela- 
tions of  those  who  reside  there  and  to 
protect  the  public  against  pauperism, 
consequently  they  have  no  extraterri- 
torial significance  but  must  be  executed 
upon  persons  and  property  within  their 
jurisdiction.  Such  orders  of  the  French 
tribunals  are  in  this  respect  like  or- 
ders of  filiation  and  orders  made  un- 
der local  statutes  to  guard  against 
pauperism  and  in  the  nature  of  local 
police  regulations  and  are  not  founded 
upon  principles  which,  irrespective  of 
local  statutes,  are  of  universal  ac- 
ceptation like  judgments  for  a  sum 
certain  founded  upon  contracts  or 
other  recognized  private  rights.  De 
Brimont  v.  Penniman,  10  Blatchf.  436, 
7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,715. 

42.  HI.— Roth  V.  Both,  104  111.  35, 
44  Am.  Rep.  81.  Tex. — Banco  Minero 
V.  Ross,  106  Tex.  522,  172  S.  "W.  711. 
Eng. — Vallee  v.  Dumergue,  4  Ex.  290, 
18  L.  J.  Ex.  398.  See  Buchanan  v. 
Bucker,  1  Camp.  63,  9  East  192,  103 
Eng.    Reprint    546. 

43.  De  Brimont  v.  Penniman,  10 
Blatchf.  436,  7  Fed;  Cas.  No.  3,715. 
See  McDonald  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co., 
71   N.  H.  448,  52  Atl.  982. 

44.  McCormiok  v.  Sullivan,  10 
■Wheat.  (U.  S.)  192,  6  L.  ed.  300;  Buch- 
anan V.  Marsh,  17  Iowa  494.  See  supra, 
XVIO,  B,  3,  g.       ' 

45.  Buchanan  v.  Marsh,  17  Iowa  494; 
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MacDonald  -y.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co., 
71  N.  H.  448,  52  Atl.  982.  See  supra, 
XVIII,   B,   3,   g. 

46.  MacDonald  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ey. 
Co.,  71  N.  H.  448,  52  Atl.  982. 

47.  U.  S.— Ritchie  v.  McMullen,  159, 
U.  S.  235,  16  Sup.  Ct.  171,  40  L.  ed. 
133;  Cruz  v.  O 'Boyle,  197  Fed.  824; 
Strauss  v.  Conried,  121  Fed.  199;  Gioe 
V.  Westervelt,  116  Fed.  1017;  Lea  v. 
Deakin,  11  Biss.  23,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,154.  See  Hilton  t;.  Guyot,  159  U.  S.  113, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95.  Ala. 
Christian  v.  Coleman,  125  Ala.  158,  27  So. 
786.  Ark.— Glass  v.  Blaekwell,  48  Ark. 
50,  2  S.  W.  257.  111.— Baker  v.  Palmer, 
83  111.  568.  La.— State  v.  Orleans  R.  Co., 
38  La.  Ann.  312.  Mass. — Barrow  v. 
West,  23  Pick.  270.  Mich.— McEwan 
V.  Zimmer,  38  Mich.  765,  31  Am.  Rep. 
332.  N.  H.— McDonald  v.  Grand  Trunk 
Ry.  Co.,  71  N.  H.  448,  52  Atl.  982. 
N.  Y. — Dunstan  v.  Higgins,  138  N.  "i. 
70,  33  N.  E.  729;  Konitzky  v,  Meyer, 
49  N.  Y.  571;  Lazier  v.  "Westcott,  26 
N.  Y.  146,  82  Am.  Dec.  404;  Newton 
V.  Hunt,  59  Misc.  633,  112  N.  Y.  Supp. 
573.  Ohio. — Anderson  v.  Anderson,  8 
Ohio  108;  Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  Hard- 
ing, 5  Ohio  545.  Pa. — Messier  v.  Amery, 
1  Yeates  533,  583,  2  Dall.  231,  1  L.  ed. 
361,  1  Am.  Dec.  316. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  gives  to  the 
judgment  of  a  foreign  country  the 
same  eSect  as  is  given  to  a  domestic 
judgment,  it  would  be  conclusive  on 
the  merits.  California  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §1915.  And  see  Title  Ins.  & 
Trust  Co.-  V.  California  Dev.  Co.,  171 
Cal.  173,  152  Pac.  542. 

[b]  Parties  and  privies   concluded. 
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mitted  to  that  rule,^'  as  are,  perhaps,  also  those  of  her  colonies.*'  The 
earlier  view  of  the  English  courts""  followed  largely  by  the  former 
decisions  of  our  own  country"^  and  still  adhered  to  by  sortie,"^  was 
that  personal  judgments  of  other  countries  were,  except  when  in- 
cidentally in  question,  in  which  case  they  were  conclusive,"^  merely 


Newton  v.  Hunt,  59  Misc.  633,  112  N. 
T.  Supp.  573. 

48.  Vanquelin  v.  Bouard,  15  Com. 
B.  (N.  S.)  341,  143  Eng.  Reprint  817; 
Bank  of  Australia  v.  Harding,  9  Com. 

B.  661,  137  Eng.  Reprint  1052;  Bank 
of  Australia  v.  Nias,  16  Q.  B.  717;  20 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  284,  117  Eng.  Reprint 
1055;  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B. 
288,  115  Eng.  Reprint  111;  Eerguson 
V.  Mahon,  11  Ad.  &  El.  179,  113  Eng. 
Reprint  382;  Paul  v.  Roy,  15  Beav. 
433,  51  Eng.  Reprint  605;  Pemberton 
V.  Hughes,  80  L.  T.  369;  De  Cosse 
Brissac  v.  Rathbone,  6  Hurl.  &  N.  301; 
Messino   v.   Petrococehino, '  L.   R.   4   P. 

C.  144;  Castrique  v.  Imrie,  L.  R.  4  H. 
L.  414;  Doglioni  v.  Crispin,  L.  R.  1  H. 
L.  301;  Godard  v.  Gray,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
139;  Vaughan  v.  Campbell,  5  L.  Can. 
431. 

49.  The  Doctrine  Is  Becognized  in 
Canada. — Law  v.  Hansen,  25  Can.  Sup. 
69;  Fowler  v.  Vail,  27  U.  C.  C.  P. 
417;  Warrener  v.  Kingsmill,  8  U.-  C. 
Q.  B.  407;  Ritter  v.  Fairfield,  32  Ont. 
350;  Solmes  v.  Stafford,  16  Ont.  Pr. 
78. 

50.  Arnott  v.  Redfern,  3  Biug.  353, 
130  Eng.  Reprint  549;  Phillips  v.  Hun- 
ter, 2  H.  Bl.  402,  410,  126  Eng.  Re- 
print 618;  Bayley  v.  Edwards,  3. 
Swanst.  703,  36  Eng.  Reprint  1029; 
Don  V.  Lippmann,  5  CI.  &  Fin.  1,  7 
Eng.  Reprint  303. 

[a]  As  Basis  of  Action  by  Plaintiff. 
"At  the  time  of  the  Revolution,  it  ap- 
pears to  have  been  understood,  as  the 
law  of  England,  that  a  judgment  of- 
fered as  evidence  of  a  debt,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  its  fruit, 
was  merely  prima  facie  evidence,  and 
examinable  upon  the  merits.-  Hilton 
V.  Guyot,  159  U.  S.  113,  187,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95.  This  view  was 
followed  by  the  early  American  cases, 
among  which  is  the  case  of  Robinson 
V.  Prescott,  4  N.  H.  450;  and  to  this 
view  is  to  be  ascribed  the  expressions 
'  found  in  Bryant  v.  Ela,  Smith  396,  404; 
Thurber  v.  Blackbourne,  1  N.  H.  242, 
243;  Taylor  v.  Barron,  30  N.  H.,  78, 
95,  64  Am,  Dec,  281.     The  American 

i* 


cases,  however,  adopted  in  full  the 
distinction  made  in  Phillips  V.  Hunter, 
which,  it  is  said  by  Story,  'has  been 
very  frequently  recognized  as  having 
a  just  foundation  in  international  jus- 
tice,' upon  the  ground  that  where  a 
defendant  sets  up  a  foreign  judgment 
as  a  bar  to  the  proceedings,  'if  it  has 
been  pronounced  by  a  competent 
tribunal,  and  carried  into  effect,  the 
losing  party  has  no  right  to  institute 
a  new  suit  elsewhere,  and  thus  to  bring 
the  matter  again  into  controversy;  and 
the  other  party  is  not  to  lose  the  pro- 
tection which  the  foreign  judgment 
gave  him.  It  is  then  res  judicata, 
which  ought  to  be  received  as  con- 
clusive evidence  of  right;  and  the  ex- 
ceptio  rei  judicatae  under  such  cir- 
cumstances is  entitled  to  universal  con- 
clusiveness and  respect.'  "  MacDon- 
ald  V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  71  N.  H. 
448,  52  Atl.  982. 

51.  XJ.  S. — Burnham  v.  "Webster,  1 
Wood.  &  M.  172,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,179. 
Conn. — Aldrich  v.  Kinney,  4  Conn.  380, 
10  Am.  Dec.  151.  Del. — Pritchett  v. 
Clark,  3  Harr.  517.  lU.— Bimeler  v. 
Dawson,  5  HI.  536.  Ky. — Garland  v. 
Tucker,  1  Bibb  361.  Me.— Tourigny 
V.  Houle,  88  Me.  406,  34  Atl.  158; 
Jordan  v.  Robinson,  15  Me.  167.  ,  Mass. 
Bissell  V.  Briggs,  9  Mass.  462,  6  Am. 
Dec.  88;  Buttrick  v.  Allen,  8  Mass. 
273,  5  Am.  Dec.  105;  Bartlet  v.  Knight, 
1  Mass.  401,  2  Am.  Dee.  36.  N.  H. 
Taylor  v.  Barron,  30  N.  H.  78,  64  Am. 
Dee.  281j  Robinson  v.  Prescott,  4  N.  H. 
450;  Thurber  v.  Blackbourne,  1  N.  H. 
242;  Bryant  i;.  Ela,  Smith  396.  N.  Y. 
Cummings  v.  Banks,  2  Barb.  602;  Bor- 
den V.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  121,  8  Am. 
Dec.  225;  Pawling  v.  Willson,  13  Johns. 
192;  Smith  v.  Lewis,  3  Johns.  157,  3 
Am.  Dec.  469.  Ohio. — Pelton  v.  Plat- 
ner,  13  Ohio  209,  42  Am.  Dec.  197. 
Pa. — ^Benton  v.  Burgot,  10  Serg.  &  R. 
240.  Vt. — Boston  India  Rubber  Co.  v. 
Hoit,  14  Vt.  92. 

52.  Tremblay  v.  Aetna  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  97  Me.  547,  55  Atl.  509;  Tourigny 
V.  Houle,  88  Me.  406,  34  Atl.  158. 

53.  Taylor  v.  Phelps,  1  Harr.  &  G. 
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prima  facie  evidence  of  the  matter  which  they  decided  and  therefore 
an  inquiry  was  permissible  into  the  merits  of  the  ease.  The  principle 
of  reciprocity  would,  of  course,  permit  an  exaipination  into  the  merits 
of  judgments  rendered  in  countries  such  as  Trance,  whose  courts  treat 
our  judgments  in  a  like  manner.^*  )!A  judgment  in  personam  in  a 
court  of  a  foreign  country,  while  it  constitutes  a  good  cause  of  action 
in  a  domestic  court,  does  not  merge  the  original  cause  of  action,  or. 
extinguish  the  original  debt,  and  it  is  no  bar  to  an  action  thereon  in  a; 
domestic  court  unless  it  has  been  paid  or  satisfied.^^ 


(Md.)  492;  Barney  v.  Patterson,  6 
Harr.  &  J.  (Md.)  182;  Cummings  v. 
Banks,  2  Barb.  (N.  T.)  602. 

[a]  "It  has  been  said  that  'all 
the  American  cases  agree  that,  where 
a  -foreign  judgment  comes  incidentally 
in  question,  it  is  conclusive'  (Cum- 
mings V.  Banks,  2  Barb.  602,  605) ;  and 
that  'it  is  an  established  rule  that  a 
foreign  judgment,  when  used  by  way 
of  defense,  is  as  conclusive  to  every" 
intent  as  those  of  our  own  courts' 
(Griswold  v.  Pitcairn,  2  Conn.  85,  92). 
'Foreign  judgments  are  never  le-ex- 
amined  unless  the  aid  of  our  courts 
is  asked  to  carry  them  into  effect  by 
a  direct  suit  upon  the  judgment.  The 
foreign  judgment  is  then  held  to  be 
only  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  de- 
mand; but  when  it  comes  in  collateral- 
ly, or  the  defendant  relies  upon  it  un- 
der the  exceptio  rei  judicatae,  it  is 
then  received  as  conclusive.'  .  .  . 
Smith  V.  Lewis,  3  Johns.  157,  169,  3 
Am.  Dec.  469;  Monroe  v.  Douglas,  4 
Sand.  Ch.  126,  181;  Williams  v.  Pres- 
ton, 3  J.  J.  Marsh.  600,  20  Am.  Dec. 
179.  The  only  American  case  appar- 
ently questiouihg  the  conclusiveness  of 
a  foreign  judgment  when  offered  as  a 
defense  which  has  been  discovered  is 
Burnham  v.  Webster,  1  Woodb.  &  M. 
172,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,179.  The  general 
expressions  used  by  the  distinguished 
author  of  the.  opinion  in  this  case,  if 
carried  out,  would  render  a  foreign 
judgment  of  little  value,  and  would, 
it  has  been  ^aid,  'destroy  the  force 
and  effect  of  judicial  proceedings,  and 
make  the  judgments  of  a  foreign 
tribunal,  no  matter  how  high  its  rank, 
or  how  binding  its  decisions  within  its 
own  jurisdiction,  of  little  greater  effect 
than  the  original  contract  or  promise 
sued  upon.'  "  MacDonald  v.  Grand 
Trunk  Ey.  Co.,  71  N.  H.  448,  52  Atl. 
982. 

54.  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  IT.  8.  113, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95;  Kessler 
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V.  Armstrong  Cork  Co.,  158  Fed.  744', 
85  C.  C.  A.  642. 

55..  U.  S.— Swift  V.  David,  1,81  Fed, 
828,  104  C,  C.  A.  338;  New  York  L.  E. 
&  W.  E.  V.  McHenry,  21  Blatchf.  400, 
17  Fed.  414;  Lyman  v.  Brown,  2  Curt. 
559,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,627;  The  Pro- 
peller East,  9  Ben.  76,  8  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
4,251.  Mass. — Wood  v.  Gamble,  11 
Cush.  8,  59  Am.  Dec.  135.  Mich. 
Canadian  Typograph  Co.  v.  Macgurn, 
119  Mich.  533,  78  N.  W.  542; 
Bonesteel  v.  Todd,  9  Mich.  371,  80  Am. 
Dec.  90.  N.  H.— MacDonald  v.  Grand 
Trunk  Ey.  Co.,  71  N.  H.  448,  52  Atl. 
982.  N.  Y.— Athurton  v.  Dalley,  20 
How.  Pr.  311.  Tex. — ^Frazier  v.  Moore's 
Admr.,  11  Tex.  755;  Wilson  v.  Tunstall, 
6  Tex.  221;  Hays  v.  Cage,  2  Tex.  501. 
Vt.— Eastern  Tj  B.  ■«.  Beebe,  53  Vt. 
177,  38  Am.  Eep.  665.  Eng.— Bank  of 
Australia  v.  Harding,  9  Com.  B.  661, 
137  Eng.  Eeprint  1052;  Phillips  v.  Hun- 
ter, 2  H.  Bl.  402,  126  Eng.  Eeprint 
618 ;  Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Nias,  16  Q. 
B.  717,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B.  284,  117  Eng. 
Eeprint  1055;  Eobertson  v.  Struth,  5 
Q.  B.  941,  114  Eng.  Eeprint  1503;  Hall 
V.  Odber,  11  East  118,  103  Eng.  Ee- 
print 949;  Smith  v.  Nichols,  5  Bing. 
N.  0.  208,  132  Eng.  Eeprint  1084.  Can. 
Trevelyan  v.  Myers,  26  Ont.  430. 

[a]  "There  is  some  uncertainty 
concerning  some  of  the  effects  of  a 
foreign  judgment.  .  .  .  But  there  ia 
none  as  to  this  particular.  It  does 
not  operate  as  a  merger  of  the  original 
cause  of  action.  .  .  .  The  fact  that 
assumpsit  lies  on  a  foreign  judgment 
is  decisive,  that  the  demand  has  not 
passed  into  a  security  of  a  higher 
nature,  so  as  to  operate  as  a  tech- 
nical merger."  Lyman  v.  Brown,  2 
Curt.  (C.  C.)  559,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,627. 

[b]  "The  rule  as  to  foreign  judg- 
ments rests  upon  considerations  of 
comity,  and  though  treated  by  our 
courts,  in  respect  to  their  conclusive- 
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5.  Judgments  in  Rem.  —  a.  In  General.  —  A  judgment  or  decree 
in  rem  rendered  by  a  court  possessing  jurisdiction  is  binding  upon  all 
persons,  and  is  entitled  to  faith  and  credit  in  the  courts  of  every  other 
country  where  the  law  of  nations  is  recognized.^* 

b.  Foreign  adjudications  in  bankruptcy  are  extended  the  same  de- 
gree of   recognition   as   are   foreign   judgments   in   rem   generally.'*' 


ness,  as  entitled  to  the  same  weight  as 
judgments  of  our  own  country  (Lazier 
V.  Westcott,  26  N.  Y.  r46),  yet  no 
authority  has  been'  furnished  holding 
that  a  foreign  judgment,  to  the  same 
extent  as  a  domestic  judgment,  ex- 
tinguishes the  original  contract  debt." 
New  York,  L.  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Henry,  17  Fed.  414. 

[c]  Effect  of  Appeal  Bond. — The 
giving  of  a  supersedeas  bond  on  ap- 
peal does  not  constitute  payment  or 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  so  as  to 
bar  an  action  on  the  original  cause 
of  action  in  a  domestic  court.  Swift 
V.  David,  181  Fed.  828,  104  C.  C.  A. 
338. 

[d]  By  statute  a  foreign  judgment 
merges  the  original  cause  of  action. 
Jones  V.  Jamison,  15  La.  Ann.  35. 

56.  1J.  S. — Hapai  v.  Brown,  239  TJ. 
S.  502,  36  Sup.  Ct.  201,  60  L.  ed.  407; 
John  Li  Estate  v.  Brown,  235  XT.  S. 
342,  35  Sup.  Ct.  106,  59  L.  ed.  259; 
Scott  V.  McNeal,  154  TJ.  S.  34,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  1108,  38  L.  ed.  896;  Ennis  v. 
Smith,  14  How.  400,  14  L.  ed.  472; 
Grignon's  Lessee  v.  Astor,  2  How. 
319,  11  L.  ed.  283;  Marine  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Hodgson,  6  Cranch  206,  3  L.  ed. 
200;  Williams  v.  Armroyd,  7  Cranch 
423,  3  L.  ed.  392;  Rose  v.  Himley,  4 
Cranch  241,  2  L.  ed.  608;  Cloudson  v. 
Leonard,  4  Cranch  434,  2  L.  ed.  670; 
Hudson  V.  Guestier,  4  Cranch  293,  2  L. 
ed.  625;  Magoun  v.  New  England  M. 
Ins.  Co.,  1  Story  157,  16  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,961;  Juando  v.  Taylor,  2  Paine 
652,  655,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,558;  Brad- 
street  V.  Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumn.  600, 
3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,793;  The  Ship  Poll 
Gary,  45  Ct.  CI.  219.  Conn. — ^Brown  v. 
Union,  etc.  Co.,  4  Day  179,  4  Am.  Dec. 
204;  Stewart  v.  Warner,  1  Day  142,  2 
Am.  Dec.  61.  HI.— Roth  ».  Roth,  104 
HI.  35,  44  Am.  Rep.  81.  Ky.— Williams 
V.  Preston,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  600,  20  Am. 
Dec.  179.  La. — Zavaglia  v.  Notarbar- 
tolo,  137  La.  722,  69  So.  152;  Cucullu 
V.  Louisiana,  etc.  Co.,  5  Mart.  (N.  8.) 
464,  16  Am.  Dec.  199.  Me.— Tremblay 
V.  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.,  97  Me.  547,  55 


Atl.  509.  Mass. — Sawyer  v.  Maine 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  12  Mass.  291;  Rob- 
inson V.  Jones,  8  Mass.  536,  5  Am. 
Dec.  114;  Baxter  v.  New  England  Ins. 
Co.,  6  Mass.  277,  4  A^i.  Deo.  125. 
N.  Y; — China  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Force, 
142  N.  Y.  90,  36  N.  E.  874; -Monroe 
V.  Douglas,  5'  N.  Y.  447;  Ocean  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Frances,  2  Wend.  64,  19  Am. 
Dee.  549;  Wheelwright  v.  Depeyster,  1 
Johns.  471,  3  Am.  Dee.  345;  United 
States  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hellinger,  130 
App.  Div.  415,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  885. 
Ohio.— Pelton  v.  Platner,  13  Ohio  209, 

42    Am.    Dec.     197.       Pa Cheriot     v, 

Foussat,  3  Bin.  220.  S.  C— Street  V. 
Augusta  Ins.  &  Bkg.  Co.,  12  Rich.  L. 
13,  75  Am.  Dec.  714;  Bailey  V.  South 
Carolina  Ins.  Co.,  3  Brev.  354.  Tex. 
Wellborn  v.  Carr,  1  Tex.  463.  Vt. 
Woodrufe  V.  Taylor,  20  Vt.  65.  Eng. 
Shand  v.  De  Buisson,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  283; 
Messina  v.  Petrococchino,  L.  R.  4  P.  C. 
144}  Castrique  v.  Irmie,  L.  R.  4  H.  L. 
414;  Minna  Craig  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Char- 
tered M.  Bk.,  66  L.  J.  Q.  B.  339,  460. 

[a]  "It  appears  to  be  settled  in 
this  country,  that  the  sentence  of  a 
coinpetent  court,  proceeding  in  rem,  is 
conclusive  with  respect  to  the  thing 
itself,  and  operates  as  an  absolute 
change  of  the  property.  By  such  sen- 
tence, the  right  of  the  former  owner 
is  lost,  and  a  complete  title  given  to 
the  person  who  claims  under  the  de- 
cree. No  court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdic- 
tion can'  examine  the  sentence.  The 
question,  therefore,  respecting  its  con- 
formity to  general  or  municipal  law, 
can  never  arise,  for  no  co-ordinate 
tribunal  is  capable  of  making  the  in- 
quiry." Marshall  in  Williams  v.  Arm- 
royd, 7  Cranch  423,  3  L.  ed.  392. 

[b]  A  decree  of  restitution  rendered 
by  the  highest  -French  court,  in  a 
spoliation  case,  comes  within  the  prin- 
ciple that  a  judgment  in  rem  is  an 
act  of  the  sovereign  power  and  that 
as  such  its  effects  cannot  be  disputed. 
The  Ship  Poll  Cary,  45  Ct.  CI.  (U.  S.) 
219. 

57.    Conn. — Smith  v.  Mead,  3  Conn. 
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c.  Divorce  Decrees.  —  A  decree  of  divorce  granted-  by  a  competent 
court,  having  jurisdiction  to  make  the  same  will  be  given  binding  effect 
in  whatever  country  it  is  drawn  in  question,^*  but  it  will  be  given  no 
greater  effect  than  is  accorded  it  in  the  country  where  rendered.^® 

d.  Probate  decrees  are,  when  valid  where  procured,  generally  re- 
ceived in  other  countries  as  conclusive  upon  the  merits.^" 

e.  Admiralty  Judgments  and  Decrees.  —  This  principle  of  the  con- 
clusiveness of  foreign  judgments,  in  rem  is  well  illustrated  by  the 
recognition  accorded  sentences  and  decrees  of  admiralty  courts  of  other 
countries.  These  are  everywhere  regarded  as  conclusive  determinations 
of  the  matters  decided.*^     Thus  sentences  of  condemnation  by  such 


253,  8  Am.  Dee.  183.  La.— Ory  v.  Win- 
ter, 4  Mart.  (N.  S.)  277.  Mass.— Blaneh- 
ard  V.  Russell,  13  Mass.  1,  7  Am.  Dec. 
106;  Marsh  v.  Putnam,  3  Gray  551; 
May  V.  Breed,  7  Cush.  15,  54  Am.  Deo. 
700.  N.  Y.— Sherrill  v.  Hopkins,  1  Cow. 
103,  133;  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Johns.  235, 

3  Am.  Dec.  410.  Vt.— Peck  v.  Hib- 
bard,  26  Vt.  698,  62  Am.  Dee.  605. 
Eng. — Potter  v.  Brown,  5  East  124,  102 
Eng.  Reprint  1016. 

58.  lU.— Roth  V.  Roth,  104  Dl.  35, 
44  Am.  Rep.  81.  La. — Zavaglia  v. 
Notarbartolo,  137  La.  722,  69  So.  152. 
Eng. — Roach  v.  Garvan,  1  Ves.  Sen, 
157,  27  Eng.  Reprint  954;  Harvey  v. 
Farnie,  8  App.  Cas.  43;  Shaw  «.  Gould, 
L.  R.  3  H.  L.  55;  Ingham  v.  Sachs,  56 
L.  T.  N.  S.  920;  Pemberton  v.  Hughes, 
80  L.  T.  369;  Le  Mesurier  v.  Le 
Mesurier,  64  L.  J.  P.  0.97,  72  L.T.  873; 
Turner  v.  Thompson,  13  Prob.  Div.  37; 
Scott  «.  Attorney-General,  11  Prob. 
Div.  128;  Argent  «.  Argent,  11  Jur. 
N.  S.  864. 

See  supra,  XVIII,  B,  5. 

[a]  Presumption  as  to  Wife's  DoHi- 
Icil.  —  As  a  means  of  determining 
whether  both  parties  were  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  which  "ren- 
dered the  decree,  the  English  courts 
will  in  all  cases,  perhaps,  presume  that 
the  domicil  of  the  husband  was  that 
of  the  wife.  Tovey  v.  Lindsay,  1  Dow. 
131,  3  Eng.  Reprint  648;   Pitt  v.  Pitt, 

4  Macq.  H.  L.  627;  Niboyet  v.  Niboyet, 
4  Prob.  Div.  1;  Briggs  v.  Briggs,  5 
Prob.  Div.  163. 

59.  Zavaglia  v.  Notarbartolo,  137 
La.  722,  69  So.  152. 

[a]  A  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro  ren- 
dered by  a  court  of  one  country  cannot 
be  made  the  basis  of  a  final  divorce  in 
another  country.  Zavaglia  v.  Notar- 
bartolo, 137  La.  722,  69  So.  152. 

60.  V.  S. — MeCormick    v.    Sullivan, 
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10  Wheat.  192,  6  L.  ed.  300.  N.  Y. 
Monroe  v.  Douglas,  4  Sandf .  Ch.  126. 
Teun. — Williams  v.  Saunders,  5  Coldw. 
60. 

See   the   title   "Probate   Courts." 

61.  U.  S.— Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U. 
S.  113,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95; 
Williams  v.  Armroyd,  7  Cranoh  423,  3 
L.  ed.  392;  Croudsou  v.  Leonard,  4 
Craneh  434,  2  L.  ed.  670;  Hudson  v. 
Guestier,  4  Craneh  293,  2  L.  ed.  625. 
La. — CucuUu  V.  Louisiana  Ins.  Co.,  5 
Mart.  (N.  S.)  464,  16  Am.  Dec.  199. 
Mass. — ^Baxter  v.  New  England  M.  Ins. 
Co.,  6  Mass.  277,  4  Am.  Dec.  125. 
N.  Y. — Ludlow  V.  Dale,  1  Johns.  Cas., 
16,  2  Caines  Cas.  348.  S.  C— Walton 
V.  Bethune,  2  Brev.  453,  4  Am.  Dec. 
597.  Eng. — ^Lothian  ».  Henderson,  3 
Bos.  &  Pul.  499,  127  Eng.  Reprint  271; 
Baring  v.  Clagett,  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  201, 
127  Eng.  Reprint  111;  Price  v.  Bell,  1 
East  663,  102  Eng.  Reprint  257;  Chris- 
tie V.  Secretan,  8  T.  R.  192,  196,  101 
Eng.  Reprint  1340;  Geyer  v.  Aguilar, 
7  T.  R.  681,  101  Eng.  Reprint  1196; 
Garrels  v.  Kensington,  8  T.  R.  230,  10* 
Eng.  Reprint  1361;  Pollard  v.  Bell,  8 
T.  R.  434,  101  Eng.  Reprint  1474;  Lord 
Camden  v.  Home,  4  T.  R.  382,  100  Eng. 
Reprint  1076;  Ladbroke  «.  Crickett,  2 
T.  R.  649,  100  Eng.  Reprint  349; 
Ewer  V.  Jones,  2  Ld.  Raym.  935,  92 
Eng.  Reprint  124;  Green  v.  Waller,  2 
Ld.  Raym.  891,  893,  92  Eng.  Reprint 
96;  Hughes  v.  Cornelius,  2  Show.  K.  B. 
232,  89  Eng.  Reprint  907;  Lindo  v. 
Rodney,  2  Dougl.  613n. 

See  1  Standard  Peoo.  550. 

[a]  "In  these  cases,  the  proceed- 
ings are  in  rem;  and  every  person  in- 
terested is  supposed  to  be  a  party  to 
them.  Whenever,  then,  a  court  of  ad- 
miralty in  one  country  acting  as  a  prize 
court,  decides  on  the  question  of  prize, 
and  condemns  captured  property,  such 
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courts  are  conclusive  as  to  the  title  of  the  thing  claimed  under  them."^ 
And  in  actions  upon  insurance  policies  th6  decree  of  a  foreign  court 
of  adloiralty  is  almost  universally  accepted  as  conclusive  evidence  of 
everything  clearly  expressed  in  it.°^ 

6,  Impeachment.  —  a;  Generally.  —  A  foreign  judgment  may  of 
course  be  impeached  upon  any  of  the  grounds  upon  which  a  domestic 
or  sister  state  judgment  may  be  attacked.®*  And  it  seems  that  there 
may  be  other  grounds  for  refusing  recognition  of  a  foreign  judg- 
ment.^^     The  judgment  of  another  country  may  be    impeached    by 


sentence  or  decree  must  be  conclusive 
evidence,  when  the  same  question  shall 
arise  in  any  other  country  recognizing 
the  law  of  nations,  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple that  the  judgment  of  a  municipal 
court  is  conclusive  between  the  same 
parties,  and  their  representatives, 
whenever  the  same  question  shall  arise 
in  another  court  in  the  same  country 
where  the  judgment  was  rendered." 
Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1914;  Brown  v. 
Union  Ins.  Co.,  4  Day  (Conn.)  179. 

62.  U.  S. — ^Eose  ?..Himely,  4  Craneh 
241,  2  L.  ed.  608;  Williams  v.  Arm- 
royd,  7  Craneh  423,  3  L.  ed.  392;  The 
Ship  Poll  Gary,  45  Ct.  CI.  219.  Conn. 
Brown  v.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  4  Day  179, 
4  Am.  I  Dec.  204.  N.  Y. — Ocean  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Francis,  2  Wend.  64,  19  Am. 
Dec.  549.  Pa. — Cheriot  v.  Foussat,  3 
Binn.  220.  S.  C— Walton  v.  Bethune, 
2  Brev.  453,  4  Am.  Dec.  597. 

[a]  A  condemnation  under  the 
Milan  decree  by  a  French  court,  was 
held  in  Williams  v.  Armroyd,  7  Craneh 
423,  3  L.  ed.  392,  to  defeat  the  Amer- 
ican owner's  right  to  reclaim  his  prop- 
erty in  the  courts  of  this  country. 

63.  V.  S. — Croudson  v.  Leonard,  4 
Craneh  434,  2  L.  ed.  670;  Fitzsimmons 
V.  Newport  Ins.  Co.,  4  Craneh  185,  2 
L.  ed.  591;  Vasse  v.  Ball,  2  Dall.  270, 
2  Teats  178,  1  L.  ed.  377;  Magoun 
V.  New  England  M.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Story 
157,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,961.  Conn. 
Brown  v.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  4  Day  179, 
4  Am.  Dec.  20'4.  La. — CucuUu  v. 
Louisiana  Ins.  Co.,  5  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
464,  16  Am.  Dec.  199;  Blanque  v.  Pey- 
tavin,  4  Mart.  (O.  S.)  458,  6  Am.  Deo. 
705.  Mass. — Bobinson  v.  -  Jones,  8 
Mass.  536,  5  Am.  Dec.  114;  Baxter 
V.  New  England  Mar.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Mass. 
277,  4  Am.  Dec.  125.  S.  C— Bailey  v. 
South  Carolina  Ins.  Co.,  3  Brev.  354; 
Walton  V.  Bethune,  2  Brev.  453,  4  Am, 
Dec.  597;  Blacklock  v.  Stewart,  2  Bay 
363;   Campbell  v.   Williamson,   2   Bay 


237.  Eng. — ^Dalgleish  v.  Hodgson,  7 
Bing.  ,495,  131  Eng.  Eeprint  192; 
Lothian  v.  Henderson,  3  Bos.  &  Pul. 
499,  127  Eng.  Eeprint  271;  Bolton  v. 
Gladstone,  5  East  155,  102  Eng.  Ee- 
print 1028. 

[a]  The  New  York  courts  regard 
such  sentences  of  condemnation  as  only 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  upon 
which  the  condemnation  rested,  al- 
though conclusive  in  respect  to  the 
thing  itself.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fran- 
cis, 2  Wend.  64,  19  Am.  Dec.  549;  Van 
Denheuvel  v.  United  Ins.  Co.,  2  Johns. 
Cas.  127,  451,  2  Caines  Cas.  217;  New 
York  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  De  Wolf,  2' Cow. 
56;  EadclifEe  v.  United  Ins.  Co.,  9 
Johns.  277. 

[b]  Incidental  matters  not  con- 
eluded  by  the  decree.  IT.  S. — ^Fitz- 
simmons V.  Newport  Ills.  Co.,  4  Craneh 
185,  2  L.  ed.  591;  Maley  v.  Shattuck, 
3  Craneh  458,  2  L.  ed.  498;  Eussel  v. 
Union  Ins.  Co.,  4  Dall.  421,  1  L.  ed. 
892,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  409,  4  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,146;  Lambert  v.  Smith,  1  Craneh 
C.  C.  361,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,028. 
Md. — Maryland  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bathurst,  5 
Gill  &  J.  159.  Eng,— Christie  v.  Seere- 
tan,  8  T.  E.  192,  101  Eng.  Eeprint 
1340;  Calvert  v.  Bovill,  7  T.  E.  523, 
101  Eng.  Eeprint  1111. 

64.  See  supra,  XVII,  A;  XVIII, 
B,  4, 

65.  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U.  S.  113, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95. 

See  supra,  XVIII,  F,  1;  and  infra, 
XVIII,  F,  5. 

[a]  Matters  Affecting  Becognition. 
"In  view  of  all  the  authorities  iipon 
the  subject,  and  of  the  trend  of  judi- 
cial opinion  in  this  country  and  in 
England,  following  the  lead  of  Kent 
and  Story,  we  are  satisfied  that,  where 
there  has  been  opportunity  for  a  full 
and  fair  trial  abroad  before  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  conducting 
the    trial    upon    regular    proceedings, 
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showing  that  the  court  was  not  legally  organizedj^"  or  that  the  judges 
thereof  were  for  some  reason  disqualified.^^ 

b.  Jurisdictional  Inquiries. — (I.)  Generally. — No  rule  of  comity 
requires  that  effect  be  given  to  a  judgment  of  a  foreign  court,  whether 
in  rem°^  or  in  personam,*^  when  jurisdiction  to  render  the  same  was 
wanting.  It  -is  always  permissible  for  the  party  assailing  the  judg- 
ment to  show  by  any  competent  evidence,  even  in  contradiction  of  the 
record,  that  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  was  wanting,  or  that  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  was  acquired  by  domicil,  service  of  process, 
or  voluntary  appearance.^" 


after  due  citation  or  voluntary  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant,  and  under  a 
system  of  jurisprudence  likely  to  se- 
cure an  impartial  administration  of 
justice  between  the  citizens  of  its  own 
country  and  those  of  other  countries, 
and  there  is  nothing  to  show  either 
prejudice  in  the  court,  or  in  the  sys- 
tem of  laws  under  which  it  was  sitting, 
or  fraud  in  procuring  the  judgment, 
or  any  other  special  reason  why  the 
comity  of  this  nation  should  not  allow 
it  full  efEect,  the  merits  of  the  case 
should  not,  in  an  action  brought  in 
this  country  upon  the  judgment,  be 
tried  afresh,  as  on  a  new  trial  or  an 
appeal,  upon  the  mere  assertion  of  the 
party  that  the  judgment  was  erroneous 
in  law  or  in  fact.  The  defendants, 
therefore,  cannot  be  permitted,  upon, 
that  general  ground,  to  contest  the 
validity  or  the  efEect  of  the  judgment 
sued  on."  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U.  S. 
113,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95. 

66.  Lang  v.  Holbrook,  Crabbe  179, 
14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,057;  The  Flad  Oyen, 

1  Eob.  C.   (Eng.)   135. 

67.  Price  v.  Dewhurst,  8  Sim.  279, 
59  Eng.  Eeprint  111,  judges  interested 
in  the  property  in  litigation. 

68.  TT.  S. — Bradstreet  v.  Neptune 
Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumn.  600,  3  I'ed.  Cas.  No. 
1,793.  Mass. — Sawyer  v.  Maine  V.  & 
M.  Ins.  Co.,  12  Mass.  291.  N.  Y. 
Wheelwright  v.  Depeyster,  2  Johns. 
471,  3  Am.  Dec.  345.  Pa.— Kuehling 
V.  Leberman,  2  W.  N.  C.  616.  Eng. 
The  Kierlighett,  3  Eob.  C.  96;  The 
Christopher,  2  Eob.  C.  209;  The  Flad 
Oyen,  1  Eob.  C.  135. 

[a]  Admiralty  Decrees. — A  decree 
of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty  may 
be  impeached  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
XT,  S.— The'  Mary,  9  Cranch  126,  3  L. 
ed.  678;  Eose  v.  Himely,  4  Cranch  241, 

2  L.  ed.  608;  Bradstreet  v.  Neptune 
Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumn.  600,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
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1,793.  N.  Y. — Wheelwright  v.  Depey- 
ster, 2  Johns.  471,  3  Am.  Dec.  345. 
Eng.— The  Kierlighett,  3  Eob.  C.  96; 
The  Christopher,  2  Eob.  0.  209;  The 
Flad  Oyen,   1  Eob.  0.  135. 

[b]  In  Bradstreet  v.  Neptune  Ins. 
Co.,  3  Sumn.  600,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,793,  Story  said:  "If  a  seizure  is 
made  and  condemnation  is  passed  with- 
out the  allegation  of  any  specific 
cause  of  forfeiture  or  offense,  and 
without  any  public  notice  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, so  that  the  parties  in  inter- 
est have  no  opportunity  of  appearing 
and  making  a  defense,  the  sentence  is 
not  so  much  a  judicial  sentence,  as  an 
arbitrary  sovereign  edict.  It  has  none 
of  the  elements  of  a  judicial  proceed- 
ing, and  deserves  not  the  respect  of 
any  foreign  nation." 

69.  U.  S. — Kessler  v.  Armstrong 
Cork  Co.,  158  Fed.  744,  85  C.  C.  A. 
642;  French  Mut.  Gen.  Soc.  v.  United 
States  F.  &  G.  Co.,  203  Fed.  558.  Ky. 
Kerr  v.  Condy,  9  Bush  372.  La. — Cucul- 
lu  V.  Louisiana  Ins.  Co.,  5  Mart.  (N. 
S.)  464,  16  Am.  Dec.  199.  Mich.— Mc- 
Ewan  V.  Zimmer,  38  Mich.  765,  31  Am. 
Eep.  332.  N.^Y — Grubel  v.  Nassauer, 
210  N.  Y.  149,  103  N.  E.  1113;  Shep- 
herd V.  Wright,  113  N.  Y.  582,  21  N. 
E.-.  724;  Monroe  v.  Douglas,  4  Sandf. 
Ch.  126;  Eytinge  &  Co.  v.  Atlantic 
Transport  Co.,  160  App.  Div.  635,  145 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1054;  Hyde  «.  Scott,  75 
Misc.  487,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  904.  Tex. 
Banco  Mii^ero  v.  Eoss,  106  Tex.  522, 
172  S.  W.  711.  Eng.— Godard  v.  Gray, 
L.  E.  6  Q.  B.  139;  Schibsby  v.  Westen- 
holz,  L.  E.  6  Q.  B.  155,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
73,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.'  93,  19  Wkly.  Eep. 
587;  Eousillon  v.  Eousillon,  14  Ch.  Div. 
351;  Vallee  v.  Dumergue,  4  Exch.  290, 
18  L.  J.  Exeh.  398. 

70.  U.  S.— BischofE  v.  Wethere^,  9 
Wall.  812,  19  L.  ed.  829;  French  Mut. 
Gen.   Soc.  v.  United  States  P.   &  G. 
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(II.)  'Presumptions  as  to  Jurisdiction.  —  Judgments  of  foreign  coun- 
tries are  upheld  by  the  same  presumptions  that  attach  to  those  of 
domestic  tribunals.  Where  the  judgment,  therefore,  was  rendered  by 
a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter  and  the  burden 
rests  upon  the  party  seeking  to  defeat  the  judgment  of  showing  the 
contrary.''^ 

(III.)  Judgments  Affecting  Non-Residents.  —  A  person  who  as  plaintiff 
selects  the  tribunal  of  a  foreign  country  wherein  to  prosecute  his  claim 
could  not  afterwards  dispute  the  jurisdiction  of  such  court  over  him.^^ 
But  no  extraterritorial  recognition  will  be  given  to  a  judgment  against 
a  non-resident  foreigner  who  has  not  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,'^  even  though  personal  service  be  made  upon  defendant  in 


Co.,  203  Fed.  558;  Burnham  i>.  Webster, 
1  Woodb.  &  M.  172,  ,4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,179.  Ala. — Foster  v.  (jlazener,  27  Ala. 
391.  Kan. — Thorn  v.  Salmonson,  37 
Kan.  411,  15  Pac.  588.  Ky.— Wood  v. 
"Wood,  78  Ky.  624,  1  Ky.  L.  Eep.  358. 
Me. — ^Eankin  v.  Goddard,  55  Me.  389; 
Middlesex  Bank  v.  Butman,  29  Me. 
19,  28.  Mass. — Fofger  v.'  Columbian, 
etc.  Co.,  99  Mass.  267,  96  Am.  Dec. 
747;  Bissell  v.  Briggs,  9  Mass.  426j  6 
Am.  Dec.  88.  Mich. — MeEwan  v.  Zim- 
mer,  38  Mich.  765,  31  Am.  Eep.  332. 
Mo. — Corby  v.  Wright,  4  Mo.  App. 
443.  N.  Y.— Shepherd  v.  Wright,  113 
N.  T.  582,  21  N.  B.  724;  Kerr  v.  Kerr, 
41  N.  T.  272;  China  Bank,  etc.  v. 
Morse,  44  App.  Div.  435,  61  N.  Y. 
Supp.  268;  Hyde  v.  Scott,  133  N.  Y. 
Supp.  904.  N.  0. — Battle  v.  Jones,  41 
N.  C.  567.  Pa. — Moore  v.  Phillips, 
10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  552.  Vt — Eastern 
Township  Bank  v.  Beebe  &  Co.,  53  Vt. 
177,  38,  Am.  Eep.  665.  Wis — St.  Sure 
V.  Lindsfelt,  82  Wis.  346,  52  N.  W. 
308;  Smith  v.  Grady,  68  Wis.  215,  31 
N.  W.  477.  Bng. — ^Bank  6f  Australasia 
V.  Nias,  16  Q.  B.  717,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
284,  117  Eng.  Eeprint  1055;  Henderson 
V.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  288,  115  Eng. 
Eeprint  1111;  Ferguson  v.  Mahon,  11 
Ad.  &  El.  179,  113  Eng.  Eeprint  382; 
Eieardo  v.  Garcias,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  368, 
8  Bng.  Eeprint  1450;  Don  v.  Lippmann, 
5  CI.  &  Fin.  1,  7  Eng.  Eeprint  303; 
Schibsby  v.  Westenholz,  L.|E.  6  Q.  B. 
155,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  73,  24  t.  T.  N.  S. 
93,  19  Wkly.  Eep.  587.  Can. — Burn  v. 
Eletcher,  23  U.  C.  Q.  B.  28;  Warrener 
V.  Kingsmell,  8  U.  C.  Q.  B.  407;  Mc- 
Lean V.  Shields,  9  Ont.  699;  Bugbee  v. 
Clergue,  27  Ont.  App.  96.  ' 

See  supra,  XVII,  A;  XVHI,  B,  4,  b. 


[a]     Adjudication     of     Jurisdiction. 

(1)  The  decision  of  a  French  admir- 
alty court  in  favor  of  its  own  juris- 
diction was  not  considered  conclusive 
in  England  in  The  Christopher,  2  Eob. 
C.  (Eng.)  209.  (2)And  see  Hyde  v. 
Scott,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  904,  where  a 
Canadian  court's  adjudication  of  its 
jurisdiction  was  beld  not  to  be  con- 
clusive in  New  York.  Compare  supra, 
XVIII,  B,  4,  b,   (III),   (C). 

71.  U.  S.— Eitchie  v.  McMullen,  159 
V.  S.  235,  16  Sup.  Ct.  171,  40  L.  ed. 
133.  Cal. — Dore  v.  Thornburgh,  90 
Cal.  64,  27  Pac.  30.  Colo.— Bruckman 
V.  Taussig,  7  Colo.  561,  5  Pac.  152. 
m.— Horton  v.  Critchfield,  18  HI.  133, 
65  Am.  Dec^  701.  Kan. — Thorn  v.  Sal- 
monson, 37  Kan.  441,  15  Pac.  588. 
Mass. — Buttrick  v.  Allen,  8  Mass.  273< 
5  Am.  Dec.  105.  Minn.— -Gunn  v. 
Peakes,  36  Minn.  177,  30  N.  W.  466. 
Eng. — Eeynolds  v.  Fenton,  3  Com.  B. 
187,  136  Eng.  Eeprint  75;  Cowan  v. 
Braidwood,  1  Man.  &  G.  882,  2  Scott 
N.  E.  138,  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  26,  133  Bng. 
Eeprint  589;  Eobertson  v.  Struth,  5  Q. 

B.  941,  114  Eng.  Eeprint  1503.  Cain. 
Montreal  Min.  Co.  v.  Cuthbertson,  9  U. 

C.  Q.  B.  78;  Addams  v.  Worden,  6  L. 
Can.  237;  McLean  v.  Shields,  9  Ont. 
699. 

72.  Schibsby  v.  Westenholz,  L.  E.  6 
Q.  B.  155,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  73,  24  L.  T. 
N.  S.  93,  19  Wkly.  Eep.  587. 

73.  V.  S.— Bischoff  v.  Wethered,  9 
Wall.  812,  19  L.  ed.  829;  Burnham  v. 
Webster,  1  Woodb.  &M.  172, 4  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,179.  Ala. — Foster  v.  Glazener,  27 
Ala.  391.  Kan. — Thorn  v.  Salmonson, 
37  Kan.  441,  15  Pac.  588.  Me. — Eankin 
V.  Goddard,  54  Me.  28,'  89  Am.  Dec 
718;    Long  v.   Hammond,   40   Me.   204; 
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the  state  of  his  domieil.'^    It  is  otherwise  where  such  defendant  volijil- 
tarily  appears  and  takes  the  chance  of  a  judgment  in  his  favor.''^ 

c.    Fraud.  —  Judgments  of  foreign  countries,  both  in  rem  and  in 
personam,  may  be  impeached  for  fraud."    In  England   it   may   be 


Middlesex  v.  Butman,  29  Me.  19.  Mass. 
Bissell  V.  Briggs,  9  Mass.  462,  6  Am. 
Dec.  88.  Mo.— Cor.by  v.  Wright,  4  Mo. 
App.  443.  N.  Y. — Grubel  «.  Nassauer, 
210  N.  Y.  149,  103  N.  E.  1113;  Shep- 
hard  v.  Wright,  113  N.  Y.  582,  21  N. 
E.  724;  United  States  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  La  Grave,  130  App.  Div.  415,  114 
N.  Y.  Supp.  885;  China  Bank  v.  Morse, 
44  App.  Div.  435,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  268. 
Tex.— Banco  Minero  v.  Ross,  106  Tex. 
522,  172  S.  W.  711.  Bng.— (General 
Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Guillou,  11 
Mee?.  &  W.  877. 

[a]  Where  (1)  the  non-resident  pos- 
^sessed  property  in  the  country  where 
the  judgment  was  given  and  owed  al- 
legiance to  such  country,  the  judgment 
agiainst  hiip  has  been  enforced.     "We 

.  confine  our  judgment  to  a  case  where 
the  party  owed  allegiance  to  the  coun- 
try in  which  the  judgment  was  so 
given  against  him,  from  being  born 
in  it,  and  by  the  laws  of  which  coun- 
try his  property  was,  at  the  time  those 
judgments  were  given,  protected.  The 
debts  were  contracted  in  the  country 
in  which  the  judgments  were  given, 
whilst  the  debtor  resided  in  it." 
Douglas  V.  Forrest,  4  Bing.  686,  703, 
130  Eng.  Reprint  933.  (2)  In  Schibs- 
by  V.  Westenholz,  L.  E.  6  Q.  B.  155, 
40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  73,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  93, 
19  Wkly.  Eep.  587,  the  court  ex- 
pressed a  doubt  whether  the  posses- 
sion of  property  locally  situated  in  the 
foreign  country  and  protected  by  its 
laws  furnished  a  sufficient  ground  for 
imposing  on  the  foreign  owner  of  that 
property  a  duty  or  obligation  to  fulfill 
a  personal  judgment  against  him. 

[b]  Against  Absentees. — The  courts 
will  enforce  a  foreign  judgment  against 
a  non-resident  who  was  domiciled  in 
the  country  where  the  judgment  was 
rendered  and  owed  allegiance  to  it, 
but  was  at  the  time  pro'ceedings  were 
taken  against  him  temporarily  absent 
therefrom.  Cowan  v.  Braidwood,  1 
Man.  &  G.  882,  2  Scott  N.  E.  138,  9 
Dowl.  Pr.  C.  26,  133  Eng.  Eeprint  589; 
Douglas  V.  Forrest,  4  Bing.  686,  130 
Eng.  Eeprint  933;  Gauthier  v.  Blight, 
5  U.  C.  C.  P.  122. 

[c]  A   personal   judgment    (1)    on 
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constructive  service  obtained  in  Ger- 
many against  a  citizen  of  Germany 
domiciled  in  New  York  at  the  time 
of  the  judgment  has  been  refused 
recognition  in  New  York.  Grubel  v.. 
Nassauer,  210  N.  Y.  149,  103  N.  E. 
1113.      (2)    "The   only   case,   however, 

1  can  find  in  which  a  judgment  of  a 
foreign  country  recovered  against  a 
citizen  of  that  country,  upon  whom, 
absent  therefrom,  constructive  service 
only  was  had,  was  upheld  is  that  of 
Douglas  V.  Forrest,  4  Bing.  686.  (3) 
In  that  case  the  judgment  was  recov- 
ered in  Scotland  and  enforced  in  Eng- 
land. The  grounds  on  which  the  de- 
cision 'was  made  are  not  very  clearly 
stated  in  the  opinion."  Quoted  from 
Grubel  v.  Nassauer,  210  N.  t.  149,  103 
N.  E.  1113. 

74.  Smith  v.  Grady,  68  Wis.  215,  31' 
N.  W.  477,  to  the  effect  that  a  judg- 
ment recovered  in  Canada  against  a 
Canadian  residing  in  Wisconsin,  upon 
personal  service  upon  defendant  in 
Wisconsin,  will  not  be  enforced  in  that 
state. 

75.  Ala. — :Christian,  etc.  Co.  v.  Cole- 
man, 125  Ala;  158,  27  So.  786.  Mich. 
Capling  V.  Herman,  17  Mich.  524.  Eng. 
De  Cosse  Brissac  v.  Ilathbone,  6  Hurl. 
&  N.  301;  Voinet  v.  Barrett,  55  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  39,  34  Wkly.  Eep.  161. 

76.  U.  S.— Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U. 
S.  113,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95; 
Armstrong  v.  Toler,  11  Wheat.  258,  6 
L.  ed.  468;  De  Brimont  v.  Penniman, 
10  Blatchf.  436,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,715; 
Lang  V.  Holbrook,  Crabbe  179,  14 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,057.  Cal.  — Title 
Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  California 
Dev.  Co.,  171  Cal.  173,  152  Pac,  542. 
Conn. — ^Fisher  v.  Fielding,  67  Conn.  91, 
34  Atl.  714,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  270.  III. 
Eoth  V.  Eoth,  104  HI.  35,  44  Am.  Eep. 
81.  Me.- — Eankin  v.  Goddard,  55  Me. 
389.     Mich. — Coveney  v.  Phiscator,  132 

Mich.  258,  93  N.  W.  619.     Mo ^Ward 

V.  Quinlivin,  57  Mo.  425.  N.  Y. — ^Lazier 
V.  Westcott,  26  N.  Y.  146,  82  Am.  Dec. 
404;  Monroe  v.  Douglas,  4  Sandf.  Ch. 
126;  Van  Denheuvel  v.  United  Ins.  Co., 

2  Johns.  Cas.  127,  451,  2  Caines  Cas. 
217.  Eng. — ^Bank  of  Australasia  v. 
Nias,   16   Q.  B.   717,   20   L.  J.  Q.  B. 
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.shown  that  the  judgment  was  procured  by  false  and  fraudulent  rep- 
resentations and  testimony  of  the  plaintiff ^  even  if  the  same  question 
of  fraud  was  presented  to  and  decided  by  the  foreign  eourtJ'  Such 
an  inquiry  into  the  merits  between  the  parties  would  doubtless 
not  be  permitted  in  America;  the  fraud  for  which  such  foreign  judg- 
ments are  impeachable  in  our  courts  must  be  a  fraud  upon  the  court, 
practiced  in  the  very  procurement  of  the  judgment.''* 

d.  Errors  and  Irregularities.  —  "Where  there  is  a  competent  court 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  cause,  and  an  opportunity 
is  given  for  a  full  and  fair  trial  according  to  the  course  of  a  civilized 
jurisprudence,  the  judgment  is  not  open  to  impeachment  in  another 
Country  because  of  mere  errors  and  irregularities  in  the  proceed- 
ings.'^* 

XIX.  ASSIGNMENTS  OF  JUDGMENTS.^"  —  A.  In  General. 
The  assignment  of  a  judgment  necessarily  carries  with  it  the  cause 


284,  117  Eng.  Eeprint  1055;  Henderson 
V.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  288,  115  Eng. 
Eeprint  111;  Price  v.  Dewhurst,  8  Sim. 
279,  59  Eng.  Eeprint  111;  Eeimers  v. 
bruoe,  23  Beav.  145,  53  Eng.  Eeprint 
57;  White  v.  Hall,  12  Ves.  Jr.  321,  33 
Eng.  Eeprint  122;  Don  v.  Lippmann', 
5  CI.  &  Ein.  1,  7  Eng.  Eeprint  303; 
Godard  v.  Gray,  L.  E.  6  Q.  B.  139; 
Cammell  v.  Sewell,  3  Hurl.  &  N.  617; 
AboulofE  V.  Oppenheimer,  10  Q.  B.  D. 
295;  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  1,  47  L.  T.  N.  S. 
325;  Ochsenbeiu  v.  Papelier,  L.  E.  8 
Ch.  695,  21  Wkly.  Eep.  516;  Bowles 
V.  Orr,  1  Yo.  &  Col.  Exeh.  464;  Mes- 
sina V.  Petroeoeehino,  L.  E.  4  P.  C. 
144. 
Compare  supra,  XVIII,  E,  4,  c. 

77.  Abouloff  V.  Oppenheimer,  10  Q. 
B.  D.  295,  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  1,  47  L.  T. 
N.  S.  325;  Vadala  v.  Lawes,  25  Q.  B. 
D.  310,  63  L.  T.  128,  38  Wkly.  Eep, 
594;  Crozat  v.  Brogden,  2  Q.  B.  30. 

[a]  "I  accept  the  whole  doctrine, 
without  any  limitation,  that  whenever 
a  foreign  judgment  has  been  obtained 
by  the  fraud  of  the  party  relying  upon 
it,  it  cannot  be  maintained  in  the 
courts  of  this  country;  and  further, 
that  nothing  ought  to  persuade  an 
.English  court  to  enforce  a  judgment 
against  one  party,  which  has  been  ob- 
tained by  the  fraud  of  the  other  party 
to  the  suit  in  the  foreign  court." 
AboulofE  v.  Oppenheimer,  10  Q.  B.  D. 
295,  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  1,  47  L.  T.  N.  S. 
325. 

78.  Title  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Cali- 
fornia Development  Co.,  171  Cal.  173, 


152  Pae.  542;  Coveney  v.  Phiscator,  132 
Mich.  258,  93  N.  W.  619. 

[a]  In  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  42  Fed. 
253,  the  English  doctrine  was  refuted. 
But  when  the  case  was  removed  to  the 
supreme  court  the  question  was  not 
decided.  See  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U. 
S.  113,  16  Sup.  Ct.   139,  40  L.   ed.  95. 

[b]  The  supreme  court  of  Michigan 
in  Coveney  v.  Phiscator,  132>  Mich.  258, 
93  N.  W.  619,  said:  "It  may  be  safe- 
ly stated  that,  wherever  it  is  held  that 
a  judgment  of  a  foreign  country  may 
be  impeached  for  fraud,  it  is  main- 
tained that  the  fraud  meant  is  a  fraud 
practiced  in  the  very  obtaining  of  the 
judgment." 

79.  XJ.  S. — John  Li  Estate  v.  Brown, 
235  U.  S.  342,  35  Sup.  Ct.  106,  59  L. 
ed.  259;  Cruz  v.  O 'Boyle,  197  Eed. 
824;  Gioe  v.  Westervelt,  116  Fed.  1017; 
Ouseky  v.  Lehigh  Val.  Trust  &  Safe- 
Dep.  Co.,  84  Fed.  602.  Ala.— Christian 
&■  Craft  Co.  V.  Coleman,  125  Ala.  158, 
27  So.  786.  Tex.— Baneb  Minero  v. 
Boss,  106  Tex.  522,  172  S.  W.  711; 
Eodriguez  v.  Priest,  126  S.  W.  1187. 
Eng. — Vanqnelin  v.  Bouard,  15  Com.  B. 
(N.  S.)  341,  143  Eng.  Eeprint  817; 
Scott  V.  Pilkington,  2  B.  &  S.  11,  8 
Jur.  N.  S.  557,  31  L.  J.  Q.  B.  81,  121 
Eng.  Eeprint  978;  De  Cosse  Brissac  v. 
Eathbone,  6  Hurl.  &  N.  301;  Castrique 
V.  Imrie,  L.  E.  4  H.  S.  414;  Godard 
V.  Gray,  L.  E.  6  Q.  B.  139;  Oehseubein 
V.  Papelier,  L.  E.  8  Ch.  695,  21  Wkly. 
Eep.  516. 

Compare,  XVIII,  B,  4,  d. 

80.  As  to  assignments  generally,  see 
the  title  "Assignments." 
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of  action  on  which  it  is  based,*^  together  with  all  the  beneficial  in- 
terest of  the  assignor  in  the  judgment,^^  and  all  its  incidents.^^  It 
eintitles  the  assignee  to  all  the  remedies  for  the  collection  of  the  judg- 
ment, which  might  have  been  employed  by  the  assignor.^*  The  as- 
signment of  a;  judgment"  operates  as  an    assignment   of   the    appeal 


81.  Cal.— Heisen  v.  Smith,  138  Cal. 
216,  71  Pac.  180,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  39; 
Brown  v.  Scott,  25  Cal.  189.  Fla.— Fein- 
berg  V.  Stearns,  56  Fla.  279,  47  So. 
79/,  citing  Freeman  on  Judgments,  §431. 
Ga. — Thompson  v.  First  State  Bank,  102 
Ga.  696,  29  S.  E.  610,  quoting  Black 
on  Judgments,  §948.  Ind. — Moorman 
V.  Wood,  117  Ind.  144,  19  N.  E.  739. 
la. — Citizens '  Nat.  Bank  v.  Loomis,  100 
Iowa  266,  69  N.  W.  443,  quotimg  Free= 
man  on  Judgments,  §431.  Kan. — Gil- 
more  V.  State  Nat.  Bank,  90  Kan.  405, 
133  Pac.  726.  N.  Y.— Bolen  v.  Crosby, 
49  N.  T.  183;  Pattison  v.  Hull,  9  Cow. 
747.  Ore. — King  v.  Miller,  53  Ore.  53, 
59,  97  Pac.  542.  Va. — Com.  v.  Wamp- 
ler,  104  Va.  337,  51  S.  B.  737,  quoting 
Freeman  on  Judgments,  §431. 

[a]  "The  assignment  of  the  judg- 
ment necessarily  carries  the  debt;  they 
are  inseparable."  Bolen  v.  Crosby,  49 
N.  Y.  183. 

[b]  The  assignment  of  a  judgment 
against  the  maker  of  a  note  does  not 
carry  with  it  a  cause  of  action  against 
a  remote  indorser,  of  the  note,  existing 
before  the  note  was  merged  in  the 
judgment.  Ward  v.  Haggard,  75  Ind. 
381,  followed  in  Cole  v.  Matehett,  78 
Ind.  601;  Kelsey  v.  McLaughlin,  76 
Ind.  379. 

82.  Fla. — ^Feiuberg  v.  Stearns,  56 
Fla.  279,  47  So.  797.  111.— Brooks  v. 
Sanders,  110  111.  453;  McJilton  v.  Love, 
13  m.  486,  496,  54  Am.  Dec.  449.  la. 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Loomis,  100 
Iowa  266,  69  N.  W.  443.  Kan.— Ives 
V.  Addison,  39  Kan.  172,  17  Pac.  797. 
Va.— Com.  «.  Wai^pler,  104  Va.  337,  51 
S.  E.  737. 

[a]  The  assignment  is  not  of  all  the 
rights  of  the  assignor,  but  of  the 
rights  vested  in  him  by  virtue  of  the 
judgment.  Timberlake  V.  Powell,  99 
N.  C.  233,  5  S.  E.  410. 

83.  Cal. — Strout  v.  Natoma  Water  & 
Min.  Co.,  9  Cal.  78.  Fla — Feinberg  v. 
Stearns,  56  Fla.  279,  47  So.  797.  Ga. 
Thompson  v.  First  State  Bank,  102  Ga. 
696,  29  S.  E.  610.  la.— Citizens '  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Loomis,  100  Iowa  266,  69  N. 
W.   443.     Minn. — Schlieman  v.  BowITn, 
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36  Minn.  198,  30  N.  W.  879.  N.  Y. 
Burt  V.  Lustig,  28  Jones  &  S.  181,  17 
N.  Y.  Supp.  362,  affirmed,  137  N.  Y. 
538,  33  N.  E.  336.  Va.— Com.  v. 
Wampler,  104  Va.  337,  51  S.  E.  737. 

84.  Del.— Wilson  v.  Wilson,  3  Del. 
Ch.  183,  among  them  the  election  to 
enforce  it  against  any  part  of  the 
debtor's  real  estate  then  held  or  to 
be  acquired.  Fla. — Feinberg  v.  Stearns, 
56  Fla.  279,  47  So.  797.  Ga.— Thomp- 
son V.  First  State  Bank,  102  Ga.  696, 
29  S.  B.  610.  IlL— McJilton  v.  Love, 
13  111.  486;  Lasher  v.  Carey,  182  HI. 
App.  147,  155.  Ind. — Applegate  v. 
Mason,  13  Ind.  75.  la. — Citizens'  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Loomis,  100  Iowa  266,  69  N. 
W.  443,  reviewing  ^authorities.  Kan. 
Gilmore  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  90  Kan. 
405,  133  Pac.  726.  Ky — Kimble  v. 
Cummins,  3  Mete.  327.  Miss. — Shot- 
well  V.  Webb,  23  Miss.  375.  Mo. 
Burns  v.  Baugert,  16  Mo.  App.  22,  as- 
signee of  a  Judgment  takes  assignor's 
right  to  enforce  the  judgment  by  sup- 
plemental  proceedings.      N.    Y Bow- 

cloin  V.  Coleman,  3  Abb.  Pr.  431,  439, 
6  Duer  182;  Burt  v.  Lustig,  28  Jones 
&  8.  181,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  362,  affirmed, 
137  N.  Y.  538,  33  N.  E.  336.  N.  0. 
Timberlake  v.  Powell,  99  N.  C.  233,  5 
S.  B.  410,  ai;y  remedies  which  assignor 
might  have  pursued,  and  no  more.  Pa. 
Eichmond  Bldg.  Assn.  v.  Eichmond 
BIdg.  Assn.,  to  use,  etc.,  100  Pa.  191, 
197. 

[a]  "Such  an  assignment  entitles 
the  assignee  to  use  every  remedy,  lien, 
or  security  available  to  the  assignor  as 
a  means  of  enforcing  the  judgment." 
Feinberg  v.  Stearns,  56  Fla.  279,  47  So. 
797. 

[b]  The  assignment  of  a  judgment 
ordinarily  carries  with  it  the  right  to 
proceed  with  any  outstanding  process 
issued  thereon.  Eichmond  Bldg.  Assn. 
V.  Eichmond  Bldg.  Assn.,  to  use,  etc., 
100  Pa.  191. 

Issuance  of  execution  at  instance  of 
assignee  of  judgment,  see  generally 
the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  En- 
forcement of." 

Actions   on   judgments   by   assignee 
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bond,^^  or  an  undertaking  to  stay  the  enforcement  of  the  judg- 
ment,^^  so  that  the  assignee  may  sue  the  sureties  thereon, 
though  upon  this  proposition,  there  is  authority  to  the  eon- 
trary.^^  The  assignment  of  a  judgment  against  a  guardian  operates 
as  an  assignment  of  a  right  of  action  on  the  guardian's  bond.^^  So 
also  an  assignment  of  a  judgment  in  a  claim  and  delivery  or  replevin 
suit,  transfers  to  the  assignee  any  undertaking  executed  in  the  action 
for  the  delivery  of  the  property  to  the  plaintiff,  so  that  he  may  sue 
thereon.^^  But-  an  assignment  of  a  judgment  in  an  attachment  suit 
does  not  transfer  the  benefit  of-  an  attachment  bond,  unless  the  as- 
signment expressly  purports  to  do  so.*" 

Such  an  assignment  carries  with  it  the  right  of  action  against  a 
sheriff  for  negligence  in  the  care  of  property  seized  under  an  attach- 
ment,^^ for  neglect  in  not  collecting  an  execution,  taken  out  and  'de- 
livered to  him  by  the  assignee,^^  or  for  a  false  return.^^  It  does  not 
carry  with  it  the  right  to  sue  the  sheriff  and  the  sureties  on  his  official 
bond  for  a  breach  of  the  condition  thereof  occurring  prior  to  the  as- 
signment by  reason  of  his  failure  to  return,  in  the  time  and  manner 
provided  by  law,  a  forthcoming  bond  taken  upon  such  judgment.^* 


thereof,  see  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments and  Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

85.  TJllmann  v.  Kline,  87  111.  268. 

86.  Burt  V.  Luatig,  28  Jones  &  S. 
181,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  862,  affirmed,  137 
N.  T.  538,  33  N.  E.  336. 

87.  Chilstrom  v.  Eppinger,  127  Cal. 
326,  59  Pac.  696,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  ^ 
(where  assignment  made  pending  ap- 
peal); Moses  V.  Thome,  6  Cal.  87, 
■where  assignment  made  after  judgment 
had  become  a  finality. 

[a]  Reason. — Where  no  assignment 
is  made  of  the  undertakings  given  on 
appeal  and  to  stay  proceedings,  the  as- 
signee of  the  judgment  cannot  sue  on 
such  undertakings;  such  contracts  are 
separate  and  distinct  and  do  not  pass 
by  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  as 
necessary  incidents  thereto.  Chilstrom 
V.  Eppinger,  127  Cal.  326,  59  Pac.  696, 
78  Am.  St.  Rep.  46. 

88.  Heisen  v.  Smith,  138  Cal.  216, 
71  Pac.  180. 

89.  Schlieman  v.  Bowlin,  36  Minn. 
198,  30  N.  W.  879;  Bowdoin  v.  Cole- 
man, 3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  431,  6  Duer 
182. 

90.  Forrest  v.  O'Donnell,  42  Mich. 
556,  4  N.  W.  259. 

91.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Loomis, 
100  Iowa  266,  69  N.  "W.  443. 

92.  McGregor  v.  Walden,  14  Vt. 
450. 

[a]  But  it  does  not  carry  the  right 
to    recover   against    the    sheriff   for    a 


neglect  to  collect  on  an  execution  is- 
sued before  the  assignment.  Com.  v. 
Fuqua,   3   Litt.   (Ky.)    41. 

93.  Goodrich  v.  Bowe;  1  N.  Y.  City 
Ct.   338. 

94.  Com.  V.  Wampler,  104  Va.  387, 
51  S.  E.  737. 

[a]  Com'.  V.  Wampler,  104  Va.  337, 
51  S.  E.  737,  criticizes  Citizens.  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Loomis,  100  Iowa  266,  69  N. 
W.  443,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  571,  in  the 
following  language:  "The  reasoning 
upon  which  that  decision  is  based  is 
not  satisfactory.  It  proceeds  upon  the 
false  premise  that  the  right  to  sue 
for  the  breach  of  oflScial  duty  must 
exist  somewhere,  and  as  the  assignor 
cannot  sue,  having  parted  with  the 
judgment,  the  right  of  action  must 
rest  in  the  assignee — whereas,  we  ap- 
prehend, it  appears  by  the  weight  of 
authority,  that  the  right  of  action  for 
the  previous  breach  of  duty  by  the  of- 
ficer, is  a  mere  personal  right  which 
appertains  to  the  judgment  creditor. 
The  right  to  recover  damages  for  the 
tort;  it  is  true,  is  an  incident  to  the 
judgment  in  the  qualified  sense  that 
it  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  judg- 
ment at  the  time  the  injury  is  com- 
mitted; but  it  is  separate  and  dis- 
tinct from  the  right  to  the  judgment, 
both  in  its  character  and  in  respect  to 
the  persons  liable  to  respond  in  dam- 
ages for  the  wrong.  It  is  a  collateral 
right,   over   which   the  judgment   cred- 

Vol.  XV 


700 


JUDGMENTS 


Nor  does  it  carry  with  it  the  right  of  action  which  the  assignor  has 
against  the  clerk  of  the  court  for  failure  to  properly  index  the  judg- 
ment.^^ 

The  assignee  of  a  judgment  stands  in  no  better  position  than  his 
assignor,  and  the  judgment  may  be  vacated,  reversed,  or  set  aside  in 
his  hands,  for  the  same  reasons  that  would  justify  such  in  the  hands 
of  the  assignor.^^ 

B,  Setiing  Aside  oe  Rescinding.  —  An  assignment  of  a  judgment 
may  be  vacated  or  set  aside  for  good  cause  upon  motion  and  notice 
lo  the  adverse  party,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  statute  requiring 
the  bringing  of  an  action  therefor.®'  But  a  suit  or  action  to  vacate 
or  set  aside  the  [assignment  of  a  judgment  is  proper  where  sufficient 
ground'  for  such  relief  exists.'*  Such  an  action  has  been  considered 
to  be  a  local  one,'®  which  must  be  brought  in  the  county  in  which 
■the  land  to  be  affected  thereby  is  ,situated.^  No  order  setting  aside 
an  assignment  of  a  judgment  can  be  made  except  upon  notice  to  the 
assignee,^  ; 


itor  possesses  exclusive  dominion, 
whieli  he  may  enforce  or  forbear  to 
enforce,  aild  may  assign  or  withhold  at 
pleasure.  The  assumption,  therefore, 
that  the  right  to  sue  the  officer  exists 
in  the  assignee  of  the  judgment,  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  hypothesis  that  it  is 
such  an  incident  as  must  necessarily 
pass  by  the  assignment  of  the  judg- 
ment, a  conclusion  which  the  author- 
ities  do   not   sustain." 

95.  Redmonds  13.  Staton,  116  N.  C. 
140,  21  S.  E.  186. 

96.  Cal. — Northam  v.  Gordon,  23 
Cal.  255  (assignee  of  judgment  by  de- 
fault takes  it  subject  to  right  of  de- 
fendant to  have  default  and  judgment 
set  aside  upon  proper  showing) ;  Eey- 
nolds  V.  Harris,  14  Cal.  667,  76  Am. 
Dec.  459.  lU.— MeJilton  v.  Love,  13 
111.  486,  54  Am.  Dec.  449.  Minn. 
Magin  v.  Lamb,  43  Minn.  80,  44  N.  W. 
675,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  466.  Ore. 
King  V.  Miller,  53  Ore.  53,  97  Pac. 
542.  S.  D — ^Weber  v.  Tschetter,  1  S.  D. 
205,  46  N.  W.  201.  Tenn.— See  Gore 
V.  Poteet,  101  Tenn.  608,  50  S.  W. 
754.  '  Wis.— Parmalee  v.  "Wheeler,  32 
Wis.  429. 

As  to  right  to  set  off  judgment 
against  assignee,  see  supra,  XV,  F, 
2,  b. 

97.  Leonard  v.  Ross  (Okla.),  155 
Pac.  885. 

98.  See    the    following:    U.    S. — Lee 
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Line  Steamers  v.  Robinson  (C.  C.  A.), 
232  Fed.  417,  fraud  in  procuring.  Conn. 
Vila  V.  Weston,  33  Oonn.  42,  50,  where 
judgment  reversed.  La.— ^avoie  v. 
Meyers,  40  La.  Ann.  677,  4  So.  882. 
Mo. — Gottschalk  v.  Kircher,  109  Mo. 
170,  17  S.  W.  905.  Ore.— King  v.  Mil- 
ler, 53  Ore.  53,  97  Pac.  542,  where 
judgment  assigned  without  reservation 
is  reversed,  vacated  or  set  aside.  S,  C. 
Mayer  v.  Blease,  4  S.  C.  10.  Tenn. 
Pearcy  v.  Huddleston,  3  Yerg.  36.  Tex. 
Texas  Elevator,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  7 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  222,  28  S.  W.  45,  fraud 
in  procuring  assignment.  Va. — ^Lowe 
V.  Trundle,  78  Va.  65. 

[a]  That  no  tender  was  made  of 
the  money  received  in  consideration  of 
the  assignment  does  not  affect  the 
right  to  maintain  such  a  suit,  where 
provision  is  made  in  the  decree  to  re- 
turn the  money.  Lee  Line  Steanjers 
V.  Robinson  (C.  C.  A.),  232  Fed.  417. 

99.  See  M^honey  v.  Mahoney,  70 
Hun  78,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  1097, 
wherein  the  plaintiff  sought  a  judg- 
ment vacating  and  setting  aside  the 
assignment  and  adjudging  that  the 
lien  of  the  judgment  be  restored  and 
again  made  a  lien  upon  the  land. 

1.  Mahoney  v.  Mahoney,  70  Hun  78, 
23  N.  Y.  Supp.  1097. 

2.  Avery  v.  Aekart,  20  Misc.  631, 
46  N.  Y.  Supp.  1085. 
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(III.)     Duty  of  Clerk,  746 

d.  For  Whom  Issued,  747 

e.  Against  Whom  Issued,  749 
,         f.    Time  of  Issuance,  750 

(I.)     When  Execution  May  Issue,  750 
(II.)     Period  Within  Which  Execution  Must  Is- 
sue, 752 
(A.)     At  Common  Law,  752 
(B.)     Statutes,  753 
(III.)     In  Vacation  or  Legal  Holiday,  755 
(rV.)     Computing  Time,  755 
(A.)     In  General,  755 
(B.)     Effect  of  Supersedeas  or  Stay,  756 
(1.)     Generally,  756 
(2.)     Pendency  of  Writ  of  Error  or 
Appeal,  757 
(C.)     Effect    of    Enjoining    Issuance    of 

Execution,  758 
(D.)     Where    Third   Party    Claim   Inter- 
posed, 758 
(E.)     Debtor's  Absence  From  State,  759 
(V.)     Effect  of  Premature  Issuance,  759 
(VI.)     On  Transcript  or  Abstract  of  Judgments 
of  Inferior  Courts,  760 

g.     To  What  County  Execution  May  Issue,  760 
(I.)     In  General,  760 
(II.)     Necessity  for  Docketing  Judgment  When 

Issued  Out  ^of  County  of  Venue,  762 
(III.)     Issuance  in  County  of  Venue  as  Prerequi- 
site to  Issuance  Outside,  763 
(IV.)     Effect  of  Irregular  Issuance    to    County 
Other  Than  County  of  Venue,  764 
h.    Effect  of  Death  of  Parties,  764 
(I.)     Death  of  Sole  Plaintiff,  764 
(A.)     At  Common  Law,  764 
(B.)     Under  Statute,  765 

(1.)     In  General,  765 
(2.)     Conditions   Precedent   to   Ob- 
taining Issuance  of  Writ,  766 
(C.)     Effect  of  Failure  To  Revive,  766 
(II.)     Death  of  Co-Plaintiff,  767 
(III.)     Death  of  All  Co-Plaintiffs,  767 
(IV.)     Death  of  Sole  Defendant,  767 
(A.)     In  General,  767 
(B.)     Where  Writ  Tested   Before    Death, 
770 
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(C.)     Effect  of  Issuance  Without  the  Re- 
quired Revival,  Til 
(D.)     Time  of  Issuance,  772 
(E.)     Necessity  and  Form  of  Notice  or  De- 
mand, IIZ 

(V.)     Death  of  Co-Defendant,  774: 
i.     Procuring  Issuance  of  Writ  or  Writs,  775 
(I.)     In  General,  775 
(II.)     Prerequisites  to  Issuance,  776 
(A.)     In  General,  776 
(B.)     Notice  and  Demand,  776 
(C.)     Leave  of  Court,  777 

(1.)     Necessity  for,  777 
(2.)     Hoio  Obtained,  778  . 
(a.)     In  General,  778 
(b.)     Notice    of    Application, 

780 
(c.)     Hearing  and  Determina- 
tion, 781 

(III.)     Issuance  of  More  Than  One  Writ  at  Same 

Time,  782 
(IV.)     On  Transcript  or  Abstracts  of  Judgments 
of  Inferior  Courts,  783  ' 

(A.)     In  General,  783 
(B.)     Scire  Facias  To  Procure,  785 
j.     Compelling  Issuance  of  Writ,  785 
(I.)     By  Clerk,  785 
(II.)>    By  Judge,  787 
(III.)     Parties  to  Proceedings,  787 
k.     Joint  and  Several  or  Separate    Judgments    and 

Executions,  788 
1.     Necessity  for  Delivery,  789 
m.     Recording,  790 
2.    Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Writ,  790 

a.  In  General,  790 

b.  Title  and  Court,  792 

c.  Description  of  Judgment  Generally,  792 

d.  Designation  of  Parties  and  Capacity,  795 
(I.)     In  General,  795 

(II.)     Conformity  to  Judgment,  798 

(III.)     Effect  of  Omission  of  Name  or  Capacity, 

799 
(IV.)     Effect  of  Mistake  or  Defect  in  Designa- 
tion, 799 

e.  Designation  of  Amount  of  Judgment,  801 
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(I.)     In  General,  801 

(II.)     Costs  and  Interest ,  803 

f .  Direction  to  Officer  Executing,  804 
(I.)     To  Whom  Directed,  804 
(II.)     Specific  Direction,  806 

(A.)     In  General,  806 

(B.)     Delivery  of  Specific  Property  or  Its 

Value,  808 
(C)     Sale  of  Particular  Property,  808 
(1.)     Generally,  808 
(2.)     Joint   or   Separate   Property, 
809 
(D.)     Where  Judgment  for  Costs,  809 
(E.)     Where  Judgment  Payable  in  Speci- 
fied Currency,  809 
(F.)     As  to  Return  of  Writ,  809 

g.  Descriptio7i  and  Value  of  Property,  810 
h.    Conformity  to  Judgment,  811 

i.      Teste  and  Date,  812 

j.     Signature,  813 

k.    Seal,  815 

1.     Indorsements,  816 

(I.)     By  Officer  Issuing  Writ,  816 
(II.)     By  Party  for  Whom  Issued,  817 
(III.)     By  Officer  Executing  Writ,  818 
(IV.)     Operation  and  Effect  of,  819 
(V.)     Effect  of  Omission  or  Defect  in  Indorse- 
ment, 819 

m.    Amendment  of  Writ,  820 

(I.)     In  General,  820 

(II.)     Matters  Amendable,  822 
(A.)     In  General,  822 
(B.)     Recitals  as  to  Judgment,  824 
(C.)     Designation  of  Parties  or  Capacity, 

824 
(D.)     Designation  of  Amount  To  Be  Made 

by  Writ,  825 
(E.)     Description  of  Property,  826 
(F.)     Directions  to  Officer,  826 
(G.)     Indorsements,  827 

(III.)     How  Made,  827 

(A.)     By  Whom,  827 

(B.)     Application,  827 

(C.)     Hearing  and  Petermination,  828 

(IV.)     Time  for,  829 

(V.)     Effect,  830 
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n.    Of  Execution  Issued  Upon  Transcript  of  Judg- 
ment, 830 

3.    What  Property  Subject  to  Levy,  831 

a.  What  Laiv  Governs,  831 

b.  Personal  Property,  831 

(I.)     General  Statement,  831 
(II.)     Money,  833 
(III.)     Choses  in  Action,  834 
(A.)     Generally,  834 
(B.)     Judgments,  834 
(C.)     Bills,  Notes,  Bonds,  etc.,  835 
(D.)     Corporate  Stock,  835 
(IV.)     Property  Held  Under  Bailment,  835 
(A.)     Generally,  835 

(1.)     Interest  of  Bailor,  835 
(2.)     Interest  of  Bailee,  836 
(B.)     Pledged  Property,  836 

(1.)     Interest  of  Pledgor,  836 
(2.)     Interest  of  Pledgee,  837 
CO.)     Property  Consigned  for  Sale,  837 
(1.)     Generally,  837 
(2.)     Where   Title   Passes   to    Con- 
signee, 838 
(V.)     Leased  Chattels,  838 

(A.)     Interest  of,  Lessee,  838 
(B.)     Interest  of  Lessor,  839 
(VI.)     Patent  Rights  and  Copyrights,  839 
(VII.)     Trade-Marks-  and  Trade  Secrets,  840  - 
(VIII.)     Unpublished  Manuscripts,  etc.,  840  ■ 
(IX.)     Wea7-ing  Apparel,  840 
(X.)     Vehicles  Carrying  United  States  Mail,  840 
(XI.)     Materials  of  Contractor,  841 
(XII.)     Seats  in  Stock  Exchange,  841 
(XIII.)     Salaries  of  Public  Employes,  842 
(XIV.)     Intoxicating  Liquors,  842 
(XV.)     Intermingled  Goods,  843 

c.  Real  Property  and  Interests  Therein,  844 
(I.)     General  Statement,  844 

(II.)  Interests  Under  Unrecorded  Deed,  845 
(A.)  Execution  Against  Grantor,  845 
(B.)     Execution  Against  Grantee,  846 

(III.)     Interests  in  Public  Lands,  846 

(IV.)     Possession  Without  Title  or  Claim  With- 
out Possession,  847 

(V.)     Chattels  Real,  848      - 
(A.)     Generally,  848 
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(B.)     Estates  by  Sufferance  or  at  Will,  848 
(C.)     Leasehold  Interests,  848 
(VI.)     Ground  Bents,  849 

d.  License,  Franchise,  Privilege,  or  Easement,  849 

e.  Public  Property  and  Institutions,  851 

f.  Of  Citizen  When  Execution  Against  Public  Cor- 

porations, 854 

g.  Mortgaged  Property,  855 

(I.)     0^  Execution  Against  Mortgagor,  855 
(A.)     Chattels,  855 
(B.)     Real  Property,  857 
(C.)     After  ■  Mortgage  Satisfied,  859 
(II.)     On  Execution  Against  Mortgagee,  859 
(A.)     Chattels,  859 
(B.)     Real  Property,  859 
h.     Conveyed  To  Secure  Indebtedness,  860 
i.     Joint  and  Several  Interests,  861 
j.     Partnership  Property,  862 
k.    Equitable  Estates  and  Interests,  863 
(I.)     General  Statement,  863 
(11.)     Property  Held  in  Trust,  865 
(A.)     Interest  of  Grantor,  865 
(B.)     interest  of  Trustee,  866 
(C.)     Interest  of  Beneficiary  or  Cestui  Que 

Trust,  867 
(D.)     Resulting  Trust,  871 
(III.)     Where  Legal  and  Equitable  Estates  In- 
termingled, 871 
1.     Life  Estates,  871 

(I.)     In  Real  Property,  871 
(A.)     In  General,  871 
(B.)     Curtesy,  872 
(C.)     Dower,  873 
(II.)     In  Chattels,  873 
m.   Future  Estates,  874 

(I.)     In  Real  Property,  874 
(A.)     Generally,  874 
(B.)     Remainders,  874 

(1.)     Vested  Remainder,  874 
(2.)     Contingent  Remainder,  875 
(C.)     Reversions,  875 
(D.)     Executory  Devise,  876 
(II.)     In  Personal  Property,  876 
n.    Estates  of  Deceased  Persons  and  Interests  There- 
in, 876 
(1.)     For  Debts  of  Deceased,  876 
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XII.)    Execution  Against  Devisee  or  Legatee,  877 
(A.)     Generally,  877  _ 
(B.)     Where  Will  Directs    Conversion   of 
Property,  878 
(III.)     Execution  Against  Heir,  878 
o.    Property  Fraudulently  Conveyed,  879 
(I.)     General  Statement,  879 
(II.)     Property  Purchased  in  Name  of  Another, 

882 
(III.)     Transfer  hy  Grantor  or  Assignee,  883 
p.    Property  Purchased  at  Judicial  Sale,  883 
(I.)     Interest  of  Purchaser,  883 
(II.)     Interest  of  Dehtor^  884 
q.    Property  Held  Adversely,  885 
'  r.    Property  of  One  Other  Than  Execution  Deitor, 
885 
(I.)     Generally,  885 

(II.)     Property  Convey eU  Prior  to  Judgment  or 
Levy,  886 
6.    Interests  Under  Contracts,  886 
(I.)     Generally,  886 
(II.)     Contracts  for  Services,  887 
(III.)     Insurance  Contracts,  887 
(ly.)     Unaccepted  Offer,  887 
(V.)     Option  To  Purchase  Land,  887 
(VI.)     Contract  of  Sale,  888 

(A.)     Vendor's  Interest,.  888 

(1.)     Real  Property,  888 
(a.)     Generally,  888 
(b.)     Oral  Contract,  888 
(e.)     Where   Bond   for   Title 

Given,  888 
(d.)     Vendor's  Lien,  888 
(e.)     Right  of  Re-Entry,  888 
(2.)     Personal  Property,  889 
(B.)     Vendee's  Interest,  889 

(1.)     Real  Property,  889 
(a.)     Generally,  889 
(b.)     Under    Oral    Contract, 

890 
(c.)     Where   Bond   for    Title 
Given,  891 
(2.)     Personal  Property,  891 
t.    Crops,  Plants,  Trees,  etc.,  892 
(I.)     In  General,  892 
(II.)     Fructus  Industriales,  892 
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(III.)     Fructus  Naturales,  893 
(IV.)     Crops  on  Leased  Lands,  893 
(A.)     Lessor's  Interest,  893 
(B.)     Lessee's  Interest,  894 
(V.)     Tenants  in  Common,  894 
(VI.)     Cropper's  Interest,  894 
u.,    Property  in  Custodia  Legis  or  in  Possession  of 
Public  Officer,  895 
(I.)     Generally,  895 

(II.)     Property  Held  Under  Prior  Writ,  895 
(A.t     Personal  Property,  895 
(B.)     Real  Estate,  897 
(III.)     When  Released  Under  Bond,  897 
(IV.)     Money  in  Hands  of  Court  or  Officer,  898 
V.     Wife's  Property  for  Deits  of  Husband^  899 
w.     Church  Property,  899 
X.    Fixtures,  900 
4.    Levy,  901 

a.  Definition,  Object  and  Distinctions,  901 

b.  Necessity  for  Levy,  902 
(I.)     In  General,  902 
(II.)     Waiver  of  Levy,  904 

(III.)     Presumption  as  to  Levy,  905 

c.  Control  of  Writ  and  Instructions  to  Officer,  905 

d.  By  Whom  Made,  908 

e.  Duty  and  Authority  of  Officer,  911 
(I.)     Authority,  911 

(II.)     Duty  To  Obey  Writ,  911 

(III.)  Duty  To  Obey  Instructions,  914 

(IV.)     Duty  To  Exercise  Diligence,  915 

(V.)     Where  Writ  Is  Against  Joint  Defendants, 

917 
(VI.)     Duty  Where  Officer  Has  Several  Writs, 

917 
(VII.)     Mandamus  To  Compel  Levy,  918 

f.  Time  for  Levy,  918 
(I.)     In  General,  918 

(II.)     After  Death  of  Plaintiff,  920 
(III.)     After  Death  of  Defendant,  920 
(IV.)     Presumption  as  to  Time  of  Levy,  921 

g.  Manner  of  Levy,  921 
(I.)     In  General,  921 

(II.)     Compliance  With  Statute,  922 
(III.)     By  Illegal  and  Oppressive  Acts,  923 
(IV.)     Demand  and  Notice j  923 
(A.)     Necessity  for,  923 
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(B.)     On  Whom  Made,  925 
(C.)     Where  Made,  925 
(D.)     Demand  Is  Not  Part  of  Levy,  925 
(V.)     Exhibition  of  Authority,  925    ' 
(VI.)     Designation  of  Property,  925 
(A.)     By' Debtor,  925 

(1.)     Bight  To  Designate,  925       ,^ 
(2.)     Exercise  of  Bight,  926 
(3.)     Waiver  or  Estoppel,  928 
(4.)     Effect  of  Depriving  Defendant 
of  Bight,  928 
(B.)     By  Creditor,  929 
'(VII.)     Order    in    Which    Property    Shall    Be 

Levied  on,  929 
(A.)     Generally,  929 

(B.)     Exhausting  Personalty  Before  Levy- 
ing on  Bealty,  930 
(1.)     In  General,  930 
(2.)     Demand  and  Search  for  Per- 
sonalty, 931 
(3.)     Who  May  Take  Advantage  of 

the  Statute,  932 
(4.)     Objections,  933 
(5.)     Waiver,  933 

(6.)     Effect  of  Failure   To   Comply 
With  Statute,  933 
(C.)     Exhausting  Property    of    Principal 
Before   Levying   on  Property   of 
Surety,  934 
(VIII.)     In  Whose  Name  Made,  934 
(IX.)     Indemnity  to  Officer,  934 
(X.)     Levy  Upon  Personal  Property,  934 
(A.)     In  General,  934 
(B.)     Test,  936 
(C.)     General  Requirements,  937 

(1.)     Officer  Must  See  the  Property, 

937 
(2.)     Property  Must  Be  Within  Con- 
trol of  Officer,  938 
(3.)     Officer  Must  Assume  Domin- 
ion, 939 
(4.    Levy  Must  Be  Public,  940 
(5.)     Necessity    That    Officer    Take 
,  Possession,  940 

(a.)     In  General,  940 
(b.)     Where  Defendant  Is  En- 
titled  to    Possession, 
941 
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(c.)     Where  Defendant  Is  Not 
Entitled  to  Possession, 
946 
(6.)     Acquiescence  of  Debtor,  946 
(D.)     Seizure  of  a  Part  for  the  Whole,  946 
(E.)     On  Particular  Kinds  of  Personalty, 
946 
(1.)     Bulky  and   Ponderous    Prop- 
erty, 946 
(2.)     Mortgaged    or    Pledged    Per- 
sonalty, 947 
(3.)     Property     Within    Buildings, 

949 
(4.)     Contents  of  Sealed  Packages, 

950 
(5.)     Property  Owned  in  Commwn. 

950 
(6.]r    Partnership  Property,  951 
(7.)     Corporate  Property,  951 
(8.)   Choses  in  Action,  951 
(9.)     Shares  of  Stock,  952 
I    (10.)     Confused  Goods,  953 
(11.)     On  Cattle,  954 

(a.)     At  Large,  954 
(b.)     In  Pastures,  955 
(12.)     Leaseholds,  955 
'    (XI.)     Levy  on  Real  Estate,  956 

(A.)     Prerequisite  Indorsement  of  No  Per- 
sonalty, 956 
(B.)     Manner  of  Levy  Generally,  956 
(C.)     In  the  Absence  of  Statute,  956 
(D.)     Under  Statute,  959 
(E.)     Estate  To  Be  Levied  on,  960 
(F.)     Levy  Upon  Debtor's  Interest,  961 
(G.)     By  Metes  and  Bounds,  961 
(H.)     Effect  of  Mistake  as  to  Amount  of 

Defendant's  Interest,  962 
(I.)      On  Particular  Kinds  of  Realty,  962 
(1.)     Mortgaged  Property,  962 
(2.)     Interest  of  Tenant  in  Common, 

963 
(3.)     Life  Estate,  964 
(4.)     Remainder,  964 
(XII.)     Growing  Crops,  965 
(XIII.)     Fixtures,  966 
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(XIV.)    Le'oy  on  Property  Already  Levied  on, 
966 
(A.)     By  Same  Officer,  966 
(B.)     By  a  Different  Officer,  967 
h.    Amount  of  Property  To  Be  Levied  on,  968 
(I.)     Where  Execution  Is  General,  968 
(A.)     In  General,  968 
(B.)     Determination  of  Amount  of  Levy, 

970 
(C.)     Effect  of  Excessive  Levy,  971 
(D.)     Remedy,  972 
(II.)     Where  Execution  Is  Specific,  973 
i.     Record  of  Levy  and  Indorsement,  973 
(I.)     Necessity  for,  973 

(II.)     Purpose  and  Character    of   Indorsement, 

974 
(III.)     When  Made,  974 

(IV.)     Requisites  of  Indorsement   or  Memoran- 
dum, 975 
(A.)     Generally,  975 
(B.)     Where  Made,  975 
(C.)     By  Whom  Made,  975 
(D:)     Contents,  975 

(1.)     Should  Be  Dated,  975 
(2.)     Statement  of  Levy,  975 
(3.)     Time  of  Levy,  975 
(4.) '  Description  of  Property  Seized, 
976 
(a.)     In  General,  976 
(b.)     Manner    of    Describing 
Real  Property,  977 
(AA.)     Generally,  ^11 
(BB.)     By   Metes   and 
Bounds,  979 
(CO.)     By      Abuttals, 

979 
(DD.)     By  Reference  to 
Recorded 
Plat,.979 
(BE.)     By  Reference  to 
Other    De- 
scrip  tions, 
980 
(FFl)     By     Name     of 
0 w ner    or 
Resident,  980 
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(GG.)     By     Name     of 
0  r  iginal 
Grantee,  981 
(HH.)     By     Name    of 
Property,  981 
(II.)      Under    Statute, 
981 
(e.)     Name  of  County,  981 
(d.)     Stating  Who  Is  in  Pos- 
session, 981 
(e.)  ■  Construction  of  Descrip- 
tion,, 982 
(f.)     Cure  of   Imperfect   De- 
scription, 982 
(5.)     Showing  Defendant's  Interest, 

982 
(6.)     Showing  Notice  of  Levy,  983 
(7.)     Signature,  983 
(E.)     Amendment,  983' 
j.     Inventory,  984 
k.    Notice  of  Levy,  985 
(I.)     N^f^^ssity  for,  985 
(II.)     To  Whom  Given,  986 
(III.)     Waiver,  987 
(IV.)     Phsumption  of  Notice,  987 
1.     Certificate  of  Levy,  987 
m.    Successive  Levies,  987 
n.    Abandonment  and  Release  of  Levy,  988 
(I.)     By  Act  of  Plaintiff,  988 
(A.)     In  General,  988 
(B.)     By  Delay,  989 
(C.)     By  Directing  Return,  990 
(D.)     By  Issuing  Second  Execution,  990 
(II.)     By  Act  of  Officer,  991 

(A.)     Right  To  Abandon,  991 
(B.)     What  Amounts  to  Abandonment,  991 
(III.)     Setting  Aside  Judgment  and  Execution, 

992 
(IV,)     Effect  of  Abandonment,  992 
0.    Right  To  Object  to,  993 

p.    Relief  From,  Informal  or  Invalid  Levies,  994 
q.    Presumptions,  994 
r.    Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  995 
s.    Effect  of  Levy  of  an  Execution,  995 

(I.)     Places  Property  In  Custodia  Legis,  995 
(II.)     Effect  on  the  Title  and  Possession,  995 

Vol.  XV 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECHEES,  E'NFOBCEBIENT  OF     713 

(A.)     Of  Personalty,  995 
I  (1.)     As  to  the  Deitor,  995 

(2.)     As  to  the  Officer,  996 
(3.)     As  to  the  Creditor,  999 
(B.)     Of  Realty,  999 
(III.)     As  a  Lien,  1001 
(IV.)     As  a  Satisfaction  of  Judgment,  1001 
(V.)     As  a  Trespass,  1001 
t.    CustoUy  of  Property  Levie'd  on,  1002 
(I.)     In  General,  1002 

(II.)     Leaving  Property  With  Defendant,  1003 
(III.)     Care  of  Property,  1006 
(IV.)     Offspring  of  Animals,  1006 
(V.)     Actions  Concerning  the  Property,  1007 
(VI.)     Eights  and  LiaiUities  of  Receiptor,  1008 

5.  Exemptions  From  Levy.     [See  16  Stand aed  Peoc] 

6.  Bights  of  Third  Persons    in    Property    Levied    on. 

[See  16  Standaed  Peoc] 

7.  Sale  on, Execution.     [See  16  Standard  Peoc] 

8.  Return  of  Writ.     [See  16  Standaed  Peoc] 

9.  Alias  and  Pluries.    [See  16  Standaed  Peoc] 

C.  Against  Person.    [See  16  Standard  Peoc] 

D.  Proceedings  for  Wrongful  Execution.    [See  16  Standaed 

Peoc] 

III.  BY  ACTION  OR  OTHER  PROCEEDING.     [See  16  Standaed 

Peoc] 

IV.  RELIEF  PROM  ENPORCEMENT.     [See  16  Standaed  Peoc] 

V.  STAY.     [See  16  Standaed  Peoc] 

cilOSS-BEFEBENCES : 

Arrest  in  Civil  Cases;  Homesteads  and  Exemptions; 

Assistance,  "Writs  of;  Judicial  Sales;' 

Attachment ;  Mandamus ; 

Audita  Querela;  Process; 

Contempt;  Sentence  and  Judgment; 

Creditors'  Suits;  Sequestration; 

Debt;  Sheriffs,  Constables  and 

Decrees ;  Marshals ; 

Garnishment;  ]Writ  of  Entry. 
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As  to  suits  in  equity  to  enforce  decrees,  see  the  title  ''Bills  To  Iln- 
force  Decrees;"  to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances,  see  the  title 
"Fraudulent  Conveyances." 

As  to  supplementary  proceedings  in  aid  of  enforcement  of  judg- 
ment, see  the  title  "Supplementary  Proceedings." 

Collection  and  enforcement  of  costs,  see  5  Standaed  Proc.  973,  et 
seq. ;  of  fines,  see  the  title  "Penalties,  Forfeitures  and  Fines," 

Enforcement  of  decree  or  order  for  payment  of  alimony,  costs  or 
attorney's  fees  in  divorce  action,  see  7  Standard  Proc.  828,  et  seq. 

Enforcement  of  judgments  by  or  against  corporations,  see  5 
Standard  Pboc.  670,  et  seq. ;  executors  or  administrators,  see  generally 
8  Standard  Proc.  770,  et  seq.;  guardian  or  ward,  see  10  Standard 
Proc.  874,  et  seq. ;  husband  and  wife  or  either  of  them,  see  11  Stand- 
ABD  Proc.  805,  et  seq.;  infants,  see  12  Standard  Proc.  791,  et  seq.; 
insane  persons,  see  13  Standaed  Proc.  615,  et  seq.;  municipal  cor- 
porations, see  generally  the  title  "Miinicipal  Corporations;"  partner- 
ship, see  generally  the  title  "Partnership;"  state,  see  generally  the 
title  "States  and  Territories;"  United  States,  see  generally  the  title 
"United  States." 

Enforcement  of  judgment  in  detinue,  see  7  Standard  Pboc.  489; 
ejectment  suit,  see  7  Standard  Proc.  1050,  et  seq.;  federal  courts, 
see  the  title  "United  States  Courts;"  foreclosure  proceedings,  see  the 
title  "Mortgages;"  justice's  court,  see  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace;"  replevin  suit,  see  the  title  "Replevin;"  trespass  to  try  title 
suit,  see  the  title  "Trespass  To  Try  Title." 

Execution  as  prerequisite  to  creditors'  suit,  see  6  Standard  Proc. 
177,  et  seq. 

For  forms  see  9  Standard  Proc.  724,  et  seq.,  and  particular  titles 
dealing  with  enforcement  in  particular  way  or  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  the  title. 
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1.  METHODS  OF  ENFORCEMENT.  —  IN  GENERAL.  —  When  a 
judgment  is  recovered  it  constitutes  a  new  cause  of  action  upon  which 
there  are  at  least  three  remedies  ;^  one,  an  execution^  against  the  prop- 
erty,^ or  person*  of  the  defendant;  another,  a  writ  of  scire  facias,  if 
execution  is  delayed;^  and  the  third,  an  action  at  law  or  suit  in 
equity.*  Of  course,  in  some  jurisdictions,  there  can  be  no  proceeding 
upon  a  foreign  judgment  other  than  an  action.'' 

Proceedings  for  contempt  were  the  original  mode  of  enforcing  de- 
crees.^ But  the  more  direct  remedy  of  execution  has  long  been  the 
usual  method  of  carrying  decrees  into  effect.^  A  writ  of  assistance,^" 
a  writ  of  possession,^^  a  writ  of  sequestration,'-^  are  also  remedies  for 
the  enforcement  of  judgments  or  decrees. 

Agreement  as  to  Mode  of  Enforcement.  —  If  a  judgment  is  rendered  in 
pursuance  of  an  agreement  of  the  parties  which  directs  a  particular 
mode  of  satisfying  it,  equity  will  not  permit  it  to  be  enforced  in  any 
way  inconsistent  with  the  agreement.^^ 

A  proceeding  to  enforce  a  judgment  is  collateral  to  the  judgment.^* 

What  Law  Governs.  —  The  law  regulating  the  enforcement  of  judg- 
ments, which  is  in  force  at  the  time  judgment  in  a  particular  case  is 
rendered,  must  govern  in  that  case.^^  And  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  judgment  is  rendered  governs  the  mode    of    its    enforcement.^* 


1.  Waddill  V.  Cabell,  10  Maekey  597. 

2.  D.  C— Waddill  v.  Cabell,  10 
Maekey  597.  Minn. — Maki  v.  Maki, 
106  Minn.  357,  364,  119  N.  W.  51. 
Neb.— Halmes  v.  Dovey,  64  Neb.  122,  89 
N.  W.  631. 

3.  Enforcement  by  execution  against 
property,  see  infra,  II,  B. 

4.  Enforcement  by  execution  against 
person,   see  infra,  II,  C. 

5.  Waddill  ».  Cabell,  10  Maokey  597. 
See  generally  the  title  "Scire  Facias." 

6.  Enforcement  by  action  or  other 
proceeding,  see  infra,  III,  and  generally 
the  title  "BiUs  To  Enforce  Decrees." 

7.  See  infra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (IV). 

As  to  action  at  law  on  foreign  judg- 
ments, see  infra.  III. 

8.  Stuart  v.  Burcham,  62  Neb.  84, 
86  N.  W.  898,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  739; 
De  Vail  V.  Be  Vail,  57  Ore.  128,  144, 
109  Pae.  755,  110  Pac.  705.  See  gen- 
erally 6  Standard  Prog.  786. 

[a]  "A  court  of  equity  originally 
coerced  a  compliance  with  the  terms  of 
its  decree  by  punishing  the  party  com- 
manded to  obey  its  mandate,  but  it 
was  powerless  to  issue  an  execution  for 
that  purpose."  De  Vail  v.  De  Vail,  57 
Ore.  128,  144,  109  Pae.  755,  110  Pac. 
705. 

As  to  proceedings  for  contempt,  see 
generally  the  title  "Contempt." 


9.  See  generally  6   Standard  Proc. 

787.  '' 

10.  See  generally  3  Standard  Pkoc. 
140,  et  seq.;  6  Standard  Proc.  788. 

11.  See  generally  6  Standard  Proc. 
788;  7  Standard  Proc.  890;  7  Stand- 
ard Proc.  1050,  et  seq.,  and  the  titles 
"Mortgages;"  "Trespass  To  ,  Try 
Title." 

12.  See  generally  6  Standard  Pkoc. 

788,  and  the  title   "Sequestration." 

13.  Nasou  V.  Smalley,  8  Vt.  118. 

14.  See  generally  XVII,  A,  4,  a. 

15.  Carnes  v.  Red  River  Parish,  29 
La.  Ann.  608. 

[a]  "As  the  issuance  of  an  execu- 
tion relates  to  the  remedy  and  not  to 
the  right  of  a  party  recovering  a  judg- 
ment, it  is  governed  by  the  law  in  ex- 
istence at  the  time  of  its  issuance. ' ' 
Aultman  &  Taylor  Co.  v.  Syme,  163  N. 
T.  54,  57  N.  E.  168,  79  Am.  St.  Rep. 
565. 

16.  XI.  S. — Mathuson  v.  Crawford,  4 
McLean  540,  16  Eed.  Cas.  No.  9,279. 
Ga. — Massachusetts  Ben.  L.  Assn.  v. 
Robinson,  104  Ga.  256,  30  S.  E.  918, 
42  L.  R.  A.  261.  Wash.— La  Selle  v. 
Woolery,  14  Wash.  70,  44  Pac.  115,  53 
Am.  St.  Rep.  855,  32  L.  R.  A.  75. 
Can. — Barker  v.  Central  Vt.  Ey.  Co., 
13  Quebec  Super.  Ct.  2. 

[a]    The  United  States  Bevised  Stat- 
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II.  BY  EXECUTION.  —  A.  Definitions  and  General  Statement. 
1.  In  General.  —  An  execution  may  be  said  to  be  the  writ  which 
authorizes  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  either  to  enforce  a  judgment  or 
decree,  or  to  endeavor  to  produce  a  satisfaction  thereof. ^^     The  term 


utes,_  §916  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,  §1540) 
providing  that  one  recovering  a  judg- 
ment at  common  law  shall  be  entitled 
to  like  remedies,  by  execution  or  other- 
wise, to  reach  the  property  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  as  are  provided  in  like 
cases  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which 
the  court  is  held,  applies  to  Porto  Eieo. 
Bravo  &  Co.  v.  Gomez,  1  P.  E.  Fed. 
303. 

17.  TT.  B.—In  re  Teuscher,  23  Fed. 
Cas.  'No.  13,846.  Kan. — Webber  v. 
Harshbarger,  5  TKan.  App.  185,  47  Pac. 
166.  Mo. — Orchard  v.  Wright,  etc. 
Store  Co.,  225  Mo.  414,  125  S.  W.  486. 
N.  Y. — Strobridge  v.  Strobridge,  21  Hun 
288.  Ore. — Habersham  v.  Sears,  11  Ore. 
431,  5  Pae.  208,  50  Am.  Eep.  481.  Tex. 
Pierson  v.  Hammond,  22  Tex.  585; 
Lockridge  v.  Baldwin,  20  Tex.  303,  70 
Am.  Dec.  385.  Can. — Harris  v.  Eankin, 
.  4  Manitoba  L.  E.  115. 

See  Freeman  on  Executions,  §1. 

[a]  Other  Definitions. — A  written 
command,  under  the  seal  of  the  court, 
authorizing  and  directing  the  officer  to 
whom  it  is  directed  to  execute  the 
court's  judgment.  Burkett  v.  Clark,  46 
Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113.  And  see 
Ark.— Beard  v.  Wilson,  52  Ark.  ,290,  12 
S.  W.  567.  Kan.— Webber  v.  Harsh- 
barger, 5  Kan.  App.  185,  47  Pac.  166. 
Ohio. — Kelley  v.  Vincent,  8  Ohio  St. 
415. 

[b]  "An  execution  is  an  order  to 
the  sheriff  to  attach  and  sell  the  prop- 
erty of  the  judgment  debtor."  Osorio 
V.  Cortez,  24  Phil.  Isl.  653,  661. 

[c]  An  execution  is  the  putting  of 
the  sentence  of  the  law  in  force.  3  Bl. 
Com.  412.  And"  see.  Ark. — ^Beard  v. 
Wilson,  52  Ark.  290,  12  8.  W.  567. 
Conn. — Mallory  v.  Hartman,  86  Conn. 
615,  86  Atl.  567.  In&.—Mx  parte  Voltz, 
37  Ind.  237.  Kan. — Webber  v.  Harsh- 
barger, 5  Kan.  App.  185,  47  Pac.  166. 
Tex. — Borden  v.  Tillman,  39  Tex.  262; 
Pierson  v.  Hammond,  22  Tex.  585. 

[d]  An  execution  is  the  end  of  the 
law.  U.  S. — Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Stev- 
ens, 169  U.  S.  432,  465,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
403,  42  L.  ed.  807;  United  States  «. 
Nourse,  9  Pet.  8,  9  L.  ed.  31;  Bank  of 
United  States  v.  Halstead,  10  Wheat. 
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51,  6  L.  ed.  264.  Ark. — Beard  v.  Wil- 
son, 52  Ark.  290,  12  S.  W.  567.  lU. 
Dobbins  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  112  111. 
553.  Ind. — McKinster  v.  Sager,  163 
Ind.  671,  72  N.  E.  854,  106  Am.  St. 
Eep.  268,  68  L.  E.  A  273.  Kan.— Web- 
ber V.  Harshbarger,  5  Kan.  App.  185, 
47  Pac.  166.  Neb. — Miller  i;.  Finn,  1 
Neb.  254.  N.  H. — Hurlbutt  v.  Currier, 
68  N.  H.  94,  38  Atl.  502.  Pa.— Federal 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Eobinson,  82  Pa.  357;  Speer 
V.  Sample,  4  Watts  367.  Can. — Harris 
V.  Eankin,  4  Manitoba  L.  E.  115,  the 
last  stage  of  a  suit  whereby  possession 
is  obtained  of  anything  recovered. 

[e]  An  execution  at  law  is  a  writ 
issuing  out  of  a  court,  directed  to  an 
officer  thereof,  and  running  against  the 
body  or  goods  of  a  party.  U.  S. — Brown 
V.  United  States,  6  Ct.  CI.  171.  Kan. 
Norton  v.  Eeardon,  67  Kan.  302,  72 
Pae.  861,  100  Am.  St.  Eep.  459;  Web- 
ber V.  Harshbarger,  5  Kan.  App.  185, 
47  Pac.  166.  Ohio. — Kelley  v.  Vincent, 
8  Ohio  St.  415. 

[f  ]  An  execution  in  civil  actions,  is 
the  process  by  which  the  debt,  or  dam- 
ages, or  other  thing  recorded,  and  the 
costs  adjudged,  is  obtained.  Steele  v. 
Thompson,  62  Ala.  323. 

[g]  The  process  of  authorizing  seiz- 
ure or  appropriation  of  the  property  of 
the  defendant  for  the  satisfaction  of  a 
judgment  against  him.  Southern  Cal. 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Ocean  Beach  Hotel  Co., 
94  Cal.  217,  29  Pac.  627.  And  see  la. 
Lambert  v.  Powers,  36  Iowa  18.  Kan. 
Webber  v.  Harshbarger,  5  Kan.  App. 
185,  47  Pac.  166.  Mo. — Smith  ex  ret 
McElhany  v.  Eogers,  191  Mo.  334,  90 
S.  W..1150.  Neb.— Miller  v.  Finn,  1 
Neb.  254.  N.  Y.— Strobridge  v.  Stro- 
bridge, 21  Hun  288;  Devlin  v.  Hinman, 
40  App.  Div.  101,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  663. 
Pa. — Girard  Life  Ins.  A.  &  Tr.  Co.  v. 
Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank,  57 
Pa.  388.  ' 

[h]  Still  other  definitions  will  be 
found  in  the  following  cases  and  stat- 
utes: U.  S. — In  re  Teuscher,  23  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,846.  Ark.  — Beard  t. 
Wilson,  52  Ark.  290,  12  S.  W.  567; 
Isbell  V.  Epps,  28  Ark.  35.  Fla. — David- 
son V.  Seegar,  15  Fla,  671;  Mitchell  v. 
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"execution,"  as  used  in  the  statutes,  is  not  to  be  construed  in  the  re- 
stricted sense  of  process  simply  to  collect  the  amount  due  on  the  judg- 
ment by  levy  and  sale,^^  but  as  applying  to  all  processes  issued  and 
means  employed  to  carry  into  effect  the  finaj  judgment  of  a  court.^^ 
It  includes  within  its  meaning  the  phrase  "order  of  sale."^" 

Different  Writs  of  Execution.  —  The  writ  of  fieri  facias,^^  which  is  the 
one  old  writ  now  most  usual  in  the  enforcing  of    judgments    which 


Duncan,  7  Fla.  13.  San. — "Webber  v. 
Harshbarger,  5  Kan.  App.  185,  47  Pac. 
166.  N.  Y. — Seaman  r.  Clarke,  60  App. 
Div.  416,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  1002.  Ohio. 
Gen.  Code,  1910,  §11,653;  Kelley  v. 
Vincent,  8  Ohio  St.  415;  Darby's  Les- 
see V.  Carson,  9  Ohio  149.  Pa. — Girard 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Farmers'  &  Mech.  Nat. 
Bank,  57  Pa.  388;  Eeid  v.  Northwestern 
E.  Co.,  32  Pa.  257;  Pentland  v.  Kelly, 
6  Watts  &  S.  483.  S.  C— Dibble  v. 
Taylor,  2  Speers  308,  42  Am.  Dec.  368. 
Tex. — Morris  v.  IVTorgan,  92  Tex.  92,  45 
S.  "W.  1002;  Smithwiek  v.  Kelly,  79  Tex. 
564,  15  S.  W.  486;  Gruner  v.  Westin, 
66  Tex.  209,  216,  18  S.  "W.  512;  Bor- 
den V.  McEae,  46  Tex.  396;  Pierson  v. 
Hammond,  22  Tex.  585;  Lockridge  v. 
Baldwin,  20  Tex.  303,  70  Am.  Dec.  385; 
Henry  v.  Moore,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §§880,  882.  Vt.— Griffith  v. 
Fowler,  18  Vt.  390,  394.  Wash.— Mayer 
V.  Morgan,  26  Wash.  71,  66  Pac.  128. 
Wyo.— Comp,  St.,  1910,  §4668.  Bng. 
Ex  parte  Duignan,  L.  E.  11  Eq.  604. 
'  18.  Green  v.  Mann,  19  App.  Cas, 
(D.  C.)  243;  Orchard  v.  Wright,  etc. 
Store  Co.,  225  Mo.  414,  125  S.  W.  486. 

19.  XT.  S.— National  Foundry  &  Pipe 
Wks.  t:  Oconto  Water  Co.,  52  Fed.  43. 
D.  C. — Green  v.  Mann,  19  App.  Cas.  243, 
includes  a  scire  facias.  Mo. — Orchard 
V.  Wright,  etc.  Store  Co.,  225  Mo.  414, 
125  S.  W.  486.  N.  J.— Kemble  v.  Har- 
ris, 36  N'.  J.  L.  526,  includes  writs  of 
fieri  facias  and  capias  ad  satisfacien- 
dum. N.  D. — Weisbeeker  v.  Cahn,  14 
N.  D.  390,  104  N.  W.  513.  Pa.— Eeid 
V.  Northwestern  E.  Co.,  32  Pa.  257. 
Tex. — Pierson  v.  Hammond,  22  Tex.  585; 
Lockridge  v,  Baldwin,  20  Tex.  303,  70 
Am.  Dec.  385.  Can. — And  see  Fisher 
V.  Grace,  28  IT.  C,  Q.  B.  312,  writ  of 
assignment  of  dower. 

[a]  Distinguished  From  "Attach- 
ment" and  "Sequestration." — The 
terms  attachment  and  sequestration 
comprise  all  the  process,  by  virtue  of 
which  personal  property  may  be  seized 
before   judgment;     and     execution    all 


process  by  which  it  may  be  seized  after 
final  judgment.  Pierson  v.  Hammond, 
22  Tex.  585.  And  see  Beard  v.  Wilson, 
52  Ark.  290,  12  S.  W.  567,  quoting 
Grubbs  v.  EHyson,  23  Ark.  287;  Eeid 
V.  Northwestern  E.  Co.,  32  Pa.  257. 

[b]  The  distinction  "between  the 
writ  of  seizure  and  sale  and  the  fi.  fa. 
is  clear:  The  one  writ  addresses  itself 
to  specified  property;  its  mandate  to 
the  sheriff  is  to  seize  and  sell  the  prop- 
erty thus  specified,  and  no  other;  the 
other  writ  addresses  itself  to  the  debt- 
or's property  in  general;  and  its  man- 
date to  the  sheriff  is  to  cause  the 
amount  of  the  debt  to  be  made  out  of 
the  property  of  the  debtor  indiscrim- 
inately." Lisso  v.  Williams,  139  La. 
— ,  71  So.  365. 

20.  Webber  v.  Harshbarger,  5  Kan. 
App.  185.  See  also  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Hallock,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  556,  18  L.  ed. 
948. 

[a]  The  terms  are  often  used  inter- 
changeably. Burkett  v.  Clark,  46  Neb. 
466,  64  N.  W.  1113. 

[b]  Order  of  Probate  Court. — ^  sale 
by  the  administrator  based  upon  an 
order  or  judgment  of  the  probate  court 
directing  him  to  sell,  is  a  sale  under 
execution.  Orchard  v.  Wright,  etc. 
Store  Co.,  225  Mo.  414,  125  S.  W.  486. 
Compare,  the  title  "Judicial  Sales." 

[c]  An  order  of  sale  in  an  action  of 
partition  is  not  an  execution,  however. 
Girard  Life  Ins.  A.  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Farm- 
ers' &  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank,  57  Pa. 
388. 

21.  A  fieri  facias  is  a  writ  directing 
the  officer  to  cause  to  be  made  out  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  judgment- 
debtor  the  sum  or  debt  recovered.  2 
Bouvier's  Law  Diet.  (3rd  ed.)  1217. 

[a]  In  England  the  writ  of  fieri 
facias  was, used  to  sell  goods  and  chat- 
tels; but  in  Pennsylvania  lands  have 
always  been  subject  to  seizure  and  sale 
on  fieri  facias  except  when  specific 
lands  only  are  to  be  sold.  McClelland 
V.  Devilbiss,  1  Pa.  Co..  Ot.  613. 
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decree  the  payment  of  money,^^  as  well  as  the  writ  of  levari  faeias,^^ 
which  is  a  common-law  writ  now  generally  obsolete,^*  are  species  of 
executions,  as  well  as  the  writ  of  venditioni  exponas,^^  the  common- 
law  writ  which  compelled  an  officer  to  proceed  with  the  sale  of  property 
levied  upon  under  a  fieri  facias  or  attachment,^^  though  conferring  no 


22.  See  Canal  Bank  v.  Copland,  8 
La.  577. 

23.  Pentland  v.  Kelly,  6  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)  483,  wherein  the  court  said:  "It 
cannot  be  doubted  that  the  levari 
facias,  which  is  substituted  for  the  fi. 
fa.,  inquisition  and  venditioni  in  the 
case  of  the  mechanics'  lien,  is  an 
execution.  .  .  .  The  levari  facias  is 
expressly  enumerated  among  the  species 
of  execution  in  Jacob's  Law  Diction- 
ary, and  is  defined  to  be  a  writ  of 
execution  directed  to  the  sheriff  for 
levying  a  sum  of  money  upon  a  man's 
lands,  tenements,  goods  and  chattels." 

[a]  A  levari  facias  is  the  ordinary 
writ  for  collecting  charges  upon  land, 
as  in  the  cases  of  mortgages,  mechan- 
ics' liens,  and  municipal  charges.  Hart 
V.  Homiller's  Exr.,  23  Pa.  39;  Stewart's 
Heirs  v.  Miller,  2  Pearson  (Pa.)  358. 
See  also  McClelland  v.  Devilbiss,  1  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  613. 

24.  A  JLevari  Facias  Is  a  Common- 
Law  Writ. — "It  was  in  common  use 
before  the  writ  of  fieri  facias  was 
adopted."  Stewart's  Heirs  v.  Miller, 
2  Pearson  (Pa.)   358. 

25.  Mo.— Hicks  v.  Ellis,  65  Mo.  176, 
186.'  Tenn. — Webb  v.  Armstrong,  5 
Humph.  379.  See  Seawell's  Lessee  v. 
Williams,  2  Overt.  273.  Tex. — Wallace 
&  Co.  V.  Bogel  &  Bro.,  66  Tex.  572,  2 
S.  W.  96;  Lockridge  v.  Baldwin,  20 
Tex.  303,  70  Am.  Dec.  385. 

[a]  Compare,  Holmes  v.  Mclndoe,  20 
Wis.  657,  669,  wherein  the  court  said 
"that  a  venditioni  is  not  an  execution 
in  the  proper  sense  of  that  word." 

[b]  A  venditioni  exponas  is  a  writ 
of  execution,  and  confers  upon  the  of- 
ficer authority  to  sell,  pursuant  to  the 
levy,  advertisement,  and  command  of 
the  writ,  without  readvertising  the 
property.  Tpung  v.  Smith,  23  Texas 
598,  76  Am.  Dec.  81,  citing  Lockridge 
V.  Baldwin,  20  Tex.  303,  70  Am.  Dec. 
385. 

[c]  "A  writ  of  venditioni  exponas 
is  undoubtedly  a  writ  of  execution. 
Bouvier  Law  Lict.  tit.  Execution-ven- 
ditioni  exponas.  It  was  so  denominated 
in  Kane  v.  McCown,  55  Mo.  196;  and  in 
Wood  V.   Augustine,   61    Mo.    46.      In 
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Webb  V.  Armstrong,  5  Humph.  379,  it 
was  held  that  a  writ  of  venditioni  ex- 
ponas was  an  execution  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statutes  authorizing 
motions  against  sheriffs  for  failure  to 
return  executions.  It  is  an  execution 
or  writ  to  satisfy  the  judgment  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  sometimes 
spoken  of  as  a  branch  of  the  writ  of 
fieri  facias,  and  it  may  contain  a  fieri 
facias  clause."  Hicks  v.  Ellis,  65  Mo. 
176,  186. 

[d]  In  Nature  of  Alias  Execution. 
"In  Dryer  v.  Graham,  58  Ala.  623,  the 
supreme  court  of  Alabama  said:  'It 
rests  in  the  election  of  the  plaintiff  in 
execution  to  take  out  flu  alias  execu- 
tion, or  a  writ  of  venditioni  exponas. 
If  he  desires  merely  a  sale  of  the 
property  on  which  a  levy  has  been 
made,  and  not  of  other  property,  or 
the  acquisition  of  a  lien  on  other  prop- 
erty, a  venditioni  exponas  is  the  proper 
writ.  The  venditioni  exponas  continues 
the  lien  of  the  execution  which  has 
been  levied,  as  to  the  property  on 
which  the  levy  was  made,  whether  the 
property  be  real  or  personal.  The  writ 
is,  indeed,  merely  for  the  continuation 
and  completion  of  the  original  execu- 
tion. And  if  its  mandate  is  for  the 
sale  of  land  on  which  there  has  been 
a  previous  levy,  it  not  only  compels  a 
sale,  but  confers  the  authority  to  sell, 
and  the  title  of  the  purchaser  has  re- 
lation to  the  date  of  the  lien  of  the 
execution.  ...  A  venditioni  exponas 
is  in  its  nature  and'  operation,  as  to 
the  property  on  which  the  levy  may 
have  been  made  an  alias  execution.  It 
merely  commands  and  authorizes,  as  to 
real  estate,  the  completion  of  the  execu- 
tion already  begun.'  "  Beebe  v. 
United  States,  161  V.  S.  104,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  532,  40  L.  ed.  633,  636. 

26.  Hastings  v.  Bryant,  115  HI.  69, 
75,  3  N.  E.  507.  See  also,  Ala. — ^Antry 
V.  Walters,  46  Ala.  476;  Garey  v.  Hines, 
8  Ala.  837.  Cal.— Frink  v.  Roe,  70  Cal. 
296,  305,  11  Pao.  820;  Welch  v.  Sul- 
livan, 8  Cal.  165,  186.  lU.— Bellingall 
V.  Duncan,  8  111.  477;  Phillips  v.  Dana, 
4  111.  551.  Ind. — ^Doe  v.  Cunningham,  6 
Blackf.  430.     Kan. — Eitchie  v.  Higgin- 
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power  on  the  officer  which  he  did  not  possess  under  the  fieri  facias.^' 
So  too,  the  writ  of  elegit,^*  a  writ  unknown  to  American  jurisprudence, 
except  in  a  few  states,  in  which  it  is  practically  obsolete,^^  as  well  as 


botham,  26  Kan.  645.  Ky. — Keith  v. 
Wilson,  3  Met.  201,  204;  Colyer  v.  Hig- 
gins,  1  Buv.  6,  85  Am.  Dec.  601;  Irvin 
V.  Picket,  3  Bibb.  343.  Md.— Clarke  v. 
Belmear,  1  Gill  &  J.  443,  448.  Mo. 
Howell  V.  Sherwood,  242  Mo.  513,  533, 
147  S.  W.  810.  Neb.— Burkett  v. 
Clark,  46  Neb.  466,  477,  64  N.  W.  1113. 
Pa.— Frisch  v.  Miller,  5  Pa.  310.  Tex. 
Borden  v.  Tillman,  39  Tex.  262,  273; 
Young  V.  Smith,  23  Tex.  598,  76  Am. 
Dec.  81;  Lockridge  v.  Baldwin,  20  Tex. 
303,  306,  70  Am.  Dee.  385.  Wis. 
Holmes  v.  Mclndoe,  20  Wis.  657,  669. 
Eng. — Hughes  v.  Eees,  7  Dowl.  P.  C. 
56,  4  Mees  &  W.  468,  1  H.  &  H.  347. 

Property  subject  to  sale  under  ven- 
ditioni exponas,  see  infra,  II,  B,  3. 

27.  ni.— Hastings  v.  Bryant,  115  HI. 
69,  3  N.  E^  507;  BelKngall  v.  Duncan, 
8  111.  477.  Ky.— Keith  v.  Wilson,  3 
Met.  201,  204;  Colyer  v.  Higgins^  1 
Duv.  6,  85  Am.  Dee.  601;  Irvin  v.  Pick- 
et, 3  Bibb  343.  Md. — ^Manahan  v.  Sam- 
mon,  3  Md.  463;  Clarke  v.  Belmear,  1 
■Gill  &  J.  443,  448. 

[a]  "Such  a  writ  confers  no  new 
authority  on  the  sheriff.  Its  only  ofB.ce 
is  to  compel  him  to  proceed  with  a  sale, 
which  he  already  has  the  power  to 
make."  Bellingall  d.  Duncan,  8  111. 
477. 

[b]  "It  is  said  by  Freeman  in  his 
work:  'That  the  venditioni  exponas  was 
so  frequently  used  as  to  create  the  im- 
pression that  it  was  a  writ  of  author- 
ization as  well  as  compulsion,  and  was 
necessary  to  enable  the  officer  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  sale.  Such  is  not  the 
fact.  It  gave  the  officer  no  authority 
not  previously  possessed  by  him.  If  he 
was  willing  to  procted,  the  issue  of 
this  writ  was  a  clear  superfluity.'  Her- 
man, in  his  work  on  Executions  (sec. 
215),  says:  'A  vendi.  confers  no  power 
or  authority  on  an  officer  which  he  did 
not  possess  under  the  execution.  .  .  . 
The  execution  is  the  effective  writ,  and 
the  officer  may  sell  under  it  without 
a  vendi.'  "  Hastings  v.  Bryant,  115 
111.  69,  3  N.  E.  507. 

[e]  It  is  no  authority  to  levy. 
Welch  V.  Sullivan,  8  Cal.  165,  186. 

[d]  It  Is  a  mere  continuation  of  the 
writ  of  fieri  facias.  Doe  ex  dem.  Dis- 
sett  V.  McLeod,  3  IT.  C.  Q.  B.  297.    See 


also  Hughes  v.  Eees,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  56, 
4  Mees  &  W.  468,  1  H.  &  H.  347. 

28.  An  elegit  was  "a  writ  of  execu- 
tion directed  to  the  sheriff,  command- 
ing him  to  make  delivery  of  a  moiety 
of  the  party's  land  and  all  his  goods, 
beasts  of  the  plough  only  excepted. 
1  Bouvier's  L.  Diet.  (3rd  ed.)  1000. 
See  also  North  Amer.  P.  Ins.  Co.  4).  Gra- 
ha^,  5  Saudf.  (N.  Y.)  197. 

[a]  Historical. — ".At  common  law 
no  judgment  lien  existed  in  favor  of 
the  judgment  creditor.  The  nearest  ap- 
proach to  a  modern  judgment  lien  was 
found  in  St.  13  Edw.  I,  called  the 
'Statute  of  Westminster  II.,'  which 
created  the  writ  of  elegit.  The  only 
remedy  offered  the  judgment  creditor 
under  this  was  sequestration  of  the 
profits  of  the  land  by  writ  of  levari 
facias,  or  the  possession  of  a  moiety  of 
the  lands  by  writ  of  elegit,  and  in 
certain  cases  of  the  whole  of  it  by  ex- 
tent." Thompson  v.  Avery,  11  Utah 
214,  229,  39  Pac.  829.  See  also  Hul- 
bert  V.  Hulbert,  216  N.  Y.  430,  436,  111 
N.  E.  70. 

29.  Hulbert  v.  Hulbert,  216  N.  T. 
430,  436,  111  N.  E.  70;  Thompson  v. 
Avery,  11  Utah  214,  230,  39  Pac.  829, 
writ  of  elegit  not  in  force  in  Utah. 

[a]  In  Hulbert  v.  Hulbert,  216  K.  T. 
430,  436,  111  N.  E.  70,  the  court  said: 
"The  writ  of  elegit,  however,  has  been 
said  to  be  'almost  unknown  in  the 
United  States.'  (Freeman  on  Execu- 
tions, §370.)  There  are,  however,  in- 
stances of  its  use  in  Virginia,  Alabama, 
North  Carolina  and  JPelaware.  (Free- 
man on  Executions,  §370.)  Although 
authorized  in  New  York,  in  practice  it 
is  doubtful  if  it  was  ever  adopted. 
In  commenting  upon  it  Chancellor  Lan- 
sing said:  'Whether  the  elegit  was  ever 
introduced  in  practice,  is  doubtful,  as 
the  small  value  of  the  income  of  real 
estates,  afforded  little  inducement  to~ 
resort  to  it,  as  a  means  of  satisfying  a 
debt  due  upon  a  judgment'  (Catlin  v. 
Jackson,  supra,  at  p.  547  [8  John.  (N. 
Y.)  520])." 

[b]  The  reason  for  the  existence  of 
the  writ  of  elegit  never  existed  in  the 
United  States,  and  the  slight  counte- 
nance given  to  it  in  the  United  States 
was    discontinued    shortly    after    the 
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a  writ  of  distringas,^"  are  species  of  execution.  An  attachment-execu- 
tion, a  process  provided  for  in  some  states  to  enforce  a  judgment,  is 
in  substance,  if  not  in  form,  an  execution.^^ 

An  execution  is  not  a  cause  of  action; 32  but  it  is  process  in  an  action 
within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  providing  that  such  must  be  directed 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  county.^^ 

The  purpose  or  object*  of  a  writ  of  execution  is  to  authorize  the  officer 
to  whom  it  is  directed  and  delivered,  to  seize  and  hold  the  property 
of  the  debtor  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  amount  ordered  to  be  paid 
by  such  writ;'*  in  other  words,  to  enforce  the  judgment  or  deeree.^^ 

2.  Classification  of  Executions.  —  Executions  may  be  generally 
divided  into  two  classes,  general  and  special.'^    Again  they  are  some- 


passage  of  the  Act  of  Geo.  II,  -whieli 
abolished  it  in  England.  Thompson  v. 
Avery,  11  Utah  214,  231,  39  Pac.  829. 

30.  Which  is  the  writ  for  enforcing 
a  judgment  which  orders  that  some- 
thing shall  or  shall  not  be  done.  Avery 
V.  Police  Jury  of  Iberville,  15  La.  Ann. 
223;  Traverso  &  Al  v.  Row,  11  La.  494. 

[a]  "As  defined  by  Bouvier's  Law 
Diet,  (vol,  1,  p.  590),  a  writ  of  dis- 
tringas is  a  writ  directed  to  the  sheriff, 
commanding  him  to  distrain  one  of  his 
goods  and  chattels  to  enforce  a  com- 
pliance with  what  is  required  of  him, 
and  it  was  used  to  compel  an  appear- 
ance where  the  party  could  not  be 
found  'and  in  equity  may  be  availed 
of  to  compel  the  appearance  of  a  cor- 
poration aggregate.'  "  Fiedler  v. 
Bambrick  Bros.  Const.  Co.,  162  Mo. 
App.  528,  142  S.  W.  1111. 

31.  Dobbin  v.  Allegheny,  7  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  3,941. 

[a]  "It  differs  from  a  fieri  facias 
essentially  only  in  this,  that  it  reaches 
effects,  from  which  the  debt  could  not 
otherwise  be  levied.  ...  It  is  an  exe- 
cution so  far  collateral  to  the  judg- 
ment tRat  it  may  proceed  siinultaneous- 
ly  with  the  ordinary  executions."  Dob- 
bins V.  Allegheny,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,941. 

32.  Weisbecker  v.  Cahn,  14  N.  D. 
390,  104  N.  W.  513. 

33.  Johnson  v.  Eltins,  90  Ky.  163, 
13  S.  W.  448,  8  L.  R.  A.  552. 

To  whom  >writ  of  execution  directed, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  f;  II,  C,  2. 

34.  U.  S.— Berry  v.  Smith,  3  Wash. 
C.  C.  60,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,359.  N.  D. 
Weisbecker  v.  Cahn,  14  N.  D.  390,  104 
N.  W.  513.  N.  y.— Frost  v.  honkers 
Sav.  Bank,  70  N.  Y.  553,  26  Am.  Rep. 
627.  Ore. — Habersham  v.  Sears,  11  Ore. 
431,  5  Pac.  208,  50  Am.  Rep.  481. 

[a]    Writ  Not  a  Security.— The  of-. 
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fice  of  an  execution  is  not  to  secure 
but  to  enforce  payment  of  a  debt,  and 
an  attempt  to  make  use  of  it  for  pur- 
poses of  security  merely,  postpones  it 
to  other  executions  subsequently  is- 
sued. So,  if  a  plaintiff  delivers  an 
execution  to  the  sheriff  with  directions 
to  hold  until  further  orders,  it  creates 
no  lien  on  the  defendant's  property  as 
against  a  subsequent  execution.  Keren' 
V.  Roemheld,  6  111.  App.  275. 

35.  V.  S. — Harshman  v.  Knox  Coun- 
ty, 122  U.  S.  306,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1171,  30 
L.  ed.  1152.  Colo.— Brown  v.  Bell,  46 
Colo.  163,  103  Pac.  380,  133  Am.  St. 
Rep.  54,  23  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1096.  111. 
Everingham  v.  Nat.  City  Bank  of  Ot- 
tawa, 124  111.  527,  17  N.  B.  26;  Gil- 
more  V.  Davis,  84  HI.  487;  Western 
Union  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Rose,  60  111. 
App.  452;  Keren  v.  Roemheld,  6  HI. 
App.  '275.  Mo.— St.  Francis  Mill  Co.. 
V.  Sugg,  83  Mo.  476;  Wyatt  v.  Fromme, 
70  Mo.  App.  613.  Neb.— Stuart  v.  Bur- 
cham,  62  Neb.  84,  86  N.  W.  898,  89 
Am.  St.  Rep.  739.  N.  Y.— See ,  Sher- 
man V,  Boyce,  15  Johns.  443;  Jackson 
ex  dem.  Saunders  v.  Cadwell,  1  Cow. 
622.  N.  C— Lyon  v.  Russ,  84  N.  C. 
588. 

See  also,  supra,  the  cases  cited  in 
note  17,  page  716. 

[a]  The  only  proper  use  of  an 
execution  is  to  enforce  the  collection 
of  the  judgment  upon  which  it  is  based, 
and  to  enforce  this  collection  with 
considerable  diligence.  Lane  v.  Allen, 
60  111.  App.  457. 

36.  Bistinctlon,  —  A  special  fieri 
facias  differs  from  the  general  writ 
only  in  this,  that  it  points  out  and 
specifies  the  property  to  be  sold,  and 
pursues  and  follows  the  judgment  in 
respect  of  the  disposition  of  the  pro- 

_ceed3  arising  from  the  sale.     State  v. 
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times  divided  into  other  classes,  as  against  property,  against  the  per-' 
son  and  for  the  delivery  of  the  possession  of  real  or  personal 
property.^' 

B.    Against  Peopeett.^^  —  1.     Issuance  of  Execution.  —  a.     In 
General.  —  The  awa;rd  of  an  execution  is  a  judicial  act  not  a  ministerial 


Melton,  102  Mo.  683,  15  S.  W.  139. 
See  Norton  v.  Eeardon,  67  Kan.  302, 
72  Pac.  861,  100  Am.  St.  Kep.  459. 

[a]  "A  further  distinction  between 
a  special  and  a  general  execution  is 
to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  ordinarily 
a  special  execution  issues  only  in  pro- 
ceedings where  the  defendant  has  not 
been  brought  into  court  by  personal 
service  of  process,  but  hia  property  has 
been  seized,  and  hence  the  execution 
to  satisfy  the  judgment  is  limited  to 
the  specific  property  seized,  though  by 
statute  there  are  cases  where  even 
when  the  defendant  is  personally 
brought  ^into  court,  the  judgment  is  a 
special  one'  against  certain  property 
belonging  to  the  defendant,  and  in  such 
cases  no  general  judgment  is  entered; 
whereas  a  general  execution,  which 
may  be  levied  upxin  any  property  the 
defendant  owns,  follows  a  general  judg- 
ment based  upon  personal  service." 
Smith  ex  rel.  McElhany  v.  Eogers,  191 
Mo.  334,   90   S.  W.   1150. 

,[b]  Upon  a  general  judgment  in  an 
attachment;  suit,  i-t  is  error  to  award 
a  special  execution  against  the  prop-' 
erty  attached.  Kritzer  v.  Smith,  21 
Mo.  296. 

[c]  In  Illinois,  except  in  cases  pro- 
vided by  statute,  executions  are  gen- 
eral. Eev.  St.  eh.  77,  §4.  The  right 
of  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  writ 
was  issued,  to  elect  on  what  property 
not  exempt  from  execution  he  will 
have  the  same  levied,  does  not,  as  is 
contended,  give  him  a  right  to  a  spe- 
cial execution.  Brown  v.  Duncan,  132 
m.  413,  418,  23  F.  E.  1126,  22  Am. 
St.  Rep.  545. 

[d]  As  the  property  attached  in  an 
action  commenced  by  attachment  where 
there  is  no  personal  service  of  process, 
but  the  defendants  are  notified  by  pub- 
lication, is  not  released  by  the  defend- 
ant's appearance,  a  special  execution 
may  properly  be  issued,  although  the 
award  of  execution  is  general  only. 
Kerr  v.  Swallow,  33  111.  379.  See  also 
Keeley  Brewing  Co.  v.  Carr,  198  HI. 
492,  64  N.  E.  1030. 

Special  executions  will  be  cpnsideTed 
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under      appropriate      titles,     such     as 
"Mortgages;"  "Taxation." 

37.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ind. — Burns'  Ann.  St., 
1914,  §718;  Ex  parte  Voltz,  37  Ind.  237. 
Mass. — Kellogg  v.  Underwood,  163 
Mass.  214,  4  N.  E.  104.  Ohio.— Gen. 
Code,  1910,  §11,564.  Wis.— St.,  1898, 
§2,967.     Wyo,— Comp.  St.,  1910,  §4,669. 

[a]  The  New  York  practice  recog- 
nizes four  kinds  of  executions,  namely, 
against  the  property,  against  the  per- 
soH,  for  the  delivery  of  the  possession 
of  real  property  and  for  the  delivery 
of  the  possession  of  a  chattel.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1363. 

[b]  Kansas,  Oklahoma  and  Wash- 
ington also  have  four  kinds,  first, 
against  the  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor;  second,  against  his  person; 
third,  for  the  delivery  of  the  possession 
of  real  tr  pergonal  property,  with  dam- 
ages for  withholding  the  same,  and 
costs;  fourth,  executions  in  special 
cases.  Gen.  St.  (Kan.),  1909,  §6034;  Wat- 
son V.  Keystone  Ironworks  Co.,  70  Kan. 
43,  74  Pac.  269;  Norton  v.  Eeardon,  67 
Kan.  302,  72  Pac.  861,  100  Am.  St. 
Eep.  459;  Webber  v.  Harshbarger,  5  - 
Kan.  App.  185,  47  Pac.  166.  And  see 
Okla.  Comp.  Laws,  1909,  §5966;  Eem. 
&  Bal.  Wash.  Code,  §511. 

[c]  Nebraska,  South  Carolina  and 
South  Dakota  have  three  classes; 
against  property,  against  the  person, 
and  for  the  delivery  of  property.  S.  G. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §305;,  S.  D.  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §331.  See  also  Neb.  Eev. 
St.,  1913,  §8043. 

[d]  Oregon. — "There  are  two  kinds 
of  executions  on  judgments  for  the  re- 
covery of  money  in  this  state — one 
against  the  property  and  the  other 
against  the  person.  B.  &  C.  Comp., 
§214."  Banning  v.  Roy,  47  Ore.  119, 
82  Pac.  708. 

Executions  against  property,  see  in- 
fra, II,  B. 

Executions  against  person,  see  infra, 
Ii;  C. 

38.  Enforcement  by  execution  against 
person,  see  infra,  II,  C. 
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one.^^  The  actual  issuance  of  the  writ,  however,  is  not  an  act  of  the 
court,  but  is  a  mere  ministerial  act  of  the  executive  ofificer  of  the 
court;*"  a  subsequent  and  distinct  proceeding.*^ 

If  the  law  under  which  the  execution  issues  is  unconstitutional,  the  execu- 
tion is  void.*^ 

b.  On  •  What  Founded.^^  —  (I.)  Valid  Judgment  or  Decree.**  —  (A.) 
Tn  General. —  As  a  condition  precedent  to  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of 
execution,  there  must  be  a  valid,  subsisting  judgment  or  decree,  to 
support  it.*^     If  the  judgment  is  void  for  any  reason,  an  execution 


39.  N.  C— Weaver  «.  Cryer,  12  N.  C. 
337.  Phil.  Isl. — Hidalgo  v.  Crossfield, 
17  Phil.  Isl.  466.  Tenn.— Schaller  & 
G-srke  v.  Wiekersham,  7  Coldw.  876; 
Union  Bank  v.  McClung,  9  Humph.  91; 
Daley  v.  Perry,  9  Yerg.  442;  Battle  v. 
Bering,  7  Yerg.  529,  531,  27  Am.  Dec. 
526;  Johnson  v.  Ball,  1  Yerg.  291,  24 
Am.  Dec.  451. 

[a]  The  award  of  execution  is  not 
a  part  of  the  judgment,  and  does  not 
add  to  or  detract  from  its  force  and 
effect.  Knotts  v.  Crossly,  1  Neb. 
(XJnof.)   730,  95  N.  "W.  848. 

40.  Ala. — Hudson  v.  Modawell,  64 
Ala.  481;  Kyle  v.  Evans,  3  Ala.  481,  37 
Am.  Dec.  705.  Ga. — Scott  v.  Bedell, 
108  Ga.  205,  33  S.  E.  903;  Luther  v. 
Clay,  100  Ga.  236,  28  8.  E.  46,  39  L. 
E.  A.  95;  Eeeves  v.  Chattahoochee 
Brick  Co.,  85  Ga.  477,  11  S.  E.  837. 
Mass. — Brigg's  v.  Wardwell,  10  Mass. 
356.  N.  C— Weaver  v.  Cryer;  12  N.  C. 
337.  Okla.— Morrow  v.  Smith,  8  Okla. 
267,  61  Pac.  366;  Needles  v.  Frost,  2 
Okla.  19,  35  Pac.  574.  Pa.— Paine  v. 
Fresco,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  562,  17  W.  N.  C. 
502.  Phil.  Isl.— Hidalgo  v.  Crossfield, 
17  Phil.  Isl.  466.  W.  Va.— Speidel  Co. 
V.  Warder,  56  W.  Va.  602,  49  S.  E. 
534. 

See  also  infra,  H,  C. 

[a]  "The  right  of  a  party  to  have 
an  execution  having  been  duly  ad- 
judged, the  mere  issuing  of  the  writ 
when  the  time  for  its  issuance  as  pre- 
scribed by  law  has  arrived;  that  is  to 
say,  the  preparation  and  delivery  of  the 
formal  writ  or  order  to  the  sheriff,  or 
other  ofBcer  charged  with  the  execu- 
tion of  judgments,  directing  him  to 
proceed  with  the  execution,  is  a  mere 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
award  of  judgment,  and  essentially  a 
purely  ministerial  act."  Hidalgo  v. 
Crossfield,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466. 

By  whom  execution  issued,  see  infra, 
n,  B,  1,  c. 
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41.  Krumeiek  v.  Krumeick,  14  N.  J. 
L.  39. 

[a]  The  issuing  of  execution  is  no 
part  of  the  judgment.  Donalds  v. 
Plumb,  8  Conn.  447,  458. 

Procuring  issuance  of  writ,  see  infra, 

II,  B,  1,  i. 

42.  Armel  v.  Lendrum,  47  Iowa  535. 
As  to  what  law  governs  enforcement 

of  judgments,  see  supra,  I. 

43.  Foundation  of  execution  against 
person,  see  imfra,  II,  C. 

44.  As  to  judgments  and  decrees 
generally,  see  the  titles  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments." 

45.  U.  S.— Fink  «.  O 'Neil,  106  TJ.  S. 
272,  1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed.  196;  Clem- 
ents V.  Berry,  11  How.  398,  13  L.  ed. 
745;  Wayman  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat. 
1,  29,  6  L.  ed.  253;  Griffith  v.  Frazier, 
8  Cranch  9,  3  L.  ed.  471;  Danielson  v. 
Northwestern  Fuel  Co.,  55  Fed.  49;  Til- 
ton  V.  Barrel!,  9  Sawy.  84,  17  Fed.  59. 
Ala. — Bringtman  &  Co.  v.  Merriweather, 
121  Ala.  602,  25  So.  994.  Ark.— Meeks 
V.  Black,  83  Ark.  419,  104  S.  W.  147; 
Jones  V.  Goodbar,  60  Ark.  182,  29  S.  W. 
462;  Hightower  v.  Handlin,  27  Ark.  20. 
Cal. — Kreiss  v.  Hotaling,  96  Gal.  617, 
31  Pac.  740.  Conn.— Cutler  v.  Wads- 
worth,  7  Conn.  6.  Fla. — Davidson  v. 
Seegar,  15  Fla.  671.  Ga.— Lott  v.  Wood 
&  Bro.,  135  Ga.  821,  70  S.  E.  661; 
Eoney  v.  McCall,  128  Ga.  249,  57  8.  E. 
503;  Hamlin  v.  Coleman,  74  Ga.  831. 
111.— Hutson  V.  Wood,  263  111.  376,  387, 
105  N.  E.  343;  Anderson  v.  Gray,  134 

III.  550,  25  N.  B.  843;  Bloom  v.  Geanes, 
160  111.  App.  34;  Shue  v.  Ingle,  87  HI. 
App.  522;  Martin  v.  Knights,  56  HI. 
App.  65;  Swain  v.  Humphreys,  42  111. 
App.  370;  Humphreys,  Newton  &  Co. 
V.  Swain,  21  111.  App.  232.  Ind.— Fer- 
rier  v.  Deutqhman,  111  Ind.  330,  12  N. 
E.  497;  Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Ingram 
V.  Allen,  2  Ind.  166.  la. — Winter  v. 
Coulthard,  94  Iowa  312,  62  N.  W.  732; 
Balm  V,  Nunn,  63  Iowa  641,  19  N,  W, 
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based  thereon  is  likewise  void,  and  all  proceedings  founded  upon  it 


810;  Armel  v.  Lendrum,  47  Iowa  535; 
Campbell  v.  Williams,  39  Iowa  646. 
Kan. — Darrow  v.  ScuUin,  19  Kan.  57; 
Davidson  v.  Floyd,  15  Kan.  667.  Ky. 
O  'Connor  v.  Stone,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1929, 
43  S.  W.  483;  Rector  v.  Gale,  Hard.  78. 
La. — Strother  v.  Riehardson,  30  La. 
Ann.  1269;  Childress  v.  Allin,  17  La. 
37;  De  Gruy's  Syndic  v.  Hennen,  2  La. 
544.  Me. — Hamant  v.  Creamer,  101 
Me.  222,  63  Atl.  736;  Preseott  v.  Pres- 
cott,  62  Me.  428.  Md.— United  States 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Stevens,  67  Md.  156,  8  Atl. 
903;  Owings  V.  "Worthington,  4  Md.  260. 
Mass. — Clark  v.  Fowler,  5  Allen  45. 
Mich.— Ninde  v.  Clark,  62  Mich.  124,  28 
N.  W.  765.  Miss.— Blalack  v.  Stevens, 
'  81  Miss.  711,  33  So.  508;  Dailey  v. 
State,  56  Miss.  475;  Hines  v.  Noah, 
Sheriff,  52  Miss.  192;  Nabours  d.  Cocke, 
24  Miss.  44.  Mo. — ^Francis  v^  Francis, 
192  Mo.  App.  710,  179  S.  "W.  975;  Iron- 
dale  Bank  v.  Terrill,  135  Mo.  App.  472, 
115  S.  W.  481-;  Harness  v.  Cravens,  126 
Mo.  233,  28  S.  W.  971;  State  v.  Leidy," 
115  Mo.  App.  62,  90  S.  W.  759;  Bain 
V.  Chrisman,  27  Mo.  293.  '  Neb.— MuUer 
V.  Flue,  45  'Neb.  701,  64  N.  W.  232. 
N.  H.— Eaton  v.  Badger,  33  N.  H.  228. 
N.  J. — ^Little  V.  Fleming,  3  N.  J.  L. 
552;  Conner  v.  Sondon,  3  N.  J.  L.  529; 
Zane  v.  Pissant,  2  N.  J.  L.  319;  Lofton 
V.  Champion,  2  N.  J.  L.  157;  Parker  v. 
Frambes,  2  N.  J.  L.  145,  157.  N.  M. 
Munis  V.  Herrera,  1  N.  M.  362.  N.  Y. 
Goldberg  v.  Markowitz,  94  App.  Div. 
237,  87  N.  T.  Supp.  1045;  Townshend 
V.  Wesson,  4  Duer  342;  Jackson  ex  dem. 
Sleight  V.  Hasbrouek,  12  Johns.  213; 
Van  Ness  v.  Cantine  &  RadelifE,  4  Paige 
55  (must  be  a  decree  or  some  positive 
order  in  the  nature  of  a  decree).  N.  0. 
Sheppard  v.  Bland,  87  N.  C.  163.  Ohio. 
Bisbee  v.  Hall,  Wright  59.  Pa.— Book 
V.  Edgar,  3  Watts  29,  execution  in  a 
suit  in  which  no  judgment  has  been 
entered  must  be  void.  Tenn. — ^Berry  v. 
Clements,  9  Humph.  312;  Roche  v. 
Washington,  7  Humph.  142;  Jennings 
V.  Pray,  8  Terg.  85;  Harlan  v.  Harlan, 
14  Lea  106;  Barnes  v.  Hayes,  1  Swan 
304.  Tex. — Halsell  v.  McMurphy,  86 
Tex.  100,  23  S.  W.  647,  afflrming,  21 
S.  W.  777;  McKay  v.  Paris  Exch.  Bank, 
75  Tex.  181,  12  S.  W.  529,  16  Am. 
St.  Rep.  884;  Terry  v.  O'Neal,  71  Tex. 
592,  9  S.  W.  673;  Tudor  v.  Hodges,  71 
Tex.  392,  9  S.  W.  443;  Miller  v. 
Koertge,  70  Tex,  162,   78  S.  W.  691, 


8  Am.  St.  Eep.  587;  Brown  v.  Reese, 
67  Tex.  318,  3  S.  W.  292;  AUday  v. 
Whittaker,  66  Tex.  669,  1  S.  W.  794 
Smith  V.  Miller,  66  Tex.  74,  17  S.  W, 
399;  Hart  v.  McDade,  61  Tex.  208 
Simpson's  Heirs  v.  Timble,  44  Tex, 
310;  Allison  v.  Brookshire,  38  Tex.  199; 
Walker  v.  Emerson,  20  Tex.  706,  73 
Am.  Dec.  207;  Criswell  v.  Ragsdale,  18 
Tex.  443;  Wright  v.  Wright,  6  Tex. 
29;  Glass  v.  Shapard,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
365,  83  8.  W.  880;  Beekham  v.  Med- 
lock,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  61,  46  S.  W. 
402,  affirmed,  93  Tex.  725;  Holt  v. 
Maverick,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  650,  23  S. 
W.  751.  W.  Va. — Rousey  v.  Stilwagon, 
70  W.  Va.  570,  74  S.  B.  732;  Lowther 
V.  Davis,  33  W.  Va.  132,  10  S.  B.  20. 
Wis. — Lincoln  v.  Cross,  11  Wis.  91. 

[a]  Other  Statements  of  Bule. 
Every  execution  presupposes  a  judg- 
ment of  some  sort,  and  the  right  given 
to  issue  an  execution  implies  and  pre- 
supposes the  existence  of  a  judgment. 
Sheppard  v.  Bland,  87  N.  C.  163. 

[b]  "Without  a  valid  judgment 
there  can  be  no  valid  execution."  Mul- 
ler  V.  Plue,  45  Neb.  701,  64  N.  W. 
232. 

[c]  "There  must  be  a  judgment 
order  or  decree  of  court  to  support  an 
execution,  otherwise  it  will  be  null  and 
void  and  will  confer  no  authority  on 
the  officer  to  whom  it  is  directed." 
O  'Conner  v.  Stone,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1929, 
43  S.  W.  483.       , 

[d]  "An  execution  is  a  writ 
grounded  on  the  judgment  of  the  court 
from  whence  it  issues  and  is  supposed 
to  be  granted  by  the  court  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  party  at  whose  suit  it  is 
issued  to  give  him  satisfaction  on  the 
judgment  which  he  has  obtained.  We 
know  of  no  law  which  authorizes  the 
issuing  of  an  execution  unless  there  be 
an  order,  decree  or  judgment  of  a 
court  upon  which  such  writ  must  be 
based."  Davidson  v.  Seegar,  15  Fla. 
671. 

[e]  Allowed  Claim  Against  Estate. 
Where  a  claim  is  filed  and  allowed' 
against  an  estate  it  becomes  a  judg- 
ment upon  which  execution  will  issue. 
Cohen  v.  Menard,  31  111.  App.  503. 

[f]  "An  administrator's  account  is 
not  a  judicial  demand  against  those 
debtors  of  the  succession  whose  debts, 
whether  represented  by  notes  or  other- 
wise and  whether  due  for  the  price  of 
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are  equally  worthless.*^    It  is  otherwise,  however,  where  the  judgment 
is  merely  irregular  or  erroneous,  and  therefore  voidable  but  not  void.*' 


property  purchased  from  the  succession 
or  for  any  other  cause,  figure  upon  the 
aceoiint  among  the  assets  of  the  suc- 
cession; and  the  homologation  of  such 
an  account  cannot  possibly  constitute 
a  judgment  against  such  debtors;  and 
therefore  no  fi.  fa.  can  issue  upon  such 
a  judgment  against  any  of  these  debt- 
ors." Abshire  v.  Lege,  133  La.  254,  62 
So.  667. 

[g]    Unapproved   forms    of   decrees 

furnished  to  the  clerk  do  not  consti- 
tute judgments,  such  as  to  authprize 
the  issuing  of  execution  thereon.  Win- 
ter V.  Goulthard,  94  Iowa  312,  62  N.  W. 
732. 

[h]  An  execution  ■will  not  issue  on 
a  bond  until  any  damages  and  amount 
actually  due  have  been  legally  deter- 
mined. Rich  V.  Warner,  1  Pin.  (Wis.) 
646_;   Gear  v.  Shaw,  1  Pin.   (Wis.)   608. 

[i]  A  judgment  setting  aside  a  will 
is  not  enforced  by  execution.  Dinwid- 
dle V.  Shipman,  183  Ind.  82. 

Form  and  sufficiency  of  judgment, 
see  in^ra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (I),  (B),  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Judgments." 

Conformity  of  execution  to  judgment, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  d,  (II). 

Conditions  precedent  to  issuance  of 
execution  generally,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1, 
i,   (II). 

Execution  upon  dormant  judgment, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (VIII). 

46.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Walk- 
er V.  Turner,  9  Wheat.  541,  6  L.  ed. 
155;  Buxton  v.  Pennsylvania  Lumb. 
Co.,  221  Fed.  718;  Chesapeake,  etc. 
Canal  Co.  v.  Barcroft,  4  Cranci  659,  5 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  2,644.  Ala.— Columbiana 
V.  Kelley,  172  Ala.  336,  55  So.  526. 
Ark. — Ex  parte  Cheatham,  6  Ark.  531,, 
44  Am.  Dec.  525;  Mx  parte  Woods,  8 
Ark.  532.  Ga. — Hamilton  v.  Rogers,  126 
Ga.  27,  54  S.  E.  926;  Thorpe  v.  Wray, 
68  Ga.  359;  Butt  v.  Oneal,  51  Ga.  358; 
Welch  V.  Butler,  24  Ga.  445;  Beall  v. 
Blake,  13  Ga.  217,  58  Am.  Dec.  513. 
lU.— Oolwell  V.  Swick,  190  111.  App. 
369.  Ind. — Ferrier  v.  Deutehman,  111 
Ind.  330,  12  N.  E.  497;  Marsh  v.  Sher- 
man, 12  Ind.  358  (judgment  void  for 
want  of  jurisdiction).  Kan. — Schott  v. 
Linscott,  80  Kan.  536,  103  Pac.  997. 
Ky. — Aultman  &  Taylor  Co.  v.  Meade, 
121  Ky.  241,  89  S.  W.  137;  Roberts  v. 
Stowers,  7  Bush  295;  Shaefer  V,  Gates, 
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2  B.  Mon.  453,  38  Am.  Dec.  164.  Md. 
Koechlept  v.  Hook,  10  Md.  173,  69  Am. 
Dec.  133.  Mass. — Albee  v.  Ward,  8 
Mass.  79;  Borden  v.  Borden,  5  Mass. 
67,  4  Am.  Dec.  32.  Miiin. — Barber  v. 
Morris,  37  Minn.  194,  33  N.  W.  559, 
5  Am.  St.  Rep.  836;  Gunz  4?.  Heffner, 
33  Minn.  215,  22  N.  W.  386.  Mo. 
Howell  V.  Sherwood,  213  Mo.  565,  112 
8.  W.,  50;  Sanders  v.  Eains,  10 
Mo.  770;  Burr  &  Co.  v.  Mathers,  51 
Mo.  App.  470.  Neb. — Muller  v.  Plue, 
45  Neb.  701,  64  N.  W.  232,  overmling 
Wilson  V.  Macklin,  7  Neb.  50.  N.  Y.  'i 
Cornell  v.  Barnes,  7  Hill  35.  Ore, 
Willamette  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Hendrix, 
28  Ore.  485,  42  Pac.  514,  52  Am.  St. 
Eep.  800.  Pa. — Kountz  v.  Nat.  Transit 
Co.,  197  Pa.  398,  47  Atl.  350.  Tex. 
Hooper  v.  Caruthers,  78  Tex.  432,  15  S. 
W.  98;  Northcraft  v.  Oliver,  74  Tex. 
162,  11  S.  W.  1121;  Stegall  v.  Huff,  54 
Tex.  193;  Long  v.  Garnett,  45  Tex. 
400;  Hollingsworth  v.  Bagley,  35  Tex. 
345;  Perdew  v.  Davis,  31  Tex.  488; 
Bowers  v.  Chaney,  21  Tex.  363;  Wilson 
V.  Sparks,  9  Tex.  621 ;  Horan  v.  Wahren- 
berger,  9  Tex.  313,  58  Am.  Dee.  145; 
Carpenter  v.  Anderson,  33  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  484,  491,  77' S.  W.  291  {affirmed, 
98  Tex.  611);  Underwood  v.  Brown,  29 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  163,  68  S.  W.  206; 
Schneider  v.  Gray,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  25, 
26  S.  W^  640.  W.  Va.— A.  B.  Farquhar 
Co.  V.  Dehaven,  70  W.  Va.  738,  75  S. 
E.  65. 

See  generally  the  cases  cited  in  the 
preceding  note. 

[a]  "  'A  void  judgment  is  in  legal 
effect  no  judgment.  From  it  no  rights 
can  be  obtained,  being  worthless  in 
itself  all  proceedings  founded  on  it  are 
equally  worthless.  It  neither  binds  nor 
bars  any  one.  All  acts  performed  under 
it,  and  all  claims  flowing  out  of  it 
are  void.'  Freeman  on  Executions,  sec. 
20;  Campbell  v.  McCahan,  41  HI.  45." 
Colwell  v.  Swick,  190  HI.  App.  369. 

As  to  validity  of  sale  upon  execution 
issued  on  void  judgment,  see  infra, 
n,  B,  7. 

Execution  issued  upon  void  judgment 
of  justice  of  peace,  see  the  title  "Jus- 
tices of  the  Peace." 

47.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Barron 
V.  Tart,  18  Ala.  668.  Cal.— Mulford  v. 
EstudUIo,  23  W,  94.     Q'a,— Puic?   v. 
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An  amendment  of  a  void  judgment  does  not  validate  a  previously  issued 
execution  or  the  proceedings  thereunder.*' 

An  execution  cannot  issue  upon  the  mere  finding  of  the  court  or 
jury,  even  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  which  it  was  rendered,*" 
or  upon  an  award,  before  a  judgment  has  been   entered   upon   it.°° 

Wherever  an  order  of  court  has  the  effect  of  a  judgment,  it  will  sup- 
port a  writ  of  execution  ;^^  but  not  otherwise.^^  Under  some  statutes, 
an  order  or  rule  for  the  payment  of  money  will  support  an  execution.^* 
But  the  order  or  rule  must  not  be  conditional.^* 

Upon  a  judgment  revived  by  scire  facias,  the  execution  should  issue  on 
the  priginal  judgment.^^ 


Lowman,  etc.  Min.  Co.,  64  Ga.  769, 
771;  Welch  v.  Butler,  24  Ga.  445.  HI. 
Smith  V.  People,  99  111.  445.  Ky. — Gra- 
ham V.  Lynns,  4  B.  Mon.  17,  39  Am. 
Dec.  493.  N.  Y.— People  ex  rel.  De- 
marest  ».  Gorman,  14  N.  T.  Supp.  547. 
Tex. — Smith  v.  Chenault,  48  Tex.  455; 
Bowers  v.  Chaney,  21  Tex.  363;  Day 
V.  Johnson,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  107,  72 
8.  W.  426. 

[a]  Compare,  Simon  v.  Underwood, 
61  Misc.  369,  391,  115  N.  T.  Supp.  65, 
holding  that  where  a  person  has  been 
sued  by  a  fictitious  name  or  by  a  name 
part  of  which  is  designated  as  fictitious, 
his  real  name  being  unknown,  and 
the  person  fails  to  appear,  a  judgment 
predicated  thereon  is  irregular,  though 
not  void;  but  no  execution  may  be 
issued  thereon. 

[b]  Execution  levied  upon  a  void- 
able judgment  is  not  a  trespass.  Mike- 
ska  V.  Blum,  63  Tex.  44.  See  also  Smith 
V.  People,  99  HI.  445. 

48.  Underwood  v.  Brown,  29  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  163,  68  S.  W.  206.  See  also 
Beall  V.  Blake,  13  Ga.  217,  58  Am. 
Dec.  513. 

[a]  Nunc  Pro  Tunc  of  Irregular 
Judgment. — Where  the  effect  of  an 
amendment  of  a  judgment  nunc  pro 
tune  is  to  substitute  a  perfect  judg- 
ment entry  for  an  imperfect  one  made 
on  the  minutes  when  the  .judgment  was 
rendered,  as  of  the  time  the  judgment 
was  originally  rendered,  such  amend- 
ment imparts  regularity  to  the  execu- 
tion issued  on  the  judgment  imperfect; 
ly  entered  prior  to  the  amendment  and 
to  all  proceedings  thereunder.  Ware  v. 
Kent,  123  Ala.  427,  26  So.  208,  82  Am. 
St.  Eep.  132. 

49.  Ind. — Sare  v.  Butcher,  141  Ind. 
146,  40  N.  E.  749.    Md.— Truett  v.  Legg, 

32  Md.  147.    W.  Va.— Lowther  v.  Davis, 

33  W.  Va.  132,  10  S.  B.  20,  last  two 


cases  holding  that  an  execution  cannot 
issue  upon  a  verdict. 

[a]  An  entry,  which  after  stating 
the  ease  and  date  recites,  "Judgment 
by  default,  writ  of  inquiry,  damages 
assessed  at  $77.65,  waiver  of  Ex.  as 
to  personalty,"  is  no  judgment,  and 
an  execution  issued  thereon  is  void. 
Brightman  &  Co.  v.  Meriweather,  121 
Ala.  602,  25  So.  994.  So  also,  an  entry 
in  the  minutes,  "Verdict  for  plain tifE; 
let  writ  issue,"  is  not  a  judgment,  and 
execution  thereon  is  void.  Stark  v. 
BiUings,  15  I'la.  318. 

50.  Book  v.  Edgar,  3  Watts  (Pa.) 
29. 

51.  Tyler  v.  Toms,  75  Va.  116;  Craw- 
ford V.  Fickey,  41  W.  Va.  544,  23  S.  B. 
662. 

52.  Atlantic  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hopkins, 
94  U.  S.^  11,  24  L.  ed.  48. 

[a]  An  order  (1)  for  a  judgment 
will  not  justify  the  issuance  of  an 
execution.  Lincoln  v.  Cross,  11  Wis. 
91.  (2)  Nor  will  an  order  directing 
a  guardian  to  pay  over  money  in  his 
hands  to  his  successor.  Kingsbury  v.. 
Hfltton,  140  111.  603,  30  N.  E.  600. 

53.  Kane  v.  Eose,  87  App.  Div.  101,' 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  Ill,  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  where  an  order  directs  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  an  execu- 
tion against  the  personal  property  of 
the  party  required  to  pay  the  same 
may  be  issued.     ' 

54.  Gibba  V.  Might,  4  J.  Scott  803, 
13  C.  B.  803,  76  E.  C.  L.  803. 

55.  Miss. — Eastin  v.  Vandorn,  1 
Walker  214.  Mo.— Littlefield  v.  Ram- 
sey, 181  Mo.  613,  80  S.  W.  949;  Bauer 
V.  Miller,  16  Mo.  App.  252.  Pa. 
Grover  v.  Boon,  124  Pa.  399,  16  Atl. 
885,  holding,  however,  that  the  writ  is- 
sued upon  the  revival  is  only  void- 
able. Vt. — State  Treasurer  v.  Foster, 
7  Vt.  52. 
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(B.)  ToEM  AND  SupFiciENCT.56  —  The  judgment,  to  sustain  a  valid  sale 
under  execution  thereon,  must  be  definite  and  certain.^'  A  judgment 
or  decree  providing  that  upon  the  defendant's  failure  to  pay,  execution 
shall  issue,  is  erroneous.^*  The  judgment  must  be  for  a  specified  sum 
of  money  or  for  costs.^® 

The  judgment  or  decree  must  be  final.*"  Execution  will  not  ordinarily 


[a]  Compare,  Scherrer  v.  Caneza,  33 
La.  Ann.  314,  holding  that  whether  the 
writ  issues  under  the  original  judg- 
ment or  that  of  revival,  is  immaterial; 
in  either  case  it  is  legal. 

[b]  A  judgment  of  revivor  which 
merely  recites  the  rendition  of  a  for- 
mer judgment  is  not  such  a  final  judg- 
ment as  will  support  an  execution. 
Fitzgerald  v.  Evans  &  Hoffman,  53 
Tex.  461. 

Revival  of  judgment  by  scire  facias, 
see  generally  the  title  "Judgments, 
Revival  of." 

56.  Form  and  sufficiency  of  judg- 
ments generally,  see  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

57.  Luter  v.  Eose,  16  Tex.  52. 

[a]  A  judgment  entry  which,  after 
setting  out  the  verdict  of  the  jury  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  then  recites 
"It  is,  therefore  considered  by  the 
court  that  the  plaintiffs  hdve  and  re- 
cover of  the  defendants,"  etc.,  while 
somewhat  informal,  is  sufflcifent  to  sup- 
port the  execution.  Simmons  v.  Sharpe, 
138  Ala.  451,  35  So.  415. 

[b]  A  mere  irregularity  (1)  in  the 
judgment,  as  failure  to  sign,  will  not 
render  execution  thereon  invalid.  Pol- 
lard V.  King,  62  Ga.  103.  (2)  If  a 
judgment  is  in  excess  of  the  amount 
declared  for,  it  is  an  irregularity,  but 
is  not  a  ground  to  dismiss  the  levy 
thereunder.  Buice  v.  Lowman,  etc. 
Min.  Co.,  64  6a.  769. 

Completeness  and  certainty  of  judg- 
ments, see  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

58.  Donalds  v.  Plumb,  8  Conn.  447, 
458,  "because  the  execution  is  to  issue 
upon  a  contingency — if  they  do  not  pay. 
It  leaves  a  question  for  the  clerk  to 
settle,  when  he  is  called  upon  for 
execution,  which  is  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  a ,  ministerial  officer,  viz., 
whether  payment  has  been  made.  This 
is  an  authority  which  the  court  can- 
not delegate,  and  which  he  cannot 
exercise." 

59.  U.  S.— Hovey  v.  McDonald,  109 
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U.  S.  150,  160,  3  Sup.  Ct.  136,  27  L. 
ed.  888.  N.  Y. — Chapman  v.  Lemon,  11 
How.  Pr.  235.  Ohio.— Hamilton  v.  Jef- 
ferson, 13  Ohio  427.  Pa. — Mayor  v. 
Harkins,  1  Phila.  518. 

[a]  A  judgment  requiring  the  pay- 
ment of  money  is  properly  enforced  by 
execution.  Herd  v.  Bradbury,  156  Ind. 
30,  59  N.  E.  31. 

[b]  A  decree  directing  the  defend- 
ant to  bring  a  certain  sum  of  money 
into  court,  was  upon  appeal  affirmed. 
The  complainan);  then  filed  a  petition 
in  the  court  below  for  a  fieri  facias, 
which  was  refused,  and  the  case  sent 
to  the  auditor  for  an  account.  An  ap- 
peal was  then  taken,  and  the  record 
only  contained  the  petition,  answer  and 
order  appealed  from.  It  was  held  that 
until  there  was  a  decree  directing  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  to  the 
complainant,  he  Was  not  entitled  to  a 
fieri  facias.  Owings  v.  Worthington,  4 
Md.  260. 

Execution  as  method  of  enforcing 
order  or  judgment  for  costs,  see  5 
Standard  Proc.  974,  et  seq. 

60.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Thomp- 
son V.  Perryman,  45  Ala.  619.  Colo. 
Hoehne  ii.  Trugillo,  1  Colo.  161,  91  Am. 
Dec.  703.  Conn. — Mather  v.  Chapman, 
6  Conn.  54.  Del. — Daniel  v.  Cooper,  2 
Houst.  506.  D.  C— Bieber  «.  Pech- 
heiraer,  9  App.  Cas.  548.  Ky. — Smith 
V.  Hornback,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  392.  Md. 
Truett  V.  Legg,  32  Md.  147;  Griffith  v. 
Lynch,  21  Md.  575.  Net. — Kapp  v. 
Seventh  Judicial  District  Court,  32 
Nev.  264,  107  Pac.  95.  N.  Y.— Stro- 
bridge  v.  Strobridge,  21  Hun  288.  Okla. 
Annis  v.  Bell,  10  Okla.  647,  64  Pac. 
11.  Tex.— Flanary  v.  Wade,  102  Tex. 
63,  113  S.  W.  8;  Busby  v.  Schrank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W.  295; 
Stockwell  V.  Melbern  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
168  S.  W.  405;  Texas  Co.  v.  Bedding- 
field,  53  Tex,  Civ.  App.  10,  114  S.  W. 
894  (judgment  which  fails  to  dispose  of 
all  the  parties  to  the  controversy  is  not 
a  final  judgment  authorizing  the  is- 
suance of  an  execution).  Vt. — ^Town 
of  Waldren  v.  Clark,  50  Vt.  383. 
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issue  upon  a  mere  interlocutory  judgment  or  decree.^^  Wliere  the 
judgment  is  for  a  contingent  liability,  no  execution  can  issue  thereon 
until  the  sum  actually  due  is  ascertained.'^^  But  execution  may  issue 
on  a  judgment,  which  does  not  settle  every  claim  of  the  parties.^^ 
Provision  for  Execution.  —  Since  the  very  act  of  awarding  a  money 
recovery  is  of  itself  an  award  of  execution,^*  it  is  not  necessary  to  the 
issuance  of  an  execution  that  it  be  provided  for  in  the  judgment^^  or 


Definition  of  final  judgment,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  770,  et  seq. 

61.  See  Del. — Daniel  v.  Cooper,  2 
Houst.  506.  D.  C. — Bieber  v.  Pech- 
heimer,  9  App.  Cas.  548.  Md. — Griffith 
V.   Lynch,   21   Md.   575.      Pa.— Schmidt 

V.  Haas,  8  Del.  Co.  133.    Va Shackel-, 

ford  V.  Apperson,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  451. 

[a]  .Thus  an  interlocutory  order  for 
alimony  pendente  lite  will  not  be  en- 
forced except  where  special  statutory 
provision  warrants  it.  Kapp  v.  District 
Court,  32  Nev.  264,  107  Pae.  95. 

[b]  Though  circumstances  may  exist 
which  will  warrant  the  court,  or  a 
judge  in  vacation,  to  allow  process  of 
execution  on  an  interlocutory  decree, 
these  circumstances  must  be  shown,  and 
if  not  shown,  it  is  improper  to  allow  it. 
Shackelford  v.  Apperson,  6  Gratt.  (47 
Va.)  451. 

Definition  of  interlocutory  judgment, 
see  14  Standard  Proc.  770,  et  seq. 

62.  Busk  V.  Saetett,  28  Wis.  400. 

63.  Boui-guignon  v.  Boudousquie,  7 
Mart.  N.  S.  (La.)  156. 

As  to  necessity  for  judgment  settling 
all  the  issues  in  the  cause,  see  the  title 
"Judgments." 

64.  Hidalgo  V.  Crossfield,  17  Phil. 
Isl.  466;  Hyder  v.  Butler,  103  Tenn. 
289,  52  S.  W.  876. 

[a]  Inherent  Power  To  Enforce 
Judgment. — "In  the  absence  of  statu- 
tory provisions  to  the  contrary,  and 
speaking  generally,  all  courts  which 
have  power  and  jurisdiction  to  render 
judgments  have  inherent  powers  to  en- 
force such  judgments,  for  'if  a  court 
is  competent  to  pronounce  judgment,  it 
must  be  equally  competent  to  issue 
execution  to  obtain  its  satisfaction.  A 
court  without  the  means  of  executing 
its  judgment  and  decrees  would  be  an 
anomaly  in  jurisprudence,  not  deserv- 
ing the  name  of  a  judicial  tribunal. 
It  would  be  idle  to  adjudicate  what 
could  not  be  executed,  and  the  power  to 
pronounce  necessarily  implies  the  power 
of  execution.'  (TTnited  States  v.  Dren- 
nan,  Hemp.  325.)"    Hidalgo  v.  Cross- 


field,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466.  And  see  Cen- 
tral Nat.  Bank  v.  Stevens,  169  TJ.  S. 
432,  18  Sup.  Ct.  403,  42  L.  ed.  807. 

[b]  Not  inherent  in  federal  courts 
but  dependent  upon  act  of  congress. 
Fink  V.  O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272,  1  Sup. 
Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed.  196. 

[c]  An  execution  is  the  "fruit  and 
life  of  every  suit,"  to  the  power  to 
render  judgments,  and  it  must  be  as- 
sumed that  a  court  has  the  power  to 
enforce  its  own  judgments  by  execu- 
tions, unless  that  power  is  withheld  by 
statute  in  clear  terms.  Bailey  «.  Winn, 
113  Mo.  155,  20  S.  W.  21. 

65.  TI.  S. — Richards  v.  Harrison,  218 
Fed.  134.  Mo. — McManus  v.  Price,  246 
Mo.  438,  152  S.  W.  3,  judgment  need 
not  formally  award  execution  even  at 
common  law.  N.  Y. — Otis  v.  Forman,  1 
Barb.  Ch.  30.  Ore. — ^Banning  v.  Eoy, 
47  Ore.  119,  82  Pac.  708,  114  Am.  St. 
Eep.  908.  Phil.  Isl. — Hidalgo  v.  Cross- 
field,  17-  Phil.  Isl.  466.  Tenn.— Hyder 
V.  Butler,  103  Tenn.  289,  52  S.  W.  876. 
Tex. — Eoberts  v.  Connellee,  71  Tex.  11, 
17,  8  S.  W.  626;  Eyan  v.  Ealey,  48  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  187,  106  S.  W.  750;  Taylor 
V.  Doom,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  59,  95  S. 
W.  4;  Hartz  v.  Hausser  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  90  S.  W.  63  (award  of  execu- 
tion adds  nothing  to  the  judgment) ; 
Loan,  etc.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  27  Tex.  Civ. 
App.'  52,  65  S.  W.  65;  Bludworth  v. 
Poole,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  551,  53  S.  W. 
717;  Carson  v.  Taylor,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  177,  47  S.  W.  395  (affirmed,  93 
Tex.  637).  Vt.— Little  v.  Cook,  1  Aik. 
363,  15  Am.  Dec.  698. 

See  also  the  title  "Judgments." 

[a]  A  decree  may  be  enforced  by 
execution,  although  it  does  not  in  ex- 
press terms  award  execution.  U.  S. 
Eiohards  v.  Harrison,  218  Fed.  134. 
Miss. — Isom  V.  MeGehee's  Heirs,  45 
Miss.  712,  under  a  decree  ordering  pay- 
ment of  claims  by  an  administrator. 
N.  Y.— Otis  V.  Forman,  1  Barb.  Ch.  30. 
Tenn.— See  also  Hyder  v.  Butler,  103 
Tenn.  289,  295,  52  S.  W.  876. 

[b]  The  right  to  use  the  process  of 
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decree^  but  the  award  is  made  as  a  matter  of  course.^" 

(C.)  Necessity  eoe  Entkt  oe  Docketing  of  Judgment.o^  —  The  cases  are 
not  in  accord  as  to  whether  it  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  that  the  judg- 
ment shall  have  been  formally  entered  or  docketed,  some  holding  that 
such  procedure  is  necessary/*  while  others  hold  that  writs  of  execution 
may  be  issued  witho4t  the  necessity  of  docketing  or  entering  the  judg- 


the  court  to  enforce  the  collection  of 
the  debt  arises  from  the  decree  of 
obligation  to  pay,  and  not  from  any 
language  of  the  judgment.  Eyau  v. 
Ealey,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  187,  106  S.  W. 
750. 

[e]  "Award  of  execution  is  not  an 
integral  part  of  a  judgment."  Gill  v. 
State,  39  W.  Va.  479,  20  S.  E.  568,  45 
Am.  St.  Eep.  928,  26  L.  K.  A.  655. 

[d]  In  Eichards  v.  Harrison,  218 
Fed.  134,  the  court  said  that  "while 
it  is  true  that  ordinarily  judgments 
contain  the^  recital  that,  if  not  paid,  a 
writ  of  execution  shall  issue  therefor, 
such  recital  is  a  mere  repetition  of  that 
which  the  law  has  already  pronounced. 
The  method  for  th^  enforcement  of  the 
judgnient  is  that  prescribed  by  statute 
and  the  rules  of  the  court,  and  such 
method  can  neither  be  enlarged  by  ad- 
ditional recitals,  nor  can  it  be  said  to 
be  defective  because  the  judgment  does 
not  recite  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  law." 

[e]  "The  rule  that  the  law  awards 
an  execution  on  a  decree  or  judgment 
for  a  specific  sum  of  money  is  not  en- 
tirely superseded  by  the  Court's 
declaration  of  a  lien  on  particular 
property  and  an  order  of  sale.  The 
only  effect  of  such  declaration  and  or- 
der upon  that  rule  is  to  delay  the  is- 
suance of  the  execution  until  the  order 
of  sale  is  complied  with  and  the  net 
proceeds  of  the  sale  credited.  This 
delay  fully  meets  the  provisional  por- 
tion of  the  decree  or  judgment,  and 
finds  the  unsatisfied  balance  of  the  re- 
covery in  the  same  legal  plight  as  the 
whole  recovery  would  have  been  in 
originally  if  there  had  been  no  declara- 
tion of  lien  and  order  of  sale,  and,  this 
being  true,  the  clerk  is  authorized  to 
issue  an  execution  for  such  balance 
without  the  Court's  special  direction 
to  do  so."  Hyder  v.  Butler,  103  Tenn. 
289,  52  S.  W.  876. 

[f]  Judgment  Against  Executor. 
Where  a  statute  m>kes  it  the  duty  of 
the  clerk  to  issue  an  execution  against 
the     estate     when     the     judgment     is 
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against  an  executor,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  judgment  expressly  so  direct. 
Croom  V.  Winston,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
1,  43  S.  W.  1072. 

Necessity  for  judgment  or  decree  In 
foreclosure  proceedings  to  provide  for 
execution  against  other  property  of  the 
mortgagor,  see  the  title  "Mortgages." 

Necessity  for  execution  to  recite 
judgment,  see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  c. 

66.  Mo.— Bush  V.  White,  83  Mo.  339; 
Maloney  v.  Eeal  Estate  B.  &  L.  Assn., 
57  Mo.  App.  384.  Phil.  Isl.— Hidalgo  v. 
Crossfield,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466.  Tenn. 
Hyder  v.  Butler,  103  Tenn.  289,  52  S. 
W.  876.  Vt.— Little  v.  Cook,  1  Aik. 
363,  15  Am.  Dec.  698.  W.  Va.— Gill 
V.  State,  39  "V^.  Va.  479,  29  S.  E.  568, 
45  Am.  St.  Eep.  928,  26  L.  E.  A.  655. 

67.  See  generally  14  Standard  Pboo. 
990,  1041. 

Necessity  for  docketing  judgment 
where  execution  runs  to  another  county 
than  county  in  which  judgment  ren- 
dered, see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  g,  (II). 

68.  U.  S. — King  v.  French,  2  Sawy. 
441,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,793;  Harris  v. 
Wheeler,  8  Blatchf.  81,  11  Fed.  'Cas. 
No.  6,130.  Mich. — Dewey  v.  Dewey^ 
151  Mich.  586,  115  N.  W.  735.  N.  J. 
Smith  V.  Trenton  Delaware  Falls  Co., 
20  N.  J.  L.  116.  N.  Y.— Harris  v.  El- 
liott, 163  N.  T.  269,  57  N.  E.  406,  31 
Civ.  Proe.   42;   Dunham  v.   Eeilly,  110 

*N.  T.  366,  18  N.  B.  89;  Kupfer  v. 
Frank,  30  Hun  74,  65  How.  Pr.  39d; 
Tpwnshend  v.  Wesson,  4  Duer  342; 
Stoutenburgh  v.  Vandenburgh,  7  How. 
Pr.  229;  De  Agreda  v.  Mantel,  1  Abb. 
Pr.  130;  Disosway  v.  Hay  ward,  1  Dem. 
Sur.  175;  Belfer  v.  Ludlow,  69  .Misc. 
406,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  130  {affirmed.  143 
App.  Div.  147,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  623). 
See  Prime  v.  Anderson,  29  Hun  (344, 
special  statute  as  to  the  city  court  bf 
Yonkers.  Tex. — Hubbart  v.  Willis  State 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W.  458; 
Hubbart  v.  Willis  State  Bk.,  55  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  504,  119  S.  W.  711. 

[a]  Until  the  judgment  is  entered  in 
the  judgment  book,  there  is  no  judg- 
ment to  authorize  or  support  an  exeou- 
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ment,   such  procedure   being  considered  merely  a  ministerial   act.^° 
In  some  jurisdictions,  a  judgment  rendered  in  term  time  need  not  be 


tion.  This  entry  is  a  eoadition  precedent 
to  the  right  to  the  writ.  King  v. 
French,  2  Sawy.  441,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7,793. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  for 
the  issuance  of  execution  within  five 
years  after  the  entry  of  judgment,  no 
execution  can  issue  until  after  such 
entry.  Aultman  &  Taylor  Co.  v.  Syme, 
163  N.  Y.  54,  57  N.  E.  168,  79  Am. 
St.  Eep.  565;  Kupfer  v.  Frank,  30  Hun 
74,  65  How.  Pr.  396;  Locke  v.  Hubbard, 
9  8.  D.  364,  69  N.  W.  588. 

[c]  Judgment  Boll  Must  Be  Filed. 
Barrie  v.  Dana,  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)'  307; 
Marvin  v.  Herriek,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
109;  Bank  of  Rochester  v.  Emerson,  10 
Paige  (N.  Y.)  115;  Blashfield  v.  Smith, 
27  Hun  (]Sr.  Y.)  114. 

[d]  Fractions  of  a  day  will  not  be 
noticed  in  determining  whether  the 
judgment  roll  was  filed  before  execution 
issued,  unless  to  prevent  actual  injus- 
tice. Small  V.  M'Chesney,  3  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  19;  Clute  v.  Clute,  4  Denio  (N.  Y.) 
241. 

[e]  A  substantial  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  provid- 
ing for  docketing  the  judgment  before 
issuing  execution  thereon,  is  all  that  is 
necessary.  Appleby  v.  Barry,  2  Robt. 
(N.  Y.)  689. 

[f]  In  South  Carolina,  the  failure 
of  the  judgment  creditor  to  enter  his 
judgment,  before  issuing  execution  to 
enforce  the  same,  is  an ,  irregularity  of 
which  no  one  but  the  defendant  in  the 
action  in  which  the  judgment  was  re- 
covered has  the  right  to  take  advan- 
tage. Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  86  S.  C. 
483,  497,  68  S.  E.  664;  Mason  &  Eisch 
Co.  V.  Killough  Music  Co.,  45  S.  C.  11, 
22  S.  E.  755. 

[g]  When  the  mandate  of  the  su- 
preme court  goes  to  the  court  below,  it 
is  necessary  that  that  court,  with  a 
view  to  execution,  should  enter  a  fur- 
ther judgment  in  accordance  with  the 
mandate.  Schell  v.  Cochran,  107  U.  S. 
625,  628,  2  Sup.  Ct.  827,  27  L.  ed.  543. 

69.  U.  S. — Clements  v.  Berry,  11 
How.  398,  12  L.  ed.  745.  Ala.— See 
McLaren  v.  Anderson,  81  Ala.  106,  8 
So.  188.  Ark. — Lowenstein  v.  Caruth, 
59  Ark.  588,  28  S.  W.  421.  Cal.— Los 
Angeles  County  Bank  v.  Eaynor,  61  Cal. 
145;    Lynch   v.   Kelly,    41     Cal.    232; 


Hastings  v,  Cunningham,  39  Cal.  137; 
Sharp  V.  Lumley,  34  Cal.  611.  See 
Gray  v.  Palmer,  28  Cal.  416,  under 
§209  Practtce  Act.  Ga. — Fisher  v.  Jones 
Co.,  114  Ga.  648,  40  S.  E.  700;  Davis 
V.  Barker,  1  Ga.  559.  Hi. — People  v. 
Petit,  266  111.  628,  107  N.  E.  830;  Weig- 
ley  V.  Matson,  125  111.  64,  16  N.  E. 
881,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  335;  Day  v.  Gra- 
ham, 6  111.  435.  La.— Savoil  v.  Thibo- 
daux,  29  La.  Ann.  51;  Fink  v.  Lallande, 
16  La.  547.  Mo. — Fontaine  v.  Hudson, 
93  Mo.  62,  5  S.  W.  692,  3  Am.  St.  Eep. 
515.  Mont. — Burton  v.  Kipp,  30  Mont. 
275,  76  Pae.  563.  N.  0.— Bernhardt  v. 
Brown,  122  N.  C.  587,  29  S.  E.  884,  65 
Am.  St.  Eep.  725. 

See  also  Drake  v.  Harrison,  69  Wis. 
99,  33  N.  W.  81,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  717. 

[a]  The  right  of  a  party,  in  whose 
favor  any  judgment  is  rendered,  to 
have  execution,  follows  eo  instanti, 
upon  the  rendition  of  the  judgment; 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment  is  the 
judicial  act  upon  which  the  execution 
rests,  its  entry  upon  the  record  is  a 
mere  ministerial  act  evidencing  the 
judisial  act,  but  not  essential  to  its 
validity,  or  giving  to  the  judgment  any 
additional  force  or  efficacy.  Fontaine 
V.  Hudson,  93  Mo.  62,  5  S.  W.  692,  3 
Am.  St.  Eep.  515. 

[b]  A  valid  judgment  rendered  will 
support  and  validate  an  execution  is- 
sued in  conformity  therewith,  although 
the  formal  record  evidence  of  its  ren- 
dition may  not  have  been  in  existence 
at  the  time  the  execution  issud.  It  is 
sufficient  if  the  record  evidence  is  in 
existence  when  proof  of  the  judgment 
becomes  necessary.  Fontaine  v.  Hud- 
son, 93  Mo.  62,  5  S.  W.  692,  8  Am. 
St.  Eep.  515. 

[o]  In  Bernhardt  v.  Brown,  122  N. 
C.  587,  29  8.  E.  884,  65  Am.  St.  Eep. 
725,  the  court  said:  "Our  conclusion 
upon  the  authorities  is  that  docketing 
is  only  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a 
lien,  and  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  issuing  an  execution.  If  there  is 
a  docketed  judgment  in  force  at  the 
sale  of  realty  under  execution,  the 
sale  relates  the  title  back  to  the  date 
of  such  docketing.  If  no  docketed 
judgment  is  in  force  under  which  the 
execution  is  issued,  the  title  as  to  the 
defendant  relates  back  to  the  levy,  but 
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formally  written  upon  the  record  before  execution  may  be  issued;'^" 
but  where  the  judgment  is  entered  by  the  clerk  in  vacation  upon  a 
confession,  such  judgment  must  be  formally  written  .up  by  the  clerk 
before  an  execution  can  be  legally  issued.'^ 

Entry  Nunc  Pro  Tunc^z  —  It  is  held  that  the  irregularity  caused  by 
the  issuance  of  an  execution  prior  to  the  entry  or  docketing  of  the 
judgment  may  be  cured  by  the  making  of  an  entry  nunc  pro  tunc/' 

(II.)  Judgment  by  Confession.^*  —  Execution  may  properly  issue  on  a 
judgment  by  confession,"  but  only,  however,  where  the  judgment  is 


is  subject  to  docketed  judgments,  in^ 
favor  of  other  plaintiffs,  in  force  at 
the  date  of  the  sale." 

70.  Schuster  v.  Eader,  13  Col.o.  329, 
22  Pac.  505;  People  v.  Petit,  266  111. 
628,  107  N.  E.  830;  Weigley  v.  Mat- 
son,  125  111.  64,  16  N.  E.  881,  8  Am. 
St.  Eep.  335;  Day  v.  Graham,  6  111. 
435;  Popper  v.  Meager,  33  HI.  App.  19. 

71.  Schuster  v.  Rader,  13  Colo.  329, 
22  Pac.  505;  Knights  v.  Martin,  155 
HI.  486,  40  N.  E.  358;  Cummins  v. 
Holmes,  109  111.  15;  Ling  v.  King,  91 
111.  571;  Poppers  v.  Meager,  33  111. 
App.  19;  Humphreys  v.  Swain,  21  Hi. 
App.  232. 

[a]  If  execution  'be  issued  prior  to 
entry  of  the  judgment,  it  may  be  at- 
tacked collaterally,  and  is  not  validated 
by  a  subsequent  entry.  Knights  v. 
Martin,  155  111.  486,  40  N.  E.  358;  Cum- 
mins V.  Holmes,  109  111.  15;  Ling  v. 
King,  91  111.  571;  Humphreys  v.  Swain, 
21  111.  App.   232. 

72.  Kight  to  enter  judgment  nunc 
pro  tunc,  see  generally  14  Standard 
Peoc.  1017. 

73.  Ala.— Ware  v.  Kent,  123  Ala. 
427,  26  So.  208,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  132. 
la. — Doughty  v.  Meek,  105  Iowa  16,  74 
N.  W.  744,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  282.  Ky. 
Graham  v.  Lynn,  4  B.  Mon.  17,  39  Am. 
Dec.  493.  Minn. — Hoerr  v.  Meihofer, 
77  Minn.'  228,  79  N.  W.  964,  77  Am. 
St.  Eep.  674.  N.  Y.— Chichester  v. 
Cande,  3  Cow.  39,  15  Am.  Dec.  238; 
Blivin  V.  Bleakley,  23  How.  Pr.  124; 
Stoutenburgh  v.  Vandenburgh,  7  How. 
Pr.  229;  Clute  v.  Clute,  4  Denio  241, 
3  Denio  263.  Tex.— Hubbart  v.  Willis 
State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S. 
W.  458.  Wis. — Eogers  v.  Cherrier,  75 
Wis.  54,  43  N.  W.  828;  Drake  v.  Har- 
rison, 69  Wis.  99,  33  N.  W.  81,  2  Am. 
St.  Eep.  717. 

[a]  The  entry  of  the  judgment  nunc 
pro  tunc  effects  a  relation  back  and 
vitalizes  the  original  judgment  as  of 
the  date  of  its  original  rendition,  and 
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cures  the  irregularity  in  the  issuance 
of  the  execution  or  order  of  sale.  Hub- 
bart V.  Willis  State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  152  S.  W.  458. 

[b]  In  Eogers  v.  Cherrier,  75  Wis. 
54,  43  N.  W.  828,  the  court  said:  "We 
see  no  reason  for  holding  that  in  such 
case  it  is  necessary  to  withdraw  the 
execution  from  the  hands  of  the  sheriff, 
and  redeliver  it  to  him,  or  to  issue,  a 
new  execution,  in  order  to  make  it  ef- 
fective. ' ' 

[c]  During  the  pendency  of  the  mo- 
tion to  quash  the  writ  of  execution,  the 
judgment  may  be  entered  nunc  pro 
tunc,  with  the  effect  of  removing  the 
ground  of  quashal,  and  making  good 
the  writ  and  the  acts  done  under  it. 
Graham  v.  Lynn,  4  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  17, 
39  Am.  Deo.  493. 

74.  As  to  judgments  by  confession, 
see  14  Standard  Proc.  791,  837. 

75.  Confession  in  Person. — (1)  Wat- 
son 1).  Taylor,  21  Wall.  (IT.  S.)  378,  22 
L.  ed.  576.  (2)  Or  by  attorney.  Eobb 
V.  Vos,  155  U.  S.  13,  15  Sup.  Ct.  4, 
39  L.  ed.  52;  Allen  v.  Norton,  6  Ore. 
344. 

[a]  Warrant  of  Attorney. — Execu- 
tion may  issue  on  a  judgment  entered 
upon  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney  for 
a  stated  sum  given  as  indemnity  to  the 
plaintiff  without  scire  facias,  sugges- 
tion, or  other  proceedings  to  ascertain 
the  damages.  McCann  v.  Parley,  26  Pa. 
173.  See  also  Bauduy  v.  Bradun,  1 
Har.  (Del.)  182,  holding  that  "on  a 
judgment  confessed  on  bond  with  col- 
lateral, condition  an  execution  may  is- 
sue. ' ' 

[b]  Execution  (1)  issued  on  a  judg- 
ment confessed  to  defraud  creditors  is 
not  void  but  only  voidable.  Pitkin  v. 
Burnham,  62  Neb.  385,  87  N.  W.  160. 
(2)  See  also  Shallcross  v.  Deats,  43  N. 
J.  L.  177,  holding  that  the  defendant 
in  a  confessed  judgment  cannot  be  re- 
lieved, although  it  appears  that  there 
was  no  consideration  for  the  judgment, 
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final/^  and  other  statutory  requirements  have  been  complied  withJ^ 
(III.)  Judgments  Ijy  Default  and  Without  Service  of  Process.78  —  Execu- 
tion issues  upon  a  judgment  by  default,  taken  after  due  service  of 
process  in  the  cause. '^  But  where  there  is  no  personal  service  of 
process  on  the  defendant,  and  no  appearance  by  him,  in  a  suit  which 
is  merely  in  personam,  a  general  execution  against  his  property  is 
invalid.^"     Early  statutes  allowing  execution  in  such  case  upon  the 


ii  it  also  appears  that  the  judgment 
w4s  confessed  -with  intent  to  defraud 
creditors.  Such  a  judgment  may  be 
questioned,  however,  by  other  judgment 
and  execution  creditors  of  the  defend- 
ant, and,  as  to  them,  the  judgment  and 
the  execution  thereon  will  be  vacated 
and  set  aside. 

[e]  Equitable  Control. — Executions 
upon  such  judgments  are  controlled  un- 
der the  equitable  powers  of  the  courts 
in  some  states,  in  such  manner  that 
no  injustice  may  be  done  to  defend- 
ants.    McCann  v.  Farley,  26  Pa.  173. 

[d]  The  misnomer  of  a  defendant 
in  a  judgment  by  confession  upon  a 
warrant  of  attorney  by  such  wrong 
name  is  no  defense  to  an  execution  on 
the  judgment.  Holteh  v.  Pyle,  6  Houst. 
(Del.)  432. 

[e]  For  Portion  of  Debt  Not  Due. 
(1)  A  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess 
judgment  may  authorize  the  attorney 
to  consent  to  the  immediate  issuance 
of  execution  for  the  part  of  the  debt 
not  yet  due,  but  unless  such  consent 
is  given  in  the  answer,  or  otherwise, 
execution  for  that  part  of  the  debt  is 
unauthorized  and  should  be  set  aside. 
Sloane  v.  Anderson,  57  Wis.  123,  13  N. 
W.  684,  15  N.  W.  21.  (2)  See  also 
Jones  V.  Dilworth,  63  Pa.  447,  wherein 
the  court  said:  "The  party  in  issuing 
execution  upon  a  judgment  entered  by 
warrant  of  attorney,  proceeds  at  his 
peril;  and  if  he  issues  his  writ  when 
nothing  is  due,  or  for  too  much,  he 
subjects  himself  to  the  summary  cor- 
rection of  the  court  to  set  it  aside  or 
reduce  it,  and  payment  of  costs  for 
his  untrue  demand." 

76.  On  a  judgment  by  confession 
entered  by  the  clerk  in  vacation,  execu- 
tion may  not  issue  before  the  record 
of  the  judgment  is  complete.  Knights 
V.  Martin,  155  111.  486,  40  N.  E.  358; 
Cummins  v.  Holmes,  109  111.  15;  Ling  v. 
King  &  Co.,  91  111.  571;  but  in  term 
time  it  may.  Swaim  ».  Humphreys,  42 
m.  App.  370;  Poppers  v.  Meager,  33 
111.    App.    20;    Weigley   v.    Matson,    24 


ni.  App.  178,  125  111.  64,  16  N.  E.  881. 
Necessity   generally   for    final    judg- 
ment as  basis  of  execution,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  1,  b,   (I),   (B).. 

77.  Easmussen  v.  Hagler,  15  N.  D. 
542,  108  N.  W.  541. 

[a]  A  judgment  by  confession  in 
the  clerk's  office  on  warrant  of  at- 
torney, without  process  regularly  is- 
sued and  served  upon  or  accepted  by 
defendant  is  void  on  its  face;  hence 
execution  thereon  is  void.  Parquhar 
V.  Dehaven,  70  W.  Va.  738,  75  S.  E.  65. 

78.  Judgments  by  default  generally, 
see  14  Standard  Proc.  854,  et  seq. 

79.  See  Edwards  v.  Hellings,  103 
Cal.  204,  37  Pac.  218.  But  see  Pat- 
terson V.  Mayfield's  Curator,  10  La. 
220,  holding  that  "in  cases  in  which 
the  party  has  actually  been  served  with 
process,  but  has  neglected  to  plead,  and 
judgment  was  taken  against  him  by  de- 
fault, the  Code  of  Practice  disallows  a 
resort  to  the  via  executiva. " 

[a]  Where  the  sole  entry  of  judg- 
ment is  on  the  trial  docket,  and  min- 
utes of  the  court,  in  the  words,  "judg- 
ment by  default,"  execution  is  im-' 
properly  issued.  Page  v.  Coleman,  9 
Port.  (Ala.)  275. 

80.  See  the  following:  Ala.-r— Gray- 
ham  &  Christian  v.  Eoberds,  7  Ala.  719. 
Ark. — Ex  parte  Cheatham,  6  Ark.  531, 
44  Am.  Dec.  525.  Cal. — Wiseman  v. 
McNulty,  25  Cal.  230.  Ill — Clymore 
V.  Williams,  77  111.  618,  citing  Young 
V.  Campbell,  10  111.  80.  Kan.— Case  v. 
Hannahs,  2  Kan.  490.  Miss. — Smith  v. 
State,  13  Smed.  &  M.  140.  N.  H. 
Eaton  V.  Badger,  33  N.  H.  228.  N.  C. 
Johnson  v.  Whilden,  88  S.  E.  225.  S.  C. 
Tobin  V.  Addison,  2  Strobh.  3. 

[a]  Service  by  publication  is  in- 
sufficient, where  the  suit  is  merely  in 
personam,  to  authorize  a  general  execu- 
tion against  the  property  of  a  non- 
resident or  absent  defendant.  In  fact, 
no  execution  can  issue  unless  property 
of  such  non-resident  or  absent  defend- 
ant is  previously  brought  under  the 
control  of  the  court  by  seizure  or  some 
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giving  of  a  bond^^  are  in  contravention  of  the  fourteenth  amendment 
to  the  federal  constitution.'^ 

(iV.)  Foreign  Judgments.  —  Executions  will  not  issue  on  foreign  judg- 
ments ;*'  it  is  enforced  through  a  new  judgment  obtained  in  an  action 
brought  for  that  purpose.** 

(V.)  Satisfied  Judgments.ss  — The  issuing  of  an  execution  upon  a 
judgment  which  has  been  paid  or  otherwise  wholly  satisfied  is  un- 
authorized and  Void.*^    An  execution,  issued  in  such  a  case,  cannot 


other  equivalent  act.  Pennoyer  v.  NefE, 
95  U.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  565.  And  see 
U.  S.— Morton  v.  Smith,  2  Dill  316,  17 
Fed,  Cas.  No.  9,867;  Morton  v.  Boot, 
2  Dill.  312,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,866. 
Ark.— Meeks  v.  Black,  83  Ark.  419,  104 
S.  W.  147.  la. — Cassidy  v.  Woodward, 
77  Iowa  354,  42  N.  W.  319.  Mo.— Crav- 
ens V.  Moore,  61  Mo.  178.  Ohio. — "Wood 
&  Pond  V.  Stanberry,  21  Ohio  St.  )142. 
S.  C— Stanley  v.  Stanley,  35  S.  Ci  94, 
14  S.  E.  675.  Tex. — Wrought  Iron 
Range  Co.  v.  Brooker,  2  Wills.  Civ.'  Cas., 
§225.  Wash.— Clifford  v.  Pateroa  Trans- 
fer Co.,  71  Wash.  665,  129  Pae.  369. 

81.  Conn. — Smith  v.  Silliman,  8  Conn. 
Ill;  Marcy  v.  Euss,  1  Root  176.  Me. 
Davis  V.  Stevens,  57  Me.  593.  Mass. 
Pease  v.  Morris,  138  Mass.  72.  Vt. 
Phelps  V.  Parks,  4  Vt.  488. 

82.  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714, 
24  L.  ed.  565. 

83.  U.  S.— Hilton  V.  Guyot,  159  V. 
S.  113,  230,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  h. 
ed.  95;  Cole  v.  Cunningham,  133 
U.  S.  107,  10  Sup.  Ct.  269,  33  L.  ed. 
538;  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127 
TJ.  S.  265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed. 
239;  Thompson  v.  Whitman,  18  Wall. 
457,  21  L.  ed.  897;  McElmoyle  v.  Cohen, 
13  Pet.  312,  325,  10  L.  ed.  177;  Cruz 
V.  O 'Boyle,  197  Fed.  824;  Sherrard  v. 
Ponsonby,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  131,  ,21  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  12,772.  See  also  Andrews  v. 
Andrews,  188  U.  S.  14,  23  Sup.  Ct.  237, 
47  L.  ed.  366;  Lynde  v.  Lynde,  181 
U.  S.  183,  21  Sup.  Ct.  555,  45  L.  ed. 
810;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Tourville,  179 
U.  S.  322,  21  Sup.  Ct.  113,  45  L.  ed. 
210.  D.  C.'— Waddill  v.  Cabell,  10 
Mackey  597.  Fla. — Carter  v.  Bennett, 
6  Fla.  214.  La.— Jones  v.  Murphy,  18 
La.  Ann.  634;  Kilgore  v.  Planters' 
Bank,  3  La.  Ann.  693.  *  Okla.— Needles 
V.  Frost,  2  Okla.  19,  35  Pae.  574.  Ore. 
De  Vail  «.  De  Vail,  57  Ore.  128,  109 
Pae.  755,  110  Pae.  705.  Pa.— Wilmer  v. 
Lewis,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  613. 

[a]  Full  Faith  and  Credit.— Though 
a  judgment  recovered  in  one  state,  as 
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to  matters  of  evidence,  is  entitled  to 
full  faith  and  credit  in  another  state, 
the  same  faith  and  credit  are  not  due 
to  subsequent  acts  under  it,  such  as 
issuing  and  returning  of  execution. 
Carter  v.  Bennett,  6  Fla.  214.  See  also 
D.  C— Waddill  v.  Cabell,  10  Mackey 
597.  Okla,.— Needles  v.  Frost,  2  Okla. 
19,  35  Pao.  574.  Pa. — WUnier  v.  Lewis, 
24  Pa.  Ca.  Ct.  613. 

84.  U.  S.— Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  TJ. 
S.  113,  230,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed. 
95;  Cole  v.  Cunningham,  133  U.  S.  107, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  269,  33  L.  ed.  538;  Wis- 
consin v^  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S. 
265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239; 
McElmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet.  312,  325, 
10  L.  ed.  177.  D.  C— Waddill  v.  Ca- 
bell, 10  Mackey  597.  Fla.— Carter  v. 
Bennett,  6  Fla.  214.  Okla. — Needles  v. 
Frost,  2  Okla.  19,  35  Pae.  574.  Ore. 
De  Vail  V.  De  Vail,  57  Ore.  128,  109 
Pae.  755,  110  Pae.  705.  Pa.— Wilmer 
V.  Lewis,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  613. 

[a]  In  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U.  S. 
113,  230,  16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95, 
Chief  Justice  Fuller  said:  "Judgments 
are  executory  while  unpaid,  but  in  this 
country  execution  is  not  given  upon 
foreign  judgment  as  such,  it  being  en- 
forced through  a  new  judgment  ob- 
tained in  an  action  brought  for  that 
purpose." 

As  to  actions  on  foreign  judgments, 
see  infra,  III. 

85.  As  to  satisfaction  of  judgments, 
see  the  title  "Judgments,  Satisfaction 
of." 

86.  Fla. — Griffin  v.  Lacourse,  31  Flai 
125,  12  So.  665;  Mathews  v.  Hillyer,  17 
Fla.  498.  Ga. — Knight  v.  Morrison,  79 
6a.  55,  3  S.  B.  689,  11  Am.  St.  Rep. 
405.  111.— Hoag  V.  Starr,  69  111.  365; 
Tompltins  v.  Fifth  Nat.  Bank,  53  111. 
57;  Hughes  v.  Streeter,  24  111.  647,  76 
Am.  Dec.  777;  McHenry  v.  Watkins,  12 
111.  233.  Ind.— State  v.  Salyers,  19  Ind. 
432;  Laval  v.  Rowley,  17  Ind.  36; 
Glover  v.  Horton,  7  Blackf.  295.  la. 
Soukup  V.  Union    Inv.    Co.,    84    Iowa 
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be  the  foundation  of  a  valid  sale  or  conveyance,"  mkde  eitljer  to  sn 
person  having  actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  facts,^^  ,or  made 


448,  51  N.  W.  167,  3S  Am.  St.  Eep.  317; 
Drefahl  v.  Tuttle,  42  Iowa  177;  Bones 
V.  Aiken,  35  Iowa  534.  Kan. — Walrath 
11.  Walrath,  27  Kan.  395;  Worden  v. 
Jones,  1  Kan.  App.  501,  40  Pac.  1071. 
Ky.— O  'Conner  v.  Stone,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1929,  43  S.  W.  483.  La.— New  Orleans 
v.  Smith,  24  La.  Ann.  405;  Brooks  v. 
Hardwick,  5  La.  Ann.  675.  Mass. — Ken- 
nedy V.  Duneklee,  1  Gray  65;  Brackett 
V.  Winslow,  17  Mass.  153;  Hammatt  v. 
Wyman,  9  Mass.  138.  Minn. — Plummer 
1).  Whitney,  33  Minn.  427,  23  N;  W. 
841.  Miss. — Doe  ex  dem.  Reynolds  v. 
IngersoU,  11  Smed.  &  M.  249,  49  Am. 
Dee.  57;  Morris  v.  Lake,  9  Smed.  &  M. 
521,  48  Am.  Dec.  724.  Mo.— St.  Fran- 
cis Mill  Co.  V.  Sugg,  83  Mo.  476;  HufE 
v.  Morton,  83  Mo.  399;  State  ex  rel. 
Colvin  V.  Six,  80  Mo.  61;  Hull  v.  Sher- 
wood, 59  Mo.  172;  McClure  v.  Logan, 
59.  Mo.  234;  Durette  ».  Briggs,  47  Mo. 
356;  Weston  t'.  Clark,  37  Mo.  568; 
Wyatt  V.  Promme,  70  Mo.  App.  613; 
Johnson  v.  Greve,  60  Mo.  App.  170. 
Neb.— Pope  v.  Benster,  42  Neb.  304,  60 
N-.  W.  561,  47  Am.  St.  Eep.  703.  N.  Y. 
Carpenter  v.  Stilwell,  11  N.  Y.  61; 
Wood  V.  Colvin,  2  Hill  566,  38  Am.  Dec. 
598;  Swan  v.  Saddlemire,  8  Wend.  676; 
Lewis  V.  Palmer,  6  Wend.  367;  Jackson 
V.  Bowen,  7  Cow.  13.  See  Brown  v. 
Peeter,  7  Wend.  301.  Ore. — Snipes  v. 
Beezley,  5  Ore.  420.  Tenn. — Keeling  v. 
Heard  &  Hickerson,  3  Head  592;  Lintz 
V.  Thompson,  1  Head  456,  73  Am.  Dec. 
182.  Tex. — Terry  v.  O'Neal,  71  Tex. 
592,  9  S.  W.  673;  Huggins  v.  White,  7 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  563,  27  S.  W.  1066, 
aprmed,  93  Tex.  664;  Singer  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Herman  Herschlerode  Mfg.  Co.,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §741.  Vt.— Pier- 
son  J).  Gale,  8  Vt.  509,  30  Am.  Dec. 
487.  Va. — Richardson  v.  Wymer,  104 
Va.  236,  51  S.  E.  219. 

See  also  Wood  v.  Currey,  57  Cal.  208. 
But  see  Abercrombie's  Admr.  v.  Chand- 
ler, 9  Ala.  625;  Luddington  v.  Peck, 
2  Conn.  700,  holding  that  an  alias  execu- 
tion, issued  after  the  original  one  had 
been  paid,  but  returned  unindorsed,  on 
a  judgment  not  appearing  from  ther  rec- 
ord to  be  satisfied  is  a  valid  execution. 
See  also  Van  Dampen  v.  Snyder,  3  How. 
(Miss.)  66,  32  Am.  Dec.  311,  holding 
valid  an  execution  issued  after  one  re- 
turned iBi^orse4  ' '  unsati8fie4. ' ' 


[a]  The  writ  of  execution  becomes 
functus  officio  upon  the  payment  of  the 
judgment.  N.  Y. — Carpenter  v.  Stil- 
well, 11  ]Sr,  Y.  61.  N.  C— Murrell  b. 
Roberts,  33  IJT.  C.  424,  53  Am.  Dec.  419. 
Mass. — Hammatt  v.  Wyman,  9  Mass. 
138. 

[b]  Issuing  an  execution  against 
the  principal's  property  sufficient  to 
pay  the  debt,  discharges  the  surety  and 
the  debt  as  to  him  is  satisfied,  and  if 
such  levy  be  subsequently  abandoned, 
the  surety's  goods  may  not  be  levied 
upon.  Pinley  v.  King,  1  Head  (Tenn.^ 
123. 

[c]  As  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy 
effects  a  discharge  of  a  judgment  upon 
a  debt  dUe  before  the  bankruptcy, 
execution  cannot  be  issued  thereon. 
N.  J. — Linn  v.  Hamilton,  34  N.  J.  L. 
305.  N.  Y.— Boyd  v.  Vanderkemp,  1 
Barb.  Ch.  273.  N.  0. — Dawson  v.  Harts- 
field,  79  N.  C.  334;  Withers  v.  Stinson, 
79  N.  C.  341. 

Discharge  in  bankruptcy  as  a  ground 
for  relief  from  enforcement  of  execu- 
tion, see  infra,  IV. 

As  to  effect  of  issuing  execution 
while  the  judgment  debtor  is  imprisoned 
under  a  commitment  on  a  prior  execu- 
tion upon  the  same  judgment,  see  in- 
fra, II,   C. 

How  Objection  Made. — Execution  is- 
sued upon  a  satisfied  judgment  may  be 
quashed  on  motion  (see  infra,  IV) ; 
or  relief  may  be  had  by  audita  querela. 
See  3  Standard  Pkoc.  875. 

[d]  Issuance  of  execution  by  the 
clerk  creates  a  strong  presumption  that 
the  judgment  appears  from  the  record 
to-  be  unsatisfied.  Armel  v.  Lendrum, 
47  Iowa  535. 

87.  See  infra,  IT,  B,  7. 

[a]  "No  conveyance  can  be  good, 
which  rests  upon  that  which  is  null 
and  void."  Kennedy  v.  Duneklee,  1 
Gray  (Mass.)  65;  Thrower  v.  Vaughan, 

1  Rich.  L.   (S.  C.)  18. 

88.  Cal. — Reynolds  v.  Lincoln,  71 
Cal.  183,  9  Pac.  176,  12  Pac.  449.  Ga. 
New  England,  etc.  Co.  v.  Robson,  79 
Ga.  757,  4  S.  E.  251;  Knight  v.  Mor- 
rison, 79  Ga.  55,  3  S.  B.  689,  11  Am. 
St.  Eep.  405.     111. — Russell  v.  Hugunin, 

2  ni.  562,  33  Am.  Dec.  423.  Ind. 
Boos  V.  Morgan,  130  Ind.  305,  30  N.  B. 
141,    30   Am,    St.   Eep.   237;     State    v. 

Vol.  XV 


734  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECEEES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 


to  an  innocent  and  bona  fide  purchaser, ^^  though  there  are  authorities 
holding  that  the  latter  acquires  good  title  when  no  satisfaction  has 
been  entered  of  record.^"    Payment  of  a  judgment  by  a  codefendant," 


Salyers,  19  Ind.  432;  Laval  V.  Eowley, 
17  Ind.  36.  la.— Drefahl  v.  Tuttle,  42 
Iowa  177.  Mass. — Kennedy  v.  Dunok- 
lee,  1  Gray  65.  Minn.'— Plummer  v. 
■Whitney,  33  Minn.  427,  23  N.  W.  841. 
Miss. — Doe  ex  dem.  Eeynolds  v.  Inger- 
.soll,  11  Smed.  &  M.  2:49,  49  Am.  Dec. 
57;  Morton  v.  Grenada,  etc.  Academies, 
8  Smed.  &  M.  773.  Mo.— Baird  v.  Giv- 
en, 170  Mo.  302,  70  S.  W.  697;  Huff 
V.  Morton,  83  Mo.  399;  Nesbit  c.  Neill, 
67  Mo.  275;  Weston  v.  Clark,  37  Mo. 
568;  Eeed  v.  Austin's  Heirs,  9  Mo.  722, 
45  Am.  Dec.  336.  Neb. — Pope  v.  Benster, 
42  Neb.  304,  60  N.  W.  561,  47  Am. 
St.  Eep.  703.  N.  Y — Benton  v.  Hatch, 
122  N.  Y.  322,  25  N.  E.  486;  Carnes  v. 
Piatt,  59  N.  T.  405;  Craft  v.  Merrill, 
14  N.  Y.  456;  Wood  v.  Oolvin,  2  Hill 
566,  38  Am.  Dec.  598;.  Swan  ■;;.  Saddle- 
mire,  8  Wend.  676;  Jackson  v.  Ander- 
son, 4  Wend.  474;  Jackson  v.  Cadwell, 
1  Cow.  622;  Jackson  v.  Bowen,  7  Cow. 
13.  N.  C— Murrell  v.  Eoberts,  33  N.  C. 
424,  53  Am.  Dec.  419.  Pa.— Hofifman 
V.  Strohecker,  7  Watts  86,  32  Am.  Dec. 
740.  Tenn.— Keeling  v.  Heard,  3  Head 
592.  Tex.— Terry  v.  O'Neal,  71  Tex. 
592,  9  S.  W.  673. 

[a]  Creditor  Chargeable  With  Notice. 
"The  plaintiff  in  an  execution  is 
deemed  to  have  notice  of  vices  or  ir- 
regularities affecting  the  validity  of 
the  proceedings;  and  defects  affecting 
a  sale  to  a  purchaser  with  actual  notice 
of  them  will  also  affect  a  sale  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  writ,  whether  he  had 
actual  notice  or  not."  Plummer  v. 
Whitney,  33  Minn.  427,  23  N.  W.  841. 

89.  Ind.— State  v.  Salyers,  19  Ind. 
432;  Laval  v.  Eowley,  17  Ind.  36.  Mass. 
Kennedy  v.  Duncklee,  1  Gray  65.  Mo. 
Baird  v.  Given,  170  Mo.  302,  70  S.  W. 
697;  Huff  v.  Morton,  83  Mo.  399;  Mc- 
Clure  V.  Logan,  59  Mo.  234;  Durette 
V.  Briggs,  47  Mo.  356.  N.  J. — Simmons 
V.  Vandegrift,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  55.  N.  Y. 
Frost  V.  Yonkers  SavJ  Bank,  70  N.  Y. 
553,  26  Am.  Eep.  627;  Carpenter  v. 
Stilwell,  11  N.  Y.  61;  Neilson  v.  Nell- 
son',  5  Barb.  565;  Swan  v.  Saddlemire, 
8  Wend.  676;  Wood  v.  Colvin,  2  Hill 
566,  38  Am.  Dec.  598  (assignee  of  bona 
fide  purchaser).  But  see  Jackson  v. 
Cadwell,  1  Cow.  622.  N.  C. — Murrell 
V.  Eoberts,  33  N.  C.  424,  53  Am.  Peo. 
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419.  Tex. — Owen  ■».  Navasota,  44  Tex. 
517;  Hardin  v.  Clark,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
565,  21  S.-W.  977. 

90.  Miss. — Van  Campen  v.  Snyder,  3 
How.  66,  32  Am.  Dec.  311.  Mo. — Eeed 
V.  Austin's  Heirs,  9  Mo.  722,  45  Am. 
Dee.  336.  Pa.^:-Hoffman  v.  Strohecker, 
7  Watts  86,  32  Am.  Dec.  740. 

[a]  Eeason. — "It  would  not  be  for 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  under  such 
circumstances,  to  complain,  as  the  in- 
jury would  result  from  their  own 
fraud,  or  negligence,  in  not  causing 
satisfaction  to  be  entered  on  the  judg- 
ment. It  would  be  imposing  upon  a 
purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale  the  necessity 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  debt  had 
been  paid.  He  has  a  right  to  purchase 
on  the  faith  of  the  records  of  the  ' 
court,  which  import  verity."  Hoffman 
V.  Strohecker,  7  Watts  (Pa.)  86,  32  Am. 
Dec.  740. 

[b]  Doctrine  of  Estoppel. — ^In  Wood 
I/.' Colvin,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.)  566,  38  Am. 
Dec.  598,  it  is  said:  "If  a  purchaser 
can  acquire  a  title  under  a  satisfied 
judgment,  it  must  be  on  the  ground 
that  there  has  been  some  fault  on  the 
part  of  the  judgment  debtor.  If  he 
stands  by  without  taking  any  measures 
to  arrest  the  sale,  and  without  giving 
notice  of  the  payment,  and  suffers  a 
purchaser  in  good  faith  to  part  with 
his  money,  he  may  be  estopped  from 
afterwards  alleging  the  payment  to  de- 
feat the  title  of  the  purchaser." 

91.  Where  a  judgment  is  joint, 
against  two  defendants,  both  are  re- 
garded as  principals,  unless  by  proof, 
aliunde,  one  of  them  is  shown  to  be 
surety  for  the  other;  and  when  one  of 
such  defendants,  claiming  to  be  surety 
for  the  other,  pays  off  the  judgment, 
without  any  judicial  determination  of 
the  question  of  his  suretyship,  he  can- 
not have  execution  for  his  use  on  the 
judgment.  Laval  v.  Eowley,  17  Ind.  36. 
And  see  Ga. — Patterson  v.  Clark,  101 
Ga.  214,  28  S.  E.  623.  HI.— Eussell  v. 
Hugunin,  2  111.  562,  33  Am.  Dec. '423. 
la.— Drefahl  v.  Tuttle,  42  Iowa  177; 
Bones  v.  Aiken,  35  Iowa  534.  Mass. 
Hammatt  v.  Wyman,  9  Mass.  138.  Mo. 
Hull  V.  Sherwood,  59  Mo.  172.  Okla. 
Bank  of  Stockham  v.  Weins,  12  Okla, 
502,  71  Pag.  1073. 
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by  an  officer  holding  the  writ  of  execution,'^  or  by  any  stranger 
to  it,'^  operates  as  an  extinguishment  of  it,  and  will  preclude  the  is- 
suance of  an  execution,  unless  the  judgment  is  assigned  to  such  person 
or  he  is  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  judgment-creditor. 

The  partial  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  does  not  prevent  the  issuance 
of  an  execution  so  long  as  there  is  a  balance  due  thereon.'* 

(VI.)  Vacated  Judgment.  —After  a  judgment  or  decree  has  been 
vacated  or  set  aside,  no  execution  can  issue.'^  If  issued,  it  falls  with 
the  judgment,  when  set  aside,  without  any  express  order  to  quash  the 
execution.'^ 

(VII.)  Lost  Judgments.  —  The  fact  that  the  record  of  the  judgment 
has  been  lost  does  not  destroy  the  judgment-creditor's  right  to  an 
execution.^' 


92.  If  an  officer  pays  off  an  execu- 
tion (1)  to  the  judgment  creditor,  with- 
out an  assignment  or  purchase  of  the 
judgment,  it   is   an   absolute   discharge 

■  of  the  execution,  and  the  officer  can- 
not hold  the  execution,  as  unsatisfied, 
and  enforce  it  for  his  own  benefit.  Har- 
well V.  Worsham,  2  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
524,  37  Am.  Dec.  572;  Lintz  v.  Thomp- 
son, 1  Head  (Tenn.)  456,  73  Am.  Dec. 
182.  And  see  Garth  v.  McCampbell,  10 
Mo.  154;  Carpenter  v.  Stilwell,  11  N. 
Y.  61;  Sherman  v.  Boyee,  15  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  443;  Beach  v.  Vaudenburgh,  10 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  361;  Eeed  v.  Pruyn,  7 
Johns.  (N".  Y.)  426;  Jones  v.  "Wilson,  3 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  434.  (2)  But  where 
the  sheriff  takes  an  assignment  of  the 
judgment,  he  is  thereafter  entitled  to 
the  issuance  of  an  execution  upon  such 
judgment.  Heilig  v.  Lemly,  74  N.  C. 
250,  21  Am.  Rep.  489.  See  also  Mur- 
phy &  Bros.  V.  Swadener,  38  Ohio  St. 
85. 

93.  St.  Francis  Mill  Co.  ».  Sugg,  83 
Mo.  476;  Terry  «.  O'Neal,  71  Tex.  592, 
9  S.  W.  673.  Compare,  Neely  v.  Jones, 
16  W.  Va.  625,  37  Am.  Rep.  794. 

See  generally  the  title  "SuTsroga- 
tlon." 

94.  Harper  v.  Terry,  16  La.  Ann. 
216. 

95.  N.  Y. — Spaulding  v.  Lyon,  2 
Abb.  N.  C.  203.  K.  I.— Tyler  v.  Superior 
Court,  30  E.  L  107,  73  M\.  467,  23 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1045.  Tenn.-^State  v. 
Thomps'on,  118  Tenn.  571,  102  S.  W. 
349,  20  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1.  Tex. 
Wright  v..  "Wright,  6  Tex.  29. 

[a]  Where  a  joint  judgment  is  en- 
tered against  two,  and  the  judgment 
is  subsequently,  on  motion,  opened  as 
to    one   of   the     defendants,    execution 


should  not  issue  against  the  other  de- 
fendant, until  the  issue  as  to  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  first  has  been  disposed  of. 
Struthers  v.  Lloyd,  14  Pa.  216.  And 
see  Merrifield  v.  Cottage  Piano  Co.,  238 
111.  526,  87  N.  B.  379. 

[b]  Pendency  of  an  action  to  vacate 
the  judgment  does  not  deprive  the  judg- 
ment creditor  of  his  right  to  an  execu- 
tion. Livermore  v.  Hodgkins,  54  Cal. 
637. 

[c]  The  mere  pendency  of  a  motion 
to  open  a  judgment  does  not  of  itself 
stay  proceedings  without  an  order  to 
that  effect,  but  the  court,  when  it 
makes  a  rule  absolute  to  open  judg- 
ment, may  order  execution  to  proceed, 
just  as  it  may  impose  any  other  con- 
ditions on  which  the  relief  asked  will 
be  afforded.  But  in  the  absence  of 
any  special  order  it  would  seem  that 
an  opened  judgment  is  not  a  final  judg- 
ment in  the  full  sense  of  the  term, 
upon  which  execution  may  issue  with- 
out special  leave.  Savage  v.  Kelly,  11 
Phila.    (Pa.)    525. 

Issuance  pending  appeal,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  1,  b,  (X). 

96.  Francis  v.  Francis,  192  Mo. 
App.  710,  179  S.  W.  975;  Ballard  v. 
Whitlock,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  235.  See 
the  title  "Judgments,"  XIV. 

97.  Strain  v.  Murphy,  49  Mo.  337; 
Whitworth  v.  Thompson,  8  Lea  (Tenn.) 
480;  Childress  v.  Marks,  2  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 
12;  Faust  v.  Echols,  4  Coldw.  (Tenn.) 
397;  Randall  v.  Payne,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  137, 
145. 

[a]  Where  it  appears  in  substance 
that  a  judgment  was  rendered,  and  it 
recites  facts  sufficient  to  give  the 
court  jurisdiction,  and  the  judgment 
has  not  been  reversed  and  no  proceed- 
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(VIII.)  Dormant  Judgments.  —  While  the  authorities  agree  that  an 
execution  cannot  regularly  issue  upon  a  dormant  judgment  unless  it  be 
revived,^"  they  do  not  agree  as  to  the  result,  if  it  be  issued  without  re- 
vivor a  few  holding  that  it  is  void,'^  and  that  a  sale  thereunder  is  void,^ 
especially  as  to  one  who  acquired  title  to  the  property  from  the  judg- 


ings  taken  to  rehear  the  case  upon  its 
merits,  execution  may  issue  to  enforce 
the  same,  though  the  record  of  the 
judgment  be  lost.  Childress  v.  Marks, 
2  Baxt.  (Tenn.)   12. 

[b]  The  proper  practice,  is  to  ap- 
ply, after  notice,  to  the  court  where 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  upon' 
satisfactory  proof  of  the  rendition  of 
the  judgment  and  of  the  loss  of  the 
record,  execution  may  be  awarded. 
Ky. — Fleece  v.  Goodrum,  1  Duv.  306. 
Tenn. — Shannon's  Code,  §4800;  Boyers 
V.  Webb,  1  Lea  696;  Faust  v.  Echols,  4 
Coldw.  397.  Tex. — Vernon's  Sayle's 
Civ.  St.,  §6778,  -et  seq.  Bng. — Cheese- 
wright  V.  Franks,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  471. 

[c]  Issuance  of  execution  irregular 
where  made  before  substitution  of  de- 

\  stroyed  judgment  record  (Beckham  v. 
Medlock,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  61,  46  S. 
W.  402.  And  see  Brown  v.  Eeese,  67 
Tex.  318,  3  S.  W.  292;  Cyrus  v.  Hicks, 
20  Tex.  483),  and  may  be  enjoined. 
Brown  v.  Eeese,  67  Tex.  318,  3  S..W. 
292;  Cyrus  v.  Hicks,  20  Tex.  483.  Com- 
pare,  MeCormick  v.  Nichols  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  35  S.  W.  526,  holding  that  the 
'  issuance  of  the  execution  after  the 
loss  of  the  judgment  record  and  before 
its  substitution,  is  but  an  irregularity, 
which  is  not  available  collaterally. 

[d]  Presumption. — Where  an  execu- 
tion states  the  existence  of  a  judg- 
ment upon  which  it  is  founded,  but  the 
record  is  lost,  it  is  a  natural  presump- 
tion that  such  a  judgment  did  in  fact 
exist  and  if  the  question  is  contested 
it  should  be  left  to  the  jury  to  de- 
termine whether  it  did  exist.  Walker 
V.  Emerson,  20  Tex.  706,  73  Am.  Dec. 
207. 

98.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Veitch 
V.  Farmers'  Bank,  3  Cranch  C.  C.  81, 
28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,910;  McDonald  v. 
White,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  149,  16  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,769;  Azcarati  v.  Fitzsimmons,  3 
Wash.  134,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  690.  Ala. 
McCall  V.  Rickarby,  85  Ala.  152,  4  So. 
414.  Ark. — Hanly  v.  Carceal,  14  Ark. 
524;  Bracken  v.  Wood,  12  Ark.  605. 
Ga.— Aldridge  v.  Cole,  136  "Ga.  593,  71 
S.  E.  891,    Bl,— Mcllwaia  v.  Kaistens, 
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152  HI.  135,  38  N.  E.  555;  Weis  v. 
Tiernan,  91  111.  27;  Hernandez  v.  Drake, 
81  111.  34.  Isi. — Denegre  v.  Haun,  13 
Iowa  240.  Eau. — Denny  v.  Boss,  70 
Kan.  720,  79  Pae.  502,  dormant  judg- 
ment does  not  authorize  issuance  of  an 
execution;  State  v.  Mc Arthur,  5  Kan. 
280;  Balliuger  v.  Redhead,  1  Kan.  App. 
434,  40  Pac.  828.  Ky.— Cropper  v. 
Gaar's  Exr.,  151  Ky.  376,  151  S.  W. 
913;  Pollard  V.  Pollard,  4  Mon.  359; 
Lockhart  v.  Yeiser  &  Co.,  2  Bush  231. 
Md.— Wright  V.  Eyland,  92  Md.  645,  48 
Atl.  163,  49  Atl.  1009,  53  L.  '&.  A.  702; 
Mitchell  V.  Chesnut,  31  Md.  -521.  Mich. 
Parsons  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Court,  37 
Mich,  i  287.  IMiss.— Bacan  v.  Red,  27 
Miss.  469.  N.  J. — Seely  v.  Norris,  3  N. 
J.  L.  624.  N.  Y.— Gary  v.  Clark,  3 
Edw.  Ch.  274.  N.  0. — Brown  «.  Long, 
36  N.  C.  190,  36  Am.  Dec.  43.  Ore. 
Eddy  V.  Coldwell,  23  Ore.  163,  31  Pac. 
475.  Pa.— Smith  v.  Wehrly,  157  Pa. 
407,  27  Atl.  700;  Inquirer  Printing  Co. 
V.  Wehrly,  157  Pa.  415,  27' Atl.  703; 
Wheelen  v.  Phillips,  140  Pa.  33,  21 
Atl.  239;  Esser  v.  Smith,  15  Phila. 
144;  Marx  v.  Goldsmith,  14  W.  N.  C. 
173;  Davis  v.  McHenry,  11  W.  N.  C. 
304.  Tenn.— Henry  v.  Wilson,  9  Lea 
176;  Hess  v.  Sims,  1  Terg.  143.  Tex. 
North  V.  Swing,  24  Tex.  193;  Lubbock 
V.  Vince,  5  Tex.  415;  Spiller  v.  Hol- 
linger  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  W.  338. 
Vt.— Fletcher  v.  Mott,  1  Aik.  339. 
Wash. — Hewitt  v.  Root,  31  Wash.  312, 
71  Pac.  1021;  Hardin  v.  Day,  29  Wash. 
664,  70  Pae.  118.  Wis.— Ansley  v. 
Haney,  1  Pin.  387. 

[a]  It  will  not  be  sufBcient  to  have 
the  scire  facias  issued  on  the  same 
day  that  the  writ  is  issued.  Miller  v. 
Miller,  147  Pa.  545,  23  Atl.  841. 

Necessity  for  valid,  subsisting  judg- 
ment, see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b,   (I),  (A). 

As  to  revival  of  judgment,  see  the 
title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  Eevival 
of." 

99.  All  proceedings  upon  a  judgment 
while  it  is  dormant  are  void.  Denny 
V.  Ross,  70  Kan.  720,  79  Pac.  502. 

1.     Welch  V.  Butler,  24  Ga.  445. 

Sales  under  executiOB  generally,  see 
inpa,  n,  B,  7. 
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ment-debtor  during  the  life  of  the  judgment  lien.^  But  the  great  major- 
ity hold  that  it  is  not  void,  but  voidable  at  the  option  of  the  defendant 
in  execution,^  unless  by  some  act  he  is  estopped  to  assert,*  waives,^  or 


2.  Harvey  v.  Golding,  77  Neb.  289, 
109  N.  W.  220,  distinguishing  Gerecke 
V.  Campbell,  24  Neb.  306,  38  N.  W. 
847,  wherein  the  execution  was  as- 
sailed by  the  judgment  debtor  himself, 
and  it  was  held  that  it  was  voidable, 
but  not  void,  and  modifying  Link  v. 
Connell,  48  Neb.  574,  67  N.  W.  475, 
and  Gillespie  v.  Switzer,  43  Neb.  772, 
62  N.  W.  228. 

3.  TJ.  S.— Beebe  v.  United  States, 
161  U.  S.  104,  16  Sup.  Ct.  532,  40  L. 
ed.  633;  Goshorn  v.  Alexander,  2  Bond 
158,  10  Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,630.  Ala. 
Christian  &  Graft  Grocery  Co.  v.  Mich- 
ael, 121  Ala.  84,  25  So.  571;  Gardner 
V.  Mobile  &  Northwestern  Railroad  Co., 
102  Ala.  635,  15  So.  271,  48  Am.  St- 
Eep.  84;  De  Loach  v.  Bobbins,  102 
Ala.  288,  14  So.  777;  Draper  v.  Nixon, 
93  Ala.  436,  8  So.  489;  Mitchell  v. 
Corbin,  91  Ala.  599,  8  So.  810;  Leonard 
V.  Brewer,  86  Ala.  390,  5  So.  306; 
Sandlin  v.  Anderson,  76  Ala.  403;  Steele 
V.  Tutwiler,  68  Ala.  107;  Brevard's 
Exrs.  V.  Jones,  50  Ala.  221.  HI.— Cot- 
tingham  v.  Springer,  88  111.  90;  Her- 
nandez V.  Drake,  81  111.  34;  Morgan  v. 
Evans,  72  111.  586.  Ind. — ^Yeager  v. 
Wright,  112  Ind.  230,  13  N.  E.  707. 
la. — Dunham  v.  Bentley,  103  Iowa  136, 
72  N.  W.  437.  Md.— Elliott  v.  Knott, 
14  Md.  121;  Miles  v.  Knott,  12  Gill 
&  J.  442.  Mo.— Carson  v.  Walker,  16 
Mo.  68.  N.  Y. — Aultman  &  Taylor  Co. 
*.  Syme,  163  N.  Y.  54,  57  JST.  E.  ^168, 
79  Am.  St.  Eep.  565;  Bank  of  Genesee 
V.  Spencer,  18  N.  Y.  150;  Union  Bank 
V.  Sargeant,  53  Barb.  422,  35  How.  Pr. 
87;  Jackson  ex  dem.  M'Crea  v.  Bartlett, 
8  Johns.  361;  Woodcock  v.  Bennet,  1 
Cow.  711,  13  Am.  Dec.  568;  Crouse  v. 
Schoolcraft,  51  App.  Div.  160,  64  N.  Y. 
Supp.  640.  N.  C— MoKeithen  v.  Blue, 
149  N.  C.  95,  62  S.  E.  769;  Lytle  v. 
Lytle,  94  N.  C.  683  (irregular  but  not 
void);  Eipley  «.  Arledge,  94  N.  C.  467; 
Jacobs  V.  Burgwyn,  63  N.  C.  193; 
Brown  v.  Long,  36  N.  C.  190,  36  Am. 
Dec.  43;  Dawson  v.  Shepherd,  15  N.  C. 
497;  Oxley  v.  Mizle,  7  N.  C.  250.  Ohio. 
Green  v.  Cutright,  Wright  738.  Pa. 
Sherrard's  Exrs.  v.  Johnston,  193  Pa. 
166,  44  Atl.  252,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  680; 
Smith  V.  Wehrly,  157  Pa.  407,  27  Atl. 
700;  Vastine  v.  Fury,  2  Serg.  &  E. 
426;   Speer  v.  Sample,    4    Watts    867; 


Eighter  v.  Eittenhouse,  3  Eawle  273; 
Sylvester  v.  De  Witt,  34  Pa.  Super. 
205.  S.  C. — Lawrence  v.  Grambling,  13 
S.  C.  120;  Ingram  v.  Belk,  2  Strobh. 
207,  47  Am.  Dec.  591.  Tex. — Laughter 
V.  Seela,  59  Tex.  177;  Meader  Co.  v. 
Aringdale,  58  Tex.  447;  Eiddle  v.  Tur- 
ner, 52  Tex.  145;  Boggess  v.  Howard, 
40  Tex.  153;  Taylor  v.  Doom,  43  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  59,  95  S.  W.  4;  Cleveland  v. 
Tittle,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  191,  22  S.  W.  8. 
Vt.— Willard  v.  Whipple,  40  Vt.  219; 
Catlin  V.  Merchants'  Bank,  36  Vt.  572; 
Porter  v.  Vaughn,  24  Vt.  211;  Fletcher 
V.  Mott,  1  Aik.  339.  Va.— Beale's 
Admr.  v.  Botetourt,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.) 
278.  Wis. — Jones  v.  Davis,  22  Wis. 
421;  Mariner  v.  Coon,  16  Wis.  465. 
Eng. — Blanchenay  v.  Burt,  4  Ad.  &  El. 
(N.  S.)  707,  45  E.  C.  L.  707. 

[a]  "An  execution  issued  on  such 
a  judgment  is  not  void,  but  irregular 
and  voidable,  and  it  cannot  be  suc- 
cessfully attacked  collaterally."  Dra- 
per, Matthis  &  Co.  v.  Nixon,  93  Ala. 
436,  8  So.  489. 

[b]  "The  execution  is  only  void- 
able, and  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  obey 
it,  though  it  may  be  set  aside  at  the 
instance  of  the  defendant."  Eipley  v. 
Arledge,  94  N.  C.  467. 

Effect  of  execution  issued  without 
leave  of  court,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  i, 
(II),  (C),  (1). 

4.  He  is  not  estopped  by  being  pres- 
ent at  the  sale,  making  no  objection 
thereto,  when  he  had  no  knowledge 
that  the  execution  was  issued  on  a 
dormant  judgment.  Herzberg  Bros.  v. 
Hollis,  119  Ala.  496,  24  So.  842. 

5.  Catlin  v.  Merchants  Bank,  36  Vt. 
572,  right  to  object  to  irregularities  in 
this  respect  may  be  waived. 

[a]  Objecting  to  the  issuance  of  the 
writ  upon  certain  grounds  is  waiver 
of  irregularities  not  specified  and  such 
waiver  will  not  be  allowed  to  be  re- 
pudiated and  avoided,  without  an  as- 
sertion or  claim  of  payment  or  other 
substantial  defense.  McKeithen  v. 
Blue,  149  N.  C.  95,  62  S.  B.  769. 

[b]  Consent  may  be  presumed  from 
failure  to  object  to  the  writ  or  by  the 
act  of  the  defendant  in  paying  money 
on  the  execution.  Lawrence  v.  Gram- 
bling, 13  S.  C.  120. 
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fails  to  seasonably  raise  the  point.*  Where  the  latter  rule  prevails,  a 
stranger  to  the  judgment,  who  purchases  thereunder,  without  notice 
gets  a  title,  good^  at  least  as  against  collateral  attack.* 

(IX.)  Transcripts  or  Abstracts  of  Judgments  of  Inferior  Courts.  —  (A.) 
In  General.  —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  for  the  filing  with  the  clerk 
of  a  superior  court  of  a  transcript  or  abstract  of  the  judgment  entered 
in  an  inferior  court,  and  for  the  issuance  of  executions  thereon  in  the 
sam£  manner  and  "with  the  same  effect  as  though  the  judgment  had 
been  rendered  in  the  superior  court.* 


'6.'  N.  Y. — ^Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spen- 
cer, 18  N.  Y.  150.  S.  C— Ingram  v. 
Belk,  2  Strobh.  207,  47  Am.  Dee.  591. 
Va. — Beale's  Admr.  v.  Botetourt,  10 
Gratt.   (51  Va.)   278. 

[a]  Neglect  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant to  make  his  motion  with  due 
diligence  would  constitute  a  sufficient 
reason  for  denying  the  motion  in  such 
cas6.  Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spencer,  18 
N.  Y.  150. 

7.  Lytle  v.  Lytle,  94  N.  C.  683; 
Eipley  v.  Arledge,  94  N.  C.  467. 

[a]  It  is  erroneous  for  a  court  to 
Bet  aside  an  execution  issued  on  a  dor- 
mant judgment  where  property  has 
been  purchased  under  it.  The  pur- 
chaser of  property  at  a  sale,  under  an 
execution  issued  on  a  dormant  judg- 
ment, has  a  right  to  intervene  and  ap- 
peal from  an  order  of  the  court  setting 
such  execution  aside.  Murphrey  v. 
Wood,  47  N.  0.  63. 
I  [b]  Even  if  it  had  been  necessary 
to  have  leave  of  court  to  issue  the 
execution,  the  execution  having  issued 
and  sale  upon  it  without  objection 
from  the  judgment  debtor,  it  cannot 
afterwards  be  questioned,  and  the  sale 
made  upon  it  would  be  valid  and  can- 
not be  questioned  by  other  judgment 
creditors.  Leonard  v.  Broughton,  120 
Ind.  536,  22  N.  E.  731. 

8.  A  sale  under  a  dormant  judgment 
is  not  void  but  only  voidable,  and  can 
only  be  attacked  in  a  direct  proceed- 
ing instituted  for  that  purpose.  It  can- 
not be  attacked  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding. Taylor  v.  Doom,  43  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  59,  95  S.  W.  4. 

9.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz.— -Eev.  St.,  1913, 
§1351.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §§897, 
898,  899  (execution  may  issue  to  any 
county  in  the  state  other  than  the 
county  in  which  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered); People  V.  Doe,  31  Cal.  220; 
Kerns  v.   Graves,  26   Cal.   156.     Colo. 
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Rev.  St.,  1908,  §3758.  Idaho.— Eev. 
Code,  1908,  §§4733,  4734,  4735.  lU. 
Ann.  St.,  1913,  §6996;  Merrick  v.  Car- 
ter, 205  m.  73,  68  N.  E.  750;  Wootera 
V.  Joseph,  137  111.  113,  27  N.  E.  80; 
Hobson  V.  McCambridge,  130  111.  367, 
22  N.  E.  823;  'footers  v.  Piukel,  25 
N.  B.  791.  Iowa.— Code,  1897,  §§4537, 
4538.  Kan.— Gen.  St.,  1909,  §§6112, 
6114;  Eahm  v.  Soper,  28  Kan.  529; 
Treptow  v.  Buse,  10  Kan.  170;  Hamil- 
ton V,  Thomson,  3  Kan.  App.  8,  44  Pac. 
437.  Ky. — Austin  v.  Payne,  7  Bush 
480.  Mich.— Howell's  St.,  1913,  §§12,- 
293,  12,294;  Wedel  v.  Green,  70  Mich. 
642,  38  N.  W.  638.  IVIinn.- Eev.  Laws, 
1905,  §3942:  Boe  v.  Irish,  69  Minn. 
493,  72  N.  W.  842.  Miss.— Code,  1906, 
§3979;  Smith  v.  Mixon,  73  Miss.  581, 
19  So.  295.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1^09,  §7527; 
ScharfE  v.  McGaugh,  205  Mo.  344,  103 
S.  W.  550;  Sachse  v.  Clingingsmith,  97 
Mo.  406,  11  S.  W.  69;  Euby  v.  Han- 
nibal &  St.  Joe  E.  Co.,  39  Mo.  480. 
Neb.— Eev..  St.,  1913,  §§8131,  8133; 
Gabon  v.  Gruenig,  18  Neb.  562,  26  N. 
W.  253.  N.  J.— Tasto  v.  Klopping,  43 
N.  J.  L.  448.  N".  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§§3017,  3043;  Dieffenbach  v.  Eoch,  112 
N.  Y.  621,  20  N.  E.  560,  2  L.  E.  A. 
829;  Young  v.  Eemer,  4  Barb.  442. 
N.  C— Broyles  v.  Young,  81  N.  C.  315. 
N.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1905,  §7093; 
Enderlin  Inv.  Co.  v.  Nordhagen,  18  N. 
D.  517,  123  N.  "W.  390;  Holton-  v. 
Schmarback,  15  N.  D.  38,  106  N.  "W. 
36.  Ohio. — Page  v.  Adams  Ann.  Gen. 
Code,  §§11,659,  11,662.  Okla.— Eev. 
Laws,  1910,  §5217.  Ore.— Lord's  Laws, 
§2442.  Pa.— Purd.  Dig.,  vol.  2,  p.  1516; 
Drexel  v.  Man,  6  Watts  &  S.  343; 
Mougenot  v.  Vernon,  23  Pa.  Super.  165 
(under  Act  of  May  9,  1889,  P.  L.  176). 
S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §325. 
Tex.— Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
Art.  1711  (providing  for  execution  out 
of  the  district  court  on  judgments  of 
county  court  certified  to  it  and  recorded 
in  the  minutes  o£  the  distiict  court); 
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(B.)  How  AND  When  Transceipt  Obtained  and  Filed.  —  (1.)  In  General. 
A  strict  eomplianee  with  the  statutes  is  necessary  before  the  judgment 
of  the  lower  court  can  be  converted,  for  the  purposes  of  execution, 
into  a  judgment  of  the  superior  court  by  filing  a  transcript  thereof.^" 
Under  some  statutes,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  justice,  upon  the  filing  of 
-  an  affidavit  setting  forth  that  there  are  not  sufficient  goods  and  chattels 
belonging  to  the  judgment-debtor  liable  to  execution,  within  the  coun- 
ty in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  to  issue    the    transcript.^^ 

Nature  of  Proceeding  To  Obtain.  —  The  proceeding  to  obtain  a  tran- 
script of  a  judgment  for  the  purpose  of  an  execution  thereon  is  wholly 
an  ex  parte  one.^^    No  notice  to  the  defendant  is  necessary.^^ 


Richards  v.  Belcher,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
284,  25  S.  "W.  740,.  judgment  must  be 
recorded  in  minutes  of  district  court 
before  execution  issues.  Wash. — Grant 
V.  Cole,  23  Wash.  542,  63  Pac.  263. 
W.  Va.— Code,  1913,  §2672;  Sterringer 
V.  Mackie  &  Co.,  57  W.  Va.  63,  49  S.  E. 
942;  Erb  v.  Hendricks,  50  W.  Va.  28, 
40  S.  E.  338.  Wis.— St.,  1898,  |2900; 
SuUivan  v.  Miles,  117  Wis.  576,  94  N. 
W.  298. 

[a]  The  proceeding  is  a  special  one, 
authorized  only  by  the  statute,  is  not 
according  to  the  course  of  the  common 
law,  and,  after  pxecution  has  been  is- 
sued from  the  circuit  court,  certiorari 
will  lie  to  review  the  proceedings  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  their  valid- 
ity. Wedel  V.  Green,  70  Mich.  642,  38 
N.  W.  638. 

[b]  Transcript  Must  Be  Actually 
Filed.— Carr  v.  Youse,  43  Mo.  28,  39 
Mo.  346,  90  Am.  Dee.  470;  Sterringer 
V.  Mackie  &  Co.,  57  W.  Va.  68,  49  S. 
E.  942. 

[c]  Failure  To  Enter. — The  failure 
of  the  court  to  observe  a  purely  ad- 
ministerial  duty  in  entering  and  dock- 
eting a  transcript  from  a  justice's 
court  will  not  invalidate  an  execution 
issued  on  such  transcript.  Shepard  v, 
Schrutt,  162  Mich.  485,  128  N.  W.  772. 

[d]  Transcript  on  Appeal  Not  Suf- 
ficient.— A  transcript  filed  in  pursuance 
of  the  statute  that  regulates  appeals 
from  the  justice  court  cannot  be  made 
to  serve  as  a  transcript  to  become  the 
basis  of  a  judgment  lien  and  of  an 
execution.  Chapman  v.  Ealeigh,  3  Ore. 
34. 

[e]  Transcript  of  Revived  Judg- 
ment.— A  transcript  of  the  proceedings 
under  which  a  judgment  is  revived  be- 
fore a  justice  warrants  the  issuance  of 
an  execution  from  the  superior  court. 
Bauer  v.  Miller,  16  Mo.  App.   252. 

[f]  When    A1»gtract    IJasufficieut, 


Where  the  statute  provides  for  the  fil- 
ing of  a  transcript  of  the  judgment,  the 
filing  of  an  abstract  merely  is  not 
a  compliance  with  the  statute,  and  con- 
fers no  authority  upon  the  clerk  of 
the  superior  court  to  issue  an  execution 
on  such  judgment.  Sterringer  v. 
Mackie  &  Co.,  57  W.  Va.  63,'  49  S.  B. 
942.  And  see  Dearborn  v.  Fatten,  4 
Ore.  58. 

[g]  Constitutionality  of  Statutes, 
A  statute  providing  for  the  issuance  of 
executions  upon  a  justice's  transcript 
held  not  to  be  unconstitutional  in  that 
it  does  not  comply  with  a  law  relative 
to  the  amount  in  controversy,  as  affect- 
ing the  jurisdiction  of  the  superior 
court.  Joseph  Speidel  Grocery  Co.  v. 
Warder,  56  W.  Va.  602,  49  S.  E.  534. 

Time  for  issuance  on  transcripts  or 
abstracts  of  judgments  of  Inferior 
courts,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  f,  (VI). 

Procuring  issuance  on  transcript  or 
abstracts  of  judgments  of  inferior 
courts,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  i,  (IV) . 

10.  Hamilton  v.  Thomson,  3  Kan. 
App.  8,  44  Pac.  437;  Berkery  v.  Wayne 
Circuit  Judge,  82  Mich.  160,  46  N.  W. 
436;  Doty  v.  Dexter,  61  Mich.  348,  28 
N.  W.  123;  O'Brien  v.  O'Brien,  42 
Mich.  15,  3  N.  W.  233;  Peck  v.  Cavell, 
16  Mich.  9;  Jewett  v.  Bennett,  3  Mich. 
198 

11.  Howell's  Mich.  St.,  1913,  §12,- 
293;  Shepard  v.  Schrutt,  163  Mich.  485, 
128  N.  W.  772;  Denver  v.  Connolly,  92 
Mich.  549,  52  N.  W.  1003;  Doty  v.  Dex- 
ter, 61  Mich.  348,  28  N.  W.  123;  Smith 
1).  Circuit  Judge,  46  Mich.  338,  9.  N.  W. 
440;  O'Brien  v.  O'Brien,  42  Mich.  15, 
3  N.  W.  233. 

12.  Berkery  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge, 
82  Mich.  160,  46  N.  W.  436;  Jewett 
V.  Bennett,  3  Mich.  198;  Tasto  v.  Klop- 
ping,  43  N.  J.-L.  448. 

13.  Matthews  v.  Miller,  47  N.  J.  L. 
414,  1  Atl.  464. 
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(2.)  At  Whose  Instance  Oltained.  —  The  transcript  or  abstract  is  is- 
sued at  the  instance  of  the  person  in  whose  fav6r  the  judgment  is 
rendered,^*  or  his  agent,^^  or  any  person  interested  therein,  whether 
by  assignment  or  otherwise.^^  The  justice  of  the  peace  has  no 
authority,  on  his  own  motion,  however,  te  certify  a  transcript  of  the 
judgment  to  the  superior  eourt.^' 

(3.)  When  Filed.  —  Such  a  transcript  cannot  regularly  be  filed  before 
execution  can  lawfully  issue  upon  the  judgment.^^  And  where  an 
execution  in  the  inferior  court  is  necessary,  a  transcript  of  the  judg- 
ment cannot  be  filed  before  the  return  day  of  the  execution  issued  by 
the  justice.^^  Nor  can  it  be  filed  after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory 
period  allowed  for  issuing  execution  from  the  justice's  court,  without 
a  revivor.^" 


14.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §897; 
People  V.  Doe,  31  Cal.  220.  Colo. — Eev. 
St.,     1908,     §3758.      Idaho.— Eev.     St., 

1908,  §4733.  lU.— Ann.  St.,  1913, 
§6996;  Thoruley  v.  Moore,  106  HI.  496. 
Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §642; 
Brown  v.  Wuskoff,  118  Ind.  569,  19  N. 
E.  463,  21  N.  E.  243.     Kan.— Wen.  St., 

1909,  §6118.  Mich.— Howell's  St.,  1913, 
§12,293;  Shepard  «.  Schrutt,  163  Mich. 
485,  128  N.  W.  772;  Doty  v.  Dexter, 
61  Mich.  348,  28  N.  W.  123.  Minn. 
Eev.  Laws,  1905,  §3942.  Mo.— Eev.  St., 
1909,  §7527;  Eogers  v.  Wilson,  220  Mo. 
21 3j  119  S.  W.  369.  Neb.— Eev.  St., 
1913,  §8131.  N.  y.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§3017.  N.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proe.,  1905, 
§7093;  Enderlin  Inv.  Co.  v.  Nordhagen, 
18  N.  D.  517,  123  N.  W.  390;  Holton 
V.  Sohmarbaok,  15  N.  D.  38,  106  N.  W. 
36.  Ohio. — Page  &  Adams'  Ann.  Gen. 
Code,  §11,659.  Okla.— Eev.  Laws,  1910, 
§§5217,  5219.  Ore.  — Lord's  Laws, 
§2442.  Pa.— 2  Purd.  Dig.,  p.  1517; 
Mougenot  v.  Vernon,  23  Pa.  Super.  165 
(under  Act  of  May  9,  1889,  P.  L.  176). 
S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proe.,  1910,  §325; 
Phillips  V.  Norton,  18  S.  D.  530,  101 
N.  W.  727.  W.  Va.— Code,  1913,  §2672; 
Erb  V.  Hendricks  Co.,  50  W.  Va.  28, 
40  S.  E.  338. 

15.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §642; 
Brown  v.  Wuskoff,  118  Ind.  569,  19  N. 
E.  463,  21  N.  E.  243. 

[a]  Affidavit  cannot  be  made  by  the 
agent-  or  attorney  after  the  death  of 
the  plaintiff.  Doty  v.  Dexter,  61  Mich. 
848,  28  N.  W.  123. 

16.  Colo.— Eev.  St.,  1908,  §3758. 
Mich.— Howell's  St.,  1913,  §12,293.  Mo. 
Eev.  St.,  1909,  §7527;  Eogers  v.  Wilson, 
220  Mo.  213,  119  S.  W.  369. 

[a]    The  administrator  of  a  plaintiff 
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cannot  secure  a  transcript  for  such 
purpose,  under  a  statute  which  gives 
plaintiff  only  such  right.  Thornley  v. 
Moore,  106  111.  496.  See  also  Doty  v. 
Dexter,  61  Mich.  348,  28  N.  W.  123. 
17."  Thornley  v.  Moore,  106  HI.  496. 

18.  Vroman  v.  Thompson,  42  Mich. 
145,  3  N.  W.  306;  O'Brien  v.  O'Brien, 
42  Mich.  15,  3  N.  W.  233  (under  a 
statute  providing  that  a  transcript 
may  be  filed  "whenever  an  execution 
may  by  law  be  issued").  And  see 
Howell's  Mich.  St.,  1913,  §12,292. 

19.  Norton  v.  Quimby,  45  Mo.  388; 
Dillon  V.  Eash,  27  Mo.  243. 

Necessity  for  execution  in  justice's 
court,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  i,  (IV),  (A). 

20.  ^Lindgren  v.  Gatesj  26  Kan.  135; 
Pears  v.  Goff,  76  Mo.  92;  Bick  v.  Mad- 
dox,  87  Mo.  App.  30.  '  And  see  Bauer 
V.  Miller,  16  Mo.  App.  252. 

[a]  But  see  contra,  Enderlin  Invest. 
Co.  V.  Nordhagen,  18  N.  D.  517,  123 
N.  W.  390,  holding  that  the  section 
providing  that  execution  "may  issue 
at  any  time  within  five  years  after 
entry  of  judgment"  rendered  in  the 
justice's  court)  simply  limits  the  right 
to  have  execution  within  such  time 
only  to  the  justice's  court,  and  that 
it  does  not  limit  the  right  to  tran- 
script it  to  the  district  court  and  have 
execution  issued  thereon  after  the  ex- 
piration of  such  period  of  time.  And 
see  Holton  u.  Schmarback,  15  N.  D.  38, 
106  N.  W.  36. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  limiting  the 
time  during  which  a  judgment  remains 
a  lien,  a  sheriff's  sale  of  lands  under 
an  execution,  issued  upon  a  transcript 
of  a  judgment  of  the  justice's  court 
filed  after  the  statutory  period,  is  not 
void  for  want  of  revival  and  leSiVe  of 
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An  execution  issued  on  a  transcript  prematurely  fikd,"  or  issued 
bgfore  the  transcript  has  been  filed,^^  is  void. 

(4.)  Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Transcript  or  Abstract  —  [The  right  to  file 
the  transcript  depends,  not  upon  the  f aets  existing,  but  upon  the 
trai^script  reciting  and  showing  the  requisite  facts.^'  And  where  the 
transcript  is  insufficient,  the  execution  issued  thereon  is  void.^*  The 
transcript  should  show  on  its  face  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  the 
inferior  court, ^^  and  where  an  execution  and  a  nulla  bona  return  are 
required  as  a  condition  precedent  to  filing  the  transcript,^^  it  should 
show  that  a  valid  execution  was  issued  by  the  lower  court,^'  and  duly 
returned  nulla  bona  by  the  proper  ofScer.^* 


court,  but  is  voidable  in  a  direct  pro- 
ceeding by  the  execution-defendant,  in- 
stituted before  the  sale.  Martin  v. 
Prather,  82  Ind.  535. 

21.  Vroman  v.  Thompson,  42  Mich. 
145,  a  ]Sr.  W.  306;  O'Brien  v.  O'Brien, 
42  Mich.  15,  3  N.  W.  233. 

22.  Sterringer  ».  Mackie  &  Co.,  57 
W.  Va.  63,  49  S.  E.  942. 

23.  Wooters  v.  Joseph,  137  HI.  113, 
27  N.  E.  80. 

[a]  Where  the  transcript  does  not 
recite  facts  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
issuance  of  an  execution  thereon  in  the 
first  instance,  the  defects  and  irregular- 
ities cannot  be  supplied  after  it  has 
issued.  Schmitt  «.  Weber,  239  HI.  377, 
387,  88  N.  E.  268, 

24.  Bigelow  V.  Booth,  39  Mich.  622. 

25.  Johnson  v.  Hubbart,  269  HI.  532, 
109  N.  E.  975,  the  judgment  written 
up  in  the  justice's  docket  cannot  be 
looked  to  as  an  aid  to  issuance  of 
execution. 

26.  See  infra,  11,  B,  1,  i,  (IV). 

27.  in.— Merrick  v.  Carter,  205  111. 
73,  68  N.  E.  750;  Wooters  v.  Joseph, 
137  HI.  113,  27  N.  E.  80;  Hobson  1). 
MeCambridge,  130  HI.  367,  22  N.  E. 
823  (in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  the  judg- 
ment). Mo. — Ruby  V.  Hannibal  &  St. 
Joe  E.  Co.,  39  Mo.  480,  prior  to  the 
amendment  of  1907. '  Can. — Jones  v. 
Paxton,  19  Ont.  App.  163;  Burgess  v. 
TuUy,  24  U.  C.  C.  P.  549. 

[a]  A  copy  of  the  execution  and  the 
return  of  the  officer  upon  the  same  is 
sometimes  required  in  the  transcript. 
See  the  statutes  and  Wooters  v.  Joseph, 
137  HI.  113,  27  N.  E.  80,  31  Am.  St. 
Eep.  355,  holding  that  the  failure  of 
the  copy  of  the  execution  issued  on  the 
judgment  to  show  that  it  was  signed 
by  the  justice  was  fatal.     But  it  has 

beea  beld  tbat  it  is  aot  esse&tiai  to 


the  validity  of  the  execution  issued 
from  the  superior  court,  or  the  sale 
under  it,  that  the  transcript  embrace 
a  copy  of  the  execution  by  the  justice 
and  the  nulla  bona  return  by  the  offi- 
cer, where  the  sheriff's  deed  recites  the 
fact  of  such  issue  and  return.  Wad- 
dell  V.  Williams,  50  Mo.  216. 

28.  HI. — Merrick  v.  Carter,  205  HI. 
73,  68  N.  E.  750;  Wooters  v.  Joseph, 
137  111.  113,  27  N.  E.  80;  Hobson  v. 
MeCambridge,  130  HI.  367,  22  N.  E. 
823.  Mo. — Euby  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  Jo 
E.  Co.,  39  Mo.  480;  Linderman  v.  Ed- 
son,  25  Mo.  105.  N.  J. — Nimmo  v.  How- 
ard, 42  N.  J.  Eq.  487,  10  Atl.  712; 
Matthews  v.  Miller,  47  N.  J.  L.  414,  1 
Atl.  464;  Tasto  v.  Klopping,  43  N.  J. 
L.  448.  Can. — Jones  v.  Paxton,  19  Ont. 
App.  163;  Burgess  v.  TuUy,  24  U.  C. 
C.  P.  549. 

[a]  Sufficient  fteturns.  —  Under  a 
statute  requiring  that  the  return  on 
the  executioii  shall  .state  that  "de- 
fendant has  no  goods  or  chattels  where- 
on to  levy  the  same,"  a  return  of 
"No  property  found"  has  been  held 
sufficient.  Bick  v.  Paris,  124  lyto.  App. 
341,  101  S.  W.  716. 

[b]  So  also,  a  constable's  return: 
"This  execution  returned  not  satisfied, 
there  being  no  property  found  to  levy 
the  same  on,"  has  been  held  sufficient. 
Euby  V.  Hannibal  &  St.  Jo  E.  Co.,  39 
Mo.  480.  See  Scharff  v.  McGaugh,  205 
Mo.  344,  103  S.  W.  550;  Littlefield  v. 
Eamsey,  181  Mo.  613,  80  S.  W.  949; 
Poineer  v.  Bagnall,  49  N.  J.  L.  226,  7 
Atl.  858;  Newman  v.  Van  Duyne,  42  N. 
J.  Eq.  485,  7  Atl.  897;  Nimmo  v.  How- 
ard, 42  N.  J.  Eq.  487,  10  Atl.  712. 

[e]  In  ScharfE  v.  McGaugh,  205  Mo. 
344,  353,  103  S.  W.  550,  the  court  said: 
' '  If  such  returns  comply  with  the  spirit 
of  the  statute  and  are  substantially  in 

foiffij  tbe7  are  well  enough." 
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Authentication.  —  The  transcript  of  the  judgment  must  be  properly 
authenticated.^^ 

(C.)  Effect  of  Filing  Transckipt.  —  It  is  sometimes  provided  that 
after  the  filing  and  docketing  of  the  transcript  in  the  superior  court, 
the  judgment  of  the  inferior  court  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  a  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court.^"  These  statutes,  however,  do  not  gen- 
erally contemplate  making  the  judgment  of  the  justice 's  court  a  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court,  except  for  the  purposes  of  issuing  execu- 
tion.^^ 


[d]  The  following  returns  have  been 
held  insufficient:  (1)  "Not  satisfied." 
Laagford  v.  Few,  146  Mo.  142,  47  S.  W. 
927.  (2)  "Wholly  unsatisfied."  Mc- 
Dowell V.  Clark,  68  N.  C.  117.  (3) 
"No  part  satisfied."  Merrick  v.  Car- 
ter, 205  ni.  73,  68  N.  E.  750. 

[e]  An  execution  returned  "not 
satisfied  by  levying  on  the  property  of 
A.  and  making"  $29, "  is  insufficient;  it 
must  show  that  A.  had  no  more  goods, 
etc.     Burke  v.  Flournoy,  4  Mo.  116. 

[f]  A  return  stating,  "I  return  the 
within  execution,  after  searching  the 
premises,  dissatisfied,  not  finding  any 
goods  to  cover  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment,"  is  not  a  compliance  with  the 
statute  as  it,  in  effect,  merely  declares 
that  the  ofB.cer  could  not  find  enough 
to  pay  the  entire  amount  of  the  execu- 
tion. Tasto  V.  Klopping,  43  N.  J.  L. 
448. 

29.  An  authentication  of  a  tran- 
script of  a  judgment  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  in  the  following  form:  "I 
certify  that  the  foregoing  contains  an 
entry   made   on  my   docket.     (Signed) 

.  A.  B.,  J.  P.,"  is  sufficient.     Franse  v. 
Owens,  25  Mo.  329. 

[a]  It  is  not  absolutely  necessary 
that  the  certificate  be  a  part  of  .the 
transcript,  if  admitted  without  objec- 
tion.   Bauer  v.  Miller,  16  Mo.  App.  252. 

[b]  The  certificate  of  the  justice  is 
prima  facie  evidence  on  which  the 
clerk  of  the  circuit  court  may  issue 
execution  though  defects  may  be  shown 
on  motion  to  quash.  Ruby  v.  Hannibal 
&  St.  Jo  E.  Co.,  39  Mo.  480.  See  also 
Johnson  v.  Latta,  84  Mo.  139,  142.    , 

30.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Colo.— Eev.  St.,  1908, 
§3758;  Brown  v.  Bell,  46  Colo.  163,  103 
Pae.  380,  133  Am.  St.  Bep.  54.  111. 
Ann.  St.,  1913,  §6996;  Wooters  v. 
Joseph,  137  111.  113,  27  N.  E.  80,  31 
Am.  St.  Rep.  355;  Hobson  v.  McCam- 
bridge,    130   111.    367,   22    N.     E.    •823; 
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Seymour,  Morgan  &  Allen  v.  Haines, 
104  111.  557.  Iowa.— Code,  Supp.  1907, 
§4538;  Miller  v.  Eiosebrook,  136  Iowa 
158,  113  N.  W.  771;  Klepfer  v.  Keo- 
kuk, 12«  Iowa  592,  102  N.  W.  515; 
Rand  &  Co.  v.  Garner,  75,  Iowa  311,  39 
N.  W.  515.  Mich.— Howell's  St.,  1913, 
§12,295;  Cole  v.  Potter,  135  Mich.  326, 
97  N.  "W.  744,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  398; 
Wilcox  V.  Lantz,  107  Mich.  1,  64  N.  W. 
735;  Doty  v.  Dexter,  61  Mich.  348,  28 
N.  W.  123;  Arnold  v.  Thompson,  19 
Mich.  333;  Jewett  v.  Bennett,  3  Mich. 
198.  Mo.^Carpenter  v.  King,  42  Mo. 
219;  Tracy  v.  Whitsett,  51  Mo.  App. 
149.  N.  J.— Matthews  v.  Miller,  47  N. 
J.  L.  414,  1  Atl.  464.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §825.  Wis.— St.,  1898, 
§2900;  Sullivan  -y.  Miles,  117  Wis.  576, 
94  N.  W.  298. 

31.  111.— Thornley  v.  Moore,  IDS  HI. 
496;  Seymour,  Morgan  &  Allen  v. 
Haines,  104  111.  557.  Ind.^Fitch  v. 
Byall,  149  Ind.  554,  49  N.  B.  455.  la. 
Klepfer  u.  Keokuk,  126  Iowa  592,  102 
N.  W.  515;  Wilson  v.  Robinson,  61  Iowa 
357,  16  N.  W.  209.  Neb.— Farmers ' 
State  Bank  v.  Bales,  64  Neb.  870,  90 
■N.  W.  945;  Moores' u.  Peycke,  44  Neb. 
'405,  62  N.  W.  1072.  N.  C— Daniel  i'. 
Laughlin,  87  N.  C.  433;  Broyles  v. 
Young,  81  N.  C.  315.  N.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1905,  §7093;  Enderlin  Inv.  Co. 
V.  Nordhagen,  18  N.  D.  517,  123  N.  W. 
390;  Holton  v.  Schmarbaek,  15  N.  D. 
38,  106  N.  W.  36.  S.  D.— Phillips  v. 
Norton,  18  S.  D.  530,  101  N.  W.  727. 
W.  Va.— Erb  v.  Hendricks  Co.,  50  W. 
Va.  28,  40  S.  E.  338. 

See  also  People  v.  Doe,  31  Cal.  220; 
Dieffenbach  v.  Roch,  112  N.  Y.  621,  20 
N.  E.  560,  2  L.  R.  A.  829. 

[a]  The  judgment  still ,  remains  the 
judgment  rendered  by  the  justice  of  the 
peace;  the  statute  but  gives  an  addi- 
tional means  of  having  execution:  i.  e, 
it  may  be  satisfied  in  the  same  manner 
as  a  judgment  of  the  superior  court. 
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.  (X.)  Where  Appeal  Taken.32  —  An  execution  cannot  -be  issued  upon  a 
judgment  from  which  an  appeal  is  pending,  where  a  proper  stay  bond 
has  been  filed,^^  or  where  the  appeal  operates  as  a  stay.'* 

c.  From  What  Tribunal  and  hy  Whom  Issued.^'  —  (I.)  Iii  General. 
Unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute,  an  execution  can  issue  only 
from  the  court  in  which  the  judgment  wa^  rendered,"^  even  though 
the  court  attempting  to  issue  execution  has  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  the  court  rendering  judgment.'^  If  the  execution  issue  from  a 
court  having  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  it  is  void,  howfever 
formal  it  may  be.'* 

Upon  Transcript. —  Where  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  has  been 
filed  in  a  court  of  another  county,  execution  may  not  issue  from  the 
latter  court,''*  unless  the  statute  so  provides,  as,  is    sometimes    the 


McMann  v.  Superior  Court,  74  Cal.  106, 
15  Pac.  448;  Seymour,  Morgan  &  Allen 
V.  Haines,  104  111.  557.  And  see  Ind. 
Brown  v.  WuskofE,  118  Ind.  569,  19  N. 
E.  463,  .21  N.  E.  243.  Neb.— Farmers ' 
State  Bank  v.  Bales,  64  Neb.  870,  90 
N.  W.  945.  N.  D.— Holtou  v.  Sehinar- 
back,  15  N.  D.  38,  106  N.  W.  36. 

[a]  "It  was  never  intended  by  the 
statutes  thus  providing  for  a  manner 
of  enforcement  to  forbid  the  court  en- 
tering the  judgment  from  controlling 
the  same  in  respect  of  other  matters 
authorized  by  law"  in  the  case,  to  set 
aside  a  default.  Klepfer  v.  Keokuk, 
126  Iowa  592,  102  N.  W.  515. 

As  to  the  right  of  the  court  in 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  to 
open,  vacate  or  set  aside  after  the 
filing  of  a  transcript,  see  the  title 
"Judgments." 

32.  From  what  tribunal  execution 
Issues  after  appeal  taken,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  1,  c,  (II). 

33.  Annis  v.  Bell,  10  Okla.  647,  64 
Pac.  11;  Texas  Trunk  Ey.  Co.  v.  Jack- 
sou  Bros.,  85  Tex.  605,  22  S.  W.  1030. 
See  also  Gruner  v.  Westin,  66  Tex.  209, 
18  S.  W.  512;  Woodson  v.  Collins,  56 
Tex.  168;  Shapard  v.  Bailleul,  3  Tex. 
26. 

[a]  Where  no  stay  bond  has  been 
filed  execution  may  issue.  Sewell  v. 
Johnson,  165  Cal.  762,  134  Pac.  704, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  645;  Sewell  v.  Price, 
164  Cal.  265,  128  Pac.  407;  Texas 
Trunk  Ey.  Co.  v.  Jackson  Bros.,  85  Tex. 
605,  22  S.  W.  1030;  Castro  v.'  lilies,  22 
Tex.  479,  495,  73  Am.  Dec.  277.  See 
also  Gruner  i?., Westin,  66  Tex.  209,  18 
S.  W.  512.     ■ 

34.  See  the  title  "Supersedeas  and 
Stay  of  Proceedings." 


35.  By  whom  execution  against  per- 
son issued,  see  infra,  II,  C. 

36.  Fla. — Davidson  v.  Seegar,  15  Fla. 
671.  Ind.— Shattuck  v.  Cox,  97  Ind. 
242;  Eobinson  v.  Clement,  73  Ind.  29. 
la. — Mudge  v.  Livermore,  148  Iowa  472, 
123  N.  W.  199;  Furman  v.  Dewell,  35 
Iowa  170.  Kan, — Gresienger  v.  MoCar- 
ter,  9  Kan.  App.  886,  61  Pac.  507  (sale 
on  execution  issued  from  court  of  dif- 
ferent co'iinty  than  that  by  which  it 
was  rendered,  will  be  enjoi(ned).  La. 
Langridge  v.  Judge,  46  La.  Ann.  29,  14 
So.  427;  State  v.  Livaudais,  39  La.  Ann. 
984,  3  So.  185;  Compton  v.  Airial,  9 
La.  Ann.  496.  Mo. — Bailey  v.  Winn, 
113  Mo.  155,  '20  S.  W.  21;  Paxon  v. 
Talmage,  87  Mo.  13.  N.  Y. — Clarke  v. 
Miller,  18  Barb.  269,  15  Wend.  578; 
Niles  V.  Perry,  29  How.  Pr.  192.  Okla, 
Garnett  v.  Goldman,  39  Okla.  516,  135 
Pac.  410;  McGinnis  v.  Seibert,  37  Okla. 
272,  134  Pac.  396;  Chandler  v.  Colcord, 
1  Okla.  260,  32  Pac.  330.  Ore.— Love- 
lady  v.  Burgess,  32  Ore.  418,  52  Pac. 
25;  Willamette  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Hendrix, 
28  Ore.  485,  42  Pac.  514.  / 

[a]  The  court  rendering  the  judg- 
ment has  exclusive  jurisdiction  to 
award  an  execution  for  the  collection 
thereof.     Euak  v.  Sackett,  28  Wis.  400. 

37.  Chandler  v.  Colcord,  1  Okla.  260, 
32  Pac.  330. 

[a]  An  execution  so  issued  by  the 
clerk  of  a  court  having  concurrent 
jurisdiction  is  absolutely  void.  Chand- 
ler «.  Colcord,  1  Okla.  260,  32  Pac.  330. 

38.  la. — Armel  v.  Lendrum,  47  Iowa 
535.  Ind. — Marsh  v.  Sherman,  12  Ind. 
358.  Tenn.  —  Trotter  v.  Nelson,  1 
Swan  7. 

39.  Ind.— Shattuck  v.  Cox,  97  Ind. 
242.,     la. — Mudge    v.    Livermore,    148 
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case.*"  Under  some  statutes,  after  an  abstract  or  transcript  of  a  judg- 
ment of  an  inferior  court  is  filed  and  docketed  in  a  superior  court,  the 
former  has  no  power  to  issue  execution  on  the  judgment,*^  though 
under  other  statutes  the  contrary  is  true.*^ 

Where  a  court  has  heen  abolished,  the  court  which  assumes  the  juris- 
diction theretofore  exercised  by  the  other,  court,  has  power  to  issue 
execution  on  the  judgment  of  the  court  so  discontinued.*^ 


Iowa  472,  123  N.  W.  199;  Brunk  v. 
Moulton  Bank,  121  Iowa  14,  95  N.  W. 
238;  Purman  v.  Dewell,  35  Iowa  170; 
Seaton  v.  Hamilton  &  Co.,  10  Iowa  394. 
Okla. — Garnett  v.  Goldman,  39  Okla. 
576,  135  Pae.  410  (prior  to  statute  of 
1910);  Hudson  v.  Ely,  36  Okla.  576, 
'129  Pac.  11.  Ore. — Lovelady  v.  Bur- 
gess, 32  Ore.  418,  52  Pae.  25.  S.  D. 
Bostwiek  v.  Benedict,  4  S.  D.  414,  57 
N.  W.  78.  Wash.— Bramel  v.  Eatliff, 
54  Wash.  581,  103  Pae.  817;  Humphries 
V.  Sorensen,  33  Wash.  563,  74  Pae. 
690;  Briggs  v.  Murray,  29  Wash.  245, 
69  Pac.  765. 

40.  See  the  following:  Md. — Harden 
V.  Moores,  7  Har.  &  J.  4.  Okla. — Rev. 
L.,  1910,  §5148;  Garnett  v.  Goldman, 
39  Okla.  516,  135  Pac.  410.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3232,  may  issue  in 
any  county  in  which  a  transcript  of 
■the  judgment  is  filed  and  docketed. 
Wis.— Chase  v.  Ostrom,  50  Wis.  640,  7 
N.  W.  667. 

[a]  Dormant  Judgment. — An  execu- 
tion cannot  be  issued  by  the  court  of 
the  county  in  which  the  transcript  of 
the  judgment  has  been  filed  without 
a  revival,  when  none  can  be  issued  be- 
cause of  dormancy  in  the  county  where 
the  original  judgment  was  rendered. 
Beck  v.  Church,  113  Pa.  200,  6  Atl.  57. 
But  see  Smith  ■».  GosUue,  2  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  15. 

41.  Cal. — Kerns  <v.  ,  Graves,  26  Cal. 
156,  only  the  county  clerk  can  issue  the 
execution  that  is  to  be  executed  in 
another  county.  Ind. — See  Brown  v. 
WuskofE,  118  Ind.  569,  19  N.  E.  463, 
21  N.  E.  243.  la.— Code,  Supp.  1907, 
§4538;  Klepfer  v.  Keokuk,  126  Iowa 
592,  102  N.  W.  515;  Little  v.  Deven- 
dorf,  109  Iowa  47,  79  N.  W.  476;  Stover 
V.  Elliott,  80  Iowa  329,  45  N.  W.  901; 
Band  &  Co.  v.  Garner,  75  Iowa  311,  39 
N.  W.  515.  Kan.— Rahm  v.  Sopher,  28 
Kan.  529.  Mich.— Howell 's  St.,  1913, 
§12,343;  Hitchcock  v.  Circuit  Judge,  96 
Mich.  297,  55  N.  W.  841;  Davison  v. 
Elliott,  9  Mich.  252.  N.  Y.— Gray  v. 
Lieben,  8  Civ.  Proc.  48;  Parker  v.  Con- 
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ner,  15  Jones  &  S.  522;  Oberwarth  v. 
McLean,  7  Daly  70;  Ex  parte  Thomp- 
son, 5  Cow.  31.  N.  D. — Enderliu  Inv. 
Co.  V.  Nordhagen,  18  N.  D.  517,  -123 
N.  W.  390;  Helton  v.  Sohmarback,  15 
N.  D.  38,  106  N.  W.  36;  Acme  Har- 
vester Co.  V.  Magill,  15  N.  D.  116,  106 
N.  W.  563.  Ore. — Lovelady  v.  Burgess, 
82  Ore.  418,  421,  52  Pac.  25. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
"from  the  time  of  docketing  the  judg- 
ment in  the  county  clerk's  office,  execu- 
tion may  be  issued  thereon  Ijy  the 
county  clerk  to  the  sheriff  of  any  coun- 
ty in  the  state,  other  than  the  county 
in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered, 
in  the  same  manner  and  with  like  effect 
as  if  issued  upon  a  judgment  of  the 
superior  court,"  the  clerk  only  can 
issue  an  execution  that  is  to  be  executed 
in  another  county.  Kerns  v.  Gravesj 
26  Cal.  156.  But  as  against  property 
within  the  county  in  which  the  judg- 
ment is  rendered,  execution  is  to  issue 
from  the  justice's  court.  Campbell  v. 
Wickware,  19  Cal.  145. 

42.  Mo.  Eev.  St.,  1909,  §7529. 

43.  m.— Harris  v.  Cornell,  80  HI.  54; 
Lee  V.  Newkirk,  18  111.  550.  Kan. 
Hansford  v.  Burdge,  8  Kan.  App.  162, 
55  Pac.  472.  N.  Y.— Wegman  v.  Childs, 
41  N.  T.  159.  N.  C— Matthews  v.  Gil- 
reath,  33  N.  C.  244.  N.  D.— Merchants ' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Braithwaite,  7  N.  D.  358, 
75  N.  W.  244,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  653. 
Tex. — Campbell  v.  Townsend,  26  Tex. 
511;  Masterson  Irr.  Co.  v.  Foote  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  642. 

[a]  But  see  Martin  v.  Craven,  126 
Ga.  780,  55  S.  E.  962,  wherein,  under 
the  particular  statute,  it  was  held  that 
the  clerk  .  of  the  court  to  which  the 
jurisdiction  was  transferred  could  not 
issue  execution  upon  judgments  of  the 
abolished  court. 

[b]  On  the  abolishing  of  a  common 
pleas  court  the  clerk  of  the  circuit 
court  has  authority  to  issue  executions 
on  transcripts  of  judgments  of  justices 
of  tlie  peace,  duly  recorded  and  dock- 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     745 

When  a  cause  is  transferred  from  one  court  to  another  on  account  of 
the  incompetency  of  the  judge,  the  execution  issues  from  the  latter 
court.** 

(n.)  After  Appeal.  —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  an  appellate 
court  may  award  an  execution  to  carry  its  decision  into  effect.*"  At 
the  common  law,  such  was  the  practice  where  the  original  record  was 
sent  up  to  the  court  to  which  the  review  was  taken.*^  But  when  a 
judgment  has  been  affirmed  and  the  cause  remanded  by  the  appellate 
court  to  the  court  wherein  the  judgment  was  originally  rendered,  the 
general  rule  is  that  the  prevailing  party  is  entitled  to  have  execution 
issue  upon  such  judgment  from  the  court  thus  rein^iested  with  the 
custody  of  the  record.*^  The  same  practice  also  obtains  m  some  states 


eted  in  the  common  pleas  court.  Mavity 
V.  Eastbridge,  67  Ind.  211. 

44.  Henderson  v.  Henderson's  Admr., 
66  Ala.  556.  ^ 

45.  Mo.  Rev.  St.,  1909,  §2085; 
M'Nair  v.  Lane,  2  Mo.  57;  Musser  v. 
Harwood,  23  Mo.  App.  495  (wherein 
supreme  court  reversed  judgment  and 
entered  judgment  for  costs  in  favor  of 
appellant). 

46.  Altman  v.  Johnson,  2  Mich.  N. 
P.  41.  And  see  People  v.  Corey  & 
Briggs,  19  Wend.   (N.  Y.)   633. 

47.  Ala. — Howard  v.  Deans,  151  Ala. 
608,  44  So.  550;  Anniston  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Stickney,  132  Ala.  587,  31  So. 
465.  Cai. — Mayor  of  Marysville  v. 
Buchanan,  3  Cal.  212,  district  court  has 
no  authority  to  prevent  the  immediate 
execution  of  the  judgment  of  an  ap- 
pellate court  upon  remittitur.  Colo. 
Eockwell  V.  District  Court,  17  Colo. 
118,  29  Pac.  454,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  265. 
Ky. — Hawkins  v.  Craig,  Sneed  191. 
La. — Amet  v.  Boyer,  42  La.  Ann.  831, 
8  So.  588;  "Wells  v.  Merz  &  Sheriff,  23 
La.  Ann.  392;  Lovelace  v.  Taylor,  6 
Bob.  92.  Mo.— Block  v.  Morrison,  112 
Mo.  343,  20  S.  "W.  340.;  Slagel  v.  Mur- 
dock,  65  Mo.  522;  Walter  v.  Tabor,  21 
Mo.  75;  Wilburn's  Admr.  v.  Hall,  17 
Mo.  471;  Meyer  v.  Campbell,  12  Mo. 
603.  Neb.— State  v.  Sheldon,  26  Neb. 
151,  42  N.  W.  335.  N.  J.— Reading  v. 
Reading,  6  N.  J.  L.  186.  Ohio. — Bisbee 
V.  Hall,  Wright  59;  Howard  v.  Abbey, 
2  Ohio  Dec.  64. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  instructions 
to  the  contrary  from  the  plaintiff  in 
the  judgment,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
clerk  of  the  lower  court  to  speedily  is- 
sue execution  on  receipt  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  aflBrmance  from  the  clerk  of 
the  appellate  court.  Northern  Alabama 
R.  Co.  V.  Lowery   (Ala.),  57  So.  260; 


Howard  v.  Deems,  151  Ala.  608,  44  So. 
550. 

[b]  ITo  order  of  the  lower  court  is 
necessary  to  issue  execution  after 
cause  remanded.  Cal.  —  Mayor  of 
Marysville  v.  Buchanan,  3  Cal.  212. 
Mo.— Walter  v.  Tabor,  21  Mo.  75;  Wil- 
burn's  Admr.  v.  Hall,  17  Mo.  471; 
Musser  v.  Harwood,  23  Mo.  App.  495. 
Tex. — Lemmel  v.  Pauska,  54  Tex.  505; 
Govan  v.  Bynum,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  180, 
43  S.  W.  319.  As  to  necessity  for  order 
of  court  previous  to  issuance  of  execu- 
tion, see  generally  infra,  II,  B  1,  i, 
(II),   (C). 

[c]  But  a  sale  made  under  execu- 
tion issued  from  the  appellate  court  is 
not  void  in  such  case,  though  voidable 
by  a  timely  motion  to  quash.  Block  v. 
Morrison,  112  Mo.  343,  20  S.  W.  340. 
See  also  Meyer  v,  Campbell^  12  Mo. 
603. 

[d]  ,  Judgment  Against  Sureties  on 
Supersedeas  Bond. — (1)  But  when  a 
judgment  for  money  is,  upon  appeal 
with  a  supersedeas  bond,  affirmed  with 
judgment  against  the  appellant  and  the 
sureties  on  the  bond,  execution  should 
issue  on  the  judgment  of  the  appellate 
court  and  not  upon  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from.  Irvin  v.  Ferguson,  83  Tex. 
491,  18  S.  W.  820.  See  also  Blair  v. 
Sanborn,  82  Tex.  686,  18  S.  W.  159. 
(2)  The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court 
fixes  the  liability  of  every  person  and 
determines  the  highest  sum  for  which 
execution  may  issue;  while  the  judg- 
ment of  the  lower  court  does  not  fix 
the  liability  of  the  sureties  on  the  ap- 
peal bond,  nor  authorize  an  execution 
for  the  costs  of  appeal,  nor  for  any 
damages  that  may  be  awarded  by  the 
appellate  court.  Irvin  v.  Ferguson,  83 
Tex.  491,  18  S.  W.  820. 
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where  the  judgment  of  the  lower  court  is  reversed  and  an  original 
money  judgment  entered  in  the  appellate  court.**  If  an  appeal  is 
dismissed  by  consent,**  or  abandoned,^"  execution  should  issue,  as  if 
no  appeal  had  been  taken. 

If  upon  appeal,  there  is  a  trial  de  novo,  the  judgment  rendered  is  the 
judgment  of  such  appellate  court,  and  execution  is  to  be  issued  from 
such  court.^^ 

(III.)  Duty  of  Clerk.  —  The  duty  of  issuing  the  execution  usually 
devolves  upon  the  clerk  of  the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment.^^ 


48.  The  same  practice  that  applies 
in  respect  of  affij-med  judgments  also 
is  applicable  in  all  case^  wherein  any 
original  affirmative  judgment  is  ren- 
dered in  the  appellate  court,  and  where 
the  judgment  below  is  reversed  and  an 
original  money  judgment  is  entered,  it 
has  always  been  the  practice  to  certify 
such  judgment  to  the  court  from 
which  the  appeal  was  taken  to  the  end 
that  it  should  there  be  enforced  and 
for  execution  upon  it  to  issue  out  of 
that  court,  and  not  out  of  the  appellate 
court.  "This  practice  probably  origin- 
ated in  the  considerations  that  this 
[supreme]  court  is  in  a  general  sense 
without  jurisdiction  to  try  in  the  first 
instance  issues  arising  upon  the  levy  of 
executions,  its  jurisdiction  being  'ap- 
pellate only,  and  that  it  is  also  with- 
out the  equipment  of  a  jury  to  which 
the  parties  to  executions  would  be  en- 
titled on  issues  growing  out  of 
levies."  But  no"#  in  addition  to  these 
underlying  considerations,  by  provision 
of  the  legislature  the  clerk  of  the  su- 
preme court  is  required  to  certify  to 
the  clerks  of  the  courts  from  which  ap- 
peals have  been  taken,  the  judgment 
of  the  supreme  court' whether  it  be  an 
affirmance  or  a  reversal  of. the  judg- 
ment below,  or  other  action  of  the 
supreme  court  upon  such  causes,  to  the 
end  that  execution  may  issue  in  the 
court  below.  Anniston  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Stickney,  132  Ala.  587,  31  So. 
465. 

49.  Clark's  Exrs.  v.  Farrar,  3  Mart. 
O.  S.   (I/a.)   212. 

50.  See  Muller  v.  Boone,  63  Tex.  91; 
Shapard  v.  Bailleul,  3  Tex.  26. 

51.  Ga. — Brown  v.  Wilson,  59  Ga. 
604.  Md. — Griffith  v.  Etna  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  7  Md.  102.  N.  J.— Anonymous,  3 
N.  J.  L.  753.  S.  0, — Pringle  v.  Lans- 
dale,  3  McCord  489,  provided  for  by 
statute.  S.  D, — ^Winton  v.  Knott,  7  S. 
D.  179,  63  N..  W.  783.     Tex — McKay 
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V.  Irion,  4  "Wills.  Civ.  Cas.,  §184,  15 
S.  W.  123,  creditor  must  answer  in 
damages  if  he  cause  an  execution  to 
issue  out  of  the  lower  court  or  receive 
the  benefits  of  one  so  issued  after  an 
appeal  and  trial  de  novo. 

[a]  When  a  judgment  is  affirmed  in 
the  superior  court,  the  practice  is  to 
sue  out  execution  there  without  taking 
the  cause  down  by  a  procedendo.  Seely 
V.  Boon,  1  N.  J.  L.  138. 

52.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Way- 
man  V.  Southard,  10  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed. 
253.  Ala.— Code,  ^907,  §3272,  subd.  11; 
State  ex  rel.  Attorney  General  v.  Hasty, 
184  Ala.  121,  63  So.  559,50  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.  553;  Hudson  v.  Modowell,  64  Ala. 
481;  Kyle  v.  Evans,  3  Ala.  481,  37  Am. 
Dec.  705.  Cal.— Smith  v.  Morse,  2  Cal.  524. 
Ind. — Nunemacher  v.  Ingle,  20  Ind.  135. 
la. — Mudge  v.  Livermore,  148  Iowa  472, 
123  N.  W.  199.  Kan.— Gen.  St.,  1909^ 
§6033.  Mont.— Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mont. 
96,  74  Pac.  85,  63  L.  E.  A.  325,  101 
Am.  St.  Eep.  544.  N.  C. — Sheppard  v. 
Bland,  87  N.  C.  163;  McKethan  v.  Mc- 
Neil, 74  N.  C.  663.  Phil.  Isl.— Hidalgo 
V.  Crossfield,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466. 

[a]  An  execution  from  the  county 
court,  issued  by  the  clerk  de  facto  and 
signed  by  him  officially,  is  not  illegal 
because  the  clerk  practiced  law  at  the 
time,  and  was  one  of  the  attorneys  of 
record  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution. 
Blount  V.  Wells,  55  Ga.  282. 

[b]  "It  is  not  indispensable  to  the 
regularity  of  an  execution,  that  it 
should  be  issued  by  the  clerk,  or  a 
duly  qualified  deputy.  If  the  clerk 
thinks  proper,  he  can  engage  the 
services  of  an  assistant  to  write  for 
him;  and  if  the  execution  is  made  out  ' 
and  subscribed  with  his  name,  by  his 
direction,  and  under  his  supervision,  or,- 
if  made  and  subscribed  with  his  name', 
and  afterwS.rds  adopted  by  him,  it 
would  in  point  of  law,  be  as  much  hi» 
act,  as  if  the  labor  had  been  performed 
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And  since  the  issuance  of  an  execution  is  a  mere  ministerial  act,°^ 
if  the  judgment-creditor  regularly  applies  for  execution  on  his  judg- 
taent  within  the  period  of  the  statute  of  limitations,^*  the  clerK  can 
exercise  no  discretion  as  to  whether  or  not  he  will  issue  it.°^ 

d.  For  Whom  Issued.^^  —  As  a  general  rule,  no  person  but  the 
party  in  whose  favor  a  judgment  is  rendered,  his  agent  or  attorney^  of 
record,  can  control  or  order  execution  to  enforce  the  judgment.^'  And 
while  it  is  generally  the  duty  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  the 
judgment  is  rendered  to  issue  an  execution  when  called  upon  to  do 


with   his    own   hand."      McMahan    & 
Evans  V.  Colclough,  2  Ala.  68. 

[c]  Wien  the  court  has  no  clerk, 
the  judge  or  justice  himself  must  per- 
form the  imperative  duty  of  issuing 
execution;  but  when  the  court  has  a 
clerk  in  whose  hands  is  intrusted  the 
court  seal,  and  who  is  charged  with 
the  keeping  of  the  court  records  and 
the  issuance  of  process  under  the  seal 
of  the  court,  the  imperative  duty  of 
issuing  the  writ  of  execution  manifest- 
ly devolves  upon  him,  unless  in  a  par- 
ticular case  the  judge  elects  to  per- 
form the  duty  himself  instead  of  in- 
trusting it  to  his  ministerial  officer. 
Hidalgo  V.  Crossfield,  17  Phil.  Isl^  466. 

53.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  a. 

54.  As  to  application  for  issuance 
of  writ,  see  infra,  11,  B,  1,  i,  (II),  (C). 

55.  Ala. — Hudson  v.  Modawell,  64 
Ala.  481.  Mass. — Briggs  v.  Wardwell, 
10  Mass.  356.  Mich. — Jenness  •».  Lapeer 
Co.  Circuit  Judge,  42  Mich.  469,  4  N. 
W.  220.  Mo. — State  v.  Eenick,  157  Mo. 
292,  57  S.  W.  713.  P.  I.— Hidalgo  v. 
Crossfield,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466. 

[a]  When  applied  to  for  the  is- 
suance of  an  execution,  if  the  applica- 
tion proceeds  from  a  proper  party;  the 
only  inquiry  the  clerk  can  make  is, 
whether  the  record  of  the  court  shows 
a  judgment  or  decree  authorizing  the 
same.  Beyond  that  he  cannot  look,  and 
inquire  whether  tli,ere  is  not  matter 
which  will  discharge  the  parties,  or  any 
of  them,  from  liability.  Hudson  v. 
Modawell,  64  Ala.  481. 

[b]  The  difaculty  of  executing  a 
judgment  because  of  uncertainty  there- 
in is  no  concern  of  the  clerk;  his  duty 
is  to  issue  the  writ  in  the  manner 
provided  by  law.  State  v.  Bondy,  15 
La.  Ann.  573,  77  Am.  Dec.  198. 

As  to  procedure  to  compel  issuance, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  j,  (I). 

56.  For  whom  execution  against  per- 
son issued,  see  infra,  II,  C. 

57.  U.  S.— Wills  V.  Chandler,  2  Fed. 


273.  Cal.— Lerch  v.  Gallup,  67  Cal. 
595,  8  Pac.  322.  Fla.— Davidson  v. 
Seegar,  15  Ha.  671.  Ind. — Lewis  v. 
Phillips,  17  Ind.  108.  la,.— Ex  parte 
Hampton,  2  Gr.  137.  Ky. — Pollard  v. 
Pollard,  4  Mon.  359.  La.— State  v. 
Pillsbury,  35  La.  Ann.  408.  Miss. 
Treadwell  v.  Herndon,  41  Miss.  38; 
Osgood  &  Co.  V.  Brown,  1  Freeman's 
Ch.  392.  Mo.— Davis  v.  McCann,  143 
Mo.  172,.  44  S.  W.  795. 
See  also  infra,  II,  B,  2,  d. 

[a]  Oificers  of  court,  or  witnesses 
to  whom  fees  are  due,  cannot  /order 
execution  on  a  judgment  owned  by  an- 
other. Ex  parte  Hampton,  2  Greene 
(la.)  137. 

[b]  But  in  Cortez  v.  San  Francisco 
Superior  Court,  86  Cal.  274,  24  Pac. 
1011,  it  was  held  that  a  commissioner 
to  whom  fees  and  expense  money  had 
been  decreed  had  such  an  interest  as 
to  entitle  him  to  an  execution. 

[c]  An  attorney  (1)  may  have  ex- 
ecution issued  on  a  judgment  obtained 
through  him.  Eogers  v.  Marshal,  1 
Wall.  (U.S.)  644,  17  L.  ed.  714;  Erwin 
V.  Blake,  8  Pet.  (IT.  S.)  18,  26,  8  L. 
ed.  852;  Union  Bank  v.  Geary,  5  Pet. 
(U.S.)  99,  8  L.  ed.  60.  (2)  But  the 
issuing  of  an  execution  on  the  judg- 
ment is  not  such  an  act  as  requires 
the  direct  agency  of  the  attorney  in 
the  case;  it  may  be  issued  by  the 
plaintiff  himself  (Jones  v.  Spears,  56 
Cal.  163),  (3)  or  by  a  new  attorney 
employed  by  the  plaintiff  for  that  pur- 
pose. Knox  V.  Eandall,  24  Minn.  479, 
495,  without  any  formal  substitution  or 
notice. 

[d]  A  foreign  administrator  may 
not  have  execution  issued  unless  he  has 
complied  with  all  the  statutory  pro- 
visions affecting  his  authority.  Jack- 
son V.  Scandland,  65  Miss.  481,  4  So. 
552. 

[e]  The  state  mg,y  have  an  execu- 
tion  on   a  judgment   rendered   ifl    the 
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so,^^  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  see  that  an  execution  is  issued 
and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  without  an  authorization  or 
direction  of  the  plaintiff,  his  agent  or  attorney.^^  But  the  issuance  of 
an  execution  without  authority  of  the  plaintiff  will  not  render  the 
sale  thereunder  void."" 


name  of  the  governor.  Ex  parte  Pryor, 
9  Ark.  257. 

[f  ]  Alien  Enemy. — Where  the  plain- 
tiff in  a  suit,  becomes  an  alien  enemy, 
after  judgment,  the  court  will  not,  on 
motion,  stay  or  set  aside  the  execution. 
Buckley  v.  Lyttle  &  Thompson,  10 
Johns.   (N.  Y.)   117. 

Issuance  of  execution  at  instance  of 
wife  on  judgment  confessed  by  hus- 
band in  her  favor,  see  11  Standard 
Proc.  808. 

[g]  Eatification  by  the  judgment 
creditor  of  the  act  of  sureties  on  an 
undertaking  on  appeal  in  ordering 
execution  to  issue  is  shown  where  he 
accepted  the  money  made  under  it  in 
full  payment  and  satisfaction  of  his 
judgment.  Lerch  v.  Gallup,  67  Cal.  595, 
8  Pac.  322. 

58.  See  supra,  11,  B,  1,  c,   (III). 

59.  U.  S.— Wills  V.  Chandler,  1  Mc- 
Crary  276,  2  Fed.  273.  lU.— Wickliff 
V.  Robinson,  18  111.  145.  Ind. — Wells 
V.  Bower,  126  Ind.  115,  25  N.  E.  603, 
22  Am.  St.  Eep.  570;  Johnson  v.  Mur- 
ray, 112  Ind.  154,  13  N.  B.  273,  2  Am. 
St.  Eep.  174;  State  «»  Wilkins'  Admr., 
21  Ind.  216;  Sowles  v.  Harvey,  20  Ind. 
217,  83  Am.  Dec.  315;  Nunemacher  ». 
Ingle,  20  Ind.  135;  Lewis  v.  Phillips, 
17  Ind.  108,  79  Am.  Dee.  457.  la. 
Ex  parte  Hampton,  2  G.  Gr.  137.  Ky. 
Burton  v.  McFarland,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
536.  Miss. — Osgood  &  Co.  v.  Brown, 
Preem.  Ch.  392.  Mo.— Davis  v.  Mc- 
Cann,  143  Mo.  172,  44  Sc  W.  795;  Beedle 
V.  Mead,  81  Mo.  297;  Burton  v.  Dele- 
plain,  25  Mo.  App.  376,  382.  Vt. 
Smith  v,  Howard,  41  Vt.  74.  Wis. 
Chase  v.  Ostrom,  50  Wis.  640,  7  N.  W. 
667. 

[a]  Where,  in  the  entry  of  a  judg- 
ment, by  agreement  of  the  parties,  it  is 
ordered  by  the  court  that  an  execution 
shall  issue  thereon,  but  shall  not  be 
levied  on  the  defendant's  property  for 
a  specified  period,  except  in  a  certain 
event,  it  does  not  thereby  become  the 
duty  of  the  clerk  to  issue  such  execu- 
tion without  directions  so  to  do  from 
the  plaintiff,  his  agent  or  attorney. 
State  V.  Wilkins '  Admr.,  21  Ind.  216. 

[b]  Custom  of  Clerk.— The  fact  that 
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it  has  been  the  custom  of  the  clerk  of 
the  court  to  issue  executions  upon  all 
judgments  rendered  at  the  next  preced- 
ing term  whether  directed  to  do  so  or 
not,  does  not  change  the  rule  requiring 
the  direction  of  the  plaintiff.  Davis 
V.  McCann,  143  Mo.  172,  44  S.  W.  795. 

[c]  A  justice  who  has  given  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  has 
been  directed  by  him  not  to  issue  an 
execution  until  after  the  time  for  tak- 
ing an  appeal  has  expired,  is  not  bound 
to  issue  an  execution  until  the  plain- 
tiff requests  it.  Tingle  V.  PuUium,  4 
Blackf.   (Ind.)   442. 

[d]  Presumption  of  Direction. — ^The 
presumption  is,  in  the  absence  of  proof 
otherwise,  that  a  clerk  issues  an  execu- 
tion only  under  the  direction  of  some 
person  authorized  to  control  the  is- 
suance of  the  writ.  Niantic  Bank  v. 
Dennis,  37  HI.  381.  And  see  Smith  v. 
Perkins,  81  Tex.  152,  16  S.  W.  805,  26 
Am.  St.  Eep.  794. 

[e]  The  clerk  cannot  refuse  to  is- 
sue an  execution  for  the  reason  that 
the  court  has  not  specifically  so  di- 
rected, the  judgment  being  in  itself  an 
order  directing  execution.  State  v. 
Eeuiek,  157  Mo.  292,  57  S.  W.  713. 
See  also  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (I),  (B). 

[f  ]  The  clerk  of  the  court  to  whom 
the  transcript  of  a  judgment  rendered 
and  docketed  in  another  county  has 
been  sent  by  the  party  or  attorney 
obtaining  such  judgment,  together  with 
an  execution  thereon  duly  signed  and 
filled  out,  except  the  dates  of  the  fil- 
ing of  such  transcript  arid  docketing 
of  such  judgment  by  him,  and  with 
directions  to  file  the  transcript,  docket 
the  judgment,  and  then  fill  the  blanks 
in  the  execution  and  deliver  it  to  the  . 
sheriff,  may  act  as  the  clerk  or  agent 
of  the  party  or  attorney  giving  such 
directions,  in  so  doing.  Chase  v.  Os- 
trom, 50  Wis.  640,  7  N.  W.  667. 

60.  Wells  V.  Bower,  126  Ind.  115,  25 
N.  B.  603,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  570;  John- 
son V.  Murray,  112  Ind.  154,  13  N.  E. 
273,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  174;  Sowles  v. 
Harvey,  20  Ind.  217,  83  Am.  Dec.  315. 

[a]  The  plaintiff  may  ratify  the  act 
of  the  clerk  in  issuing  the  writ  with- 
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Upon  Assigned  Judgment.  — "Where  a  judgment  has  been  assigned 
execution  issues  upon  the  application  of  the  assignee  but  in  the  name 
of  the  assignor."^ 

e.  Against  Whom  Issue'd.^^  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  no  execution 
can  issue  against  the  property  of  a  person  who  is  not, a  party"^  to  the 


out  specific  direction,  and  render  it 
valid;  Wells  v.  Bower,  126  Ind.  115,  25 
N.  E.  603,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  570;  Lewis 
V.  Phillips,  17  Ind.  108,  79  Am.  Dec. 
457;  Clarkson  v.  White  &  Arnold,  4  J. 
J.  Marsh.   (Ky.)   529. 

[b]  One  who  claims  in  the  charac- 
ter of  a  judgment  creditor  cannot  avail 
himself  of  a  mere  irregularity,  such  as 
the  issuing  of  the  execution  by  the 
clerk  without  the,  authority  of  the 
creditor,  to  defeat  a  consummated  sale. 
It  is,  as  a  general  rule,  only  the  execu- 
tion defendant  who  can  avail  himself 
of  an  irregularity  upon  a  direct  at- 
tack. Johnson  v.  Murray,  112  Ind.  154, 
13  N.  E.  273,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  174. 

ei.    U.    S.— Selz   V.   TTnna,    6    Wall. 

S27,   18   L.   ed.    799.      Ala Steele    v. 

Thompson,  62  Ala.  323.  HI. — Elliot  v. 
Sneed,  2  111.  517.  la. — Mc Williams  v. 
Myers,  10  Iowa  325.  La. — King  v. 
Dwight,  3  Rob.  2,  distinguishing  Fluker 
V.  Turner,  5  Mart.  (N.  S.)  707.  Miss. 
Code,  1906,  §3975;  Vanhouten  v.  Eeily, 
6  Smed.  &  M.  440.  Mo.— Fiske  v. 
Lamoreaux,  48  Mo.  523.  N.  Y. — Wil- 
gus  V.  Bloodgood,  33  How.  Pr.  289. 
Tex.— Owens  v.  Clark,  78  Tex.  547,  15 
S.  W.  101.  Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal.'s  Code, 
§519.    Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2965. 

[a]  The  assignee  of  the  judgment 
has  full  authority  over  it  and  it  is  his 
right  to  demand  execution  thereon  in 
the  name  of  the  assignor,  and  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  clerk  to  comply  with  the 
demand  when  made.  The  assignee  may 
control  the  execution  through  an  at- 
torney, or  an  agent,  and  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  attorney  or  agent  are  of 
the  same  force  as  if  they  had  pro- 
ceeded from  him  personally.  Steele  v. 
Thompson,  62  Ala.  323. 

[b]  Where  the  assignor  dies,  the 
writ  should  still  issue  in  the  name  of 
the  deceased  assignor.  Holmes  v.  Mc- 
Indoe,  20  Wis.  657.  See  also  Garvin 
v.^  Hall,  83  Tex.  295,  18  S.  W.  731. 

[c]  The  assignor  has  no  control  over 
the  execution  issued  thereon  by  the 
assignee.  Clarke  v.  Hogeman,  13  W. 
Va.  718. 

.    [d]    Under  a  statute  providing  that 


in  case  of  a  transfer  in  an  action,  it 
may  be  continued  in  the  name  of  the 
original  party,  or  the  court  may  allow 
the  person  to  whom  the  transfer  is 
made  to  be  substituted,  the  court  may 
allow  or  direct  an  execution  to  issue 
in  favor  of  the  assignee.  McGregor  v. 
Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  1  Mont.  142. 

[e]  Where  the  assignment  is  as 
security  for  a  debt,  the  assignor  may 
issue  execution  in  his  own  name)  par- 
ticularly where  he  has  retained  the 
right  and  has  the  assent  of  the  assignee 
to,  do  so.  Collins  V.  Smith,  75  Wis. 
392,  44  N.  W.  510. 

62.  Against  whom  execution  against 
person  issues,  see  infra,  II,  C. 

/Execution  on  judgment  against  sev- 
eral defendants,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  k. 

63.  U.  S. — Walker  v.  Colby  Wringer 
Co.,  14  Fed.  517.  Ala. — Joseph  v. 
Joseph,  5  Ala.  280;  Harris  v.  Carter's 
Admrs.,  3  Stew.  233.  la.— Berry  v. 
Wood  &  Sons,  106  Iowa  327,  76  N.  W. 
799.  Ky. — Bridges  v.  Caldwell's  Exrs., 
2  A.  K.  Marsh.  195.  Miss.— Treadwell 
V.  Herndon,  41  Miss.  38;  New  Orleans, 
J.  &  G.  N.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  EoUins,  36 
Miss.  384.  N.  C— Binford  v.  Alston, 
15  N.  C.  351.  Pa.— King  v.  Wrinley, 
26  Leg.  Int.  254.  P.  I.— Eabino  v. 
Eavida,  14  Phil.  Isl.  704.  Tex.— Battle 
V.  Guedry,  58  Tex.  111. 

[a]  Execution  can  issue  only  against 
the  person  named  in  the  judgment,  and 
a  judgment  and  execution  against  Free- 
man H.  will  not  authorize  a  sale  of 
the  property  of  Truman  H.,  although 
the  latter  may  be  the  individual  in- 
tended. Farnham  v.  Hildreth,  32  Parb. 
(N.  Y.)  277.  See  also  Formento  V. 
Eobert,  27  La.  Ann:  445. 

[b]  Where  a  son  becomes  indebted 
for  the  purchase  price  of  goods  to  the 
plaintiff,  who,  by  mistake,  secures  a 
judgment  against  the  father,  execution 
cannot  issue  against  the  son  for  the 
seizure  and  sale  of  such  goods.  Crouse 
V.  Bailey,  56  Hun  645,  10  N.  Y.  Supp. 
273,   11   N.  Y.   Supp.  910. 

[c]  Judgment  Debtor  Not  Eeal 
Party  in  Interest. — Where  interveners 
took    judgment    against    an    insolvent 
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original  judgment,  or  made  such  by  some  proceeding  subsequent 
thereto.^* 

Against  Discharged  Bankrupt.  —Where  the  judgment  debtor  has  been 
relieved  of  liability  on  a  judgment  by  virtue  of  a  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy, execution  cannot  issue  against  him.°® 

Against  Married  Women.  —  The  right  to  issue  execution  against  the 
property  of  a  married  woman  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.*' 

Against  State  or  Municipality.  —  The  question  as  to  whether  an  execu- 
tion may.  properly  issue  against  the  property  of  a  state,*'  or  municipal- 
ity,** or  of  the  United  States,*^  will  be  discussed  elsewhere.     , 

Against  Private  Corporations  or  Partnerships. —  The  qu'estion  of  whether 
execution  lies  against  the  property  of  a  private  corporation,'"  or 
partnership,'^  is  treated  in  other  titles. 

f .  Time  of  Issuance^  —  (I.)  When  Execution  May  Issue.  —  By  the 
common  law,  as  soon  as  final  judgment  was  signed  execution  might 
issue,  unless  there  was  a  writ  of  error  pending  or  an  agreement  or 
stipulation  to  the  contrary;'^. and  this  rule  still  exists  in  some  of  the 


plaintiff,  knowing  that  the  action  was 
brought  in  plaintiff's  name  without  her 
knowledge,  not  as  the  real  party  In  in- 
terest, but  to  prevent  them  from  col- 
lecting any  judgment  they  might  se- 
cure, the  fraud  does  not  au^thorize  an 
execution  against  the  real  party  in  in- 
terest. That  one  party  practices  a 
fraud  upon  another  does  not  entitle  the 
latter  to  sell  the  property  of  the  former 
upon  a  judgment  which  they  elected  to 
take  against  a  thjrd.  Berry  v.  Wood 
&  Sons,  106  Iowa  327,  76  N.  W.  799. 
Property  subject  to  execution,  see 
generally  infra,  II,  B,  3. 

64.  Treadwell  v.  Herndon,  41  Miss. 
38;  New  Orleans,  J.  &  G.  N.  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eollins,  36  Miss.  384,  citing  Bacon 
Abr.  c.  4;   2  Tuck.  Com.  340. 

([a]  "Nor  can  any  person  be  made 
defendant  to  the  execution,  by  such 
subsequent  proceeding,  who  is  not 
chargeable  with  the  debt  or  demand." 
New  Orleans,  J.  &  G.  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eollins,  36  Miss.  384,  citing  Bac.  Abr. 
Executor,  F.  G.,  and  2  Lord  Eaym.  768. 
See  also  Treadwell  v.  Herndon,  41  Miss. 
38,  48.  In  such  case  a  scire  facias  is 
necessary.  Treadwell  v.  Herndon,  41 
Miss.  38.  See  also  infra,  II,  B,  1,  h, 
(IV)  and  (V);  III. 

[b]  In  Hanson  v.  Bari^es,  3  Gill  & 
J.  (Md.>-359,  the  court  said:  "The 
general  principle,  that  where  a  new 
person  is  to  be  benefited,  or  charged 
by  the  execution  of  the  judgment,  there 
ought  to  be  a  scire  facias  to  make  him 
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a  party,  is  admitted;  but  it  cannot 
apply  to  a  case,  where  the  new  party 
becomes  interested,  after  the  process  is 
regularly  in  the  hands  of  the  officer  for 
execution. ' ' 

65.  Boyd  v.  Vanderkemp,  1  Barb. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  273;  Dawson  v.  Hartsfield, 
79  N.  C.  334;  Withers  v.  Stinson,  79 
N.  C.  341. 

Discharge  in  bankruptcy  as  ground 
for  relief'  from  enforcement  of  execu- 
tion, see  infra,  IV. 

66.  See  11  Standard  Pboc.  807,  et 
seq. 

67.  See  infra,  II,  B,  3,  e,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "States  and  Terri- 
tories." 

68.  See  infra,  II,  B,  3,  e,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Municipal  Corpora- 
tions." 

69.  See  infra,  II,  B,  3,  e,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "United  States." 

70.  See  5  Standard  Pkoc.  670,  et 
seq. 

71.  See  infra,  II,  B,  3,  j,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Partnership." 

72.  Time  of  issuance  of  execution 
against  person,  see  infra,  II,  C. 

Time  of  issuance  of  .executions  after 
death  of  sole  defendant,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  1,  h,   (IV),  (D). 

73.  Stevens  v.  Manson,  87  Me.  436, 
32  Atl.  1002;  Miller  v.  O'Bannon,  4 
Lea  (Tenn.)  398,  citing  Tidd's  Pr., 
994.  And  see  Wait  v.  Garth,  Barnes' 
Notes  261,  94  Eng.  Eeprint  906,  and 
supra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (I),  (C). 
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states/*  though  generally  execution  may  not  issue  under  modern  stat- 
utes until  after  the  judgment  has  been  entered.''^ 

On  Judgment  Note.  —  It  is  improper  to  issue  execution  on  a  judgment 
note  until  the  expiration  of  the  day  on  which  the  note  was  payable.'' 
Where  the  note  is  payable  in  instalments  execution  may  issue  upon 
the  instalments  as  they  fall  due.'' 

Statutory  Periods  of  Time.  —  Under  some  statutes,  the  clerk  shall  issue 
execution  as  soon  after  the  judgment  of  the  court  as  practicable.'* 
Others  provide  that  certain  definite  periods  of  time  should  elapse  after 
the  rendition  of  the  final  judgment,'^  or  after  the  adjournment  of  tire 
terrn,^"  before  execution  may  issue.    Such  statutes^  being  for  the  benefit 


74.  Execution  issues  as  soon  as  the 
record  of  1;he  proceedings,  is  read  and 
signed.  Logan  v.  Suit,  152  Ind.  434,  53 
N.  E.  456;  Jones  v.  Carnahan,  63  Ind. 
229;  "Willson  v.  Binford,  54  Ind.  569; 
Carpenter  v.  Vanscoten,  20  Ind.  50. 

[a]  As  soon  as  the,  judgment  is  en- 
tered, and  before  the  ^ling  of  the  judg- 
ment roll.  Sharp  v.  Lumley,*  34  Cal. 
611. 

75.  See  generally  the  statutes  cited 
infra,  II,  B,  1,  f,  (II),  note. 

Necessity  for  entry  and  docketing, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (I),  (C). 

76.  Shoemaker  v.  Shirtliflfe,  1  Dall. 
(U.  S.)  133,  1  L.  ed.  69;  Taylor  v. 
Jacoby,  2  Pa.  495. 

[a]  An  execution  issued  before  the 
day  the  note  is  payable  may  be  set 
aside.  Otwell  v.  Messick,  4  Houst. 
(Del.)  542. 

■  [B]  But  the  defendant  may  waive 
this  right  by  agreement  and  allow  the 
writ  to  issue  on  the  date  the  note  falls 
due.     Eoemer  v.  Denig,  18  Pa.  482. 

[c]  Execution  cannot  issue  upon  a 
note  not  due,  merely  for  failure  to 
pay  the  interest  due,  where  there  is  no 
provision  therefor.  Eeilly  v.  Nestle,  2 
W.  N.  C.   (Pa.)   600. 

77.  Sloane  v.  Anderson,  57  Wis.  123, 
13  N.  W.'  684,  15  N.  W.  21. 

[a]  An  execution  issued  for  the 
whole  debt  before  some  of  the  install- 
ments were '  due,  is  only  voidable  and 
musj;  be  respected  until  vacatd.  State 
V.  Piatt,  5  Har.  (Del.)  429.  See  Steele 
V.  Tutwiler,  68  Ala.  107. 

78.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Shannon's  Code  (Tenn.),  §4732;  "Weav- 
er. V.  Smith,  102  Tenn.  47,  50  S.  W. 
771.  See  also  Pollard's  Va.  Code,  1904, 
§3581. 

[a]  In  Miller  v.  O'Bannon,  4  Lea 
(Tenn.)  398,  the  court  said:  "The 
Code  prescribes  the  time  within  which 
it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  proper  of- 1 


fleer  to  issue  execution,  without  inter- 
fering with,  the  common-law  rule:  .  .  . 
But,  as  under  our  practice,  it  is  in  the 
power  of  the  Court,  during  the  term, 
to  set  aside  a  judgment,  the  execution 
cannot  properly  issue  until  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  without  an  order  of 
court.   .    .    ." 

79.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ark. — Kirby's  Dig., 
1904,  §3214;  Jones  v.  Goodbar,  60  Ark. 
182,  29  S.  W.  462;  Lowenstein  v. 
Caruth,  59  Ark.  588,  592,  28  S.  W.  421. 
Ky.— Carroll's  St.,  1915,  §1653.  Me. 
Stevens  v.  Manson,  89  Me.  436,  32  Atl. 
1002  (not  until  after  expiration  of 
twenty-four  hours) ;  Allen  v.  Portland 
Stage  Co.,  8  Me.  207.  Mass. — E6v.  Laws, 
1902,  ch.  177,  §16  (not  until  after  ex- 
piration of  twenty-four  hours) ;  Wash- 
ington Nat.  Bank  v.  Williams,  190 
Mass.  497,  77  N.  E.  383;  Penniman  v. 
Cole,  8  Mete.  496.  N.  H.— Pub.  St., 
1901,  ch.  231,  §1,  not  for  twenty-four 
hours.  R.  I.— -Gen.  Laws,  1909,  ch.  303, 
§2,  not  for  twenty-four  hours.  Tenn. 
Shannon's  Code  (Supp.),  p.  714.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3715 
(not  until  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty  days  from  and  after  the  ren- 
dition of  final  judgment) ;  Bumpass  v. 
Morrison,  70  Tex.  756,  8  S.  W.  .  596 
(fact  that  court  has  not  adjourned  im- 
material). Vt.— Pub.  St.,  1906,  §2143 
(not  for  twenty-four  hours) ;  Hapgood 
V.  Goddard,  26  Vt.  401;  Allen  v.  Carty, 
19  Vt.  65;  MattocTcs  v.  Judson,  9  Vt. 
343. 

[a]  But  execution  niay  be  issued  im- 
mediately, if  the  debtor  is  about  to  re- 
move, secrete  or  fraudulently  dispose 
of  his  property.  Vernon's  Sayles'  Tex. 
Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3719.  See  also  Shay 
V.  Morton,  16  N.  J.  L.  378;  Krumeick 
V.  Krumeick,  14  N.  J.  L.  39. 

80.  Ala.  Code,  1907,  §§4079-4083; 
Miss.  Code,  1906,  §3958. 
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of  the  judgment  debtor  may  be  waived  by  him  at  his  option." 
(II.)  Period  Within  Which  Execution  Must  Issue.  —  (A.)  At  Common  Law. 
At  common  law  the  party  recovering  a  judgment  was  obliged  to  sue 
out  execution  -«rithin  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  judgment  was  per- 
fected.^^ If  the  execution  was  not  sued  out  within  such  time,  the 
court  concluded,  prima  facie,  that  the  judgment  was  satisfied,  or 
execution  released.®^  The  creditor  was  strictly  held  to  that  limitation, 
and,  if  he  failed  to  issue  execution  during  that  time,  he  lost  his  right 
to  issue  an  execution  as  a  matter  of  course,**  and  was  compelled,  if  the 


81.  Mass. — Washington  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Williams,  190  Mass.  497,  77  N.  E. 
383;  Washington  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wil- 
liams, 188  Mass.  103,  74  N.  E.  470. 
N.  Y.— Berry  v.  Eiley,  2  Barb.  307; 
Kimball  v.  Munger,  2  Hill  364.  Pa. 
Morrison  &  Co.  v.  Baker,  9  Pa.  Super. 
637. 

[a]  One  of  two  defendants  may 
■waive  so  as  to  bind  both.  Anonymous, 
2  Hill  (N.  Y.)   378. 

[b]  What  constitutes  such  waiver 
is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court. 
Washington  Nat.  Bank  v.  Williams,  188 
Mass.  103,  74  N.  E.  470. 

[c]  A  direction  by  the  debtor  as  to 
the  payment  of  money  collected  under 
the  writ  held  to  be  a  sufScient  waiver.' 
Bell  V.  Bell,  1  How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   71. 

82.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Perkins 
V.  Brierfield  Iron,  etc.  Co.,  77  Ala.  403; 
Jewett  V.  Hoogland,  30  Ala.  716.  Ark. 
Hanly  v.  Carneal,  14  Ark.  524;  Bracken 
V.  Wood,  12  Ark.  605.  Del. — Cooper  v. 
May,  1  Harr.  18.  D.  C— Thomson  v. 
Beveridge,  3  Mackey  170.  Fla. — Jor- 
dan V.  Petty,  5  Pla.  326;  Moseley  v. 
Edwards,  2  Ela.  429.  111. — Hernandez 
V.  Drake,  81  111.  34;  Chase  v.  Frost,  60 
111.  143;  People  v.  Peck,  4  111.  118. 
Ind.— Doe  v.  Harter,  1  Ind.  427.  la. 
Dunham  v.  Bentley,  103  Iowa  136,  72 
N.  W.  437;  Von  Puhl ,  ■«.  Eucker,  6 
Iowa  187.  Kan. — State  v.  Me  Arthur,  5 
Kan.  280.  Ky.— 'Pollard  v.  Pollard,  4 
Hon.  359;  Haskins  v.  Helm,  4  Litt. 
309,  14  Am.  Deo.  133;  Noe  v.  Conyers, 
6  J.  J.  Marsh.  514.  Md.— Hagerstown 
Bank  'v.  Thomas,  35  Md.  511;  Mitchell 
V.  Chestnut,  31  Md.  521.  Minn.— Wake- 
field V.  Brown,  38  Minn.  361,  37  N.  W. 

788,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  671.    Miss Abbey 

V.  Commercial  Bank,  31  Miss.  434. 
Mo. — Goddard  v.  Delaney,  181  Mo.  564, 
80  S.  W.  886;  Bolton  v.  Landsdown,  21 
Mo.  399.  Neb.— Miller  v.  Finn,  1  Neb. 
254.  N.  Y. — Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spen- 
cer, 18  N.  Y.  150.  N.  0 — Weaver  «. 
Cryer,  12  N.  C.  337.  N.  D.— Weisbeeker 
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V.  Cahn,  14  N.  D.  390,  104  N.  W.  513. 
Ohio. — Lytle  v.  Cincinnati  Mfg.  Co.,  4 
Ohio  459.  Ore.— Eddy  v.  Caldwell,  23 
Ore.  163,  .31  Pae.  475,  37  Am.  St.  Eep. 
672.  Pa.  —  Speer  v.  Sample,  4 
Watts  367;  Eighter  v.  Eittenhouse,  3 
Eawle  273.  S.  0. — Ingram  v.  Belk,  2 
Stro'bh.  207,  47  Am.  Dec.  591.  Tenn. 
WhitwQrth  i;.  Thompson,  8  Lea  480;, 
Deberry  v.  Adams,  9  Yerg.  52;  Hess 
V.  Sims,  1  Yerg.  143.  Vt — Catlin  v. 
Merchants'  Bank,  36  Vt.  572;  Porter  v. 
Vaughn,  24  Vt.  211.  Va.— Beale's 
Admr.  v.  Botetourt,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.) 
278;  Smith's  Admr.  ■;;.  Charlton's 
Admr.,  7  Gratt.  (48  Va.)  425.  Wis. 
Mariner  v.  Coon,  16  Wis.  465.  Eng. 
Hiseocks  v.  Kemp,  3  Ad.  &  El.  676,  30 
E.  C.  L.  312,  111  Eng.  Eeprint  57L 

83.  Ala.— Perkins  v.  Brierfield  Iron, 
etc.  Co.,  77  Ala.  403.  la.— V™  Puhl 
V.  Eucker,  6  Iowa  187.  Md. — Mitchell 
V.  Chesnut,  31  Md.  521.  Mo.— Bolton 
V.  Landsdown,  21  Mo.  399.  Pa.— Pen- 
nock  V.  Hart,  8  Serg.  &  E.  369.  Vt. 
Porter  v.  Vaughn,  24  Vt.  211.  Va. 
Hutsonpiller 's  Admr.  v.  Storer's  Admr., 
12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  579;  Smith's  Admr. 
V.  Charlton's  Admr.,  7  Gratt.  (48  Va.) 
425.  Eng. — Hiseocks  v.  Kemp,  3  Ad. 
&  El.  676,  30  E.  C.  L.  312,  111  Eng. 
Eeprint  571. 

[a]  This  presumption  was  so  slight 
that  the  plaintifE  was  not  required  to 
make  proof  that  it  had  not  been  satis- 
iied,  but  it  devolved  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  prove  the  fact.  The  judgment 
itself  was  sufScient  to  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption. Hernandez  v.  Drake,  81  111. 
34. 

84.  Ala. — Perkins  v.  Brierfield  Iron, 
etc.  Co.,  77  Ala.  403.  Fla. — Jordan  v. 
Petty,  5  Fla.  326.  Minn.— Wakefield 
V.  Brown,  38  Minn.  361,  37  N.  W^  788, 
8  Am.  St.  Eep.  6V1.  N.  D.— Weisbeeker 
V.  Cahn,  14  N.  D.  390,  104  N.  W.  513. 
Ohio. — Lytle  v.  Cincinnati  Mfg.  Co.,  4 
Ohio  459.  Pa. — Eighter  v.  Eittenhouse, 
3  Eawle  273.     S.  O.— Ingram  v.  Belk, 
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judgment  had  been  recovered  in  a  personal  action,  to  resort  to  an 
original  action  of  debt  on  the  judgment.*'  But  in  real  actions,  where 
the  judgment  was  for  land,  and  the  action  of  debt  could  not  lie,  a 
writ  of  scire  facias  could  be  taken  out  to  revive  the  judgment,  and  call 
the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  execution  should  not  issue.*"  But 
by  an  early  statute  in  England  the  remedy  of  scire  facias  was  ex- 
tended to  personal  judgments  on  which  execution  had  not  issued  for 
a  year  and  a  day,*'  so  that  execution  might  be  sued  out  upon  such 
revived  judgment  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  time  within  which 
an  execution  might  legally  have  been  issued  had  not  been  suffered  to 
lapse.** 

(B.)  Statutes  in  this  country  have  variously  limited  the  time  within 
which  a  party  in  whose  favor  judgment  is  given  may  have  execution 
thereon  as  of  course.*' 


2  Strobh,  207,  47  Am.  Dec.  591.     Eng. 
Hiseocks  v.  Kemp,  3  Ad.  &  El.  676,  30 

B.  C.  L.  312,  111  Eng.  Eeprint  571. 
See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (VIII). 

85.  Ala. — Perkins  v.  Brierfield  Iron, 
etc.  Co.,  77  Ala.  403;  Jewett  v.  Hoog- 
land,  30  Ala.  716.  Ark.— Hanly  v.  Car- 
neal,  14  Ark.  524.  Fla. — Jordan  v. 
Petty,  5  Ela.  326.  la.— Von  Puhl  v. 
Rueker,  6  Iowa  187.  Ind. — Doe  v.  Har- 
ter,  1  Ind.  427.  Kan. — State  v.  Mc- 
Arthur,  5  Kan.  280.  Md.^Hagerstown 
Bank  v.  Thomas,  35  Md.  511;  Mitchell 
V.  Chesnut,  31  Md.  521.  Miss.— Stith 
V.  Parham,  57  Miss.  289.  Mo. — Goddard 
V.  Delaney,  181  Mo.  564,  80  S.  W.  886; 
Bolton  V.  Landsdown,  21  Mo.  399.  Neb. 
Miller  v.  Finn,  1  Neb.  254.  N.  D. 
Weisbecker  r.  Cahn,  14  N.  D.  390,  104 
N.  W.  513.  Ohio. — Lytle  v.  Cincinnati 
Mfg.  Co.,  4  Ohio  459.  Pa. — Eighter  v. 
Eittenhouse,  3  Eawle  273.  Eng. — His- 
eocks V.  Kemp,  3  Ad.  &  El.  676,  30  E. 

C.  L.  312,  111  Eng.  Eeprint  571. 
Actions  on  judgment,  see  infra,  III. 

86.  See  generally  the  cases  cited  in 
the  preceding  note,  and  the  title  "Judg- 
ments, Revival  of." 

87.  13  Edw.  I,  ch.  45.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Judgments,  Revival 
of." 

88.  Von  Puhl  v.  Rucker,  6  Iowa  187. 

89.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Code,  1907,, §§4077, 
4147,  one  year  after  rendition  of  judg- 
ment. Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3215 
(until  collection  barred  by  statute  of 
limitations);  Jordan  v.  Bradshaw,  17 
Ark.  106,  65  Am.  Dec.  419  (ten  years); 
Hanly  v.  Carneal,  14  Ark.  524,  527. 
Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §681  (within 
five  years  after  entry  of  judgment); 
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Jacks  V,  Johnston,  86  Cal.  384,  24  Pae. 
1057;  Dorland  v.  Hansom,  81  Cal.  202, 
22  Pac.  552;  Bowers  'v.  Crary,  30  Cal. 
621;  Stout  V.  Macy,  22  Cal.  647;  Isaac 
V.  Swift,  10  Cal.  71,  70  Am.  Dec.  698. 
Colo.— Mill's  Ann.''St.,  1912,  §4159  (with- 
in twenty  years  from  entry)  ;  Henry  v. 
Thislef,  155  Pac.  1177;  Balfe  v.  Eum-  , 
sey,  55  Colo.  97,  133  Pac.  417;  Speel- 
man  v.  Chaffee,  5  Colo.  247,  258.  Del. 
Farmers  Bank  v.  Eeynolds,  1  Harr. 
513;  Cooper  v.  May,  1  Harr.  18.  D.  0. 
Willett  V.  Otterbaok,  9  Mackey  324; 
Horsey  v.  Beveridge,  4  Mackey  291; 
Thomson  v.  Beveridge,  3  Mackey  170. 
Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1613  (within  three 
years  after  rendition) ;  Jordan  v.  Petty, 
5  Fla.  326.  Ga. — Eogers  v.  Smith,  98 
Ga.  788,  25  S.  E.  753,  within  seven 
years  after  rendition.  Idaho. — Eev. 
Codes,  1908,  §4470,  within  five  years 
after  entry.  lU.— Ann.  St.,  1913,  §6752 
(within  seven  years  from  time  judg- 
ment becomes  a  lien) ;  Mcllwain  v. 
Karstens,  152  111.  135,  38  N.  E.  555; 
Wilson  V.  School  Trustees,  138  111.  285, 
27  N.  E.  1103;  Weis  v.  Tiernan,  91  111. 
27;  Pierce  v.  Wade,  19  111.  App.  185. 
Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §716, 
within  ten  years  after  entry.  la. — Code 
Supp.,  1907,  -§3955  (before  judgment 
barred  by  statute  of  limitations  or 
twenty  years) ;  Mudge  v.  Livermore, 
148  Iowa  472,  123  N.  W.  1199;  Boyle 
V.  Maroney,  73  Iowa  70,  35  N.  W.  145, 
5  Am.  St.  Eep.  657.  Kan.— State  v.  Mc- 
Arthur,  5  Kan.  280,  within  five  years 
from  rendition  of  judgment.  Ky. 
Brittain  v.  Lankford,  110  Ky.  484,  61 
S.  W.  1000,  until  collection  barred  by 
statute  of  limitations.  Md. — Mitchell 
V,  Chesnut,  31  Md.  521.     Mass.— Bev, 
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Laws,  1902,  ch.  177,  §18,  one  year  after 
party  is  first  entitled  to  writ.  Mich. 
Ludeman  v.  Hirth,  96  Mich.  17,  55  N. 
W.  449,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  588;  People 
ex  rel.  Parsons  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge, 
37'  Mich.  287;  Jerome  v.  Williams,  13 
Mich.  521.  Minn. — Eev.  Laws,  1905, 
§4287  (within  ten  years  after  entry) ; 
Spencer  v.  Haug,  45  Minn.  231,  47  N. 
W.  794;  'Wakefield  v.  Brown,  38  Minn. 
361,  37  N.  W.  788,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  671; 
Erickson  v.  Johnson,  22  Minn.  380; 
Hanson  v.  Johnson,  20  Minn.  194; 
Davidson  v.  Gaston,  16  Minn.  230. 
Miss.— Code,  1906,  §3103  (within  seven 
years  after  rendition  of  judgment) ; 
Stith  V.  Parham,  57  Miss.  289.  And 
see  Buckner  v.  Pipes,  56  Miss.  366. 
Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2133  (within  ten 
years  after  rendition);  Goddard  v.  De- 
laney,  181  Mo.  564,  80  S.  W.  886;  Bol- 
ton V.  Landsdown,  21  Mo.  399;  Dreyer 
V.  Dickman,  131  Mo.  App.  660,  111  8. 
W.  616.  See  Burton  v.  Deleplain,  25 
Mo.  App.  376,  382.  Mont. — Eev.  Codes, 
1907,  §6813,  within  six  years  after 
entry.  Neb.— Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8056 
(within  five  years  after  rendition) ; 
Dillon  V.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.,  58  Neb. 
472,  78  N.  W.  927;  Cotton  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  51  Neb.  751,  71  N.  W.  711; 
Godman  v.  Boggs,  12  Neb.  13,  10  N.  W. 
403;  Miller  v.  Finn,  1  Ngb.  254.  Nev. 
Eev.  Laws,  1912,  §5280  (within  six 
years  after  entry);  Mandlebaum  v. 
Gregovich,  24  Nev.  154,  160,  50  Pac. 
849;  Humboldt  M.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Terry, 
11  Nev.  237,  248.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1915,  §1375  (within  five  years 
after  entry) ;  Aultman  &  Taylor  Co.  v. 
Syme,  163  N.  T.  54,  57  N.  B.  168; 
Underwood  v.  Green,  56  N.  Y.  247; 
Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spencer,  18  N.  Y. 
150;  Kupfer  v.  Frank,  30  Hun  74; 
Pierce  v.  Craiue,  4  How.  Pr.  257;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Sackett  v.  Woodbury,  70 
App.  Div.  416,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  236; 
Nutt  V.  Cuming,  22  App.  Div.  92,  47 
N.  Y.  Supp.  800.  N.  C— Eev.  St.,  1905, 
§619,  within  three  years  after  entry. 
N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7079  (within 
ten  years  after  entry) ;  Weisbecker  v. 
Cahn,  14  N.  D.  390,  104  N.  W.  513; 
Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Braithwaito, 
7  N.  D.  358,  75  N.  W.  244,  66  Am. 
St.  Eep.  653;  Daisy  EoUer  Mills  v. 
Ward,  6  N.  D.  317,  70  N.  W.  271. 
Ohio.— Gen.  Code,  1910,  §11,663  (with- 
in five  years  from  date  of  judgment) ; 
Lytle  V.  Cincinnati  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Ohio 
459.  Okla.— Eev.  Laws,  1910,  §5153 
(within  five  years  after  rendition) ;  Mc- 
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Ginnis  v.  Seibert,  37  Okla.  272,  134 
Pac.  396;  Miller  &  Co.  v.  Melone,  11 
Okla.  241,  67  Pac.  479,  56  L.  E.  A. 
620.  Pa.— Purdon's  Dig.,  vol.  2,  p. 
1515,  within  a  year  and  a  day  from  the 
first  day  of  the  term  at  which  it  was 
rendered.  P.  I. — Cpde  Civ.  Proc>;  §443 
(within  five  years  after  entry) ;  Paterns 
i;.  Aguila,  22  Phil.  Isl.  427;  Compania 
General  de  Tabacas  v.  Martinez,  17 
Phil.  Isl.  160.  P.  R.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§239  (within  five  years  after  entry); 
Millin  V.  Aldrey,  16  Porto  Eico''373. 
E.  L— Gen.  Laws,  1909,  ch.  303,  §4, 
within  six  years  from  rendition.  S.  C. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1962,  §310,  within  ten 
years  from  entry.  S.  D. — Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §328  (within  five  years 
after  entry) ;  Locke  v.  Hubbard,  9  S.  D. 
364,  69  N.  W.  588.  Tex.— Vernon 's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3717  (within 
twelve  months  after  rendition);  Mad- 
dox  V.  Summerlin,  92  Tex.  483,  49  S. 
W.  -1033,  50  S.  W.  567.  Utah.— Comp. 
Laws,  1907,  ,§3232,  within  eight  years 
after  entry.  Vt. — Gatlin  v.  Merchants' 
Bank,  36  Vt.  572.  Va. — Dabney  v. 
Shelton,  82  Va.  349,  4  S.  E.  605.  Wash. 
Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §510  (within  five 
years  after  entry);  Kelleher  v.  Wells, 
87  Wash.  323,  151  Pac.  823;  Dalgardno 
V.  Barthrop,  40  Wash.  191,  82  Pae. 
285;  Whitworth  v.  McKee,  32  Wash. 
83,  72  Pac.  1046;  Hardin  v.  Day,  29 
Wash.  664,  70  Pac.  118.  W.  Va.— Code, 
ch.  50,  §131  (as  amended  by  ch.  45, 
Acts  of  1897);  Thomas  v.  Higgs  & 
Calderwood,  68  W.  Va.  152,  69  S.  E. 
654;  State  v.  Brookover,  38  W.  Va.  141, 
18  S.  E.  476;  Northwestern  Bank  v. 
Hays,  37  W.  Va.  475,  16  S.  E.  561; 
Gardner  v.  Landeraft,  6  W.  Va.  36. 
Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2968  (withiil  five 
years  after  rendition);  McCormiek  v.- 
Eyan,  106  Wis.  209,  82  N.  W.  137; 
Brown  v.  Hopkins,  101  Wis.  498,  77  N. 
W.  899,  1118;  Collins  v.  Smith,  75  Wis. 
392,  44  N.  W.  510. 

[a]  The  provisions  of  a  statute  giv- 
ing plaintiff  three  years  in  which  to 
issue  execution,  applies  to  a  judgment 
pending  at  its  adoption.  Harris  v. 
Eicks,  Hill  &  Co.,  63  N.  C.  653.  See 
also  Henry  v.  Thisler  (Colo.),  155  Pac. 
1177. 

[b]  Where  proceedings  to  enforce 
stockholders'  liabilities  and  obtain 
executions  against  them  are  brought 
before  the  judgment  becomes  dormant, 
and  are  diligently  prosecuted,  no  stat- 
ute of  limitations  will  run  against  the 
judgment  creditor  pending  the  litiga- 
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On  Registered  Judgments.  —  Statutes  sometiiraes.  provide  for  the  regis- 
tration of  a  judgment  and  thereby  extend  the  time  during  which  an 
execution  may  issue.'" 

(III.)  In  Vacation  or  Legal  Holiday.  —  The  right  to  issue  executions 
in  vacation,®^  or  upon  a  legal  holiday,®^  has  been'  recognized. 

Sunday.  —  Statutes  have  provided  that  upon  a  proper  showing  the 
writ  may  issue  on  Sunday.^' 

(IV.)  Computing  Time.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  The  day  of  the  entry  of 
judgment  should  be  excluded  in   computing  the   time   within  which 


tion,  and  his  right  to  proceed  to  the 
end  will  not  be  barred  because  more 
than  six  years  have  elapsed  since  the 
last  execution  on  the  judgment  was 
issued.  Steffins  v.  Gurney,  61  Kan.  292, 
59  Pac.  725. 

[c]  In  Iowa  although  the  lien  of  a 
judgment  upon  real  estate  expires  in 
ten  years  as  against  subsequent  pur- 
chasers, yet  an  eseeution  may  issue  at 
any  time  within  twenty  years,  and  any 
land  the  debtor  may  own  may  be 
levied  upon  and  sold  subject  to  the 
right  of  redemption.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Maxwell,  119  Iowa  672,  94  N.  W. 
207;  Stahl  v.  Boost,  34  Iowa  475. 

[d]  It  will  be  no  sufficient  legal 
excuse  for  not  suing  out  an  execution 
within  a  year  and  a  day  from  the  time 
final  judgment  was  rendered,  that  a 
prior  attachment  had  been  in  con- 
tinued existence  upon  the  real  estate 
of  the  debtor,  upon  which  the  creditor 
had  his  attachment  lien.  Catlin  v.  Mer- 
chants' Bank,  36  Vt.  572. 

[e]  The  suspension  of  the  powers  of 
an  administrator  whose  power  and  duty 
it  was  to  cause  the  writ  to  issue  will 
not  suspend  the  running  of  the  statute. 
Borland  v.  Hanson,  81  Cal.  202. 

Effect  of  failure  to  take  out  execu- 
tion within  time  limited,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  1,  b,  (VIII). 

90.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Alabama  Code,  1907,  §4158;  Howard  v. 
Corey,  126  Ala.  283,  28  So.  682. 

[a]  Executions  always  issue  upon 
original  judgments  and  the  effect  of 
statutes  providing  for  the  registration 
'of  judgments  is  not  t^o  give  a  new 
judgment,  but  to  create  a  lien  and 
preserve  to  the  holder  the  ri^ht  to  have 
execution  at  any  time  within  life  of 
the  lien,  on  the  original  judgment. 
Jefferson  County  Savings  Bank  v.  Mil- 
ler, 145  Ala.  237,  40  So.  513. 

91.  Christler  v.  Loeke,  103  Mich. 
86,  61  N,  W.  263, 


[a]  "Where  judgment  is  rendered 
at  or  near  the  close  of  a  term  of  court, 
so  that  there  is  no  time  during  the 
same  term  to  move  for  a  new  trial, 
or  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  no  such 
motion  is  made,  the  prevailing  party 
is  not  required  to  wait  until  the  fol- 
lowing term  for  his  execution  to  issue, 
but  may  have  it  at  once."  People 
ex  rel.  Gibson  v.  Clerk  of  Court,  14 
Mich.   169. 

[b]  In  Iowa  the  judge  is  authorized, 
oh  application  made  to  him,  to  enter 
an  order  in  vacation  directing  the  clerk 
or  sheriff  as  to  the  issuance  or  enforce- 
ment of  an  execution.  Code,  1897, 
§3843.  But  such  an  order  can  be  made 
only  after  notice  to  the  opposite  party. 
Code,  1897,  §§3834-3841;  McConkie  v. 
Landt,  126  Iowa  317,  101  N.  W.  1121. 

92.  Paine  v.  Fresco,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
562,  17  W.  N.  p.  502. 

As  to  right  of  court  to  act  on  holi- 
day, see  generally  the  title  "Sunday 
and  Holidays." 

93.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  TJ.  S. — ^Beebe  v.  United 
States,  161  U.  8.  104,  113,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
532,  40  L.  ed.  633;  Blaine  v.  Ship 
Charles  Carter,  4  Cranch  328,  2  L.  ed. 
636.  Ala. — Waldrop  v.  Friedman,  90 
Ala.  157,  7  So.  510.  Ind.— Burns'  Ann. 
St.,  1914,  .§726,  may  issue  on  Sunday 
whenever  an  aflS.davit  is  filed  by  the 
plaintiff  or  some  person  in  his  behalf 
stating  that  he  will  lose  his  judgment, 
as  he  has  reason  to  fear  and  believe, 
unless  process  issue  on  that  day.  la. 
Code,  1897,  §3956,  upon  afSdavit.  Ky. 
Galot  V.  Pearce,  18  K'y.  L.  Eep.  1004, 
38  S.  W.  892.  Mass.— Chesebro  v. 
Barme,  163  Mass.  79,  39  N.  E.  1033. 
N.  H.— Scribner  v.  Whitcher,  6  N.  H. 
63.  N.  Y.— Bacon  v.  Cropsey,  7  N.  Y. 
195.  Tenn. — Miller  v.  O'Bannon,  4  Lea 
398.  Tex. — House  v.  Eobertson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  34  S.  W.  640. 

See  generally  the  title  "Sunday  arid 
Holidays." 
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an  execution  may  or  may  not  issue,  according  to  some  authorities.'* 
Where  it  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  right  to  issue  execution  that  the  judg- 
ment be  docketed,®^  the  term  of  limitation  in  which  the  execution  may 
or  must  issue  begins  to  run  from  the  time  when  the  judgment  is 
docketed.^^ 

Sundays  have  been  excluded  in  computing  the  time  within  which 
executions  may  not  issue.^' 

(B.)  EiTECT  OF  Supersedeas  or  Stat.  —  (1.)  Generally.  —  If  execution 
upon  a  judgment  is  stayed  by  order  of  court,'^  or  by  operation  of 
law,^^  or  upon  the  agreement  of  the  parties,^  the  time  during  which 
it  is  so  stayed  must  be  excluded  from  the  computation  of  the  period 
within  which  execution  may  issue  as  of  course  and  without  a  revivor 
of  the  judgment. 


94.  Spencer  v.  Haug,  45  Minn.  231, 
47  N.  W.  794;  Davidson  v.  Gaston,  16 
Minn.  230.  Compare,  Aultman  &  Tay- 
lor Co.  ■;;.  Syme,  163  N.  Y.  54,  57  N.  E. 
168. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  prohibits  the 
issuance  before  a  prescribed  number  of 
days  have  lapsed,  in  the  computation 
pf  time,  the  day  on  which  the  judg- 
ment was  entered  is  to  be  excluded. 
Commercial  Bank  v.  Ives,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
355. 

95.  Necessity  for  docketing  judg- 
ment, see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (I),  (C); 
infra,  II,  B,  1,  g,  (II),  and  generally 
the  title  "Judgments." 

96.  Kupfer  v.  Frank,  30  flun  (N.  Y.) 
74. 

97.  The  twenty-four  hours  wiich  by 
statute  in  some  states  must  elapse 
after  the  entry  of  a  judgment,  before 
an  execution  can  be  issued  thereon, 
are  hours  exclusive  of  Sunday.  Pen- 
niman  v.  Cole,  8  Mete.   (Mass.)   496. 

[a]  Sundays  are  to  be  excluded  un- 
der a  statute  providing  that  until  the 
expiration  of  ten  days,  "execution 
shall  not  issue  in  any  case  /where  a 
writ  of  error  may  be  a  supersedeas." 
Danielsou  v.  Northwestern  Fuel  Co., 
55  Fed.  49.  See  also  Danville  v. 
Brown,  128  V.  S.  503,  9  Sup.  Ct.  149, 
32  L.  ed.  507;  Kitchen  v.  Randolph,  93 
U.  S.  86,  23  L.  ed.  810. 

98.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  U.  S.  — Gottlieb  v. 
Thatcher,  151  U.  S.  271,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
319,  38  L.  ed.  157,  under  Colorado 
statute.  Oal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §681. 
Colo.— Mills'  Ann.  St.,  1912,  §4159. 
111. — International  Pack.  Co.  v.  Cicho- 
wicz, .  114  HI.  App.  121.  Ky.^^Long  v. 
Morton,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  89   (judgment 
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stayed  until  dower  allotted);  Pollard 
V.  Pollard,  4  Mon.  359.  Minn.— Wake- 
field V.  Brown,  38  Minn.  361,  37  N.  W. 
788,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  671.  N.  Y.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §1382;  Underwood  v.  Green, 
56  N.  Y.  247i  Pa.— Purd.  Dig.,  vol.  2, 
p.  1515.  S.  0. — Guignard  v.  Glover, 
Harp.  L.  457.  Vt. — Catlin  v.  Merchants' 
Bank,  36  Vt.  572;  Porter  v.  Vaughn,  24 
Vt.  211. 

[a]  In  California  prior  to  July  1, 
1901,  an  order  staying  proceedings  did 
not  operate  to  suspend  the  running  of 
the  statute.  Buell  v.  Buell,  92  Cal. 
393,  28  Pac.  443;  Cortez  v.  Superior 
Court,  86  Cal.  274,  24  Pae.  1011,  21 
Am.  St.  Eep.  37;  Solomon  v.  Maguire, 
29   Cal.  227. 

99.    Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §681. 

1.  U.  S. — Muncaster  v.  Mason,  2 
Cranch  C.  C.  521,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,920;  Phillips  v.  Lowndes,  1  Cranch  C. 
C.  283,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,103.  D.  C. 
Moses  V.  United  States,  19  App.  Cas. 
290.  Ky.— Pollard  v.  Pollard,  4  Mon. 
359;  Nicholson  v.  Howsley,  Lit.  Sel. 
Cas.  300.  Minn.— Wakefield  v.  3rown, 
38  Minn.  361,  37  N.  W.  788,  8  Am. 
St.  Eep.  671.  N.  Y.— United  States  v. 
Hanford,  19  Johns.  173.  Pa. — Pennock 
V.  Hart,  8  Serg.  &  E.  369,  377;  Dunlop 
V.  Speer,  3  Binn.  169.  Vt. — Porter  v. 
Vaughn,  24  Vt.  211;  Fletcher  v.  Mott, 

1  Aik.  339.  Va. — Hutsonpiller 's  Admr. 
V.  Stover's  Admr.,  12  Gratt.  (oS  Va.) 
579;  Bealefs  Admr.  v.  Botetourt,  10 
Gratt  (51  Va.)  278;  Smith's  Admr.  v. 
Charltcn's  Admr.,  7  Gratt.  (48  Va.) 
425.  Eng.— Michell  «.  Cue,  2  Burr.  660, 
97  Bng.  Eeprint  498;  "Hiseoeks  v.  Kemp, 
3  Ad.  &  El.  676,  30  E.  C.  L.  312,  111 
Eng.  Eeprint  571;  Watkius  v.  Hay  don, 

2  Black  W.  762,  9§  Bng.  Eeprint  446j 
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(2.)  Pendency  of  Writ  of  Error  or  Appeal.^  —  The  bringing  of  a  writ  of 
error,  where  it  operates  as  a  supersedeas,  stops  the  running  of  the 
tiiiie  within  which  the  execution  may  issue  as  of  course,^  and  upon  the 
affirmance  of  the  judgment,  or  other  final  disposal  of  the  writ  of  error, 
the  judgment  creditor  may  proceed  to  execution  without  a  revivor  of 
the  judgment.*  But  some  statutes  provide  that  a  writ  of  error  will 
not  operate  as  a  supersedeas,  until  bond  and  security  are  given;  in 
which  eyent  the  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error  alone  is  not  sufficient 
to  lengthen  the  time  of  issuance  of  the  execution.^  Where  the  pend- 
ency of  an  appeal  operates  to  stay  proceedings  for  the  enforcement  of 
the  judgment  the  time  expiring  in  consequence  thereof  will  not  be 
included  in  computing  the  time  within  which  execution  may  issue.^ 


ITnderhill  ».  Devereux,  2  Wms.  Saund. 
68,  72,  85  Eng.  Reprint  698,  note. 

[a]  Where  after  an  execution  had 
issued,  an  agreement  for  a  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings was  made,  with  a  condition 
that  on  failure  by  the  defendant  to 
comply  with  the  agreement  an  execu- 
tion might  issue,  it  was  held  that  it 
could  be  issued  after  the  statutory 
time  without  a  scire  facias.  Halliday 
v.  Johnson,  7  N.  J.  Eq.  638. 

[b]  The  reason  assigned  for  this  is 
that  the  cesset  exeeutio  is  with  the 
consent  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
debtor  and  he  should  not  be  permitted 
to  take  advantage  of  the  lapse  of  time. 
Hutsonpiller 's  Admr.  v.  Storer's  Admr., 
12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  579.  And  see  Wake- 
field V.  Brown,  38  Minn.  361,  37  N.  W. 
788,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  671;  Michell  v. 
Cue,  2  Burr.  660,  97  Eng.  Eeprint  498. 

[c]  In  Porto  Bico  and  the  Philip- 
pines the  period  during  which  execution 
has  been  stayed  will  not  be  excluded. 
Compania  General  de  Tabacos  v.  Mar- 
tinez, 17  Phil.  Isl.  160;  Millin  v.  Aldrey, 
16  Porto  Eico  373. 

2.  As  a  Supersedeas  or  Stay. — See 
the  title  "Supersedeas  and  Stay  of 
Proceedings." 

3.  TT.  S.— Gottlieb  v.  Thatcher,  151 
17.  S.  271,  14  Sup.  et.  319,  38  L.  ed. 
157.  111. — Eock  Island  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Thompson,  173  111.  593,  50  N.  E.  1089; 
International  Pack."  Co.  v.  Cichowicz, 
114  HI.  App.  121.  Mich.— Wright  v. 
King,  107  Mich. -660,  65  N.  W.  556. 
N.  Y.— Little  V.  Harvey,  9  Wend.  157. 
Ohio — Lytle  v.  Cincinnati  Mfg.  Co.,  4 
Ohio  459.  S.  C— Gibbes  v.  Mitchell,  2 
Bay  120.  Vt.— Catlin  , IJ.  Merchants' 
Bank,   36  Vt.   572;   Porter  v.  Vaughn, 

.24  Vt.  211;  Fletcher  v.  Mott,  1  Aik. 
339.  Va.  —  Hutsonpiller 's  Admr.  v. 
Stover's  Admr.,  12    Gratt.    (53    Va.) 


579;  Smith's  Admr.  v.  Charlton's  Admr., 
7  Gratt.  (48  Va.)  425.  Eng.— Winter 
V.  Lightbound,  1  Strange  301,  93  Eng. 
Eeprint  534;  Underhill  v.  Devereux,  2 
Wm.  Saund.  68,  72,  85  Eng.  Eeprint 
698,  note. 

[a]  As  the  bringing  of  the  writ  of 
error  is  the  act  of  the  debtor  himself, 
he  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  lapse 
of  the  time  in  which  execution  might 
issue  after  judgment,  nor  can  he  be 
surprised  by  the  delay  because  that 
delay  was  in  fact  referable  to  him- 
self. Hutsonpiller 's  Admr.  v.  Stover's 
Admr.,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  579.  See 
also  Wakefield  v.  Brown,  38  Minn.  361, 
37  N.  W.  788,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  671. 

4.  Vt.— Fletcher  v.  Mott,  1  Aik. 
339.  Va.  —  Hutsonpiller 's  Admr.  v. 
Stover's  Admr.,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  579. 
Eng. — Winter  v.  Lightbound,  1  Strange 
301,  3Z  Eng.  Eeprint  534;  Withers  v. 
Harris,  2  Ld.  Eaym.  806,  92  Eng.  Ee- 
print 38;  Underhill  v.  Devereux,  2  Wm. 
Saund.  68,  72,  85  Eng.  Eeprint  698 
(note) ;  Goodwin  v.  Grudge,  Cro.  Eliz. 
416,  78  Eng.  Eeprint  658. 

,[a]  And'  where  the  defendant 
brought  his  writ  of  error  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  year  and  the  day  in 
which  execution  could  issue,  it  had 
the  effect  of  reviving  the  judgment, 
and  plaintiff  could  have  execution  is- 
sued, without  a  scire  facias,  after  the 
nonsuiting  of  the  defendant.  Bellasis 
V.  Hanford,  Cro.  Jac.  364,  79  Eng.  Ee- 
print 312.  See  also  Smith's  Admr.  v. 
Charlton's  Admr.,  7  Gratt.  (48  Va.) 
425. 

5.  Eock  Island  Nat.  Bank  v.  Thomp- 
son, 173  111.  593,  50  N.  E.  1089;  Lytle 
V.  Cincinnati  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Ohio  459. 

6.  Cal.— Dewey  v.  Latson,  6  Cal.  130. 
111. — International  Pack.  Co.  v.  Cicho- 
wicz, 114  Bl.  App.  121.    N.  Y.— Under- 
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.  (C.)  Epmct  of  Enjoining  Issuance  of  Execution.' — While  there  were 
early  English  authorities  to  the  effect  that  when  issuance  of ^  an  execu- 
tion was  stayed  for  a  year  or  more  by  injunction,  it  could  not  be  issued 
upon  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction,  without  a  scire  facias,'  it  is 
now  generally  held  that  the  period  during  which  issuance  of. the  writ 
is  enjoined  will  be  excluded  from  the  period  within  which  the  execution 
may  issue  as  of  course.®  ,  , 

(D.)  Wheke  Thikd  Party  Claim  Inteeposed.  —  Where  the  creditor  is 
prevented  from  enforcing  his  judgment  because  of  a  claim  interposed 
by  a  third  person,  the  running  of  the  statute  is  suspended  until  the 


vood  V.  Green,  56  N.  T.  247.  -  Tex. 
MuUer  v.  Boonej  63  Tex.  91. 

[a]  Lapse  of  Appeal. — "When  a 
party,  having  taken  steps  to  appeal 
from  a  judgment  against  him,  fails  to 
file  the  transcript  by  the  return  day 
of  the  proper  assignment,  and  aban- 
dons it,  the  appeal  will  be  considered 
as  having  terminated  with  the  return 
day,,  and  execution  may  issue  at  any 
time  within  a  year  after  the  lapse. 
Muller  V.  Boone,  63  Tex.  91. 

Effect  of  appeal  as  stay,  see  the  title 
"Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Proceed- 
ings." 

7.  Winter  v.  Lightbound,  1  Strange 
301,  93  Bng.  Eeprint  534;  Booth  v. 
Booth,  6  Mod.  288,  87  Eng.  ,  Eeprint 
1029,  1  Salk.  322,  91  Eng.  Reprint  285; 
Hodson  V.  Warrington,  ^3  P.  Wms.  34, 
24  Eng.  Eeprint  958.  See  also  Lytle 
V.  Cincinnati  Mfg.  Co.,  ■  4  Ohio  459; 
Hutsonpiller 's  Admr.  v.  Stover's  Admr., 
12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  579;  Smith's  Admr. 
V.  Charlton's  Admr.,  7  Gratt.  (48  Va.) 
425. 

[a]  The  reason  given  for  this  was 
that  the  court  of  chancery,  not  being 
a  court  of  record,  its  injunction  was 
not  a  matter  of  which  the  court  of 
law  would  take  notice.  Hutsonpiller 's 
Admr.  v.  Stover's  Admr.,  12  Gratt. 
(53  Va.)  579;  Winter  v.  Lightbound,  1 
Strange  301,  93  Eng.  Eeprint  534; 
Booth  V.  Booth,  1  Salk.  322,  91  Eng. 
Eeprint  285. 

8.  U.  S.— Gottlieb  v.  Thatcher,  151 
U.  8.  271,  14  Sup.  Ct.  319,  38  L.  ed. 
157  (under  Colorado  stWute);  Muneas- 
ter  V.  Mason,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  521,  17 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,920.  Ark — ^Lindsay  v. 
iNorrill,  86  Ark.  545.  Cal.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §681.  But  see  Buell  v.  Buell,  92 
Cal.  393,  28  Pac.  443,  prior  to  the  en- 
actment of  the  amendment  to  §681, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.    Colo.— Mills'  Ann.  St., 
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1912,  §4159.  Ga.— Cox  v.  Montford,  66 
Ga.  62.  lU.^-Iriternational  Pack.  Co. 
V.  Cichowicz,  114  111.  App.  121.  Minn. 
Wakefield  v.  Brown,  38  Minn.  361,  37 
N.  W.  788,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  671.  Neb. 
Cotton  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  51  Neb. 
751,  71  N.  W.  1119.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.' 
Proc,  §1382;  Little  v.  Harvey,  9  Wend. 
157;'  United  States  v.  Hanford,  19 
Johnsl  173.  Ohio. — Lytle  v.  Cincin- 
nati Mfg.  Co.,  4  Ohio  459.  S.  C. 
GIbbes  V.  Mitchell,  2  Bay  120.  Vt. 
Pub.  St.,  1906,  §2146;  Oatlin  «.  Mer- 
chants' Bank,  36  Vt.  572;  Porter  v. 
Vaughn,  24  Vt.  211;  Fletcher  v.  Mott, 
1  Aik.  339.  Va. — Hutsonpiller 's  Admr. 
V.  Stover's  Admr.,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.) 
579;  Beale's  Admr.  v.  Botetourt,  10 
Gratt.  (51  Va.)  278;  Smith's  Admr.  v. 
Charlton's  Admr.,  7  Gratt.  (48  Va.) 
425;  Noland  v.  Seekright,  6  Munf.  (20 
Va.)  185.  Eng.— Miohell  v.  Cue,  2 
Burr  660,  97  Eng.  Eeprint  498. 

[a]  It  makes  no  difference  how 
long  the  injunction  continues,  and,  if 
the  parties  remain  the  same,  the  judg- 
inent  may,  upon  the  dissolution  of  the 
injunction,  be  enforced'  without  a  re- 
vivor of  the  judgment.  Hutsonpiller 's 
Admr.  v.  Stover's  Admr.,  12  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)  579. 

[b]  The  presumption  of  payment  or 
release  arising  from  the  lapse  of  time 
without  issuing  execution,  is  repelled 
by  the  pendency  of  an  injunction.  Hut- 
sonpiller's  Admr.  v.  Stover's  Admr.,  12 
Gratt.    (53  Va.)   579. 

[c]  The  delay  in  issuing  execution 
beelause  of  an  injunction,  being  the  act 
of  the  debtor  himself,  he  will  not  be 
allowed  to  take  advantage  of  it,  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  creditor.  United 
States  V.  Hanford,  19  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
173;  Michell  v.  Cue,  2  Burr.  660,  97 
Eng.  Eeprint  498.  See  Wakefield  v. 
Brown,  38  Minn.  361,  37  N.  W.  788,  8 
Am.  St.  Bep.  671. 
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claim  is  disposed  of.^  But  the  pendency  of  an  action  in  equity  in- 
stituted by  the  creditor  to  subject  certain  property  to  the  satisfaction 
of  his  judgment  will  not  have  the  effect  of  stopping  the  running  of 
the  limitation.^" 

(E.)  Debtoe's  Absence  Feom  State.  — It  has  been  held  that  the  time 
in  which  the  debtor  is  absent  from  the  state  will  not  be  excluded  in 
computing  the  limits  by  the  statute  for  the  issuance  of  executic^n/^ 
but  the  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  to  the  contrary.^^ 

(V.)  Effect  of  Premature  Issuance.  —  A  writ  of  execution  issued  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  the  time  given  by  the  statutes  as  a  beneficial 
delay  to  the  judgment  debtor  Is  not  thereby  rendei;ed  void,  but  is 
merely  irregular, ^^  and  must  be  respected  and  obeyed  by  the  minis- 
terial officer,  until  vacated  by  appropriate  legal  proceedings,^*  which 


9.  Rogers  v.  Smith,  98  Ga.  788,  25 
S.  E.  753. 

As  to  third  party  claims,  see  infra, 
n,  B,  6. 

10.  White  &  Cochran  v.  Moore,  100 
K7.  358,  38  S.  W.  505. 

11.  Weisbecker  v.  Cahn,  14  N.  D. 
390,  104  N.  W.  513,  since  the  absence 
of  the  debtor  does  not  prevent  the  is- 
suance of  execution. 

12.  Mudge  V.  Livermore,  148  Iowa 
472,  123  N.  W.  199;  Shelden  v.  Barlow, 
108  Mich.  375,  66  N.  W.  338  (by 
-analogy  to  the  statute). 

[a]  In  Brittain  v.  Lankford,  110 
Ky.  484,  61  S.  W.  1000,  under  a  stat- 
ute declaring  that  execution  could  is- 
sue at  any  time  until  collection  upon 
the  judgment  was  barred  by  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  (fifteen  years),  it 
was  held  that  the  absence  of  the 
debtor  from  the  state  would  suspend 
the  running  of  the  statute  and  the 
creditor's  right  to  have  execution  is- 
sued would  not  be  barred  within  the 
fifteen  years. 

13.  XT.  S. — ^TTnited  States  v.  Conway, 
Hempst.  313,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,849; 
Dawson  v.  Daniel,  2  Flip.  305,  7  Fed. 
Cas!  No.  3,669;  Blaine  v.  Ship  Charles 
Carter,  4  Cranch  328,  333,  2  L.  ed. 
636.  Ala. — Christian,  etc.  Groc.  Co.  v. 
Michael,  121  Ala.  84,  25  So.  571,  77 
Am.  St.  Eep.  30;  Deloach  v.  Bobbins, 
102  Ala.  288,  14  So.  777,  48  Am.  St. 
Eep.  46;  Olmstead  v.  Brewer,  91  Ala. 
124,  8  So.  345;  Waldrop  v.  Friedman, 
90  Ala.  157,  7  So.  510,  24  Am.  St.  Eep. 
775;  Steele  v.  Tutwiler,  68  Ala.  107. 
Ga. — ^Denton  Bros.  v.  Hannah,  12  Ga. 
App.  494,  77  S.  B.  672.  lU.— Shimp  v. 
Hay,  8  111.  App.  66.      Ind. — Jones    v. 


Carnahan,  63  Ind.  229.  Ky. — Graham 
V.  Lynn,  4  B.  Mon.  17,  39  Am.  Dec. 
493.  La. — Pottery  Co.  v.  Levi  &  Co., 
48  La.  Ann.  777,  19  So.  752;  Eegan  v. 
Washburn,  39  La.  Ann.  1071,  3  So.  178. 
Minn. — Hoerr  v.  Meihofer,  77  Minn. 
228,  79  N.  W.  964,  77  Am.  St.  Eep. 
674.  Mo. — Carson  v.  Walker,-  16  Mo. 
68.  N.  Y.— Bacon  v.  Cropsey,  7  N.  Y. 
195.  Pa. — Wilkinson's  Appeal,  65  Pa. 
189;  Stpwart  v.  Stocker,  13  Serg.  &  E. 

199,   15   Am.  Dec.   589.     Tenn Miller 

V.  O'Bannon,  4  Lea  398;  Carpenter, 
Eoss  &  Lockett  v.  Mechanics  Sav. 
Bank,  1  Lea  202  (issuance  before  stay 
of  execution  had  elapsed).  Tex. — Hub- 
bart  V.  Willis  State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  152  S.  W.  458;  House  v.  Eobert- 
son  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  34  S.  W.  640. 
Vt.— Spring  v.  Ayer,  23  Vt.  516.  See 
Mattocks  V.  Judsou,  9  Vt.  343. 

[a]  A  statute  providing  that  no 
process  shall  issue  on  any  judgment 
until  it  has  been  publicly  read  in  open 
court  and  signed  (Burns'  Ann.  St., 
1914,  §1450)  has  been  held  to  be  mere- 
ly directory,  and  an  execution  issued 
before  such  reading  and  signing  is 
merely  irregular  and  not  void.  Jones 
V.  Carnahan,  63  Ind.  229. 

[b]  A  fieri  facias  prematurely  is- 
sued is  a  mere  irregularity.  If  the  de- 
fendant suffers  the  delay  to  expire 
without  any  action,  he  waives  the  pre- 
maturity. Pottery  Co.  v.  Levi  &  Co., 
48  La.  Ann.  777,  19  So.  752. 

14.  Ala. — Olmstead  v.  Brewer,  91 
Ala.  124,  8  So.  345;  Steele  v.  Tutwiler, 
68  Ala.  107.  lU.— Shrimp  v.  Hay,  8 
HI.  App.  66.  N.  Y. — ^Bacon  v.  Cropsey, 
7  N.  Y.  195.  Tenn.— Miller  v.  O'Ban- 
non, 4  Lea  398.  Tex. — House  v.  Eob- 
ertson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  34  S.  W.  640. 
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can  be  instituted  only  at  the  instance  of  the  judgment  debtor  in  a 
direct  proceeding.^^ 

(VI.)  On  Transcript  or  Abstract  of  Judgments  of  Inferior  Courts.io 
Some  statutes  providing  for  the  filing  of  a  transcript  or  abstract  pf 
an  inferior  court  judgment  in  a  superior  court,  have  been  construed 
to  prolong  the  life  of  the  judgment  transferred,  so  that  execution  may 
issue  thereon  at  any  time  within  the  limit  for  judgments  of  the 
superior  court."  Under  other  statutes,  however,  a  contrary  view  is 
maintained,  that  the  writ  of  execution  can  issue  upon  'the  transcript 
only  within  the  same  period  of  time  as  it  could  have  issued  upon  the 
judgment  if  it  had  not  been  removed  by  transcript.^*  While  under 
other  statutes  giving  to  the  act  of  filing  the  transcript  the  same 
effect  as  rendering  a  judgment,  it  is  held  that  this  period  begins  at  the 
time  the  transcript  is  filed  and  docketed.^^ 

g.  To  What  County  Execution  May  Issue.  —  (I.)  In  General.  — ^At 
common  law  an  execution  could  not  go  beyond  the  territorial  jurisdic- 


15.  Ala. — Christian,  etc.  Groe.  Co.  v. 
Michael,  121  Ala.  84,  25  So.  571,  77 
Am.  St.  Eep.  30;  Deloach  v.  Bobbins, 
102  Ala.  288,  14  So.  777,  48  Am.  St. 
Eep.  46;  Olmstead  v.  Brewer,  91  Ala. 
124,  8  So.  345.  Ark.— State  v.  Norris, 
19  Ark.  247.  lU.— Shrimp  v.  Hay,  8 
111.  App.  66.  Ind. — Jones  v.  Carnahan, 
63  Ind.  229.  Ky. — Graham  v.  Lynn,  4 
B.  Mon.  17,  39  Am.  Dec.  493.  N.  Y. 
Bacon  v.  Cropsey,  7  N.  T.  195.  S.  C. 
Mason  &  Eisch  Co.  v.  Killough  Music 
Co.,  45  S.  C.  11,  22  S.  E.  755.  Tenn. 
Miller  v.  O'Bannon,  4  Lea  398. 

Method  of  vacating  or  ciuashing  writ, 
Bee  i/nfra,  IV. 

16.  Transcripts  or  abstracts  of  judg- 
ments of  inferior  courts  as  foundation 
of  execution,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b, 
(IX),   (A). 

17.  la.— Stover  v.  Elliot,  80  Iowa 
329;  McCoy  &  James  v.  Cox,  54  Iowa 
595,  7  N.  "W.  44.  Mich.— Cole  v.  Pot- 
ter, 135  Mich.  326,  97  N.  W.  774,  106 
Am.  St.  Eep.  398;  Wilcox  v.  Lantz,  107 
Mich.  1,  64  N.  W.  735.  Mo. — Carpen- 
ter V.  King,  42  Mo.  219:  Tracy  v.  Whit- 
sett,  51  Mo.  App.  149.'  N.  O.— Daniel 
V.  Laughlin,  87  N.  C.  433;  Broyles  V. 
Young,  81  N.  C.  315.  N.  D — Bnderlin 
Invest.  Co.  v.  Nordhagen,  18  N.  D.  517, 
123  N.  W.  390;  Holton  v.  Sohmarback, 
15  N.  D.  38,  106  N.  W.  36. 

[a]  When  Period  of  Limitation  Be- 
gins to  Run. — Even  as  between  the 
eases  holding  that  the  filing  of  the 
transcript  changes  the  period  of  limita- 
tion in  which  execution  may  issue  as 


of  course,  there  is  a  conflict  as  to  when 
this  period  begins  to  run,  some  hold- 
ing that  it  is  from  the  time  the  judg- 
ment was  entered  by  the  justice  of 
the  peace.  111. — Hay  v.  Hayes,  56  111. 
342.  Ind.— Brown  v.  Wuskoff,  118  Ind. 
569,  19  N.  E.  463,  21  N.  E.  243.  Mich. 
Wilcox  V.  Lantz,  107  Mich.  1,  64  N.  W. 
735.  N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Saekett  v. 
Woodbury,  70  App.  Div.  416,  75  N.  Y. 
Supp.-  236.  N.  D.— Holton  v.  Schmar- 
back,  15  N.  D.  38,  106  N.  W.  36. 

18.  Cal. — Kerns  v.  Graves,  26  Cal. 
156.  Neb. — Farmers'  State  Bank  v. 
Bales,  64  Neb.  870,  90  N.  W.  945. 
S.  D.— Phillips  V.  Norton,  18  S.  D.  530, 
101  N.  W.  727. 

19.  la. — Miller  v.  Eosebrook,  136 
Iowa  158,  113  N.  W.  771;  Stover  v. 
Elliot,  80  Iowa  329,  45  N.  W.  901; 
Eand  &  Co.  v.  Garner,  75  Iowa  311, 
39  N.  W.  515;  McCoy  &  James  v.  Cox, 
54  Iowa  595,  7  N.  W.  44.  Mo.— Car- 
penter V.  King,  42  Mo.  219;  Tracy  «. 
Whitsett,  51  Mo.  App.  149.  S.  D. 
Williams  v.  Eice,  6  S.  D.  9,  60  N.  W. 
153. 

[a]  The  effect  of  the  latter  con- 
struction, as  said  in  Holton  v.  Sehmar- 
back,  15  N.  D.  38,  106  N.  W.  36,  is  to 
make  a  justice  court  judgment  superior 
to  a  district  court  judgment,  for  it 
gives  the  person  in  whose  favor  the 
justice  court  judgment  is  rendered  all 
the  advantages  obtainable  in  the  justice 
court,  and  also  authorizes  him,  by  fil- 
ing a  transcript  thereafter,  to  have  the 
full  period  for  all  district  court 
remedies. 
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tion  of  the  particular  court  rendering  the  judgment,^"  at  least  until 
execution  had  been  issued  therein  and  returned  nulla  bona.^''  And 
this  rule  still  obtains  except  in  so  far  as  it  has  been  changed  by 
statutes.^^  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  executions  issued  upon 
any  judgment,  order  or  decree  rendered  in  any  court  of  record,  may 
be  directed  to  any  county  in  the  state.^*  There  are  similar  provisions  in 
other  states,permitting  the  issuance  of  executions  to  counties  other  than 
that  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,^*  though  under  some  cir- 
cumstances the  execution  must  be  directed  to  the  county  where  the 
property  is  situated.^^ 


20.  Sappington  v.  Hoy's  Heirs,  6 
Mon.  (Ky.)  46. 

[a]  "At  common  law,  an  execution 
issued  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction 
within  a  limited  territory  or  district, 
as  a  county,  for  example,  could  only 
be  directed  to  the  officer  of  that  dis- 
trict, territory,  or  county,  in  which  the 
judgments  were  obtained."  Scott  v. 
Maupin,   Hard.    (Ky.)    122. 

[b]  Where  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  extends  throughout  the  state,  an 
execution  may  issue  to  any  county 
therein.  Com.  v.  Caldwell,  2  Bibb. 
(Ky.)  8;  Eoads  v.  Symmes,  1  Ohio  281, 
13  Am.  Dec.  621. 

21.  See  infra,  H,  B,  1,  g,  (III). 

22.  Ala.— Pond  v.  Griffin,  1  Ala.  678. 
Ky. — Sanders'  Heirs  v.  Buddie,  2 
Mon.  139,  15  Am.  Dec.  148;  Mason  v. 
Eogers,  4  Litt.  ,375;  Scott  v.  Maupin, 
Hard.  122.  Minn. — Gowan  v.  Fountain, 
50  Minn.  264,  5'2  N.  W.  862.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Van  Bps,  4  Wend.  387.  Okla. 
Needles  v.  Frost,  2  Okla.  19,  35  Pac. 
574.  Wis. — Bugbee  v.  Lombard,  88  Wis. 
271,  60  N.  W.  414;  Kentzler  v.  Chi- 
cago M.  &  St.  P.  E.  E.  Co.,  47  Wis. 
641,  3  N.  W.  369. 

[a]  "In  the  absence  of  special 
statutory  authority,  executions  cannot 
run  beyond  the  county  where  the  judg- 
ment is  rendered,  or  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  that  rendered 
judgment."  Needles  v.  Frost,  2  Okla. 
19,  35  Pac.  574. 

23.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ark. — Kirby's  Dig.  St., 
1904,  §3206,  without  first  procuring  an 
order  of  the  court  for  that  purpose. 
Mich. — Rathbun  v.  Eanney,  14  Mich. 
382.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §§2176,  2177; 
Tinsley  v.  Savage,  50  Mo.  141;  Maze 
V.  Griffin,  65  Mo.  App.  377.  Wash. 
Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §514. 

24.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:    Cal.— Code    Civ.    Proe., 


§687.  Pla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1614.  Ind. 
Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §723;  Doe  v. 
Harter,  1  Ind.  427.  la. — Code  Supp., 
1907,  §3955.  Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  190B, 
§4293,  where  the  judgment  is  docketed. 
Mont.— Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6820.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3239. 

[a]  Such  statutes  do  not  take  away 
the  common-law  right  of  the  judgment- 
creditor  to  have  an  execution  issue  to 
the  county  in  which  the  judgment  has 
been  rendered.  Scott  v.  Maupin,  Hard. 
(Ky.)   122. 

[b]  Under  an  early  statute  in  Ken- 
tucky an  execution  might  issue  to  any 
county  where  the  defendant  or  his 
property  might  be  found,  where  he  ab- 
sented or  removed  himself  or  his  ef- 
fects, or  resided  outside  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court.  Young  v.  Smith,  10 
B.  Mon.  293;  Chiles,  Sappington,  etc. 
V.  Hoy's  Heirs,  6  Mon.  46;  Sanders' 
Heirs  v.  ^Norton,  4  Mon.  (Ky.)  464; 
Cox  V.  Nelson,  1  Mon.  (Ky.)  94,  15 
Am.  Dec.  89;  McCouns  v.  Holmes,  4 
Lit.    (Ky.)    389.  -- 

[c]  If  a  defendant  removes  from 
the  county  in  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered,  to  any  other  county,  an 
execution  may  issue  to  such  county. 
Harden  &  Carson  v.  Moores,  7  Har.  & 
J.  (Md.)  4. 

[d]  Where  a  writ  is  issued  against 
three,  two  of  whom  are  in  one  county 
and  the  third  in  another  county,  in 
which  latter  county,  the  judgment  is 
rendered,  in  the  absence  of  special  in- 
structions the  clerk  may  issue  an  execu- 
tion to  either  county.  Bank  of  Cape 
Fear  v.  Stafford,  47  N.  C.  98. 

25.  When  the  execution  requires  the 
delivery  of  real  or  personal  property, 
it  shall  be  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  where  the  property  or  some 
part  thereof  is  situated.  Cal — Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §687.  Ind.— Burns'  Ann. 
St.,    1914,    §723.      Minn.- Eev.    Laws, 
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(II.)  Necessity  for  Docketing  Judgment  When  issued  Out  of  County  of 
Venue.28  —  Some  statutes  provide  that  execution  against  the  property 
of  a  judgment'  debtor,  situated  in  a  county  other  than  that  in  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  can  only  be  issued  after  the  judgment  has 
been  docketed  in  such  other  county,  or  a  transcript  filed  therein.^^  But 
in  those  states  where  the  execution  is  issued  out  of  the  court  which 
rendered  the  judgment,  the  transcript  thereof  and  the  execution  are 
usually  sent  to  the  other  county  at  the  same  time,  the  docketing  of  the 


1905,  §4293.  Mont.— Rev.  Codes,  1907, 
§6820.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1365. 
S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §306. 
S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §332. 
Tex.— Vernon 's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
§3726.  Utah.  —  Oomp.  Laws,  1907, 
§3239.  Wash.— Bern.  &  Bal.  Code, 
§514.    Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2971. 

26.  Necessity  for  entry  or  docketing 
of  judgments  generally,  see  14  Stand- 
ard Proc.  988,  et  seq.;  as  prerequisite 
to  issuance  of  exeoutiouj  see  supra,  II, 
B,  1,  b,  (I),  (C). 

27.  See  generally  the  statutes '  and 
the  following:  Minn.  —  MoUison  v. 
Eaton,  16  Minn.  426,  10  Am.  Bep.  150; 
Dodge  f.  Chandler,  9  Minn.  97.  .Miss. 
Smith  V.  Mixon,  73  Miss.  581,  19  So. 
295.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1365; 
Dunham  v.  Reilly,  110  N.  T.  366,  18 
N.  E.  89-;  Nanz  v.  Oakley,  60  Hun  431, 
15  N.  Y.  Supp.  1;  People  v.  Lett,  21 
Barb.  130;  Disosway  v^  Hay  ward,  1 
Dem.  Surr.  175;  Blivin  v.  Bleakley,  23 
How.  Pr.  124;  Stoutenburgh  v.  Van- 
'denburgh,  7  How.  Pr.  229.  Okla. 
Rev.  Laws,  1910,  §5148.  Pa.— Lehigh 
&  N.  E.  E.  E.  Co.  v:  Hanhauser,  222 
Pa.  248,  70  Atl.  1089;  Nelson  v.  Guffey, 
131  Pa.  273,  18  Atl.  1073;  Baker  v. 
King,  2  Grant  Cas.  254.  S.  0.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §306;  Lorick  &  Low- 
rance  v.  McCreery,  20  S.  C.  424.  S.  D. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §332.  Wis — St., 
1898,  §2971;  Bugbee  i;.  Lombard,  88  Wis. 
271,  60  N.  W.  414;  Eogers  v.  Cherrier,  75 
Wis.  54,  43  N.  W.  828;  Drake  v.  Har- 
rison, 69  Wis.  99,  33  N.  W.  81,  2  Am. 
St.  Eep.  717;  Chase  v.  Overton,  50  Wis. 
640,  7  N.  W.  667;  Kentzler  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  47  Wis.  641,  3 
N.  W.  369;  Smith  v.  Buck,  22  Wis.  577. 

[a]  Condition  Precedent. — The  dock- 
eting of  a  judgment  in  the  county  to 
which  the  execution  may  go  is  a  con- 
dition precedent  of  the  authority  to 
issue  it,  and  a  statutory  ^ower  upon 
condition  precedent  cannot  be  executed 
without  complian<?e  with  the  condition. 
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The  docketing  of  a  judgment  in  an- 
other county  is  jurisdictional  to  an 
execution  upon  it  to  'that  county. 
Kentzler  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey. 
Co.,  47  Wis.  641,  3  N.  W.  369.  And 
see  Bugbee  v.  Lombard,  88  Wis.  271,  60 
N.  W.  414. 

[b]  Both  an  Authority  and  a  Pro- 
hibition.— The  language  of  the  code 
that  executions  against  property  "can 
be  issued  only  to  a  county,  etc.,"  seems 
to  involve  both  an  authority  and  a 
prohibition;  an  authority  where  the 
judgment  is  docketed  in  any  county  to 
issue  the  execution  to  that  county;  and 
a  prohibition  couched  in  the  word 
"only"  against  any  such  issuance  to  a 
county  in  whose  clerk's  ofSce  there  is 
no  such  docket.  Dunham  v.  Eeilly,  110 
N.  Y.  366,  18  N.  E.  89. 

[c]  Only  the  original  judgment  may 
be  used  as  a  basis  for  the  filing  of 
the  transcript  in  a  different  county. 
The  judgrnent  creditor  may  take  as 
many  copies  of  the  original  judgment 
as  he  may  need,  and  file  them  in  as 
many  different  counties,  but  he  cannot 
take  a  copy  of  the  record  of  one  of 
the  transferred  judgments  and  make 
that  a  basis  of  a  new  transfer  upon 
which  to  sue  out  an  execution.  Nelson 
V.   Guffey,   131   Pa.   273,   18   Atl.   1073. 

[d]  Docketing  Not  Presumed. — "The 
fact  of  the  existence  of  the  judgment 
in  the  county  of  its  rendition,  and  that 
an  execution  had  been  issued  to  an- 
other county,  does  not  afford  any  pre- 
sumption of  the  existence  of  the  inde- 
pendent and  material  fact  essential  to 
its  validity;  namely,  that  the  judgment 
had  been  properly  docketed  in  such 
(other)  county.  ...  A  mere  recital 
of  such  docketing,  if  any  there  had 
been,  in  the  execution  would  not  sup- 
ply the  defect  in  a  case  such  as  this, 
where  a  judgment  duly  docketed  is  in- 
dispensable to  the  validity  of  the 
execution."  Bugbee  v.  Lombard,  81 
Wis.  271,  60  N.  W.  414. 
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judgment  in  the  latter  county  not  being  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
issuance  of  the  execution.^* 

(III.)  Issuance  in  County  of  Venue  as  Prerequisite  to  Issuance  Outside. 
The  common-law  rule  required  as  a  prerequisite  to  ,the  issuance  of  an 
execution  in  any  other  county  than  that  in  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered  that  execution  first  issue  in  the  county  in  which  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered  and  be  returned  nulla  bona.^»  This  rule  still  ob- 
tains in  some  jurisdictions  by  express  provision  of  statute.^"  In  others 
it  is  modified  to  the  extent  that  no  execution  can  issue  to  any  other' 
county  than  that  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  or  that  in  which 
the  defendant  resides,"  until  execution  has  issued  to   one  of  such 


[e]  Effect  of  Issuance  Before  Dock- 
etiUig. — (1)  An  execution  '  issued  to  a 
county  other  than  the  one  in  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered  is  valid  though 
taken  from  the  clerk's  office  before 
the  judgment  is  docketed  in  the  county 
to  which  it  runs,  but  not  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  for  service  until  after  the 
judgment  is  so  docketed.  Hoerr  v. 
Meihofer,  77  Minn.  228,  79  N.  W.  964, 

77  Am.  St.  Eep.  674;  Gowan  v.  Foun- 
tain, 50  Minn.  264,  52  N.  W.  862; 
MoUison  V.  Eaton,  16  Minn.  426;  Mc- 
Donald V.  Fuller,  11  S.  D.  355,  77  Ni 
W.  581,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  815.  (2)  But 
as  against  the  owner  seeking  to  re- 
cover his  property  in  replevin,  the 
sheriff  cannot  .i"«tify  its  seizure  under 
an  execution  uu  a  judgment  tran- 
scripted  from  another  county,  if  the 
execution  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
before  the  judgment  was  docketed  in 
the  county  to  which  the  transcript  was 
taken.     Carson  v.  Fuller,  11  S.  D.  502, 

78  N.  W.  960. 

[f]  Judgment  may  be  docketed 
nunc  pro  tunc  in  other  county  thus 
curing  any  defect.  Both  v.  Schloss,  6 
Barb.-(N.  Y.)  308;  Blivin  v.  Bleakley, 
23  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  124;  Stout^nburgh 
V.  Vandenburgh,  7  How.  Pr^  (N.  Y.) 
229. 

[g]  Effect  of  Subsequent  Filing  of 
Transcript. — ^Where  such  an  execution 
was  prematurely  issued  and  levied,  the 
subsequent  filing  of  the  transcript 
cures  the  defect  as  to  all  persons  claim- 
ing the  property  levied  upon  by  a' con- 
veyance from  the  defendant  made  sub- 
sequent to  such  filing.  Eogers  v.  Cher- 
rier,  75  Wis.  54,  43  N.  W.  828. 

28.  Bernhardt  v.  Brown,  122  N.  C. 
587,  29  S.  E.  884,  65  Am.  St.  Eep. 
725. 

[a]  ,  The  docketing  of  the  judgment 
is  only  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  lien 
in   such   other   county,   and   is   not   a 


condition  precedent  to  issuing  an  execu- 
tion'     Bernhardt  v.  Brown,   122  N.   C. 
587,    29    S.    E.    884,    65    Am.    St.    Eep. 
725;  Lytle  v.  Lytle,  94  N.  C.  683.     See  . 
also  Foreman  v.  Higham,  35  Iowa  382. 

29.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Lesher 
V.  Gehr,  1  Ball.  330,  1  L.  ed.  161.  Pa. 
McCormiek  v.  Meason,  1  Serg.  &  E. 
92.  Eng. — Cowperthwaite  v.  Owen,  3 
Term  E.  657,  100  Eng.  Eeprint  788. 

[a]  "The  original  fieri  facias  is  so 
much  in  nature  of  a  fiction,  where  the 
object  is  to  levy  on  lands  in  another 
county,  that  if  a  testatum  is  issued 
without  a  previous  fi.  fa.  the  court  will 
give  leave  to  file  one  afterwards,  in 
order  to  support  the  testatum."  M'Cor- 
mick  V.  Meason,  1  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.) 
92.  See  Cowperthwaite  v.  Owen,  3 
Term  E.  657,  100  Eng.  Eeprint  788; 
Palmet  v.  Price,  2  Salk.  589,  91  Eng. 
Eeprint  494. 

30.  Vernon's  Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St., 
1914,  §3726;  Norwood  v.  Orient  Ins. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  44  S.  W.  188; 
Benson  v.  Cahill  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  37 
S.  W.  1088.  See  also  Harden  v.  Moores, 
7  Har.  &  J.   (Md.)  4,  13. 

[a]  Where  two  executions  are  is- 
sued to  different  counties  on  the  same 
day,  the  one  issued  to  the  county  in 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered  be- 
ing returned  on  that  day,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  it  was  returned 
before  the  execution  to  the  other 
county  was  issued.  Brackeuridge  v. 
Cobb,   85   Tex.   448,   21   S.   W.   1034. 

[b]  But  where  the  cause  is  removed 
to  another  county  at  the  instance  of 
the  defendant,  execution  may  issue  to 
the  original  county  of  venue  without 
a  return  nulla^  bona  in  the  county  in 
which  judgment  is  rendered.  Browning 
V.  Loraw,  58  Md.  524. 

31.  CarroU's  Ky.  St.,    1915,    §1656; 

Vol.  XV 


764  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

counties.  But  in  many  jurisdictions  statutes  now  provide  that 
executions  may  issue  at  the  same  time  to  different  counties.'^ 

(IV.)  Effect  of  Irregular  Issuance  to  County  Other  Than  County  of  Venue. 
An  execution  irregularly  issued  to  a  county  other  than  the  county  of 
venue  is  not  ordinarily  void,  but  voidable  only  at  the  instance  of  the 
judgment-debtor.^'  There  are  authorities,  however,  to  the  effect  that 
an  execution  issued  out  of  the  county  of  venue  without  the  judgment 
having  been  docketed  in  such  other  county  or  a  transcript  filed  therein 
is  void.'* 

h.  Effect  of  Death  of  Parties.  ^{1.)  Death  of  Sole  Plaintiff.  —  (A.) 
At  Common  Law.  —  At  common  law  no  execution  could  issue  upon  a 
judgment  after  the  plaintiff  therein  had  died,  until  the  judgment  had 
been  revived  by  scire  facias  in  favor  of  the  legal  representatives  of 
the  deceased.'^ 


"Vance's    Admx.    v.    Gray    &   Saffell,    9 
Bush  (Ky.)   656. 

[a]  An  execution  issued  without 
such  a  previous  return  may  be  set  aside 
by  the  defendant;  but  until  he  does 
so  it  must  be  obeyed  by  the  ofacer  re- 
ceiving it,  and  a  sale  made  under  it 
is  not  void.  Mitchell,  etc.  v.  Fidelity 
T.  &  8.  V.  Co.,  24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  62,  67 
S.  W.  263. 

[b]  But  an  afSidavit  by  the  plain- 
tiff, his  agent  or  attorney,  that  there 
is  not  sufficient  property  in  either  of 
these  counties,  authorizes  the  issuance 
of  execution  to  other  counties.  Car- 
roll's St.,  1915,  §1656,  subd.  1;  Gorman 
V.  Glenn,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1755,  78  S.  W. 
873  (St.,  1903,  §1656);  Vance's  Admx. 
13.  Gray  &  Saffell,  9  Push  (Ky.)  656. 

32.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§687.  Colo.— People  v.  Finch,  19  Colo. 
App.  512,  76  Pae.  1120.  Ind.— Burns' 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §718.  Kan.— Gen.  St., 
1909,  §6033.  La.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
art.  614.  Mich.— Howell 's  Ann.  St., 
1913,  §13,008.  Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  1905, 
§4293.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2176; 
Hicks  V.  Ellis,  65  Mo.  176.  Mont. 
Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6820.  Neb.— Eev. 
St.,  1913,  §8042.  N.  J.— Eammel  v. 
Watson,  31  N.  J.  L.  281.  N.  Y.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §1365;  Borland  v.  Borland, 
5  Cow.  417;  Hammond  v.  Mather,  2 
Cow.  456.  N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §622; 
Vegelahn  v.  Smith,  95  N.  C.  254;  Mc- 
Nair  v.  Eagland,  17  N.  C.  42,  22  Am. 
Bee.  728.  N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905, 
§7102.  Ohio.— Elliott  v.  EJmore,  16 
Ohio  27.  S.  0.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902, 
§306.  S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910, 
§332.     Tex.— Vernon 's  Sayles'  Civ.  Sti 
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1914,  §3728.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907, 
§3239.     Wis.— St.,  1898,   §2971. 

[a]  But  in  Iowa  it  is  provided  that 
only  one  writ  shall  be  in  existence  at 
the  same  time.  Code  Supp.,  1907,  §3955. 

33.  Ky. — Soaper  v.  Howard,  85  Ky. 
256,  3  S.  W.  161;  Young  v.  Smith,  10 
B.  Mon.  293;  McConntll  «.  Brown,  5 
Mon.    478;    Sanders'   Heirs    v.   Euddle, 

2  Mon.  139;  Cox  v.  Nelson,  1  Mon.  94; 
Com.  for  Lee,  Lashbrook  &  Co.  v. 
O'CuU,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  149,  23  Am.  Dec. 
393;  Mitchell  v.  Fidelity  Tr.  &  S.  Vault 
Co.,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  62,  67  S.  W.  263. 
]\dnn. — Gowan  v.  Fountain,  50  Minn. 
264,  52  N.  W.  862;  Mollison  v.  Eaton, 
16  Minn.  426,  10  Am.  Eep.  150.  N.  Y. 
Eoth  V.  Schloss,  6  Barb.  308;  Blivin  v. 
Bleakley,  23  How.  Pr.  124.  Okla. 
Christy  v.  Springs,  11  Okla.  710,  69 
Pac.  864.  Pa. — Elliott  v.  McGowan,  22 
Pa.  198.  Tex. — Schneider  1}.  Borsey, 
96  Tex.  544,  74  S.  "W.  526;  Hodde  v. 
Susan,  58  Tex.  389;  Hancock  v.  Metz, 
15  Tex.  205;  Earle  v.  Thomas,  14  Tex. 
583;  Sydnor  v.  Eoberts,  13  Tex.  598; 
Cabell  V.  Orient  Ins.  Co.,  22  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  635,  55  S.  W.  610.  See  Gulf,  C. 
&  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Morris,  67  Tex.  692, 
4  S.  W.  156. 

34.  Dunham  v.  Eeilly,  110  N.  Y.  366, 
18  N.  ■  E.  89  {distinguishing  Blivin  v. 
Bleakley,  23  How.  Pr.  124;  Stouten- 
burgh  V.  Vandenburgh,  7  How.  Pr. 
229);  Nanz  v.  Oakley,  60  Hun  431,  15 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1;  Bugbee  v.  Lombard,  88 
Wis.  271,  60  N.  W.  414;  Kentzler  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.,  47  Wis.  641, 

3  N.  W.  369. 

Necessity  for  docketing  judgment,  see 
supra,  n,  B,  1,  b,   (I),   (C). 

35.  Ala. — Stewart  v.  Nuckols,  15 
Ala.  225,  50  Am.  Dec.  127.    lU ^Brown 
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(B.)  Under  Statute. —  (1.)  In  General. —  Although  some  jurisdictions 
still  follow  the  common-law  practice  of  reviving  a  judgment  by  scire 
facias  after  the  death  of  a  sole  plaintiff  before  issuing  execution,^^ 
in  many  states  the  writ  of  scire  facias  itself  has  been  abolished  or  fallen 
into  disuse,  and  after  the  death  of  a  sole  plaintiff  the  judgment  is 
revived  and  the  legal  representatives  or  heirs  made  parties  thereto 
by  a  statutory  proceeding,  similar  to  the  one  had  under  the  writ  of 
scire  facias,  before  execution  may  issue.^^  And  statutes  frequently 
provide  that  the  death  of  the  sole  plaintiff  will  not  delay  or  prevent 
the  issuance  of  an  execution  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  his  favor 
before  his  death,^^  but  that  on  application  of  the  executor^^  or  admdnis- 


V.  Parker,  15  111.  307.  Mass.— Hildreth 
17.  Thompson,  16  Mass.  191.  N.  J. — Mor- 
gan V.  Taylor,  38  N.  J.  L.  317;  War- 
wick V.  ,   20   N.   J.   L.   116; 

Harwood  v.  Murphy,  13  N.  J.  L.  193. 
N.  Y.— Fish  V.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  N.  D.— Daisy  Eoller 
Mills  V.  Ward,  6  N.  D.  317,  70  N.  W. 
271.  E.  I.— TucTier  v.  Carr,  20  E.  I. 
477,  40  Atl.  1,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  893. 
Va. — May  v.  North  Carolina  Bank,  2 
Rob.  (41  Va.)  60.  Eng.— Earl  c.  Brown; 
1  Wils.  K.  B.  302,  95  Eng.  Eeprint  630; 
Eegina  v.  Ford,  2  Ld.  Eaym.  768,  92 
Eng.  Eeprint  13;  Jefferson  v.  Mprton,  2 
Wms.  Saund.  6,  85  Eng.  Eeprint  540, 
uote. 

[a]  If  death  occur  after  the  teste 
of  the  •writ,  it  may  be  executed  not- 
withstanding the  death,  by  the  per- 
sonal representative.  Neil  v.  Gaut,  1 
Coldw.  (Tenn.)  396.  See  infra,  II,  B, 
1,  h,  (IV),  (B). 

Revival  of  judgment  by  scire  facias, 
see  the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees, 
Revival  of." 

36.  Alabama  Code,  1907,  §§4149, 
4150;  Smith  v.  Alexander,  80  Ala.  251; 
Stewart  v.  Nuckols,  15  Ala.  225,  50  Am. 
Dec.  127;  Moore  &  Cocke  v.  Bell,  13 
Ala.  469. 

See  generally  the  title  "Judgments 
and  Decrees,  Revival  of." 

37.  Kan.— Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6031; 
Seeley  v.  Johnson,  61  Kan.  337,  59  Pac. 
631,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  314;  Ballinger  v. 
Bedhead,  1  Kan.  App.  434,  40  Pac.  828. 
Mich. — Jenness  v.  Circuit  Judge,  42 
Mich.  469,  4  N.  W.  220.  Mo.— Eev.  St., 
1909,  §2136;  Goddard  v.  Delaney,  181 
Mo.  564,  80  S.  W.  886.  Neb.— Eev.  St., 
1913,  §8031.  Ohio.— Page  v.  Adams' 
Ann.   Code,   §11,649;   Cist  v.  Beresford, 


1   Ohio   Cir.   Ct.   32,   1   Ohio   Cir.   Dec. 
19.     Okla.— Eev.  Laws,  1910,   §5299. 

[a]  Although  the  writ  of  scire 
facias  has  been  abolished,  the  procedure 
provided  in  lieu  thereof  is  governed 
essentially  by  the  same  general  prin- 
ciples. Before  execution  may  issue,  the 
judgment  must  be  revived  and  the  legal 
representatives  made  parties  to  the 
same.  Vogt  v.  Daily,  70  Neb. ,  812,  98 
N.  W.  31. 

38.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ark. — Kirby's  Dig., 
1904,  §3216.  Colo.— Mills'  Ann.  St.,' 
1912,  §4212.  Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908, 
§4475.  m.— Kurd's  Eev.  St.,  1916,  ch. 
77,  §37.  la.— Ann.  Code,  1897,  §4067. 
Ky.— Carrol's  Code,  1906,  §402. 

39.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ind. — Armstrong  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin, 49  Ind.  370.  Ky. — Carrol's 
Code,  1906,  §402.  Minn.— Lough  v.  Pit- 
man, 25  Minn.  120.  Mont.— Eev.  Code, 
1907,  §6819.  Mo. — Simmons  v.  Heman, 
17  Mo.  App.  444.  Nev. — Eev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5285.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§1376;  Pish  v.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  N.  D.— Eev.  Code, 
1905,  §8169;  Daisy  Eoller  Mills  v. 
Ward,  6  N.  D.  317,  70  N.  W.  271.  Pa. 
Pepper  &  Lewis's  Dig.,  p.  2652,  §154 
(Act  of  Feb.  24,  1834,  §26);  Gemmill 
V.   Butler,   4   Pa.    232;     Darlington    v. 

iSpeakman,  9  Watts  &  S.  182.  *  See 
Deiser  v.  Sterling,  10  Serg.  &  E.  119, 
for  practice  prior  to  1834  and  also 
prior  to  Act  of  1791.  P.  K.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §244;  Fernandez  v.  Velazquez, 
17  Porto  Eico  716.  S.  D.— Probate 
Code,  1910,  §183.  Tex.— Vernon 's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3720.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3238;  Weaver  v. 
Piokard,  7  Utah  296,  26  Pac.  581.  Wis. 
St.,   1898,   §2979. 
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trator,  or  the  successor  in  interest*"  of  the  deceased,  execution  will  issue. 

(2.)  Conditions  Precedent  to  Obtaining  Issuance  of  Writ.  • —  The  require- 
ments of  the  statutes,  as  to  the  preliminary  steps  to  be '  taken  by  a 
personal  representative  or  heir  before  he  is  entitled  to  have  an  execu- 
tion in  his  name,  on  a  judgment  in  favor  of  a  decedent,  are  im- 
perative and  must  be  strictly  complied  with.*^  Thus  the  affidavits  re- 
quired by  law  must  be  filed.*^  And  if  the  legal  representative  of  the 
deceased,  plaintiff  seeks  to  have  execution  issued^  he  must  file  a  copy 
of  the  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration  m  the  court  in  which 
the  judgment  exists,*^  and,  under  some  circumstances,  a  bond.** 

Upon  compliance  •with  all  conditions  precedent,'  execution  will  thereafter 
issue  in  favor  of  the  legal  representatives,  heirs  or  successors  in  inter- 
est, in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  judgment  or  decree  were  recovered  in 
his  name.*^        ' 

(C.)  Effect  op  Failure  To  Revive.  —  An  execution  issued  after  the 
death  of  a  plaintiff  without  a  prior  revivor*®  by  scire  facias  or  its 


[a]  But,  though  the  administrator 
of  the  plaintiff/  may  have  execution 
upon  the  judgment  without  a  revivor, 
he  is  entitled  to  have  it  revived.  Arm- 
strong V.  McLaughlin,  49  Ind.  370. 

40.  See  generally  the  statutes  anfl 
the  following:  Kan. — Harris  v.  Frank, 
29  Kan.  200.  Ky.— Carrol's  Code,  §402. 
Miss.— Code,  1906,  §3975.  Mont. — Rev. 
Code,  1907,  §6819.  2Iev.— Eev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5285.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§1376.  Utah.— Comp.  Law,  1907,  §3238. 
Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2979. 

[a]  It  is  not  neeessar^  that  a  judg- 
ment which  has  been  assigned  should 
he  revived  because  of  the  death  of 
the  original  plaintiff,  before  execution 
may  be  issued  in  favor  of  the  as- 
eignee.     Harris  v.  Frank,  29  Kan.  200. 

41.  Lee's  Admr.  v.  Thompson,  132 
Ky.  608,  116  S.  "W.  775;  Mulholland  v. 
Troutman's  Admr.,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
263;  Williams  v.  Staton,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
225;  Scott  11.  Lyons,  Solomon  &  Co., 
59 'Tex.  593. 

42.  Assignee  must  file  an  affidavit 
showing  the  assignment.  .  Miss.  Code, 
1906,   §3975;   "Wis.   St.,  1898,   §2979. 

[a]  Both  a  successor  in  interest  and 
a  personal  representative  must  file  an 
afSdavit  stating  the  fact  of  the  death 
of  the  plaintiff.  Miss. — Code,  1906, 
§3975,  successor  in  interest.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3720; 
Scott  V.  Lyons,  Solomon  &  Co.,  59  Tex. 
593  (such  affidavit  condition  precedent 
to  right  of  clerk  to  issue  execution). 
Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2979. 

[b]  A  real  party,  in  interest,  after 

Vol,  XV 


the  death  of  the  nominal  judgment 
plaintiff,  may  have  execution  issued  in 
his  name,  upon  filing  an  affidavit  of 
such  death  with  the  clerk.  Vernon's 
Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3722. 

43.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.  St.,  1904, 
§3216.  Colc^Mills'  Ann.  St.,  1912, 
§4212.  m.— Hurd's  Eev.  St.,  1916,  ch. 
77,  §37;  Brown  v.  Parker,  15  Til.  307. 
la. — Ann.  Code, '  1897,  §4067;  Dunham, 
V.  Bentley,  103  Iowa  136,  72  N.  W. 
437.  Ky. — Lee's  Admr.  ■;;.  Thompson, 
132  Ky.  608,  116  S.  W.  775;  Williams 
V.  Staton,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  225.  N.  J. 
Comp.  St.,  1911,  p.  4108,  §183.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3720; 
Scott  V.  Lyons,  Solomon  &  Co.,  59  Tex. 
593.     Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2979. 

[a]  This  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  authority  of  the  clerk  to  issue .  an 
execution  upon  the  judgment  in  the 
name  of  the  administrator  (Scott  v. 
Lyons,  Solomon  &  Co.,  59  Tex.  593), 
and  an  execution  issued  without  it  is 
subject  to  quashal.  Lee's  Admr.  v. 
Thompson,  132  Ky.  608,  116  S.  W.  775. 

44.  Carroll's  Codes  (Ky.  Civ.),  1906, 
§404. 

45.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.  St.,  1904, 
§3216.  Colo.— Mills'  Ann.  St.,  1912, 
§4212.  Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4475. 
lU.— Hurd's  Eev.  St.,  1916,  ch.  77,  §37; 
Brown  v.  Parker,  15  111.  307.  la.— Ann. 
Code,  1897,  §4067. 

46.  Ala. — Smith  v.  Alexander,  80 
Ala.  251;  Graham  v.  Chandler,  15  Ala. 
342;  Stewart  v.  Nuckols,  15  Ala.  225, 
50  Am.  Dec.  127.  111.— Meyer  v.  Min- 
tonj^e,  106  111,  414;  Browa  V-  Parker, 
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statutory  substitute  has  generally  been  held  void,  although  some 
courts  hold  it  merely  voidable.*''  , 

(II.)  Death  of  Co-Plaintiff.  —  At  epmmon  law,<^  and  still  in  some  jur- 
isdictions, where  a  judgment  is  recovered  by  several,  and  one  or  more 
of  them  dies,  execution  may  be  issued  after  the  death  in  favor  of  the 
survivors  without  a  revivor  ;*^  but  the  death  of  such  plaintiff  or  plain- 
tiffs should  be  suggested  on  the  record.^"  Statutes,  however,  some- 
times allow  the  revival  of  a  judgment  after  the  death  of  a  co-plaintiff 
in  the  name  of  the  legal  representatives  of  the  deceased  plaintiff  and 
the  surviving  plaintiffs,  executions  being  thereafter  sued  out  by  them 
jointly.^^  And  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  surviving  plaintiff  or  plain- 
tiffs cannot  issue  execution,  unless  the  executor  or  administrator  of 
his  deceased  co-plaintiff  is  made,  a  party.^^ 

(in.)  Death  of  All  Co-Plaintiffs —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  for  the 
contingency  of  the  death  of  all  of  several  co-plaintiffs.^* 

(IV.)  Death  of  Sole  Defendant.  —  (A.)  In  General.  . —  Under  the  com- 
mon-law rule,  the  death  of  a  sole  defendant  after  judgment  but 
before  execution  had  issued,  arrested  the  suit  and  execution  could  not 
issue  thereafter,  until  the  legal  representatives  or  heirs  were  sum- 
moned by  a  scire  facias  and  the  judgment  revived  against  them  as 
parties.'* 


15  HI.  307.  la.— Dunham  v.  Bentley, 
103  Iowa  136,  72  N.  W.  437.  Kan. 
Beeley-v.  Johnson,  61  Kan.  337,  59  Pac. 
631,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  314,  rule  held 
applicable  to  an  order  of  sale  as  well 
as  an  execution.  N.  J. — Morgan  v, 
Taylor,  38  N.  J.  L.  317.  N.  Y.— See 
Wallace  v.  Swinton,  64  N.  T.  188. 

47.  Mich. — Jehness  v.  Circuit  Judge, 
42  Mich.  469,  4  N.  W.  220.  Miss. 
Hughes  V.  Wilkinson's  Lessee,  37  Miss. 
482;  New  Orleans,  Jackson  &  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.  v.  EoUins,  36  Miss. 
384;  Pa.— Day  v.  Sharp,  4  Whart.  339, 
34  Am.  Dec.  509.  R.  I. — Tucker  v. 
Carr,  20  R.  I.  477,  40  Atl.  1,  78  Am, 
St.  Eep.  893. 

[a]  Nunc  Pro  Tunc  Order  to  Re- 
vive.— The  omission  of  plaintiff's  ad- 
ministrators to  revive  a  suit  before 
taking  out  an  execution  after  his  death, 
is  only  an  irregularity  and  may  be 
cured  by  an  order  nunc  pro  tunc,  es- 
pecially where  the  debtor  has  abstained 
from  moving  until  the  judgment  was 
apparently  satisfied.  Jenness  v.  Circuit 
Judge,  42  Mich.  469,  4  N.  W.  220. 

48.  Holt  v.  Lynch,  18  W.  Va.  567. 

49.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4151.  Ky. 
Payne  v.  Payne's  Exrs.,  8  B.  Mon.  391. 
Mass. — Cushman  v.  Carpenter,  8  Cush. 
388;  Bowdoin  v.  Jordan,  9  Mass.  160; 
Hamilton  v.  Lyman,  9  Mass.  14.  Miss. 
Code,  1906;  §3974,    Mo— B?v.  St.,  1909, 


§2136.  N.  J.— Comp.  St.,  1911,  p. 
4108,  S182.  N.  Y.— Howell  &  Howell 
V.  Eldridge,  21  Wend.  678.  Tenn. 
Dickinson  v.  Bowers,  7  Baxt.  307; 
Cabiness  v.  Garrett,  1  Terg.  491. 

50.  Cushman  v.  Carpenter,  8  Cush. 
(Mass.)  388;  Bowdoin  v.  Jordan,  9 
Mass.  160;  Hamilton  v.  Lyman,  9  Mass. 
14;  N.  J.  Comp.  St.,  1911,  p.  4108, 
§182. 

[a]  A  suggestion  made  on  the 
clerk's  docket  has  been  held  equivalent 
to  a  suggestion  on  the  record.  Cush- 
man V.  Carpenter,  8  Cush.   (Mass.)   388. 

51.  Mo.  Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2136;  Gas- 
ton V.  White,  46  Mo.  486. 

52.  Pepper  &  Lewis'  Pa.  Dig.,  p. 
2652,  §154  (Act  of  Feb.  24,  1834,  §26) ; 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
§3720.  See  Freiler  v.  Freiler,  1  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  265. 

53.  Carroll's  Codes  (Ky.  Civ.),  1906, 
§402. 

54.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S.-^Mitch- 
ell  V.  St.  Maxent's  Lessee,  4  Wall.  237, 
18  L.  ed.  326;  Eansom  v.  Williams,  2 
Wall.  313,  17  L.  ed.  803;  Erwin's  Lessee 
V.  Dundas,  4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875; 
Walden's  Lessees  v.  Craig's  Heirs,  14 
Pet.  147,  10  L.  ed.  393.  Ala.— Sims 
Eslava,  74  Ala.  594;  Brown  «.  New- 
man, 66  Ala.  275;  Hurt  v.  Nave,  49  Ala 
459;  Beach  v.  Dennis,  47  Ala.  262 
Hurst  &'8hip  v.  Weathers,  15  Ala.  417; 
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statutes  sometimes  provide  a  similar  proceduf  e  which  must  be  com- 
plied with  before  execution  may  issue  after  the  death  of  a  sole  de- 
fendant.^^ Some  statutes  provide  that  in  case  of  particular  kinds  of 
judgment,  as  one  for  the  recovery  or  delivery'"  of  real  or  personal 


Henderson  «.  Gandy,  11  Ala.  431.  Ark. 
Blanks  v.  Rector,  24  Ark.  496,  88  Am. 
Dec.  780;  Bentley  v.  Cummins,  9  Ark. 
487.  Cal.— Smith  v.  Eeed,  52  Cal.  345. 
Del. — Cooper  v.  May,  1  Harr.  18; 
Farmers'  Bank  v.  Reynolds,  1  Harr. 
513.  Ga. — Smith  v.  Lockett,  73  Ga. 
104.  Ind.— Decker  v.  Gilbert,  80  Ind. 
107;  Faulkner  v.  Larrabee,  76  Ind.  154. 
la.— Bull  V.  Gilbert,  79  Iowa  547,  44 
N.  W.  815;  Boyle  v.  Maroney,  73  Iowa 
70,  35  N.  W.  145,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  657; 
Welch  V.  Battern,  47  Iowa  147.  Kan. 
Seeley  v.  Johnson,  61  Kau.  337,  59  Pac. 
631,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  314;  Halsey  v. 
Van  Vliet,  27  Kan.  474.  Mass.— Hil- 
dreth  v.  Thompson,  16  Mass.  191.  Miss. 
Treadwell  v.  Hemdon,  41  Miss.  38; 
Davis  V.  Helm,  3  Smed.  &  M.  17.  N.  J, 
Morgan  v.  Taylor,  38  N.  J.  L.  317; 
Den  v.  Humphreys,  16  N.  J.  L.  25. 
N.  Y.— Wallace  v.  Swinton,  64  N.  Y. 
188;  Marine  Bank  v.  Van  Brunt,  49  N. 
T.  160.  Ore. — ^Watsdn  v.  Moore,  40  Ore. 
204,  66  Pac.  814.  Eng. — Jefferson  v. 
Morton,  2  Wms.  Saund.  6,  85  Eng.  Re- 
print 540,  note.  Can. — McCarthy  v. 
Low,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  O.  S.  387. 

55.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  TJ.  S.— Mitchell  v.  St. 
Maxent  's  I^essee,  4  Wall.  237,  18  L.  ed. 
326.  Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §651; 
Faulkner  v.  Larrabee,  76  Ind.  154.  la. 
Code,  1897,  §§4036-4039;  James  v.  Weis- 
man,  161  Iowa  488,  143  N.  W.  428; 
Boyle  V.  Maroney,  73  Iowa  70,  35  N.  W. 
145,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  657.  Kan.— Gen. 
St.,  1909,  §6031;  Manley  v.  Mayer,  68 
Kan.  377,  75  Pac.  550;  Seeley  v.  John- 
son, 61  Kan.  337,  59  Pac.  631,  78  Am. 
St.  Rep.  314;  Mendenhall  v.  Burnette, 
58  Kan.  355,  49  Pac.  93;  Halsey  v.  Van 
Vliet,  27  Kan.  474.  Ky.— Carroll 's 
Codes  (Ky.  Civ.),  1906,  §407;  Thomas 
V.  Tanner,  6  Mon.  52;  Handley's  Admrs. 
h.  Fitzhugh,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  561.  La. 
Legendre  v.  McDonough,  6  Mart.  (N. 
S.)  513.  Neb.— Rev.  St.,  1913,  §8032. 
Ohio. — Page  &  Adams'  Ann.  Code,  §11,- 
649  (judgment  may  be  revived  by  an 
action  brought  for  that  purpose  against 
the  legal  representatives  or  they  may 
be  made  parties  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed for  the  revival  of  actions  be- 
fore  judgment);    Cist   V.   Beresford,   1 
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Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  32,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  19; 
Arnold  v.  Fuller,  1  Ohio  458.  Okla. 
Rev.  Laws,  1910,  §5299.  Pa — Act  of 
Feb.  24,  1834,  §33;  Bomberger  v.  Ray- 
mond, 12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  460. 

See  the  title  "Judgments  and  De- 
crees, Revival  of." 

[a]  Such  Statutes  Must  Be  Strictly 
Complied  With. — U.  S. — Ransom  v. 
Williams,  2  Wall.  313,  17  L.  ed.  803. 
ni.- Wilson  V.  Lowmaster,  181  111.  170, 
54  N.  E.  922;  Pickett  v.  Hartsock,  15 
III.  279.  Pa. — Cadmus  v.  Jackson,  52 
Pa.  295. 

[b]  Distinction  Ee^iween  Judgments 
in  Rem  and  in  Personam. — "There 
seems  to  be  a  distinction,  as  to  the  ef- 
fect of  the  death  of  a  sole  defendant 
after  judgment  and  before  execution, 
between  judgments  in  personam,  which 
cannot  be  executed  -except  by  a  writ 
that  authorizes  the  officer  to  levy  upon 
any  property  of  the  defendant  subject 
to  execution,  and  judgments  in  rem, 
which  require  no  writ  of  execution,  and 
cannot  be  executed  except  in  the  par- 
ticular manner  decreed.  In  the  former 
class  of  cases,  a  writ  of  execution  is- 
sued after  the  death  of  a  sole  defend- 
ant is  void;  in  the  latter  class  of 
cases,  where  the  decree  is  its  own 
authority  for  execution,  and  where 
nothing  can  be  done  except  what  was 
adjudicated  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
parties,  it  may  be  executed  after  the 
death  of  a  sole  defendant."  Kellogg 
V.  Tout,  65  lud.  146. 

56.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4096. 
Ariz.- Civ.  Code,  1913,  §1361.  Cal. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1915,  §686.  Idaho. 
Rev.  Code,  1908,  §4475;  Rose  v.  Dun- 
bar, 20  Idaho  1,  115  Pac.  920,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912D,  1046.  Miss.— Code,  1906, 
§3977.  Mont.— Rev.  Code,  1907,  §6819. 
Nev.— Rev.  Laws,  1912,  §5285.  N.  D. 
Rev.  Code,  1905,  §8169.  Ore.— Lord's 
Laws,  1910,  §220;  Watson  v.  Moore,  40 
Ore.  204,  66  Pac.  814;  Bower  v.  Holla- 
day,  18  Ore.  491,  22  Pac.  553.  P.  R. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §244;  Fernandez  v. 
Velazquez,  17  Porto  Rico  716.  S.  D. 
Probate  Code,  1910,  §183;  Yankton  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Gutterson,  15  S.  D.  486,  90 
N,  W.  144.    Utah,— Comj.  Laws,  1907, 
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property,  or  for  the  enforcement  of  a  Hen  thereon,^^  execution  may 
issue  without  a  revival  and  with  the  same  effect  as  if  the  judgment 
debtor  were  still  living.  Other  statutes  provide  generally  that  on  the 
death  of  a  defendant  after  final  judgment,  when  no  execution  has 
been  issued  previously  to  his  death,^^  and  no  will  of  such  deceased 
defendant  shall  have  been  proved  nor  letters  of  administratioii 
granted  upon  his  estate  within  a  certain  period  after  his  death,^^ 
execution  may  Issue  against  his  goods  and  lands  with  the  same  effect 
as  if  death  had  not  occurred.  Still  other  statutes  provide  for  the 
issuance  of  execution  upon  the  filing  of  certain  evidence  of  death  and 
representative  capacity.^" 

Wlere  the  judgment  is  a  money  judgment,  some  statutes  provide  that 
execution  shall'  not  issue  thereon  but  that  it  shall  be  paid  in  the  due 
course  of  administration;^^  others  provide,  however,  that  execution 
may  issue  theteon,  on  leave  of  court  for  cause  shown,  as  against  any 
property  upon  which  the  judgment  was  a  lien  at  the   time    of    the 


§3238;  Weaver  v.  Piekard,  7  Utah  296, 
26  Pac.  581.  Wyo.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
§5629;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ludvigsen, 
8  Wyo.  230,  56  Pac.  994,  57  Pac.  934, 
80  Am.  St.  Eep.  928. 

57.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ariz. — Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1361.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1915, 
§686.  Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4475; 
Eose  V.  Dunbar,  20  Idaho  1,  115  Pac. 
920,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  1046.  Mont. 
Eev.  Code,  1907,  §6819.  N.  D.— Eev. 
Code,  1905,  §8169.  S.  D.— Probate 
Code,  1910,  §183;  Yankton  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Gutterson,  15  S.  D.  486,  90  N.  W. 
144.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3238; 
Weaver  v.  Piekard,  7  Utah  296,  26  Pac. 
581.  Wyo.— Comp.  St.,  1910,  §5629; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ludvigsen,  8  Wyo. 
230,  56  Pac.  994,  57  Pac.  934,  80  Am. 
St.  Eep.  928. 

[a]  The  fact  that  an  attachment  is' 
levied  upon  the  debtor's  property  prior 
to  his  death,  does  not  make  an  ordinary 
money  action  one  fdr  the  enforcement 
of  a  lien  within  the  nleaning  of  the 
statute  providing  for  issuance  of  execu- 
tion after  the  death  of  the  defendant. 
See  Cal. — Myers  v.  Mott,  29  Cal.  359, 
89  Am.  Dec.  49.  Idaho. — Eose  v.  Dun- 
bar, 20  Idaho  1,  115  Pae.  920,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912D,  1046.  S.  D.— Yankton  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Gutterson,  15  S.  D.  486,  90  N. 
W.  144. 

58.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §5616;  Hatcher 
V.  Lord,  115  Ga.  619,  41  S.  E.  1007, 
61  L.  E.  A.  353;  Smith  v.  Lockett,  73 
Ga.  104.     N.  J.— Comp.  St.,  1911, 


p.     4109.       Ore. — Lord's    Laws,     1910, 
§220. 

59.  N.  J.  Comp.  St.,  1911,  §186,  p. 
4109. 

60.  Vernon's  Sayles*  Tex.  Civ.  St., 
1914,  §3724. 

61.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ariz. — Eev.  St.,  1913, 
§894.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1505. 
Idaljo.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §5475.  BJo. 
Sweringen  v.  Eberius'  Admr.,  7  Mo. 
421,  38  Am.  Dec.  463.  N.  C.^Cowles 
V.  Hall,  113  N.  C.  359,  18  S.  E.  329; 
Sawyers  v.  Sawyers,  93  N.  C.  321; 
Mauney  v.  Holmes,  87  N.  C.  428;  Lee 
V.  Eure,  82  N.  C.  428;  Murchison  v. 
Williams,  71  N.  C.  135.  S.  D.— Probate 
Code,  1910,  §183  (if  an  attachment 
was  actually  levied  upon  decedent's 
property  before  his  death,  the  same 
may  be  sold  to  satisfy  a  money  judg- 
ment, but  otherwise  such  a  judgment 
is  presented  to  representative) ;  Yank- 
ton Sav.  Bank  v.  Gutterson,  15  S.  D. 
486,  90  N.  W.  144.  Tex.— Vernon 's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3723;  Bynum 
V.  Govan,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  559,  29  S. 
W.  1119.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907, 
§3863;  Weaver  v.  Piekard,  7  Utah  296, 
26  Pac.  581.  Wyo.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
§5629;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ludvigsen, 
8  Wyo.  230,  56  Pac.  994,  57  Pac.  934, 
80   Am.  St.  Eep.  928. 

[a]  An  execution  is  void  where  is- 
sued upon  a  money  judgment  and  after 
the  death  of  the  judgment  debtor. 
Smith  V.  Eeed,  52  Cal.  345;  Weaver  v, 
Piekard,  7  Utah  296,  26  Pac.  581. 
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death.*^  Where  the  right  to  tssue  execution  upon  a  judgment  against 
a  person  since  deceased  has  accrued,  it  is  not  waived  by  presenting 
it  for  payment  in  the  course  of  the  admiiiistpation  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased.*^ 

(B.)  Where  Writ  Tested  Before  Death.  —At  common  law,  if  the 
execution  was  tested  in  the  lifetime  of  the  defendant,  it  could  be  taken 
out  and  executed  after  his  death,  for,  by  a  fiction  resorted  to,  it 
related  back  to  the  judgment  and  could  be  tested  immediately  after 
rendition  thereof;**  and  so,  if  a  judgment  was  entered  in  vacation 
against  a  defendant  who  died  during  the  preceding  term,  an  execu- 
tion tested  on  a  day  of  such  term  prior  to  the  defendant's  death,  could 
be  sued  out  without  a  scire  facias/^ 


62.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4096. 
Kan. — Mendenhall  v.  Burnette,  58  Kan. 
355,  49  Pac.  93.  Minn. — ^Byrnes  v.  Sex- 
ton, 62  Minn.  135,  64  N.  W.  155.  IMlss. 
Code,  1906,  §3977;  Alsop  v.  Cowan,  66 
Miss.  451,  6  So.  208.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §1380;  Prentiss  v.  Bowden,  145 
N.  Y.  342,  40  N.  B.  13. 

[a]  Leave  of  court  is  obtained  on  a 

motion  or  petition,  stating  that  the 
judgment  was  a  lieu  upon  the  property 
of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
death.  Alsop  v.  Cowan,  66  Miss.  451, 
6  So.  208. 

[b]  If  an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that 
the  judgment  remains  wholly  or  partly 
unsatisfied  is  required  by  statute  an 
application  not  so  founded  is  defective. 
In  re  Holmes,  59  Hun  369,  13  N.  T. 
Supp.  100. 

Necessity  generally  for  leave  of  court 
prior  to  issuance  of  execution,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  1,  i,   (II),   (C). 

[c]  A  decree  (1)  of  the  probate 
court  is  also  necessary  in  addition  to 
the  leave  obtained  from  the  court  ren- 
dering the  judgment.  .  N.  T.  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §§1380,  1381;  Prentiss  v.  Bow- 
den, 145  N.  Y.  342,  40  N.  E.  13;  "Wal- 
lace V.  Swinton,  64  N.  Y.  188;  Aldeu 
V.  Clark,  11  How.  Pr.  209;  Atlas  Efg. 
Co.  V.  Smith,  52  App.  Div.  109,  64  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1044.  (2)  An  execution  is- 
sued without  such  a  decree  of  the  sur- 
rogate court,  is  wholly  unauthorized, 
and  is  not  merely  voidable  but  is  ab- 
solutely void.  Prentiss  v.  Bowden,  145 
N.  Y.  342,  40  N.  E.  13. 

63.  Fowler  v.  Mickley,  39  Minn.  28, 
38  N.  W.  634. 

64.  U.  S. — Ransom  v.  Williams,  2 
Wall.  313,  17  L.  ed.  803;  Erwin's  Lessee 
V.  Dunelas,  4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875; 
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Kane  v.  Love,  2  Craneh  C.  C.  429,  14 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  7,608.  Ala.— Collings- 
worth V.  Horn,  4  Stew.  &  P.  237',  24  Am. 
Dee.  753.  Del. — Graham's  Exrx.  i;. 
Wilson,  5  Harr.  435;  Cooper  v.  May,  1 
Harr.  18.  Miss. — Davis  v.  Helm,  3 
Smed.  &  M.  17.  N.  J. — Morgan  v.  Tay- 
lor, 38  N.  J.  L.  317;  Den  v.  Hillman, 
7  N.  J.  L.  180.  N.  Y.— Stymets  v. 
Brooks,  10  Wend.  206;  Woodcock  v. 
Bennet,  1  Cow.  711,  13  Am.  Dec.  568; 
Center  v.  Billinghurst,  1  Cow.  33;  Hay 
V.  Fowler,  1  How.  Pr.  127.  N.  0. 
Sawyers  v.  Sawyers.  93  N.  C.  321; 
Aycock  V.  Harrison,  65  N.  C.  8.  Pa. 
Speers  v.  Sample,  4  Watts  367.  S.  C. 
Dibble  v.  Taylor,  2  Spears  308,  42  Am. 
Dec.  368.  Tenn. — Montgomery  «.  Eeal- 
hafer,  85  Tenn.  668,  5  S.  W.  54,  4  Am. 
St.  Rep.  780;  Neil  v.  Gaut,  1  Coldw. 
396;  Black  v.  Planters'  Bank,  4  Humph. 
367;  Gwin  v.  Latimer,  4  Yerg.  22. 
Va — May  v.  State  Bank,  2  Bob.  (41 
Va.)  56,  60,  40  Am.  Dec.  726.  Eng. 
Waghorne  v.  Langmead,  1  Bos.  &  Pul. 
571,  126  Eng.  "Reprint  1071;  Bragner  ». 
Langmead,  7  Term  R.  20,  101  Eng.  Re- 
print 834. 

[a]  "The  .theory  or  fiction  upon 
which  this  result  is  arrived  at  is,  that 
the  execution  is  taken  in  judgment  of 
law  to  have  been  issued  at  the  time  it 
bears  date,  however  the  fact  may  have 
been,  and  that  being  prior  to  the  death 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  goods  being 
bound  from  the  teste,  or  presumed 
issuing,  execution  upon  them  is  deemed 
to  have  commenced  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  party,  and  being  an  entire  thing, 
may  be  completed  notwithstanding  his 
death."  Erwin's  Lessee  v.  Dundas,  4 
How.  (U.  S.)  58,,  11  L.  ed.  875.   ' 

65.  U.  S. — Erwin's  Lessee  v.  Dun- 
das, 4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875.  N.  J. 
Morgan   v.   Taylor,  38   N.    J.    L.    317. 
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By  statute  in  England  the  application  of  this  rule  was  limited  to  the 
parties  themselves,  and  bona  fide  purchasers  were  protected  from  its 
operation.^®  And  under  the  practice  in  most  states  now,  the  teste  does 
not  relate  back  to  the  day  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  but  is 
dated  as  of  the  day  of  actual  issuance.*^ 

(C.)  Effect  of  Issuance  Without  the  '  Eequieed  Revival.  —  An  execution 
issued  after  the  death  of  a  defendant  and  before  a  revival  of  the 
judgment  by  scire  facias  or  a  statutory  proceeding  substituted  there- 
for has  generally  been  held  void.^*  But  in  a  few  jurisdictions  it  is 
held  merely  voidable.^^ 


S.  C— Dibble  v.  Taylor,  2  Spears  308, 
42  Am.   Dec.   368, 

[a]  This  was  so  because  a  judgment 
signed  in  vacation  relates  to  and  is 
considered  as  a  judgment  of  the  first 
day  of  the  preceding  term.  Erwin's 
Lessee  v.  Dundas,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  58, 
11  L.  ed.  875. 

66.  Del. — Graham's  Exrx.  v.  'Wilson, 
5  Harr.  435.  N.  J. — ^Den  «.  Hillman,  7 
N.  J.  L.  180.  N.  Y.— Center  v.  Billing- 
hurst,  1  Cow.  33. 

67.  See  infra,  II,  B,  2,  i. 

68.  U.  S. — Eansom  v.  Williams,  2 
Wall.  313,  17  L.  ed.  803;  Erwin's  Lessee 
V.  Dundas,  4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875. 
Ala. — Meyer  v.  Hearst,  75  Ala.  390; 
Beach  v.  Dennis,  47  Ala.  262;  Hen- 
derson V.  Gaudy's  Admr.,  11  Ala.  431. 
Ark, — Cunningham  v.  Burke,  45  Ark. 
267;  Blanks  v.  Eector,  24  Ark.  496,  88 
Am.  Dec.  780;  Bentley  v.  Cummins,  9 
Ark.  487.  Cal. — See  Hunt  v.  Loucks, 
38  Cal.  372,  99  Am.  Dec.  404.  lU. 
LafSai  V.  Herrington,  16  HI.  301;  Brown 
V.  Parker,  15  HI.  307.  Ind.— Kellogg 
V.  Tout,  65  Ind.  146,  151;  Whitehead 
V.  Cummins,  2  Ind.  58;  Doe  v.  Barter, 
1  Ind.  427;  State  v.  Michaels,  8  Blackf. 
436.  la. — Boyle  v.  Maroney,  73  Iowa 
70,  35  N.  W.  145,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  657. 
Kan. — Seeley  v.  Johnson,  61  Kan.  337, 
59  Pac.  631,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  314; 
Halsey  v.  Van  Vliet,  27  Ka,n.  474.  Ky. 
People's  Bank's  Assignee  v.  Barbour, 
124  Ky.  539,  99  S.  W.  608.  Mass.- 
Hildreth  v.  Thompson,  16  Mass.  191. 
Mo. — Hardin  v.  McCarise,  53  Mo.  255; 
Bick  V.  Carter,  123  Mo.  App.  311,  100 
S.  W.  531.  N.  J. — Sharp  v.  Humphreys, 
16  N.  J.  L.  25.  N.  Y.— Wallace  v. 
Swinton,  64  K.  Y.  188;  Beard  v.  Sin- 
nott,  6  Jones  &  S.  536;  Prentiss  v.  Bow- 
den,  8  Misc.  420,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  666. 
N.  C— Barfield  v.  Barfield,  113  N.  C. 
230,  18  S.  E.  505;  Williams  v.  Weaver, 
94  N.   C.   134;   Lee  v.  Eure,  82  N.   C. 


428;  Halso  v.  Cole,  82  N.  C.  161;  State 
V.  Pool,  28  N.  C.  288.  But  see  contra, 
Perkins  v.  Bullinger,  2  N.  C.  367.  Ohio. 
Cartney's  Lessee  v.  Reed,  5  Ohio  221; 
Massie's  Heirs'  Lessee  v.  Long,  2  Ohio 
287,  15  Am.  Dec.  547;  Arnold  v.  Fuller's 
Heirs,  1  Ohio  458.  Pa. — Cadmus  v. 
Jackson,  52  Pa.  295;  Bomberger  v.  Ray- 
mond, 12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  460.  But  com- 
'pare,  Speer  v.  Sample,  4  Watts  367. 
Tenn. — Puckett  v.  Eichardsouj  6  Lea 
49;  Gwin  V.  Latimer,  4  Yerg.  2ii.  Tex. 
Emmons  v.  Williams,  28  Tex.  776;  By- 
num  V.  Govan,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  559,  29 
8.  W.  1119.  And  see  Webb  v.  Mallard, 
27  Tex.  80. 

[a]  Fractions  of  a  day  will  be 
noticed  where  it  is  necessary  to  de- 
termine whether  an  execution  was  void 
because  issued  a  few  hours  after  the 
death  of  the  judgment  debtor.  Pren- 
tiss V.  Bowden,  8  Misc.  420,  28  N.  Y. 
Supp.  666. 

Effect  of  issuance  on  dormant  judg- 
ment without  revivor,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
1,  b,  (VIII). 

69.  Md.— Elliott  v.  Knott,  14  Md., 
121,  74  Am.  Dec.  519.  Miss.— Harper 
V.  Hill,  35  Miss.  63;  Hodge  v.  Mitchell, 
27  Miss.  560,  61  Am.  Dec.  524^  Har- 
rington V.  O'Reilly,  9  Smed.  &  M.  216, 
48  Am.  Dec.  704;  Mitchell  v.  Evans, 
5  How.  548,  37  Am.  Dec.  169.  N.  H. 
Butler  V.  Haynes,  3  N.  H.  21.  Pa. 
Speers  v.  Sample,  4  Watts  367.  R.  I. 
Hodges  V.  White,  19  R.  I.,  717,  36  Atl. 
838.  Wis. — Jones  v.  Davis,  24  Wis. 
229. 

[a]  Reasons  for  Holding  Writ  Void- 
able.— "After  judgment  there  is  no 
way  to  get  the  fact  of  death  upon  the 
record,  except  by  a  motion  to  quash  or 
to  stay  the  execution.  This  would 
come  from  the  heirs  or  representatives 
of  the  execution  defendant.  But  if  the 
execution  is  held  to  be  void,  there  is 
no  need  to  do  this.    The  heirs  are  most 
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(D.)  Time  of  Issuance.to  — In  some  jurisdictions,  the  statutes  reg- 
ulating the  issuance  of  execution  upon  a  judgment  aga,inst  a  deceased 
debtor  often  forbid  the  issuance  of  the  writ  until  after  the  expiration 
of  a  certain  period  from  the  date  of  .death/^  or  the  granting  of  letters 
testamentary  or  of  administration/^ 


likely  to  know  of  the  death,  and  hence 
are  the  most  proper  persons  to  bring 
the  fact  upon  the  record.  A  plaintiff 
ignorant  of  the  death  may  proceed  in 
good  faith  with  his  execution,  while 
the  heirs,  who  know  the  fact,  stand 
by,  allow  him  to  go  on  and  then  call 
him  to  account  for  proceeding  under  a 
void  execution.  .  .  .  But  if  the  execu- 
tion be  held  to  be  voidable  only,  it 
puts  the  duty  of  moving  for  its  stay 
upon  the  parties  who  have  an  interest 
in  the  stay.  .  .  .  If  it  be  said  that 
the  heirs  may  be  ignorant  of  the  judg- 
ment and  execution,  not  being  parties 
to  it,  a  sufScient  answer  seems  to  be 
that,  as  the  judgment  against  the  an- 
Restor  is  prima  facie  binding  upon  his 
estate,  there  is  less  chance  of  injury 
to  their  rights  in  holding  the  execution 
to  be  voidable  than  to  the  rights  of 
tim  who  has  the  execution ,  in  holding 
it  to  be  void.  Moreover,  the  latter 
course  would,  in  many  cases,  require 
the  unnecessary  trouble  and  expense  of 
scire,  facias,  because  the  heirs,  having 
no  defense  against  the  judgmentj  might 
be  quite  as  willing  to  allow  satisfac- 
tion to  be  made  on  the  execution  upon 
the  original  judgment,  as  on  an  execu- 
tion in  scire  facias.  We  think,  there- 
fore, thiat  if  the  jheirs  wish  to  avoid 
the  execution  they  should  be  the  ones 
to  proceed. ' '  Hodges  v.  White,  19  E.  I. 
717,  36  Atl.  838. 

70.  Time  of  issuance  of  executions 
generally,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  f. 

71.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4096, 
one  year,  where  the  judgment  is  one 
for  money.  Colo. — Mills'  Ann.  St., 
1912,  §4210.  m.— Hurd's  Eev.  St., 
1916,  ch.  77,  §39  (one  year  where  judg- 
ment is  for  payment  of  money) ;  Kin- 
kade  v.  Gibson,  209  HI.  246,  70  N.  E. 
683;  Fitch  v.  Gray,  162  HI.  337,  44  N. 
E.  726;  Clingman  v.  Hopkie,  78  111.  152; 
Wight  V.  Wallbaum,  39  HI.  554.  Minn. 
Bev.  Laws,  1905,  §4292;  Byrnes  v.  Sex- 
ton, 62  Minn.  135,  64  N.  W.  155;  Fowler 
V.  Mickley,  39  Minn.  28,  38  N.  W.  634. 
Miss.— Code,    1906,    §3977    (one    year 


upon  money  judgment);  Alsop  v.  Cow- 
an. 66  Miss.  451,  6  So.  208.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1380  (one  year  upon 
money  judgment;  three  years  upon 
judgment  which  is  a  lien  ^upon  prop- 
erty for  ten  years) ;  Nichols  v.  Chap- 
man, 9  Wend.  457.  Wis.— St.,  1898, 
§2978;  French  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Theriault, 
107  Wis.  627,  83  N.  W.  927,  51  L.  E.  A. 
910;  Harteaux  v.  Eastman,  6  Wis.  410. 

[a]  The  delay  on  account  of  the 
death  of  the  defendant  is  not  consid- 
ered as  any  part  of  the  time  for  is- 
suing execution.  Kinkade  v.  Gibson, 
209  111.  246,  70  N.  E.  683. 

72.  U.  S.— Bayley  v.  Davis,  215  Fed. 
165,  under  Oregon  statute.  Ind. — Burns' 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §651;  Faulkner  v.  Lar- 
rabee,  76  Ind.  154.  Ore. — ^Lord's  Laws, 
1910,  §220;  Watson  v.  Moore,  40  Ore. 
204,  66  Pae.  814;  Barrett  v.  Furnish, 
21  Ore.  17,  26  Pac.  861;  Bower  v.  Hol- 
laday,  18  Ore.  491,  22  Pae.  553;  Knott 
V.  Shaw,  5  Ore.  482. 

[a]  In  Missouri  prior  to  1826,  execu- 
tion could  issue  after  the  expiration  of 
eighteen  months  after  the  granting  of 
such  letters.  Carson  v.  Walker,  16  Mo. 
68;  Landes  v.  Perkins,  12  Mo.  238; 
Scott  V.  Whitehill,  1  Mo.  691. 

[b]  An  execution  issued  during  the 
interim  between  the  death  and  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  legal  representative  is 
subject  to  quashal.  Watson  v.  Moore, 
40  Ore.  204,  66  Pac.  814.  And  see  Bay- 
ley  V.  Davis,  215  Fed.  165. 

[c]  Revival  Unnecessary.  —  Under 
such  a  statute,  there  is  no  necessity  of 
the  judgment  being  revived,  the  only 
limitation  on  the  right  to  issue  execu- 
tion after  the  death  of  the  defendant 
is  that  the  judgment  shall  be  a  valid 
subsisting  lien,  and  that  the  writ  shall 
not  issue  until  after  the  appointment 
of  the  administrator  or  executor,  and 
not  within  six  months  thereafter.  Bay- 
ley  V.  Davis,  215  Fed.  165,  under  Oregon 
statute. 

[d]  Period  may  be  shortened  upon 
leave  obtained  from  court.  Litfd's  Ore. 
Laws,  1910,  §220;  Knott  v.  Shaw,  5 
Ore.  482. 
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(E.)  Necessity  and  Form  of  Notice  or  Demand.73  —  Statutes,  under 
which  no  revivor  is  necessary  generally  provide  that  notice  be  given 
the  legal  representat|ives  or  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  debtor  of  the 
existence  of  the  judgment,  before  execution  will  issue  thereon.''*  It 
is  not  necessary  that  the  creditor  state  that  he  intends  to  take  out 
execution  upon  the  judgment,'^  nor  when  he  will  do*soJ® 

Notice  of  Application  for  Leave  To  Issue.^T  —  Statutes  providing  for 
the  issuance  of  execution  against  the  property  of  a  decedent  upon 
leave  of  court,'^  also  provide  for  the  giving  of  notice  of  the  application 
for  such  leave,  to  the  persbns  whose  interests  in  the  property  are  to 
be  affected,"  and  to  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  judgment 
debtor.*" 


73.  Necessity  for  notice  as  prerequi- 
site to  Issuance  of  execution,  see  gen- 
erally infra,  II,  B,  1,  i,   (II),   (B). 

74.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  U.  S. — ^Eansom  v.  Wil- 
liams, 2  Wall.  313,  17  L.  ed.  803.  Colo. 
Mills'  Ann.  St.,  1912,  §4210.  HI. 
Hurd's  Eev.  St.,  1916,  ch.  77,  §39 
(three  months'  notice  where  money 
judgment);  Kinkade  v.  Gibson,  209  111. 
246,  70  N.  E.  683;  Fitch  v.  Gray,  162 
m.  337,  44  N.  E.  726;  Goran  &  Co.  v. 
Pittenger,  92  111.  241;  Clingman  v. 
Hopkie,  78  111.  152;  Brown  v.  Parker, 
15  HI.  307;  Pickett  v.  HaTtsoek,  15  111. 
279.  Pa. — Colborn  v.  Trimpey,  36  Pa. 
463,  under  Act  Feb.  24,  1834,  §33. 

[a]  Demand  of  Payment. — Where 
the  year  after  the  ^eath  of  the  de- 
fendant has  elapsed,  "no  execution 
should  be  awarded  until  the  heirs  and 
administrator  have  an  opportunity  af- 
forded them  to  pay  the  judgment  with- 
out execution.  If  they  fail  to  do  so 
on  proper  demand,  it  should  still  be 
made  tb  appear,  before  leave  to  issue 
execution  be  granted,  that  the  respond- 
ent (defendant)  died  seized  of  prop- 
erty which  has  come  to  the  hands  of 
his  heirs  or  administrator,  and  which 
is  chargeable  by  law  with  the  payment 
of  the  debts  of  the  deceased."  Eaton 
V.  Toungs,  41  Wis.  507. 

[b]  Execution  issued  -without  such 
notice  is  void.  See  Coran  &  Co.  v.  Pit- 
tenger, 92  m.  241;  Finch  v.  Martin,  19 
111.  105;  Laflin  v.  Herrington,  16  111. 
301. 

[c]  Notice  to  the  heirs  Is  not  re- 
quired (1)  unless  the  statute  specifical- 
ly provides  that  it  be  given.  "It 
would  probably  be  better  practice  to 
give  such  notice,  and  the  failure  to 
do  so  mighl  be  sufficient  ground  for 
quashing  the  execution  on  a  timely  ap- 


plication." Bayl^y  v.  Davis,  215  Fed. 
165.  (2)  It  is  not  required,  under  some 
statutes,  unless  there  is  no  legal  repre- 
sentative. Hurd's  HI.  Eev.  St.,  1916, 
ch.  77,  §39;  Fitch  v.  Gray,  162  HI.  337, 
44  N.  E.  726. 

[d]  Non-resident  heirs  or  represen- 
tatives (1)  may  be  given  notice  by 
publication.  Hurd's  Rev.  St.,  1916,  ch. 
77,  §39;  Wilson  v.  Lowmaster,  181  HI. 
170,  54  N.  E.  922;  Fitch  v.  Gray,  162 
111.  337,  44  N.  E.  726.  (2)  Otherwise, 
notice  not  personally  served  but  de- 
livered to  a  member  of  family  is  in- 
sufficient. Wilson  V.  Lowmaster,  181 
HI.  170,  54  N.  E.  922.  (3)  An  affi- 
davit for  publication  of  notice,  may 
state  the  residence  of  the  heirs  on  in- 
formation and  belief.  Fitch  ».  Gray, 
162  HI.  337,  44  N.  E.  726. 

[e]  Mistake  in  Notice. — A  notice 
which  apprises  the  heirs  of  a  judg- 
ment recovered  in  a  certain  year,  while 
the  execution  sought  to  be  obtained,  is 
on  a  judgment  of  a  subsequent  year  is 
insufficient.  Pickett  v.  Hartsock,  15 
HI.   279. 

75.  Fitch  V.  Gray,  162  111.  337,  44 
N.  E.  726;  Letcher  v.  Morrison,  27  111. 
209. 

76.  Fitch  V.  Gray,  162  HI.  337,  44 
N.  E.  736;  Letcher  v.  Morrison,  27  111. 
209.  ^ 

[a]  If  the  time  be  stated,  the  writ 
need  not  necessarily  isljue  within  such 
time.  Fitch  v.  Gray,  162  111.  337,  44 
N.  E.  726. 

77.  Notice  of  application  for  leave 
to  issue  execution  generally,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  1,  i,   (II),  (C),  (2),  (b). 

78.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  h,  (IV), 
(A). 

79.  N.  T.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1381; 
Kerr  v.  Kreuder,  28  Hun  452. 

80.  N,  Y.   Code   Civ.   Proc,   §1381; 
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,(V.)  Death  of  Co-Defendant.  —  At  common  law  and  under  some  stat- 
utes, issuance  of  a  writ  of  execution  is  not  prevented  or  delayed  by 
the  death  of  a  part  only  of  a  number  of  defendants;  it  still  issues 
against  all  the  defendants  though  operative  only  as  against  the  sur- 
vivors, where  there  was  no  revivor.^^  But  the  existence  of  a  statute 
providing  for  the  issuance  of  execution  against  the  survivors  does  not 
prohibit  the  reviving  of  the  judgment  against  the  legal  representatives 
or  heirs  of  the  deceased  co-defendant.^^  Such  a  revivor  is  necessary, 
if  execution  is  also  sought  as  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased;*^  and 
some  statutes  expressly  give  the  option  of  reviving  the  judgment  as 
agninstsuch  representatives  or  heirs.^* 


Prentiss  v.  Bowden,  145  N.  T.  342,  40 
N.  E.  13;  Wallace  v.  Swinton,  64  N.  T. 
188;  Marine  Bank  v.  Van  Brunt,  49  N. 
Y.  160. 

[a]  An  execution  issued  without 
notice  to  the  representatives  is  wholly 
unauthorized  and  void.  Prentiss  v, 
Bowden,   145  N.   Y.   342,  40  N.  B.   13. 

[b]  If  the  judgment  is  for  the  re- 
covery .  of  possession  of  real  property, 
notice  must  also  be  given  to  the  oc- 
cupants of  the  land  and  to  the  grantees'. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  (N.  Y.),  §1376;  Marine 
Bank  v.  Van  Brunt,  49  N.  Y.  160. 

81.  U.  S. — Eansom  v.  Williams,  2 
Wall.  313,  17  L.  ed.  803;  Erwin's 
Lessee  v.  Dundas,  4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed. 
875;  Duquesne  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mills,  22 
Fed.  611.  Ala. — Martin  v.  Branch  Bank, 
15  Ala.  587,  50  Am.  Dec.  147;  Thomp- 
son V.  Bondurant,  15  Ala.  346,  50  Am. 
Dec.  136;  Jones  v.  Swift,  12  Ala.  144. 
Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.  St.,  1904,  §3219, 
Colo. — Christ  v.  Plannagan,  23  Colo.  140, 
46  Pac.  683.    Del. — Forbes  v.  Thompson, 

2  Penne.  530,  47  Atl.  1015.  Ga.— Smith 
V.  Lockett,  73  Ga.  104.  111. — Eeed  v. 
Garfield,  15  111.  App.  290.  Ind.— Car- 
nahan  v.  Brown,  6  Blackf.  93.  la. 
Code,  1897,  §4071;  Bull  ,;;.  Gilbert,  79 
Iowa  547,  44  N.  W.  815;  Welch  v.  Bat- 
tern,  47  Iowa  147;   Malony  v.  Bourne, 

3  Greene    330.       Ky Carroll's     Code. 

1906,  §405;  People's  Bank's  J^ssignee 
V.  Barbour,  124  Ky.  539,  99  S.  W.  608; 
rieece  v.  Goodrum,  62  Ky.  306;  Daviess 
V.  Womaek,  8  B.  Mon.  383;  Johnston 
V.  Lynch,  3  Bibb  334.  Miss. — Code, 
1906,-  §3960;  Bowen  v.  Bonner,  45  Miss. 
10;  Wade  v.  Watt,  Noble  &  Mobley, 
41  Miss.  248;  Davis  v.  Helm,  3  Smed. 
&  M.  17.  Mo.— Rev.  St.,  1909,  §2137; 
Hardin  v.  McCanse,  53  Mo.  255.  N.  J. 
Comp.  St.,  1911,  p.  4109,  §187;  Sharp 
V.  Humphreys,  16  N.  J.  L.  25.  N.  Y. 
Howell  V.  Eldridge,  21  Wend.  678;  Day 
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V.  Rice,  19  Wend.  644;  Lucas  v.  John- 
son, 6  How.  Pr.  121.  Ohio. — Dieboldt 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Grabski,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
(N.  S.)  221.  Pa.— Sheetz  l.  Wynkoop, 
74  Pa.  198.  Tenn. — Shannon's  Code, 
1896,  §4716;  Cheatham  v.  Brien,  3 
Head  552;  Reams  v.  MeNail,  9  Humph. 
542;  Cabiness  v.  Garrett,  1  Yerg.  491. 
Tex. — Chandler  v.  Hudson,  11  Te,x.  32. 
W.  Va.— Holt  V.  Lynch,  18  W.  Va. 
567.  Wis.— St.,  1893,  §2978.  Eng. 
Pennoir  v.  Brace,  1  Salk.  319,  91  Eng. 
Reprint  282;  Withers  v.  Harris,  2  Ld. 
Raym.  806,  92  Eng.  Reprint  38  (see 
note  to  2  Wm.  Saund.  72);  Penoyer 
V.  Brace,  1  Ld.  Raym.  244,  91  Eng.  Re- 
print 1059. 

[a]  The  fact  that  an  execution  has 
issued  against  one  co-defendant  only 
will  not  be  prejudicial  where  the  other 
defendant  has  died,  leaving  no  prop- 
erty. Doehla  v.  Phillips,  151  Cal.  488, 
91  Pac.  330. 

[b]  No  revivor  is  necessary  bec&use 
no  new  person  is  made  liable  to  the 
execution.  Howell  v.  -Eldridge,  21 
Wend.   (N.  Y.)   678. 

[c]  Affidavit  of  death  must  first  be 
filed  together  with  certificate  of  ap- 
pointment of  representative.  Vernon's 
Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914,  |3724. 

Necessity  for  indorsing  fact  of  death 
on  the  writ,  see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  1,  (I). 

82.  Finn  v.  Crabtree,  12  Ark.  597. 

83.  U.  S. — Erwin's  Lessee  v.  Dun- 
das, 4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875.  Ala. 
Jones  V.  Swift,  12  Ala.  144.  Del. 
Forbes  v.  Thompson,  2  Penne.  530,  47 
Atl.  1015.  Ky.— People's  Bank's  As- 
signee V.  Barbour,  124  Ky.  539,  99  S. 
W.  608. 

84.  Miss — Code,  1906,  §3960;  Faison 
r.  Johnson,  70  Miss.  214,  12  So.  152; 
Davis  V.  Helm,  3  Smed.  &  M.  17.  ,  Mo. 
Rev.  St.,  1909,  §2137,  if  concerning  real 
property  may  be  revived.  Tenn.— §han- 
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i.  Procuring  Issuance  of  Writ  or  Writs.^'^  —  (I.)  In  General. 
An  execution  against  the  property  generally  issues  as  of  right.^°  There 
may  be  circumstances,  however,  under  which  execution  will  not  issue 
without  some  step  being  taken  to  procure  the  issuance  of  the  same.^^ 

A  party  ordinarily  may  have  execution  on  his  judgment  though 
he  is  at  the  same  time  prosecuting  an  action  thereon.^' 

Wiere  Second  Judgment  Has  Been  Rendered.  —  In  some  jurisdictions 
the  fact  that  a  second  judgment  may  have  been  rendered  in  an  action 
upon  the  first  will  not  prevent  the  issuance  of  execution*®  upon'  the 


non's  Code,  1896,  §4716  (revival  by 
scire  facias);  Frierson  v.  Harris,  5 
Coldw.  146,  94  Am.  Dec.  220. 

[a]  In  such  a  case,  a  scire  facias 
issued  to  the  heirs  ' '  to  show  cause,  if 
any  they  have  or  can,  why  said  judg- 
ment should  not  be  revived  against 
them"  is  not  suflcient  to  authorize  the 
issuance  of  an  execution;  the  scire 
facias  should  be  against  the  heirs  "to 
show  cause  why  execution  should  not 
be  issued  against  the  real  estate  of  the 
ancestor,  descended  to  the  heirs." 
Frierson  v.  Harris,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.) 
146,  94  Am.  Dec.  220. 

85.  Procuring  issuance  of  execution 
against  person,  see  infra,  II,  C. 

Procuring  issuance  of  alias  or  pluries 
writs,  see  infra,  II,  B,  9. 

86.  Ala. — Hudson  v.  Modawell,  64 
Ala.  481.  Mich. — Jenness  v.  Lapeer 
Circuit  Judge,  42  Mich.  469,  4  N.  W. 
220.  Ore. — ^Banning  v.  Eoy,  47  Ore. 
119,  82  Pac.  708,  114  Am.  St.  Rep. 
908. 

[a]  The  right  to  an  execution  to 
enforce  a  judgment  is  a  valuable  one, 
and  can  only  be  taken  away  or  sus- 
pended by  some  act,  suit  or  proceeding 
for  this  purpose  in  compliance  with 
law.  It  can  never  be  taken  away  by 
anything  less.  Halmes  v.  Dovey,  64 
Neb.  122,  89  N.  W.  631. 

[b]  An  execution  may  be  issued 
during  the  term  at  which  the  judg- 
ment is  rendered,  upon  the  request  of 
the  judgment  plaintiff,  without  motion, 
afSdavit,  or  order  of  the  court.  Car- 
penter V.  Vanscoten,  20  Ind.  50.  Execu- 
tion issues  as  matter  of  course  within 
certain  time  after  judgment.  See 
supra,  II,  B,  1,  f,  (II). 

87.  Prereciuisites  to  issuance,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  1,  i,  (II). 

Effect  of  death  of  parties  upon  right 
to  issuance,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  h. 

[a]  "Where  a  controversy  as  to  the 
facts  upon  which  the  right  of  a  re- 
plevin bail  to  execution  rests  is  likely 


to  arise,  there  is  a  manifest  propriety 
in  obtaining  an  order  for  execution 
before  proceeding  to  enforce  the  judg- 
ment he  has  replevied,  for  his  own 
use;  but  we  know  of  no  statutory  pro- 
vision which  can  be  construed  to  re- 
quire that  such  an  order  shall  be  first 
obtained."  Jones  v.  Ehoads,  74  Ind. 
510. 

88.  Ala. — Kingsland  &  Co.  v.  For- 
rest, 18  Ala.  519,  52  Am.  Dec.  232. 
Ky. — "White  v.  Moore,  100  Ky.  358,  38 
S.  W.  505.  Mass. — Cushing  v.  Arnold, 
9  Mete.  23.  Minn. — Kumler  v.  Fer- 
guson, 22  Minn.  117.  N.  Y. — Erickson 
V.  Quinn,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  166. 
N.  C— McDonald  v.  Dickson,  85  N.  C. 
248. 

[a]  An  equitable  action  to  enforce 
the  satisfaction  of  a  judgment,  is  mere- 
ly a  cumulative  remedy,  and  does  not 
prevent  the  plaintiff  from  collecting  his 
judgment  by  execution,  while  the  same 
is  pending.  White  v.  Moore,  100  >  Ky. 
358,  38  S.  W.  505. 

[b]  If  the  statutory  time  has  not 
expired  after  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  it  is  competent  for  the  cred- 
itor to  take  out  an  execution,  notwith- 
standing the  pendency  of  an  action  on 
such  judgment.  The  execution  will  be 
valid,  though  the  levy  of  it  may  oper- 
ate to  defeat  a  recovery  in  the  action. 
Cushing  V.  Arnold,  9  Mete.  (Mass.) 
23. 

[c]  The  remedy  by  execution  is 
cumulative  merely,  and  the  statute  giv- 
ing it  does  not  take  away  the  commoii- 
law  right  of  suing  on  the  judgment. 
Kingsland  &  Co.  v.  Forrest,  18  Ala. 
519,  52  Am.  Dec.  232. 

As  to  actions  on  judgments,  see  infra, 
III. 

89.  Howard  v.  Sheldon,  11  Paige  (N. 
Y.)  558;  Flagg  v.  Cooper,  11  Civ.  Proc. 
(N.  Y.)  421,  22  Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.) 
50.  See  more  fully  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 
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first  judgment,  but  according  to  other  authorities  the  first  judgment 
is  merged  in  the  second.'" 

(II.)  Prerequisites  to  Issuance.si —  (A.)  In  General Statutes  may  pre- 
scribe terms  upon  which  executions,  will  issue,'^  and  when  they  do  so, 
no  one  can  dispense  with  those  terms.*^ 

The  necessity  for  docketing  the  judgment  as  a  prerequisite  to  issuing  the 
writ  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  article.^* 

(B.)  Notice  and  Demand.ss  —  In  ^he  absence  of  a  statute  requiring 
notice  to  be  given  the  judgment  debtor  of  the  issuance  of  an  execution 
upon  the  judgment  as  a  prerequisite  to  its  issuance,  none  need  be 
given.'"  Under  statutes  providing  that  a  party  in  whose  favor  a  judg- 
ment is  rendered  may,  at  any  time  within  a  certain  period,  have  execu- 
tion issued  thereon,'^  no  notice  to  the  adverse  side  need  be  given  prior 
or  as  a  condition  to  the  issuance  of  execution.'^  But  the  circumstances 
in  a  particular  case  may  make  a  notice  to  the  defendant  necessary.'' 


[a]  Motion  for  leave  to  issue  exe- 
cution to  revive  a  dormant  judgment 
may  be  granted  .the  plaintiff,  although 
he  had  brought  another  action  for  the 
same  debt  and  recovered  judgment 
therein.  McLean  v.  McLean,  90  N.  C. 
530. 
'  90.    See  the, title  "Judgments." 

91.  Prerequisites  to  Issuance  After 
Death  of  Sole  Plaintiff. — See  supra,  II, 
B,  1,  h,  (I),  (B),  (2). 

92.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Coonce  V.  Munday,  3  Mo.  373. 

93.  Mass. — Johnson  v.  Harvey,  4 
Mass.  488.  Mo. — Coonce  v.  Munday,  3 
Mo.  373.  Pa. — Mausel  v.  New  York, 
Chicago,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  171  Pa.  606,  33 
Atl.  377. 

94.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b,  (I),  (C); 
II,  B,  1,  g,  (II). 

95.  As  prerequisite  to  issuance  after 
death  of  sole  defendant,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  1,  h,  (IV),   (E). 

96.  Ga.— Luther  v.  Clay,  100  Ga.  236, 
28  S.  B.  46,  39  L.  B.  A.  95.  la.— Ayres 
V.  Campbell,  9  Iowa  213,  74  Am.  Dec. 
346.  Mo. — ^Buchanan  v.  Atchison,  39 
Mo.  503.  Pa. — Eeid  v.  North-Western 
Ky.  Co.,  32  Pa.  257. 

[a]  Presumption.  —  The  law  pre- 
sumes that  a  judgment  debtor  will  take 
notice  of  what  will  follow  when  a 
judgment  has  been  recovered  against 
him.  J^yres  v.  Campbell,  9  Iowa  213, 
74  Am.  Dec.  346. 

97.  See  supra,  II,  B,  l,,f,  (II),  (B). 

98.  Foster  v.  Young  (Cal.),  156 
Pac.  476. 

[a]    Notice     of    the    rendition    or 
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entry  of  judgment  or  of  the  making 
and  filing  of  findings,  is  not  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  issuance  of  an 
execution.  Foster  v.  Young  (Cal.),  156 
Pac.  476.  As  to  necessity  of  notice  of 
making  and  filing  findings  in  general, 
see  8  Standard  Peoc.  1019. 

99.  Hall  V.  Moore,  70  Miss.  75,  11 
So.  655;  Davis  v.  Bell,  57  Miss.  320. 
See  Barre  v.  Afleck,  2  Yeates  (Pa.) 
274,  wherein  the  execution  was  issued 
on  a  referee's  report  before  notice  giv- 
en to  the  adverse  party. 

[a]  Where  a  judgment  for  a  small 
amount  of  costs  was  recovered  and  no 
execution  issued  thereon  for  a  long 
period  of  time,  during  which  the  debt- 
or was  in  a  position  to  satisfy  the^ 
costs,  if  such  effort  had  been  made,  but 
as  soon  as  the  defendant  was  tempo- 
rarily absent,  the  creditor  speedily 
had  an  execution  issued  and  there- 
under purchased  the  defendant's  prop- 
erty at  a  gross  inadequacy  of  price, 
he  will  be  held  to  be  a  trustee  for  the , 
defendant,  unless  he  shows  that  he  has 
given  notice,  by  mail  or  otherwise,  to 
the  defendant,  warning  him  of  the  in- 
tended issuance  of  the  writ,  and  of 
the  threatened  levy  and  sale,  and  thus 
afford  him  a  fair  opportunity  of  pre- 
venting a  sacrifice  of  his  property. 
Hall  V.  Moore.  70  Miss.  75,  11  So.  655; 
Davis  V.  Bell,  57  Miss.  320. 

After  death  of  defendant,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  1,  h,  (IV),  (B).  ^ 

Notice  of  application  for  leave  to 
issue  execution,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  i, 
(II),  (C),  (2),  (b). 
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A  demand  for  the  payment  of  a  judgment  is  not  ordin^arily  necessary 
before  issuing  execution  thereon.^  There  may  be  circumstances,  how- 
ever, under  which  a  demand  is  necessary.'^ 

(0.)  Leave  of  Court.  —  (1.)  Necessity  for.  —  No  application  for  leave 
to  issue  an  execution  is  necessary  where  there  is  an  affirmance  of  a^ 
judgment  in  the  appellate  court  and  a  remittitur  of  the  record.'  Nor 
is  such  leave  necessary  upon  the  discharge  or  dissolution  of  an  in- 
junction restraining  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment,*  or  before  issuing 
execution  upon  installments  falling  due  where  the  judgment  fixes  the 
date  of  payment  and  the  amount  of  each  installment.^  Nor  is  it  re- 
quired to  entitle  plaintiff,  in  a  judgment  entered  by  warrant  of  at- 
torney, to  have  execution.^  But  under  some  circumstances  leave  of 
court  must  be  obtained.''  Thus  where  the  judgment  rendered  is  con- 
ditional, execution  can  be  issued  only  upon  an  application  and  showing 
that  the  condition  has  been  rfemoved.^ 

The  necessity  for  leave  of  court  to  issue  execution  after  the  death 
of  a  sole  defendant  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  title."  - 

Lapse  of  Time.  —  Where  the  statutory  period  within  which  execu- 
tions must  usually  issue  has  expired,  provision  is  made  for  issuance 


1.  Lamb  v.  Dart,  108  Ga.  602,  34 
S.  B.  160;  Price  v.  Douglas  County,  77 
Ga.  163,  3  S.  E.  240. 

[a]  Wiere  an  order  for  the  pay- 
ment of  costs  or  a  sum  of  money  is 
not  conditional,  an  execution  may  issue 
without  any  demand  for  their  payment. 
Lucas  V.  Johnson,  6  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
121. 

2.  Necessity  for  demand  on  heirs  or 
personal  representatives  after  death  of 
sole  defendant,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  h, 
(IV),    (E). 

[a]  But  an  objection  that  a  de- 
maud  was  not  made  before  issuing 
execution  goes  only  to  costs,  and  then 
only  when  the  money  has  been  ten- 
dered. Adams  ■;;.  Tracy,  13  Mo.  App. 
579. 

3.  Mo. — ^Wilburn's  Admr.  v.  Hall, 
17  Mo.  471.  Neb.— State  v.  Sheldon,  26 
Neb.  151,  42  N.  W.  335.  N.  J.— Bead- 
ing V.  Den  ex  dem.  Reading,  6  N.  J.  L. 
186.  Tex. — Lemmel  v.  Pauska,  54  Tex. 
505. 

4.  Young  V.  Davis,  1  Mon.  (Ky.) 
152. 

5.  Chambers  v.  Harger,  18  Pa.  15; 
Coichran  v.  Elliott,  1 .  Lack.  Leg.,  N. 
363;  Skidinore  v.  Bradford,  4  Pa.  296. 
See  also  Outen  v.  Mitchels,  1  Bibb 
(Ky.)  360. 

[a]  "The  better  practice  is  to 
move  the  court  for  leave  to  take  out 


execution  for  the  installmepts  as  they 
fall  due;  but  this  is  not  absolutely 
necessary."  Cochran  v.  Elliott,  1  Lack. 
Leg.  N.  363;  Skidmore  v.  Bradford,  4 
Pa.  296. 

6.  A  scire  facias  is  not  required  to 
entitle  plaintiff,  in  a  judgment  entered 
by  warrant  of  attorney,  to  have  execu- 
tion. Templeton  v.  Shakley,  107  Pa. 
370,  377;  Jones  v.  Dilworth,  63  Pa.  447; 
McCann  v.  Parley,  26  Pa.  173;  Bank  of 
Chester  v.  Ralston,  7  Pa.  482;  Reynolds 
V.  Lowry,  6  Pa.  465;  Skidmore  v.  Brad- 
ford, 4  Pa.-  296. 

7.  On  Deficiency  Judgment. — Leave 
of  court  must  be  obtained  before  is- 
suing execution  for  a  deficiency  remain- 
ing after  a  sale  of  property  pledged. 
Wilson  V.  Johnson,  74  Wis.  337,  43  N. 
W.  148. 

8.  Trively  V.  Krouae,  2  Com.  Pleas 
(Pa.)  254;  Shackelford  v.  Apperson,  6 
Gratt.  (47  Va.)  451. 

[a]  Option  of  Judgment  Debtor. 
If  the  condition  is  of  such  a  nature 
as  to  leave  it  to  the  option  of  the 
judgment  debtor  whether  or  not  to  per- 
form it,  an  execution  may  be  taken 
out  without  leave  of  court  after  the 
failure  to  perform  the  condition  within 
a  reasonable  time.  Miller  v.  Milford,  2 
Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  35.  See  Coulter  v. 
Lumpkin,  94  Ga.  225,  21  S.  E.  461. 

9.  See  awpra,  U,  B,  1,  h,  (IV),  (A). 
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of  execution  upon  a  judgment  still  unsatisfied  upon  obtaining  leave  of 
court  therefor.^"  , 

A  venditioni  exponas  may  be  issued  by  the  clerk  without  an  order  of 
court.^^ 

An  execution  issued  witliout  leave  of  court,  where  such  is  necessary,  is 
not  void,  but  merely  voidable."  • 

(2.)  Eow  Obtained. —  (a.)  In  General. — Scire  facias  was  Originally 
the  method  of  obtaining  the  issuance  of  an  execution,  where  the  writ 
did  not  issue  as  of  course.^^     It  is  not  now  generally    resorted    to, 


10.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§680;  Doehla  v.  Phillips,  151  Cal.  488, 
91  Pac.  330;  Harrier  v.  Bassford,  145 
Cal.  529,  78  Pac.  1038;  Wheeler  v.  El- 
dred,  121  Cal.  28,  53  Pac.  431;  Borland. 
V.  Hanson,  81  Cal.  202,  22  Pae.  552. 
Idaho.— Eev.  Codes,  1908,  §4472;  Bash- 
er V.  Beloit,  20  Idaho  592,  119  Pac.  55. 
Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §717; 
Leonard  v.  Broughtou,  120  Ind.  536,  22 
N.  E.  731,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  347;  Flynu 
V.  Northam,  44  Ind.  App.  333,  89  N.  E. 
326.  Minn.— Entrop  v.  Williams,  11 
Minn.  381.  Mont.— Eev.  Codes,  1907, 
§6818.  N.  J.— Claflin  v.  Voorhees,  35 
N.  J.  L.  484.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc. 
(Parsons')  1908,  §1377;  Van  Eensse- 
laer  v.  Wright,  121  N.  Y.  626,  25  N.  E. 
3;  Van  Voofhis  v.  Kelly,  65  How.  Pr. 
300;  Flanagan  v.  Tinen,  53  Barb.  587, 
^7  How.  Pr.  130;  Sacia  v.  Nestle, 
13  How.  Pr.  572;  Pierce  v.  Craine,  4 
How.  Pr.  257;  Field  v.  ,Paulding,  3 
Abb.  Pr.  139,  1  Hilt.  187.  N.  C— Eev., 
1905,  §620;  Lytle  v.  Lytle,  94  N.  C. 
683.  See  also  McKethan  v.  McNeill, 
74  N.  C.  663  (application  should  be 
made  to  clerk  of  the  court  and  not 
the  judge).  Ore. — Murch  v.  Moore,  2 
Ore.  189.  S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902, 
§303.  S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910, 
§329.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Brookover,  38 
W.  Va.  i41.    Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2968. 

[a]  Such  statutory  provisions  may 
apply  to  judgments  rendered  before  the 
passage  of  the  act,  as  well  as  subse- 
quently. Bolton  v.  Lansdown,  21  Mo. 
S99. 

[b]  Application  for  leave  to  issue 
execution  on  a  judgment  rendered 
therein  need  not  be  made  before  the 
lapse  of  five  years  from  the  entry  of 
the  judgment;  and  after  the  expiration 
of  such  five  years,  leave  of  the  court 
to  issue  execution  on  the  judgment  is 
unnecessary,  when  execution  has  been 
issued  on  the  judgment  within  the  five 
years,     and     returned     unsatisfied    in 
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whole  or  in  part.    Wilgus  v.  Bloodgood, 
33  How.  Pr.  (N.  T.)  289. 

[c]  Leave  of  court  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed but  must  be  made  to  appear  af- 
firmatively. Eollins  V.  Mclntire,  87 
Mo.  496. 

11.  Dryer  v.  Graham,  58  Ala.  623; 
Holmes  v.  Mclndoe,  20  Wis.  657. 
I  12.  N.  Y. — Aultman  &  Taylor  Co.  v. 
Syme,  163  N.  Y.  54,  57  N.  E.  168; 
Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spencer,  18  N.  Y. 
150;  Van  Voorhis  v.  Kelly,  65  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  300.  N.  D.— Dakota  Invest. 
Co.  V.  Sullivan,  9  N.  D.  303,  83  N.  W. 
233,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  584,  irregularity 
not  rendering  sale  void.  Ore. — Eddy  v. 
Coldwell,  23  Ore..  163,  31  Pac.  475,  37 

Am.  St.  Eep.  672.     W.  Va See  State 

V.  Brookover,  38  W.  Va.  141,  18  S.  E. 
476,' may  be  quashed  on  motion. 

Compare,  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b,   (VIII). 

13.  See  supra,  11,  B,  1,  f,  (II),  (A); 
II,  B,  1,  h,  (I),  (A);  (II),  B,  1,  h, 
(IV),  (A),  and  generally  the  title 
"Judgments  and  Decrees,  Revival 
of." 

[a]  Scire  facias  to  obtain  the  is.- 
suance  of  an  execution  is  a  judicial 
writ.  Kennebec  Steam  Towage  Co.  v. 
Eich,  100  Me.  62,  60  Atl.  702. 

[b]  The  action  of  scire  facias  to 
obtain  execution  upon  a  prior  judgment 
should  be  heard  and  determined  by  the 
court  which  rendered  the  judgment 
and  which  alone  has  the  record  of  it. 
Kennebec  Steam  Towage  Co.  v.  Eich, 
100  Me.^62,  60  Atl.  702,  holding  that 
a  statute  providing  that  the  superior 
court  "has  exclusive  jurisdiction  of 
scire  facias  on  judgments  and  recog- 
nizances not  exceeding  five  hundred 
dollars,"  does  not  in  terms  nor  by 
necessary  implication  take  away  the 
inherent  jurisdiction  of  that  court 
over  scire  facias  to  obtain  execution 
upon  its  judgments,  even  though  the 
debt  and  costs  in  the  aggregate  exceed 
five  hundred  dollars. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREE^,  ENFOBCEMENT  OP     779 

however/*  the  proceeding  generally  being  by  motion  or  petition,^^  in 
the  court  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered.^^  It  is  not  necessary 
to  sef  forth  the  judgment  or  a  copy  thereof  in  the  motion  or  applica- 
tion.^' But  the  fact  that  a  judgment  remains  unsatisfied  should  be 
made  to  appear  by  affidavit  of  a  party,  his  agent  or  attorney.^*  In 
an  application  for  leave  to  issue  execution  against  the  property  of  a 
deceased  person,  the  real  estate  to  be  affected  by  the  proceedings 
should  be  described.^^  Under  a  statute  providing  for  the  issuance  upon 
leave  of  execution  against  the  wages,  debt,  earnings,  salary,  etc.,  of  a 
■judgment  debtor,  it  should  be  made  to  appear  that  the  judgment  was 


14.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  h,  (I),  (B), 
(1);  II,  B,  1,  h,  (IV),  (A),  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Judgments  and  De- 
crees, Revival  of." 

[a']  Proceedings  in  the  nature  of 
scire  facias,  to  obtain  execution,  are  no 
longer  necessary  in  any  case.  Swift  v. 
Flanagan,  12  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  438. 

15.  Plough  V.  Reeves,  33  Ind.  181; 
Terdeu  v.  Coleman,  23  Ind.  49;  Van 
Devanter  v.  Nixon,  5  Ind.  App.  304, 
31  N.  B.  203.  But  see  Reeves  v. 
Plough,  46  Ind.  350. 

[a]  Leave  of  the  court  must  be  had 
on  motion  or  petition.  Alsop  v.  Cowan, 
66  Miss.  451,  6  So.  208;  Swift  v. 
Flanagan,  12  How.  Pr.  (N.  T.)  438. 

[b]  No  formal  complaint,  as  in 
ordinary  suits,  is  necessary.  A  writ- 
ten notice  of  motion,  showing  the  names 
of  the  parties,  the  date,  and  amount 
of  the  judgment,  is  sufScient.  Simpson 
V.  Wilson,  16  Ind.  428. 

[c]  No  pleadings  are  required  or 
contemplated  by  the  statute,  and  the 
action  of  the  court  in  striking  out 
pleadings  filed  cannot  be  the  basis  of 
an  assignment  of  error  in  the  supreme 
court.  If  the  judgment-defendant  has 
any  equities,  or  cross-action,  he  must 
resort  to  his  remedy  by  suit.  Plough 
V.  Beeves,  33  Ind.  181;  Van  Devanter 
t).  Nixon,  5  Ind.  App.  304,  31  N.  E. 
203.  But  see  Beeves  v.  Plough,  46  Ind. 
350. 

[d]  Petition  should  be  verified.  Mat- 
ter of  Howell,  2  Eedf.  Surr.  (N.  Y.) 
299. 

16.  Van  Devanter  v.  Nixon,  5  Ind. 
App.  304,  31  N.  E.  203. 

17.  Verden  v.  Coleman,  23  Ind.  49. 

18.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ind. — ^Beeves  v.  Plough,  46  Ind.  350. 
Mass. — Newcomb  v.  Neweomb,  12  Gray 
28.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc.,  §1381; 
Wadley  v.  Davis,  30  Hun  570.  Wis. 
St.,  1898,  §2968. 


19.  Matter  of  Bentley,  16  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  89. 

[a]  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  all 
of  the  judgment  debtor's  property  be 
described.  Wadley  v.  Davis,  30  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  570,  wherein  the  court  said: 
"The  afBdavit  used  furnished  a  de- 
scription of  certain  real  estate  of  the 
debtor,  and  we  think  ^it  is  no  defense 
to  the  application  to  show  that  the 
debtor  had  other  lands  upon  which  the 
judgment  was  a  lien.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  sections  regulating  the  pro- 
ceedings, requiring,  a  description  of  all 
the  debtor's  property  to  be  given  be- 
fore an  order  is  made,  that  a  judgme'it 
he  enforced  .  .  .  with  like  effect  as 
if  the  judgment  debtor  was  still  liv- 
ing. (Sees.  1379,  1380,  1381;  Matter  of 
Clark,  2  Abb.  N.  C,  208.)" 

[b]  Petition  Should  Show  Judgment 
a  liien. — Where  a  statute  provides  that 
execution  may  be  had,  after  one  year 
from  the  death  of  any  defendant  in  a 
judgment  for  money,  by  leave  of  the 
court  rendering  the,  judgment,  against 
any  property  upon  which  such  judg- 
ment was  a  lien  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  defendant,  the  petition  or 
application  should  show  that  the  judg- 
ment was  a  lieu  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  defendant.  Alsop  v. 
Cowan,  66  Miss.  451,  6  So.  208,  where- 
in the  court  said:  "To  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  execution  under  §1751  of 
the  code  he  must  have  had  a  lien  at 
the  time  of  the  death  of  the  defend- 
ant, but  in  this  case  the  petition  fails 
to  show  that  the  judgment  was  a  lien 
in  the  only  way  by  which  it  could 
become  such,  i.  e.,  by  enrolment,  and 
it  shows  affirmatively  that  the  lien  of 
the  execution  was  destroyed  by  the 
quashal  of  the  levy.  Therefore,  the 
petition,  by  which  the  parties  chose 
to  test  their  rights,  is  insufficient  to 
show  a  right  to  execution." 

Vol.  XV 


^80    JUDGMENTS  AND  DECkEES,  ENEOBCEMENT  6E 

recovered  wholly  for  necessaries  sold,^"  and  that  no  similar  execution 
remains  outstanding  against  the  judgment  debtor.^^  Where  the  ap- 
plication is  made  by  one  riot  a  party  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  sought 
to  be  enforced,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  facts  showing  ownership  of 
the  judgment  in  the  applicant  be  stated. ^^ 

The  parties  to  the  application  are  discussed  elsewhere.^' 
(b.)   Notice  of  Application^  — When    the    statute    does   not   require 
notice  of  an  application  for  the  issuance  of  an  execution,  an  order  for 
execution  is  not  invalid  for  want  of  previous  ikotice  of  the  application,^^ 
but  the  court  may  require  such  notice.^® 

Statutes  sometimes  provide  for  notice  of  an  application  for  an  order 
granting  leave  to  issue  an  execution,^'  in  which  case,  an  order  made 


20.  Newman  v.  Mortimer,  98  App. 
Div.  64,  90  N.  T.  Supp.  524. 

21.  Newman  v.  Mortimer,  98  /App. 
Div.  64,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  524. 

[a]  An  affidavit  stating  that  "there 
is  now  no  execution  on  tl^is  judgment 
now  outstanding  or  not  returned ' '  is 
'  not  sufficient  ' '  This  averment  may  be 
true,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  other 
executions  on  other  judgments  are  not 
outstanding  and  unsatisfied."  Neuman 
V.  Mortimer,  98  App.  Div.  64,  90  N.  Y. 
Supp.  524. 

22.  Martin  v.  Orr,  96  Ind.  491,  suffi- 
cient to  state  merely  that  the  applicant 
does  own  the  judgment. 

23.  For  -whom  execution  issues,  see 
generally  supra,  II,  B,  1,  d. 

24.  After  death  of  sole  defendant, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  h,  (IV),  (B). 

25.  Doehla  v.  Phillips,  151  Gal.  488, 
91  Pac.  330;  Harrier  v.  Bassford,  145 
Cal.  529,  78  Pao.  1038;  Bryan  v.  Stid- 
ger,  17  Cal.  270;  Water  Supply  Co.  v. 
Sarnow,  6  Cal.  App.  586,  92  Pac.  667; 
Water  Supply  Co.  v.  Skrnow,  1  Cal. 
App.  479,  82  Pac.  689.  See  also  Miss. 
Alsop  V.  Cowan,  66  Miss.  451,  6  So. 
208.  Va.— Com.  v.  Hewitt,  2  Hen.  & 
M.  181.  Eng. — Mercer  v.  Lawrence,  26 
Wkly.  Eep.  506. 

[a]  Due  Process  of  Law. — Notice  of 
a  motion  for  leave  to  issue  execution 
is  not  necessary  to  constitute  the  due 
process  of  law  which  is  guaranteed  by 
the  United  States  constitution.  "The 
due  process  of  law  there  guaranteed  is 
obtained  by  the  service  of  summons 
on  the  defendants  or  their  subsequent 
appearance  in  the  action  before  judg- 
ment. Perhaps  in  some  eases  circum- 
stances may  appear  which  would  make 
it  an  abuse  of  discretion  to  make  such 
an  order  without  notice,  or  which  would 
make  it  imperative  to  vacate  the  order 
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on  motion  or  reverse  it  on  appeal." 
Harrier  v.  Bassford,  145  Cal.  539,  78 
Pac.  1038. 

26.  McAuliffe  v.  Coughlln,  105  Cal. 
268,  38  Pac.  730,  holding  that  upon 
plaintiff's  "motion  for  an  order  that 
execution  issue  it  was  proper  and  reg- 
ular practice  for  the  court,  of  its  own 
motion,  to  order  the  defendant  to  show 
cause  why  plaintiff's  motion  should  not 
be  granted;  thus  giving  the  defendant 
an  opportuiiity  to  be  heard  in  answer 
to  that  [  motion.  The  order  to  show 
cause  was  simply  a  notice  of  the  mo- 
tion, and  a  citation  of  the  defendant 
to  appear  at  a  stated  time  and  place 
and  show  cause  why  plaintiff's  motion 
should  not  be  granted. ' '  See  ~also  Pol- 
lard V.  Pollard,  2  Hon.   (Ky.)   16. 

[a]  Execution  Upon  Judgment  for 
Alimony. — In  Newcomb  v.  Newcomb,  12 
Gray  (Mass.)  28,  it  was  held  that  the 
court  would  not  issue  an  execution  for 
alimony  without  notice  to  the  respond- 
ent. Compare,  Bell  v.  Walsh,  130  Mass. 
163,  wherein  the  court  said:  "Under 
the  modern  statutes,  although  it  is  not 
usual  to  issue  an  execution  for  alimony 
without  previous  notice  and  hearing, 
yet  it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  upon  a  consideration  of  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  to  order 
such  an  execution  to  issue  without 
notice."  Enforcement  of  decree  for 
alimony  by  execution,  see  generally  7 
Standard  Pboc.  835. 

[b]  Under  a  rule  of  court  providing 
that  upon  any  application  in  an  action 
or  proceeding,  notice  of  the  motion 
therein  shall  be  given,  notice  of  an 
application  for  leave  to  issue  execution 
has  been  held  necessary.  Joss  v.  Fair- 
grieve,  7  Ont.  W.  N.  184. 

27.  Stee  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ind.^Gibson    v.    Green,    22    Ind.    422 
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without  notice  of  any  kind  to  the  adverse  party,  is  invalid.^^ 

(e.)  Hearing  and  Determination.  —  The  granting  of  a  motion  for  execu- 
tion upon  a  judgment  after  the  lapse  of  the  statutory  period  of  time 
within  which  execution  issues  as  of  course  is  a  matter  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court.^^  The  only  question  presented  is  whether  the 
judgment  or  any  part  thereof  remiains  unsatisfied  and  due.^°  Only 
circumstances  arising  after  entry  of  judgment  may  be  eonsidered.^^ 
The  court  cannot  go  behind  the  judgment  or  inquire  into  its  validity. ^'^ 
The  fact  that  an  execution,  issued  upon  a  judgment  within  the  proper 


(constructive  service  of  notice  of  mo- 
tion permissible);  Keteham  v.  Madison, 
I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  20  Ind.  260;  Elliott  v. 
Moore,  5  Blaekf.  27.0  (terre-tenants, 
named  in  a  petition  to  have  execution 
against  the  real  estate  of  a  decedent, 
should  have  notice  of  the  petition). 
la. — McConkie  v.  Landt,  126  Iowa  317, 
101  N.  W.  1121.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §1378;  Van  Eensselaer  v.  Wright, 
121  N.  Y.  626,  25  N.  E.  3;  People  ex  rel. 
Sackett  v.  Woodbury,  70  App.  Div.  416, 
75  N.  Y.  Supp.  236;  Shultes  v.  Sickles, 
70  Hun  479,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  145,  53 
N.  Y.  St.  700,  affirmed,  147  N.  Y.  704 
(statute  only  requires  notice  to  be 
served  on  the  defendant  in  the  action) ; 
Saeia  v.  Nestle,  13  How.  Pr.  572,  notice 
required  whenever  an  application  for 
leave  to  issue  execution  was  made  un- 
der former  §284  of  the  code. 

[a]  An  application  for  execution 
against  the  wages,  etc.,  of  a  defendant 
must  be  upon  notice.  Neuman  v.  Mor- 
timer, 98  App.  Div.  64,  90  N.  Y.  Supp. 
524;  Brodie  v.  Maher,  78  Misc.  92,  138 
N.  Y.  Supp.  872. 

28.  McConkie  v.  Landt,  126  Iowa 
317,  101  N.  W.  1121. 

29.  Wheeler  v.  Eldred,  137  Cal.  37, 
69  Pae.  619;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Wright, 
121  N.  Y.  626,  25  N.  E.  3. 

[a]  If  the  court  were  bound  to  al- 
low the  enforcement  of  a  judgment 
after  the  lapse  of  five  years,  the  judg- 
ment would  become_  a  perpetual  encum- 
brance by  mere  neglect  of  the  owner 
thereof  to  execute  it.  Wheeler  v.  El- 
dred, 121  CaJ.  28,  53  Pac.  431,  66  Am. 
St.  Eep.  20. 

[b]  Leave   to   issue   the   writ   nunc 
,  pro  tunc  will  not  be  granted  after  un- 
reasonable  time.     Hansee  v.  Fiero,  25 
Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  46. 

[c]  Where  lapse  -of  time  since  is- 
suing ,an  execution  renders  it  necessary 
to  apply  to  the  court  for  leave  it  can: 
not  properly  be  granted  where  such 
delay  has  intervened  that  no  action  will 


lie   on  the  judgment.     Jerome  v.  Wil- 
liams, 13  Mich.  521. 

[d]  A  statute  allowing  execution 
upon  leave  of  cou^t  after  five  years 
applies  only  to  the  sixth  year,  and  does 
not  authorize  a  perpetual  reviver. 
Peters  v.  Vawter,  10  Mont.  201,  25 
Pac.  438. 

30.  Plough  V.  Eeeves,  33  Ind.  181; 
Van  Devanter  v.  Nixon,  5  Ind.  App. 
304.  31  N.  E.  203;  Betts  v.  Garr,-26 
N.  Y.  383;  Lee  v.  Watkins,  13  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  178.  But  see  Knox  v.  Ean- 
dall,  24  Minn.  479. 

[a]  If  the  judgment  is  unpaid,  and 
there  is  no  valid  defense,  the  motion 
should  be  granted.  Small  v.  Wheaton, 
2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  316,  4  B.  D.  Smith 
(N.  Y.)   427. 

[b]  The  court  may  determine 
whether  or  not  an  apparent  satisfac- 
tion of  a  judgment  is  void.  McAuliffe 
V.  Coughlin,  105  Cal.  268,  38  Pac.  730. 

[c]  The  ex  parte  affidavit  of  the 
plaiutifF  is  not  the  proper  proof  of  the 
nonpayment  of  the  judgment;  he  should 
be  examined  orally,  under  oath.  Simp- 
sou  V.  Wilson,  16  Ind.  428. 

[d]  The  court  cannot  inquire  into 
the  effect  the  execution  may  have  upon 
purchasers  of  real  estate,  sold  by  the 
defendant  before  the  invalidity  of  his 
discharge  as  an  insolvent  debtor  was 
declared.  Small  v.  Wheaton,  2  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  316,  4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.) 
427. 

31.  Weldon  v.  Sogers,  159  Cal.  700, 
115  Pac.  464;  Matter  of  Armstrong,  35 
Misc.  327,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  951. 

[a]  The  court  cannot  consider  the 
facts  appearing  at  the  trial  of  the  case 
or  any  of  the  circumstances  leading  up 
to  the  judgment.  Weldon  v.  Eogers,  159 
Cal.  700,  115  Pac.  464. 

32.  Matter  of  Armstrong,  35  Misc. 
327,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  951,  following  Lee 
V.  Watkins,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  243, 
13  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  178. 

[a]    The  judgment  debtor  cannot  be 
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period,  was  never  returned,^'  or  that  the  plaintiff  has  also'  sought  other 
relief,^*  will  not  prevent  the  granting  of  leave  to  issue. 

Order.  —  If  the  court  grants  leave  an  order  is  made  accordingly,^" 
which,  under  some  statutes,  should  specify  the  amount  for  which  the 
execution  is  to  issue,^^  or  the  particular  property,  possession  of  which 
is  to  be  delivered.^^ 

Appeal.  — An  order  granting*^  or  denying^^  leave,  is  appealable. 

(III.)  Issuance  of  More  Than  One  Writ  at  Same  Time.  —  It  may  be  stated 
generally  that  more  than  one  execution  should  not  be  issued  at  one 
and  the  same  time,*"  except  where  authorized  by  statute.*^  A  second 
execution  cannot  properly  issue  to  the  same  county  with  the  first 
until  the  first  is  returned.*^    Several  forms  of  execution  may  be  issued, 


heard  to  show  that  no  summons  was 
ever  served  upon  him  in  the  action. 
While  the  judgment  remains  op  record, 
the  court  should  go  no  further.  Matter 
of  Armstrong,  35  Misc.  327,  71  N.  Y. 
Supp.  951. 

33.  Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Bender, 
13  Mont.  432,  34  Pac.  848. 

34.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  i,  (I). 

35.  The  order  is  entered  and  dock- 
eted as  a  judgment,  and  a  judgment- 
roll  made  up  in  the  same  manner  as  a 
judgment.    Ladd  v.  Higley,  5  Ore.  296. 

As  to  judgment-roll,  see  the  title 
"Judgment  Records." 

[a]  Presumptively  Correct. — An  or- 
der directing  .the  issuance  of  an  execu- 
tion, where  the  adjudication  is  of  a 
court  of  general  jurisdiction,  is  pre- 
sumptively correct.  Knox  v.  Eandall, 
24  Minn.  479,  495. 

[b]  A  general  and  standing  order 
of  court  that  the  clerk'  may  issue 
execution  to  recover  his  fees  is  a  suf- 
ficient order  for  the  issuance  of  a  writ 
under  a  statute  making  it  necessary  to 
obtain  the  court's  permission  before  is- 
suing a  writ  for  the  collection  of  fees. 
Elliott  V.  Ellery,  11  Ohio  306. 

36.  Ladd  v.  Higley,  5  Ore.  296. 

[a]  The  order  may  direct  the  is- 
suance of  an  execution  for  an  amount 
to  be  determined  by  the  clerk  upon 
computation.  Aspen  Mining  &  Smelt- 
ing Co.  V.  Wood,  84  Fed.  48,  28  C.  C. 
A.  276. 

37.  Ladd  v.  Higley,  5  Ore.  296. 

[a]  Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
to  shpw  cause  why  an  execution  should 
not  issue  upon  a  satisfied  judgment  the 
appellate  court  cannot  review  a  final 
order  directing  the  execution,  made 
subsequent  to  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant,     no     appeal     having     been 
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taken  therefrom.     McAulifPe  v.  Cough- 
lin,  105  Cal.  268,  38  Pac.  730. 

38.  Entrop  v.  Williams,  11  Minn. 
381. 

39.  Betts  V.  Garr,  26  N.  T.  383. 

40.  See  the  following:  la. — ^Merritt 
V.  Grover,  6,1  Iowa  99,  15  N.  W.  860. 
La.— Newell  v.  Morton,  3  Bob.  102; 
Hudson  V.  Dangerfield  &  Al.,  2  La.  63, 
20  Am.  Dec.  297.  Md. — Waters  v. 
Caton,  1  Harr.  &  McH.  407.  Miss.— Mc- 
Gehe  v.  Handley,  5  How.  625.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Stout,  11  N.  J.  L.  362.  N.  Y. 
Ledyard  v.  Buckle,  5  Hill  571.  N.  O,' 
Adams  v.  Smallwood,  53  N.  C.  258.  -  ' 
Ore.— Wright  v.  Young,  6  Ore.  87.  Pa. 
Springer  v.  Brown,  9  Pa.  305. 

41.  Issuance  of  writs  at  same  time 
to  different  counties,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
1,  S,  (HI). 

42.  See  the  following:  V.  S.— Dob- 
bin V.  Allegheny,  7  Ped.  Gas.  No.  3,941. 
la. — Merritt  v.  Grover,  61  Iowa  99,  15 
N.  W.  860;  Downard  v.  Crenshaw,  49 
Iowa  296.  Miss. — Parker  v.  Dean,  45 
Miss.  408.  N.  Y. — ^Ledyard  v.  Buckle, 
5  Hill  571;  Dorland  v.  Dorland,  5  Cow. 
417;  Matter  of  Eoyal  Bank,  140  App. 
Div.  480,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  322;  Bloom- 
ingdale  r.  Eichardson,  140  App.  Div. 
350,  125  JSr.  Y.  Supp.  320.  Ohio.— Ar- 
nold V,  Fuller's  Heirs,  1  Ohio  458.  Can. 
Dunbar  v.  Boss,  32  Nova  Scotia  222. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  first  execu- 
tion was  ordered  returned,  but  was  not, 
does  not  make  a  second  execution,  is- 
sued before  the  first  one  was  returned, 
legal.  Merritt  v.  Grover,  61  Iowa  99, 
15  N.  W.  860. 

[b]  Where  Issued,  the  execution  is 
voidable  and  not  void.  Doe  v.  Dutton, 
2  Ind.  309. 

Issuance  of  alias  and  pluries  writs,  • 
see  generally  i/tifra,  II,  B,  9. 
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however,  at  the  same  time,*^  though  but  one  can  be  executed  at  a 
time.** 

(IV.)  On  Transcript  or  Abstracts  of  Judgments  of  Inferior  Courts.^s 
(A.)  In  General.  —  Executions  issue  in  some  jurisdictions,  upon 
transcripts  of  judgments  oJ  inferior  courts,  only  after  an  affidavit  by 
the  plaintiff,  his  assignee,  or  the  agent  or  attorney  of  either,*'  hais 
been  filed  in  the  superior  court,  stating  the  amount  due  upon  the 
judgment,*'  and  fixing  the  identity  of  the  judgment  as  the  same  one 


43.  See  the  foUowiiig:  Del.' — Van- 
dever  v.  Cannon,  2  Houst.  172.  Me. 
Miller  v.  Miller,  25  Me.  110.  N.  C. 
McNair   v.    Ragland,    17   N.    C.    42,    22 

Am.  Dec.  728.     Pa Grant  v.  Potts,  2 

Miles  164;  Davies  v.  Scott,  2  Miles  52; 
Young  V.  Taylor,  2  Binn.  218,230;  Shaw 
V.  Kenath,  10  Phila.  444,  32  Leg.  Int. 
412;  Hoopes  v.  Eobinson,  2  Chest.  Co. 
Eep.i  312.  S.  C. — State  v.  Guignard,  1 
McCord  176. 

[a]  The  party  for  whom  judgment 
is  given  may  have  a  writ  of  fieri  facias, 
or  elegit,  or  levari  facias,  or  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum,  at  his  option;  or  he 
may  have  them  all  in  succession  until 
his  judgment  is  satisfied;  or  suing  out 
one,  he  may  abandon  it  before  it  is 
executed,  and  sue  out  another;  or  he 
may  even  have  several  writs  running 
at  the  same  time  provided  they  all 
be  of  the  same  species.  Two  differ- 
ent species  of  execution  cannot  be 
executed  at  once  on  the  same  judgment, 
nor  a  second  writ  of  the  same,  or  of 
a  species  different  from  its  forerunner, 
till  that  has,  by  return,  been  proved 
insufficient.  Dobbin  v.  Allegheny,  7 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,941. 

[b]  Objection  that  different  species 
of  execution  cannot  issue  at  same  time 
must  come  from  defendant.  His  cred- 
itors cannot  raise  it.  Hoopes  v.  Eob- 
inson, 2  Chest.  Co'.  Eep.  (Pa.)  312. 

44.  Del. — Vandever     v.     Cannon,     2 

Houst.   172.     Me Miller  v.  Miller,  '25 

Me.  110.  N.  0. — McNair  v.  Eagland, 
17  N.  C.  42,  22  Am.  Dec.  728.  Pa. 
Grant  v.  Potts,  2  Miles  164;  Hollowell 
V.  McClay,  3  Phila.  261;  Young  v.  Tay- 
lor, 2  Binn.  218,  230.  Compare,  Shaw 
V.  Kenath,  10  Phila.  444,  32  Leg.  Int. 
412.  S.  C— State  v.  Guignard,  1  Mc- 
Cord 176.  Eng. — Stamper  v.  Hodson,  8 
Mod.   302,  88  Eng.  Reprint  215. 

45.  As  foundation  of  writ  of  execu- 
tion, see  supra,  11,  B,  1,  b,  (IX). 

46.  Howell's  Mich.  St.,  1913,  §12,- 
294;  Frohlich  v.  Mitchell,  132  Mich. 
432,  93  N.  W.  1087.  And  see  Burns' 
Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §644. 


47,  Burns' Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §644; 
Mavity  v.  Eastbridge,  67  Ind.  211; 
Howell's  Mich.  St.,  1913,  §12,294;  Den- 
ver V.  Connolly,  92  Mich.  549,  52  N.  W. 
1003;  Bigelow  v.  Booth,  39  Mich.  622. 
See  Shepard  v.  Schrutt,  163  Mich.  485, 
128  N.  W.  772;  Smith  v.  Circuit  Judge, 
46  Mich.  338,  9  N.  W.  440;  Udell  v. 
Kahn,  31  Mich.  195. 

[a]  Afadavit  Jurisdictional.  —  (1) 
The  filing  of  the  affidavit  with  the 
clerk  of  the  circuit  court  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  issuance  of  a  valid 
execution.  Berkery  v.  Wayne  Circuit 
Judge,  82  Mich.  160,  46  N.  W.  436; 
Smith  V.  Circuit  Court,  46  Mich.  338, 
9  N.  W.  440;  Bigelow  v.  Booth,  39 
Mich.  622;  Monaghan  v.  McKimmie,  32 
Mich.  40.  (2)  But  see  Mavity  v.  East- 
ridge,  67  Ind.  211,  holding  that  an 
execution  issued  without  the  filing  of 
the  affidavit  required  by  statute  is 
merely  voidable  at  the  instance  of  the 
defendant  for  whose  benefit  the  pro- 
vision was  intended,  and  if  he  did  not 
take  advantage  of  such  failure,  a  sale 
based  upon  such  execution  would  '  be 
valid. 

[b]  Nunc  Pro  Tunc  Piling  of  Affi- 
davits.— If  the  affidavits  are  insufficient 
to  confer  jurisdiction,  jurisdiction  can- 
not be-  conferred  by  substituting  suffi- 
cient affidavits  nunc  pro  tunc.  Berkery 
v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge,  82  Mich.  160, 
46  N.  W.  436. 

[c]  Stating  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ments, and  that  they  were  not  paid,  is 
substantially  stating  the  amount  due, 
and  is  sufficient.  Dehority  v.  Wright, 
101  Ind.  382. 

[d]  The  amount  for  which  the  judg- 
ment was  originally  rendered  need  not 
be  stated  in  the  affidavit.  Denver  v. 
Connolly,  92  Mich.  549,  52  N.  W,  1003. 

[e]  Form  of  Affidavit. — See  Froh- 
lich V.  Mitchell,  132  Mich.  432,  93  N.  W. 
1087. 

As  to  affidavit  for  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing transcript,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  b, 
(IX),  (B),  (1). 
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upon  which  the  transcript  from  the  inferior  ^court  is  given.*' 

The'  issuance  and  nulla  bona  return  of  an  execution  in  the  inferior 
court  are  sometimes  required  ps  a  condition  precedent  to  the  filing 
of  a  transcript  and  the  issuance  of  an  execution  thereon  from  the 
superior  court,*^  and  a  certificate  to-  this  effect  must  accompany  the 
affidavit;'"  but  under  some  statutes  such  requirement  is  dispensed 
with." 


48.  Denver  v.  Connolly,  92  Mich. 
549,  52  N.  W.  1003. 

49.  Ark. — Webster  v.  Daniel,  47 
Ark.  131,  14'S.  W.  550;  Jordan  v.  Brad- 
shaw,  17  Ark.  106,  65  Am.  Dec.  419; 
Massey  v.  Gardenhire,  12  Ark.  638. 
ni.— Merrick  v.  Carter,  205  111.  73,  68 
N.  E.  750;  Wooters  v.  Joseph,  137  111. 
113,  27  N.  E.  80,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  355; 
Hobson  V.  MeCambiidge,  130  111.  367, 
22  N.  E.  823.  N.  J.— Nimmo  v.  How- 
ard,  42   N.   J.    Eq.   487,   10   Atl.    712; 

I        Taste  V.  Klopping,  43  N.  J.  L.  44^. 

See  generally  the  statutes  of  the 
several'  states.  ^ 

[a]  Such  a  statutory  provision  is 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor  to  prevent  execution  on 
his  realty  until  his  personalty  has  been 
exhausted,  and  must  be  urged  by  him  in 
a  direct  proceeding  to  quash  the  process; 
it  cannot  affect  the  rights  of  third  per- 
sons in  a  collateral  proceeding.  Jor- 
dan V.  Bradshaw,  17  Ark.  106,  65  Am. 

■  Dec.  419.     And  see  Webster  v.  Daniel, 
47  Ark.  131,  14  S.  W.  550. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  which  requires 
that  an  execution  shall  be  first  issued 
below  where  the  defendant  resides  in 
the  county  at  the  time  of  issuing  the 
execution,  it  is  of  no  consequence, 
when  the  defendant  does  not  at  such 
time  reside  in  the  county,  that  he  re- 
sided there  at  the  time  of  obtaining 
the  judgment,  or  that  no  execution  had 
formerly  issued  from  the  justice. 
Mathewson  v.  Kilbui-n,  183  Mo.  110,  81 
S.  W.  1096;  Tracy  v.  Whitsett  51  Mo. 
App.  149. 

[e]  That  the  execution  is  directed 
to  a  township  other  th^n  that  in  which 
the  execution-defendant  resides  does 
not  render  the  subsequent  writ  void. 
Abies  V.  Webb,  186  Mo.  233,  85  S.  W. 
383. 

50.  Burns'  Ann.  Ind.  St.,  1914,  §644; 
Brown  v.  WuskofE,  118  Ind.  569,  19  N. 

""  E.  463,  21  N.  B.  243. 

51.  Mich. — Shepard  <e.  Schrutt,  163 
Mich.  485,  128  N.  W.  772  j    Udell    v. 
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Kahn,  31  Mich.  195.  Mo. — By  express 
provision  of  statute.  Eev.  St.,  1909, 
§7528;  Sachse  v.  Clingingsmith,  97  Mo. 
406,  11  S.  W.  69;  McDonnell  v.  Nash- 
Smith  Tea  &  Coffee  Co.,  150  Mo.  App. 
24,  129  S.  W.  479.  Pa.— By  express 
provision  of  statute.  2  Purdon's  Dig., 
p.  1517;  MoUgenot  v.  Vernon,  23  Pa, 
Super.  165,  holding  that  a  cer- 
tificate of  Me  return  nulla  bona  in  the 
justice  court  is  unnecessary  in  a  coun- 
ty to  which  the  judgment  has  been 
transferred  from  the  superior  court  of 
the  county  wherein  the  justice's  judg- 
nient  was  issued. 

[a]  In  cases  aided  by  the  levy  of 
an  attachment  upon  realty,  the  issuance 
of  an  execution  and  its  return  nulla 
bona  is  not  a  prerequisite  to  the  filing 
of  the  transcript  in  the  circuit  court. 
Hawkins  v.  Wills,  49  Fed.  506,  1  C.  C. 
A.  339. 

[b]  In  MissouM,  (1)  prior  to  1907, 
issuance  of  an  execution  from  the  jus- 
tice's court  and  a  return  of  nulla  bona 
thereon  were  necessary  Ijefore  execu- 
tion could  be  issued  upon  the  tran- 
script (Lailgford  v.  Eew,  146  Mo.  142, 
47  S.  W.  927,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  606; 
Loring  v.  Maysville  Creamery  Co.,  70 
Mo.  App.  54),  where  the  judgment  was 
against  a  resident;  it  was  otherwise 
whpn  the  judgment  was  against  a  non- 
resident. See  Eogers  v.  Wilson,  220 
Mo.  213,  119  S.  W.  369;  Mathewson  v. 
Kilburn,  183  Mo.  110,  81  S.  W.  1096; 
Sachse  v.  Clingingsmith,  97  Mo.  406,  11 
S.  W.  69;  Johnson  v.  Latta,  84  Mo. 
139;  Perkins  «.  Quigley,  62  Mo.  498; 
Tracy  v.  Whitsett,  51  Mo.  App.  149. 
(2)  The  construction  of  the  early  stat- 
utes allowed  the  filing  of  the  tran- 
script in  the  circuit  court  before  the 
issuance  and  nulla  bona  return  of  exe- 
cution in  the  justice's  court;  but  no 
execution  could  issue  on  the  transcript 
until  after  such  issuance  and  return  in 
the  lower  court.  Wineland  v.  Coonce, 
5  Mo.  296,  32  Am.  Dec.  320.  (3)  It 
was  also  held  that  though  irregular  to 
issue  an  execution    from    the    circuit 
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No  leave  of  court  is  necessary  to  the  issuance  of  an  execution  on  a 
transcript  filed  as  required.^^ 

(B.)  SciEE  Facias  to  Procure. —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  proceeding  by 
scire  facias  was  at  one  time  a  prerequisite  to' the  issuance  of  an  execu- 
tion from  the  superior  court  upon  a  justice's  transcript  filed  therein.^^ 
Such  proceeding  was  heard  in  the  court  in  which  the  transcript  was 
filed." 

j.  Compelling  Issuance  of  Writ.  —  (I.)  By  Clerk.  — The  issuance  of 
a  writ  of  execution  is  a  purely  ministerial  duty  of  the  clerk,^^  which 
becomes  an  imperative  one  when  he  is  requested  to  issue  the  writ  by 
a  person  entitled  to  it.^^  On  his  refusal  to  issue  execution  on  a  valid, 
subsisting  judgment,  he  may  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  mandamus,^^  or 


clerk's  ofB.ce  on  a  justice's  transcript 
which  showed  that  the  execution  was 
returned  before  the  day,  yet  a  sale 
under  such  an  execution  was  not  void 
and  subject  to  collateral  attack.  Gor- 
man V.  Stanton,  5  Mo.  App.  585.  See 
also  Dillon  v.  Rash,  27  Mo.  243. 

52.  Brown  v.  Bell,  46  Colo.  163,  103 
Pac.  380;  Amick  v.  Amick,  59  S.  C.  70, 
37  S.  E.  39. 

As  to  necessity  for  leave  of  court 
generally,  see  swgra,  II,  B,  1,  i,  (II), 
(C). 

53.  Miller  v.  Shearer,  6  Ind.  50; 
Nowland  v.  Jackson,  1  Ind.  162;  Scott 
V.  Williams,  7  Blaekf.   (Ind.)   370. 

[a]  As  to  the  form  of  the  vreit  of 
scire  facias,  see  the  following  Indiana 
eases:  Miller  v.  Shearer,-  6  Ind.  50; 
Nowland  v.  Jackson,  1  Ind.  162;  Groves 
V.  McCabe,  8  Blackf.  88;  Shiel  v.  Fer- 
riter,  7  Blackf.  574;  Nevils  v.  Campbell, 
7  Blaekf.  325;  Bennett  ».  Jones,  7 
Blackf.  110;  Orput  v.  Hardy,  6  Blackf. 
456;  Roller  v.  Custer,  6  Blackf.  433; 
Campbell  v.  Baldwin,  6  Blackf.  364. 

54.  Miller  v.  Shearer,  6  Ind.  50. 

[a]  Where  the  proceeding  is  for  the 
purpose  of  reviving  the  justice's  judg- 
ment, it  must  be  heard  by  the  court 
in  which  the  transcript  is  filed.  Glaze 
V.  Lewis,  12  Ore.  347,  7  Pac.  354;  Bice 
V.  Kitzelman,  1  Chest.  Co.  Rep.  (Pa.) 
173. 

[b]  Scire  facias  in  the  justice's 
court  will  not  revive  the  judgment  en- 
tered in  the  common  pleas  on  the  tran- 
script or  authorize  the  issuing  of  an 
execution  thereon  from  the  common 
pleas.  Rice  v.  Kitzelman,  1  Chest.  Co. 
Rep.  (Pa.)  173. 

55.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  a. 

56.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  c,  (III). 

57.  Cal. — Garoutte  v.  Haley,  104  Cal. 
497,  38  Pae.  194.  Kan.— Powell  v.  Brad- 


ley, 86  Kan.  198,  119  Pac.  543;  Whit- 
more  V.  Stewart,  61  Kan.  254,  59  Pac. 
261;  Mendenhall  v.  Burnette,  58  Kan. 
355,  49  Pac.  93.  Mass. — Thompson  v. 
Sleeper,  168  Mass.  373,  47  N.  E.  106. 
Mo.— State  v.  Vogel,  14  Mo.  App.  187; 
State  V.  Berning,  8  Mo.  App.  600; 
State  V.  Vogel,  6  Mo.  Mp^.  526.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Debenetti  v.  Gale,  22 
Barb.  502,  13  How.  Pr.  260;  People  v. 
Clerk,  3  Abb.  Pr.  57.  Ohio. — State  ex 
rel.  Pacific  Guano  Co.  v.  Eager,  2  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  335,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  581.  P.  I. 
Hidalgo  V.  Crossfield,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466. 
Tex.— Moore  v.  Muse,  47  Tex.  210;  Jones 
V.  McMahan,  30  Tex.s.719.  Wis. — At- 
torney-General V.  Lum,  2  Wis.  507, 
writ  of  assistance. 

[a]  Where  no  appeal  has  been  tak- 
en, the  clerk  will  be  compelled  to 
issue  execution,  even  though  a  super- 
sedeas bond  has  been  filed  and  ap- 
proved. Powell  V.  Bradley,  86  Kan. 
198,  119  Pac.  543.  For  effect  of  filing 
a  supersedeas  bond  where  no  notice  of 
appeal  served,  see  infra,  II,  B,  1,  f, 
(IV),   (B). 

[b]  Where  a  motion  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  and  grant  a  new  trial  was 
left  undecided  at  the  adjournment  of 
court,  and  the  clerk  for  that  reason  re- 
fused to  issue  a  writ  of  execution,  the 
court  granted  an  alternative  writ  of 
mandamus,  requiring  the  clerk  to  issue 
execution  or  show  cause  for  his  re- 
fusal.    People  ».  Cloud,  3  HI.  362. 

[c]  Where  Judgment  Set  Aside. 
Mandamus  to  compel  the  clerk  to  issue 
an  execution  will  be  refyised  where 
there  is  a  minute  entry  showing  that 
the  judgment  was  set  aside.  State  v. 
Thompson,  118  Tenn.  571,  102  S.  W. 
349. 

[d]  Where  a  clerk  has  accented  an 
amount  less  thaa  that  due  from  appel- 
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upon  motion  in  the  ease  in  which  such  writ  or  process  properly  issues.'^ 
But  the  writ  peremptorily  requiring  execution  to  be  issued  will  not 
be  granted,  if  the  issuance  requires  anything  more  than  a  mere  n^in- 
isterial  act.^*  And  the  judgment  creditor  must  have  performed  all 
conditions  precedent  giving  him  the  right  to  demand  issuance  of  the 
execution.*"  So  too,  it  must  appear  that  the  clerk  has  clearly  and 
unmistakably  refused  to  perform  a  merely  ministerial  duty.*^  If  the 
request  for  execution  is  made  within  the  period  of  statutory  limitation, 
mandamus  will  not  be  refused  because  of  laches.*^ 

Existence  of  Another  Semedy.  —  If  the  statute  affords  a  remedy  which 
is  plain,  speedy  and  adequate,  mandamus  will  not  lie  until  such 
remedy  has  proven  fruitless.*^  But  it  has  been  held  that  mandamus 
will  not  be  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  petitioner  has  a  remedy  at 
law  if  that  remedy  is  only  a  suit  on  the  clerk's  official  bond.**        ' 


lants  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  costs  of 
appeal,  and  upon  appeal  the  judgment  is 
reversed,  mandamus  will  not  lie  against 
the  clerk  to  compel  him  to  issue  execu- 
tion against  the  respondents  for  any 
greater  amount  than  the  appellants 
paid.  Greer  v.  Whitley,  135  Ga.  333,' 
69  S.  B.  479. 

58.  Moore  v.  Muse,  47  Tex.  210. 
And  see  Eppstein  &  Co.  v.  Holmes  & 
Grain,  64  Tex.  560. 

59.  Holtum  V.  Greif,  144  Cal.  521, 
78  Pac.  11;  Thompson  v.  Sleeper,  168 
Mass.  373,  47  N.  E.  106. 

[a]  When  the  right  'of  the  judg- 
ment creditor  to  execution  has  been 
modified  by  something  which  has  oc- 
curred after  judgment,  and  facts  must 
be  found  which  are  not  of  record  in 
order  to  determine  how  far  this  right 
has  been  modified,  mandamus  will  not 
issue  against_J;he  clerk  until  these 
facts  have  been  found  by  the  court 
and  the  clerk  ordered  to  issue  execu- 
tion in  accordance  therewith.  Thomp- 
son V.  Sleeper,  168  Mass.  373,  47  N.  E. 
106. 

[b]  Where  an  order  was  made  with 
a  condition  annexed,  the  clerk  cannot 
be  expected  to  pass  judicially  upon  the 
question  whether  the  condition  has 
been  performed  or  not,  and  a  writ  of 
mandamus  will  not  be  directed  to  the 
clerk  to  issue  execution  upon  such 
order.  Holtum  v.  Greif,  144  Cal.  521, 
78  Pac.  11. 

60.  Pease  v.  Morris,  138,  Mass.  72, 
failure  to  file  bond  in  default  case. 

61.  Compton  v.  Airial,  9  La.  Ann. 
496;  People  ex  ret.  Sackett  v.  Wood- 
bury, 70  App.  Div.  416,  75  N.  Y.  Supp. 
836. 
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[a]  In  Compton  v.  Airial,  9  La. 
Ann.  496,  it  was  held  that  mandamus 
will  not  lie  to  compel  a  clerk  to  issue 
an  execution  for  arrears  of  alimony, 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  an  ap- 
plication and  a  proper  showing  have 
first  been  made  to  the  judge  who  ren- 
dered the  decree  of  alimony. 

[b]  AmbiguoHS  Judgment. — A  clerk 
will  not  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to 
issue  execution  upon  a  judgment  open 
to  two  constructions,  under  one  of 
which  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
execution.  Hall  v.  Stewart,  23  Kan. 
396. 

62.  State  V.  Eeniek,  157  Mo.  292,  57 
S.  W.  713. 

63.  Thus,  where  a  statute  confers 
authority  upon  a  court  to  direct  a  clerk 
in  the  performance  of  his  official 
duties,  an  application  to,  and  a  re- 
fusal by,  such  court  to  so  direct  its 
clerk,  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  granting 
of  a  mandamus  against  the  clerk. 
Pickell  V.  Owen,  66  Iowa  485,  24  N.  W. 
8;  State  ex  rel.  Ogden  v.  Frank,  52  Neb. 
553,  72  N.  W.  857;  State  ex  rel.  Slo- 
man  v.  Moores,  29  Neb.  122,  45  N.  W. 
27S 

64.  Oal.— Garoutte  v.  Haley,  104  Cal. 
497,  38  Pac.  194  (money  judgment 
sought  to  be  enforced) ;  People  ex  rel. 
Carpenter  v.  Loucks,  28  Cal.  68,  where 
judgment  awarded  possession  of  land. 
Mo.— State  v.  Eeniek,  157  Mo.  292,  57 
S.  W.  713,  money  judgment.  Ohio. 
State  ex  rel.  Pacific  Guano  Co.  v.  Eager, 
2  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  335,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
581.  Tex. — Jones  v.  McMahan,  30  Tex. 
719,  where  amount  of  bond  less  than 
judgment. 

But  see  FuUon  v.  Haana,  40  Oal.  278, 
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(II.)  By  Judge.  —  Mandamus  will  lie  against  a  judge  to  compel  him 
to  direct  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  exeqution,  if  such  direction  requires 
merely  the  performance  of  a  ministerial  duty  on  his  part.^^  But  he 
cannot  be  compelled  to  issue  the  execution,  if  he  has  a  clerk  whose 
duty  it  is  to  issue  it.®®  "Where  the  court  acts  judicially  in  refusing 
to  order  execution  to  be  issued,  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  him 
to  order  it,®'  nor  to  review  the  act  of  the  court.®* 

(III.)  Parties  to  Proceeding.  —  In  proceedings  to  procure  mandamus 
to  compel  the  issuance  of  an  execution,  all  persons  interested  should 
be  made  parties.®* 


and   Goodwin  v.   Glazer,   10    Cal.    333, 

wherein  the  court  held  that  where  the 
judgment  was  merely  a  money  judg- 
ment mandamus  would  not  lie,  but  the 
proper  remedy  ■  was  an  action  on  the 
clerk's  bond. 

[a]  Bemedy  by  Action  on  Bond  Not 
Adequate. — The  court  in  State  ex  rel. 
Pacific  Guano  Co.  v.  Eager,  2  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  335,  says:  "It  may  be  true  that 
the  clerk  and  his  bondsmen  are  liable 
to  respond  to  the  relator  in  damages 
in  an  action  at  law  for  his  wrongful 
refusal.  If,  however,  this  should  be 
done  and  judgment  recovered,  the  clerk 
or  his  successor  might  again  defeat 
the  object  of  the  suit  by  refusing  to 
issue  a  writ  of  -execution,  and  this 
might  be  repeated  indefinitely.  If, 
however,  this  danger  is  more  fanciful 
than  real,  yet  we  think  the  remedy  by 
action  not  adequate  to  enforce  the 
relator's  right.  By  the  judgment  of 
the  court  it  had  established,  not  only 
its  right  to  a  sum  of  money,  but  its 
right  to  tne  process  of  the  court  for 
its  immediate  collection;  and  the  full 
and  adequate  protection  of  this  right 
requires  a  more  summary  remedy  than 
that  afforded  by  a  new  action;  the 
writ  of  mandamus  gives  that  remedy, 
and  the  relator  is  entitled  to  its 
benefits." 

65.  Cal.— Holtum  v.  Greif,  144  Cal. 
'521,  78  Pae.  11.  Mich.— Gaskill  v.  Jack- 
son Circuit  Judge,  159  Mich.  472,  123 
N.  W.  1131,  16  Detroit  Leg.  N.  957. 
Wash. — State  ese  rel.  JefEerson  County 
V.  Hatch,   36  "Wash.   164,  78   Pac.   796. 

[a]  Thus,  where  the  supreme  court 
in  affirming  a  judgment,  directed  that 
execution  issue  thereon  and  remanded 
the  cause  to  the  superior  court  for  fur- 
ther proceedings  in  compliance  with 
the  decision,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
trial  court  to  order  execution  issued  and 
Qu  its  refusal  to  S9  order,  ntaadauus 


will  lie  to  compel  him  to  do  so.  State 
ex  rel.  Jefferson  County  v.  Hatch,  36 
Wash.  164,  78  Pae.  796. 

[b]  Appeal  Not  Adequate  Remedy. 
Where  it  is  the  plain  duty  of  a  court 
to  order  execution,  a  writ  of  man- 
damus is  the  proper  remedy  to  compel 
him  to  do  so,  for  the  remedy  by  ap- 
peal altU&ugh  plain  is  neither  speedy 
nor  adequate.  "The  appeal,  in  the 
ordinary  course,  would  not  be  decided 
for  a  long  time,  and  pending  the  ap- 
peal there  would  be  no  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  judgment.  And, 
besides,  nothing  would  necessarily  re- 
sult from  an  appeal  beyond  a  reversal 
of  the  order,  and  this  would  merely 
confirm  the  right  of  the  petitioner  to 
execution — a  right  already  complete. 
So  that  unless  the  judgment  of  re- 
versal was  accompanied  by  a  mandatory 
direction  to  order  the  issuance  of 
execution,  the  petitioner  would  find 
himself  at  the  end  of  his  appeal  pre- 
cisely where  he  is  now — with  a  right 
to  demand  the  issuance  of  the  writ, 
but  with  no  power  to  compel  it." 
Hoi  turn  V.  Greif,  144  Cal.  521,  78  Pac. 
11.  See  also  State  ex  rel.  JefEerson 
County  V.  Hatch,  36  Wash.  164,  78  Pac. 
796. 

66.  People  ex  ret  Debenetti  v.  Gale, 
13  How.  Pr.  (N.  T.)  5;  Hidalgo  v. 
Crossfield,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466. 

Compelling  clerk  to  issue  execution, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  j,  (I). 

67.  United  States  v.  Trigg,  11  Pet. 
(V.  S.)  173,  9  L.  ed.  676. 

68.  People  ex  rel.  Sackett  v.  Wood- 
bury, 70  App.  Div.  416,  75  N.  Y.  Supp. 
236. 

[a]  The  proper  procedure  in  such 
case  is  to  enter  the  order  denying  the 
application  and  appeal  therefrom.  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Sackett  v.  Woodbury,  70 
App.  Div.  416,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  236. 

69.  3tate  v,   Thompson,   118   Tenn, 
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k.  Joint  and  Several  6r  Separate  Judgments  and  Executions.'"' 
Wkere  the  judgment  distinctly  states  the  amount  each  one  of  two 
plaintiffs  is  entitled  to,  executions  may  issue  in  favor  of  each  for  the 
share  belonging  to  him/^  But  a  person  in  whose  favor  a  judgment  is 
rendered  cannot  divide  it  and  order  several  executions  issued  upon  it 
for  the  amounts  into  which  he  divides  it:'^  An  assign,ee  of  a  part 
of  a  judgment  will  not  be  allowed  to  issue  execution  upon  so  much  of 
the  judgment  debt  as  is  assigned  to  him.'^ 

Though  the  judgment  be  against  several  defendants  in  solido,  execu- 
tion may  issue  against  any  one  of  them,''*  unless  the  statute  otherwise 
provides.'^  Where  judgment  is  rendered  against  part  only  of  several 
defendants,  execution  can  issue  only  against  those  found  liable.''^  But 
where  the  proceeding  is  against  several,  and  judgments  against  one  or 
more  are  entered  at  one  time,  and  against  others  at  another  time,  one 


571,  102  9;  W.  349.  But  see  Jones  v. 
McMahan,  30  Tex.  719,  holding  that  the 
judgment  debtor  need  not  be  cited  as 
the  clerk  was  qualified  to  state  his 
reasons   for   not   issuing  the  writ. 

[a]  Clerk  a  Necessary  Party. 
Moore  v.  Muse,  47  Tex.  210. 

70.  As  to  joint  and  several  or  sep- 
arate judgments,  see  the  title  "Judg- 
ments. ' ' 

71.  Stewart  v.  Morrison,  81  Tex. 
396,  17  S.'  W.  15,  26  Am.  St.  Eep.  821. 

[a]  Where  several  legatees  or  dis- 
tributees obtain  a  decree  against  execu- 
tors or  administrators  for  a  monie^ 
legacy,  the  decree  is  several  and  each 
is  entitled  to  a  separiate  execution  for 
his  share.  Ellison  v.  Andrews,  34  N.  C. 
188. 

[b]  Executions  may  issue  severally 
to  complainant  in  the  original  bill  and 
the  complainant  in  a  cross-bill  for  the 
amounts  adjudged  severally.  Stuart  v. 
Heiskell's  Trustee,  86  Va.  191,  9  S.  E. 
984. 

72.  Mass. — ^Davis  v.  Ferguson,  148 
Mass.  603,  20  N.  E.  311,  damages  and 
costs.  N.  y. — People  v.  Onondaga  C. 
P.,  3  Wend.  331.  Pa. — Hopkins  v. 
Stoekdale,  117  Pa.  365,  11  Atl.  368. 
Eng.— Eorster  v.  Baker,  2  K.  B.  [1910] 
636,  19  Ann.  Gas.  462. 

73.  Forster  v.  Baker,  2  K.  B.  [1910] 
636,  19  Ann.  Gas.  462. 

[a]  "The  original  judgment  cred- 
itor cannot  divide  his  judgment  and 
issue  several  executions  upon  it  for 
the  amounts  into  which  he  chooses  to 
divide  it,  and  he  cannot  assign  to  an- 
other a  power  which  he  does  not  him- 
self possess."  Forster  v.  Baker,  2  K. 
B.  [1910]  636,  19  Ann.  Gas.  462. 
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74.  Ga. — Jackson  v.  Roberts,  83  6a. 
358,  9  S.  E.  671.  La.— Michel  v.  Ben- 
ner,  24  La.  Ann.  287,  without  issuing 
it  against  the  others.  N.  J.^Ruckman 
V.  Decker,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  5.  N.  Y. 
Crossitt  V.  Wiles,  13  N.  Y.  Giv.  Proc. 
827.  Can.-^M'Donagh  v.  Jephson,  16 
Ont.  App.  107,  115. 

[a]  In  Crossitt  v.  Wiles,  13  N.  T. 
Civ.  Proc.  327,  the  court  said:  "The 
Code  is  silent  on  this  subject.  None 
of  its  provisions,  indeed,  require  that 
an  execution  must  be  issued  against  all 
the  defendants,  and  it  nowhere  requires 
that  the  sheriflf  must,  in  the  body  of 
the  execution,  be  commanded  to  enforce 
the  judgment  against  all  the  defend- 
ants. It  is  only  where  it  is  desired  to 
collect  the  judgment  out  of  the  joint 
property  of  all  the  defendants,  or 
where  some  provision  in  the  judgment 
itself  requires  it,  that  the  sheriff  must 
be  directed  to  levy  upon  the  joint  prop- 
erty of  all.  Notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  thg  judgment  is  against  two  or 
more  defendants,  the  plaintiff  has  the 
legal  right  to  collect  it  out  of  the 
sepa,rate  property  of  either." 

[b]  Jud^ent  Reversed  as  to  One 
Defendant. — Where  a  judgment  against 
two  defendants  is  upon  appeal  re- 
versed as  to  one  of  them,  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  execution  against  the 
other.    Nichols  v.  Duuphy,  58  Gal.  605. 

Judgment  Opened  or  Vacated  as  to 
One  Defendant. — See  supra,  II,  B,  1, 
b,   (VI). 

75.  Miss.  Code,  1906,  §3960. 

76.  Ky. — Farmers '  Nat.  Bank  v.  Na- 
tional Bank,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  451.  Pa. 
Breidenthal  v.  McKenna,  14  Pa.  160; 
Kimmel  v.  Kimmel,  5  Seig.  &  B.  294. 
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execution  may  be  issued  against  all,''  unless  their  liability  is  differ- 
ent.'* Where  a  judgment  or  decree  adjudges  distinct  and  separate 
amounts  against  each  of  several  defendants,  the  executions  thereon 
should  issue  against  each  defendajit  separately  for  the  sum  adjudged 
against  him.'^  ' 

A  joint  execution  upon  separate  and  distinct  judgments  is  un- 
authorized and'  void.*" 

1.  Necessity  for  Delivery.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  an  execution  is 
not  issued  until  it  is  actually  or  constructively  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
or  other  proper  officer  with  the  intention  of  having  it  levied.*^     In 


W.  Va. — Taney  v.  Woodmansee,  23  W. 
Va.   709. 

[a]  "An  execution  against  A  and  B 
upon  a  judgment  against  A  alone  ia 
void  as  to  both  defendants."  Farmers' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Bank,  4  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  451. 

77.  Walker  v.  Com.,  18  Gratt.  (59 
Ya.)  13,  98  Am.  Dec.  631. 

78.  As  where  defaulted  defendants 
are  not  liable  for  costs  of  trial.  See 
Mass.  Rev.  L.,  1902,  ch.  177,  §7. 

79.  Hyder  v.  Butler,  103  Tenn.  289, 
52  S.  W.  876. 

80.  Ark. — Bigham  v.  Dover,  86  Ark. 
323,  110  8.  "W.  217,  not  voidable  mere- 
ly, but  void.  Ind. — Doe  v.  Eue,  4 
Blackf.  263;  Sharpe  v.  Baker  (Ind. 
App.),  99  N.  E.  44.  Ky. — Merchie  v. 
Gaines,  5  B.  Mon.  126.  La. — Dugat  v. 
Babin,  8  Mart.  (N.  S.)   391. 

[a]  Where  several  actions  are  insti- 
tuted against  persons  jointly  and  sev- 
erally liable,  separate  executions  must 
issue  on  the  judgments  obtained. 
Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Boss,  4  Harr.  &. 
McH.  (Md.)  456,  although  but  one 
satisfaction  can  be  obtained. 

[b]  Not  Amendable. — Such  an  exe- 
cution is  defective,  not  in  form  merely, 
but  also  in  substance,  and  is  therefore 
not  susceptible  of  amendment.  Big- 
ham  V.  Dover,  86  Ark.  323,  110  S.  W. 
217.  Amendment  of  executions  gen- 
erally, see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  m. 

81.  XT.  B. — Howes  v.  Cameron,  23 
Fed.  324;  Berry  t).  .Smith,  3  Wash.  C.  0. 
60,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,359.  HI.— Pease 
V.  Eitchie,  132  HI.  638,  645,  24  N.  E. 
433,  8  L.  E.  A.  566;  Gilmore  v.  Davis, 
84  m.  487;  Western  Union  Cold  Stor- 
age Co.  V.  Rose,  60  111.  App.  452.  Mich. 
Peterson  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge.  108 
llich.  608,  66  N.  W.  487;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Dwight,  83  Mich.  189,  47  N. 
W.  111.  Mo.— Burton  v.  Deleplain,  25 
Mo.  App.  376.  Net.— Cfodman  c  Boggs, 


12  Neb,  13,  10  I^T.  W.  403.  N.  Y.— Bur- 
rell  V.  Hollands,  78  Hun  583,  29  N.  Y. 
Supp.  515,  61  N.  Y.  St.  373;  Walters  & 
Farley  v.  Sykes  &  Harman,  22  Wend. 
566.  N.  C— McKeithen  v.  Blue,  149 
N.  C.  95,  62  S.  B.  769;  State  v.  Mc- 
Leod,  50  N.  C.  318.  Ohio.— Kelley  v. 
Vincent,  8  Ohio  St.  415.  Pa. — Purd. 
Dig.,  vol.  2,  p.  1549;  Person's  Appeal, 
78  Pa.  145.  S.  D.— SohVoeder  v.  Pehling, 
20  S.  D.  642,  108  N.  W.  252;  McDon- 
ald V.  Fuller,  11  S.  D.  355,  77  N.  W. 
581,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  815. 

[a]  Other  Statements  of  the  Kule. 
An  execution  cannot  be  considered  as 
being  issued  until  it  is  placed  where 
it  might  have  been  executed,  and  some 
efficient  act  done  under  it.  It  must 
be  issued  to  the  sheriff,  or  other  proper 
officer,  who  is  the  only  one  who  can 
do  such  efficient  act.  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Dwight,  83  Mich.  189,  47  N.  W. 
111. 

[b]  "It  is  settled  by  the  decisions 
of  this  court,  that  a  writ,  or  execution 
is  not  issued  until  the  clerk  hands  it 
to  the  sheriff,  or  to  the  party,  or  his 
agent."  State  v.  McLeod,  50  N.  C. 
318. 

[c]  The  mere  preparing  of  the  writ 
by  the  clerk  and  entering  a  memoran- 
dum of  "execution"  on  his  docket,  is 
not  a  sufficient  or  proper  execution,  the 
writ  never  being  sent  out  of  the  clerk's 
office  nor  delivered  to  the  sheriff.  Mc- 
Keithen V:  Blue,  149  N.  C.  95,  62  S.  E. 
769.  And  see  Pease  v.  Eitchie,  132  111. 
638,  24  N.  E.  433,  8  L.  E.  A.  566. 

[d]  Leaving  an  execution  at  the 
sheriff's  office,  or  the  house  where  he 
usually  transacted  his  business,  is 
equivalent  to  a  delivery  thereof  to 
him.  Miflin  v.  Will,  2  Yeates  (Pa.) 
177. 

[e]  Delivery  to  Deputy. — ^The  sheriff 
and  his  deputies  are  in  law,  one  offi- 
cer, so  that  a  writ  delivered  for  execu- 
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other  states,  however,  the  rule  as  to  this  matter  is  otherwise.*^ 
m.  Recording.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  every  writ  of  execution 
issued  against  lands  shall,  before  it  is  delivered  to  the  sheriff  or  other 
officers  for  execution,  be  recorded  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  out  of 
which  the  writ  issued.'^ 

2.  Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Writ.^*  —  a.  In  GeneraU^  —  Statutes 
somietimes  provide  forms  for  writs  of  execution  ;^^  and  where  such  is 
the  case  the  writ  should  follow  the  language  of  the  statute,*'  although 
it  is  sufficient  if  the  statutory  form  is  substantially  preserved  and  fol- 
lowed.** "Where  no  form  is  prescribed  for  any  particular  case,  the 
court  may  vary  the  statutory  form  prescribed  so  as  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  case  in  hand.*' 
The  writ  may  be  written  on  one  or  more  sheets  of  paper,'"  and  where 


tion  to  the  deputy  is  in  law,  delivered 
to  the  sheriff.  Albrecht  v.  Long,  25 
Minn.   163. 

[f  ]  Depositing  the  writ  in  a  pigeon- 
hole in  the  clerk's  office  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient issuance  (Burton  v.  Deleplain,  25 
Mo.  App.  376),  even  though  such 
pigeonhole  is  set  apart  for  the  exclusive 
use  of  the  sheriff.  Person's  Appeal,  78 
Pa.  145. 

[g]  A  delivery  to  the  sheriff  with 
instructions  to  do  nothing  is  no  de- 
livery.   Cook  V.  Wood,  16  N.  J.  L.  254. 

Who  may  levy  execution,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  5. 

82.  Davis  v.  EoUer,  106  Va.  46,  55 
S.  E.  4,  holding  that  an  execution  is 
issued  within  the  meaning  of  the  Vir- 
ginia code,  when  it  is  made  out  and 
signed  by  the  clerk  ready  for  the 
officer,  marked  "to  lie,"  although/  it 
has  not  been  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  officer  to  be  levied.  The  court  in 
this  case  said:  "The  defendants  in  the 
judgment  insist  that  this  execution  does 
not  comply  with  our  statute  .  .  . 
the  precise  contention  of  defendants 
being  that  no  execution  can  be  said 
to  have  issued  upon  a  judgment  unless 
it  be  not  only  made  out  by  the  clerk 
but  placed  in  the  hands  of  an  officer 
to  be  levied;  and  counsel  cites  author- 
ities from  other  jurisdictions  which 
seem  to  support  this  position.  In  this 
state,  however,  the  law  seems  to  be 
otherwise. '  '- 

83.  N.  J.  Comp.  St.,  1910,  p.  2243; 
Elmer  v.  Burgin,  2  N.  J.  L.  186. 

[a]  A  .mere  entry  of  the  title  and 
date  of  entry  in  the  book  of  execution 
will  not  be  sufficient;  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  are  not  merely  directory. 
Voorhees  v.  Chaffers,  24  N.  J.  L.  507. 

[b]  The   failure  to    so    record    an 
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execution  cannot  be  cured  by  any  sub- 
sequent proceedings.  Vanderveere  v. 
Gaston,  24  N.  J.  Xi.  818. 

84.  Form  and  sufficiency  of  alias 
and  pluries  writs,  see  infra,  II,  B,  9;  of 
executions  against  person,  see  infra, 
II,  C;  of  executions  issued  upon  judg- 
ments of  justice's  courts,  see  the  title 
"Justices  of  the  Peace." 

85.  For  particular  forms,  see  9 
Standard  Peoc.  724,  et  seq.,  and  cross- 
references  there  made. 

86.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala. — Civ.  Code,  1907, 
§4077.  Ark.— Digest  St.,  1904,  §3204. 
Conn.— Gen.  St.,  1902,  §898.  Ky.-^St., 
1915,  §1651.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2173 
N.  H.— Pub.  St.,  1901,  ch.  231,  §11 
R.  I.— Gen.  Laws,  1909,  ch.  303,  §12 
Taylor  v.  Ames,  5  E.  I.  861. 

87.  Bales  v.  Scott,  26  Ind.  202 
Sowle  V.  Champion,  16  Ind.  165;  Du 
broca  v.  Eaurot,  3  La.  Ann.  272  (exe 
cution  written  in  French  and  English) 
See  also  Lowndes  v.  Pinekney,  2  Strob 
Eq.  (S.  C.)  44. 

88.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4077;  Mo 
Mahan  &  Evans  v.  Colclough,  2  Ala 
68.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3204, 
Ky. — Graham  v.  Price,  3  A.  K.  Marsh, 
522,  13  Am.  Dec.  199.  Mo. — Stewart  v. 
Severance,  43  Mo.  322,  97  Am.  Dec 
392;  Overton  v.  White,  126  Mo.  App, 
363,  103  S.  W.  512.  ST.  H.— Pub.  St., 
1901,  ch.  231,  §11.  R.  I.— Gen.  Laws, 
1909,  ch.  303,  §12.  Wash.— Pederson  v. 
Lease,  48  Wash.  253,  93  Pac.  439,  125 
Am.  St.  Eep.  922. 

89.  R.  I.  Gen.  Laws,  1909,  ch.  303, 
§18.  See  also  Stringer  v.  Coombs,  62 
Me.  160,  16  Am.  Eep.  414. 

90.  Glover  v.  Bass,  162  Ala.  267,  50 
So.  425. 
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more  than  one  sheet  is  used,  they  may  be  fastened  together  in  any 
convenient  manner.®^ 

Presiunption  of  Eegularity.92  —  Since  all  public  officers  are  presumed 
to  do  their  duty,  an  -execution  should  be  regarded  as  being  issued  in 
the  form  required  by  statutory  provisions  until  the  contrary  appears.'^ 
Other  presumptions  in  aid  thereof  will  also  be  indulged.** 

Surplusage.  —  Unnecessary  matters  contained  in  the  writ  will  not 
render  it  invalid,  but  will  be  disregarded  as  surplusage.'' 

Statement  as  to  Affidavits  Filed.  —  It  would  seem  to  be  unnecessary 
that  the  writ  should  recite  the  fact  or  the  substance  of  affidavits  which 
may  have  been  filed  as  a  foundation  for  any  procedure  in  regard  to 
the  writ.*® 


91.  Glover  v.  Bass,  162  Ala.  267,  50 
So.  125. 

[a]  "The  writ  gets  its  validity 
from  the  authority  issuing  it,  and  from 
what  is  written  on  it,  and  not  by 
virtue  of  the  mode  or  means  by  which 
the  sheets  are  fastened  together." 
Glover  v.  Bass,  162  Ala.  267,  50  So. 
125. 

92.  As  to  presumptions  of  regular- 
ity, see  9  Enct.  of  Ev.  895,  et  seq., 
944,  et  seq. 

93.  Ga.— Gross  r>.  Mims,  63  6a.  563. 
Kan. — ^Bowerstock  v.  Adams,  55  Kan. 
681,  41  Pae.  971.  Mo. — McAnaw  v. 
Matthis,  129  Mo.  1'42,  81  S.  W.  344; 
Sachse  v.  Clingingsmith,  97  Mo.  406,  11 
S.  W.  69;  Blodgett  v.  Perry,  97  Mo. 
263,  10  S.  W. ,  891.  Tex.— Turner  v. 
Crane,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  369,  47  S.  W. 
822. 

94.  It  is  presumed  that  every  exe- 
cution issued  by  a  proper  ofS-cer,  which 
recites  a  judgment  as  its  basis,  has  in 
fact  a  judgment  to  stand  upon.  Gross 
V.  Mims,  63  Ga.  563. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  the  appear- 
ance and  judgment  dockets  it  will  be 
presumed  that  the  costs  were  properly 
taxed  on  them,  and  that  the  amount 
stated  in  the  execution  is  correct.  Mer- 
win  V.  Hawker,  31  Kan.  222,  1  Pac. 
640. 

[b]  Where  a  clerk  issued  an  execu- 
tion directed  to  another  county  it  is 
presumed  that  the  proper  afB.clavit 
authorizing  the  issuance  of  such  execu- 
tion was  filed,  and  an  allegation  in 
an  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity  denying 
that  an  execution  had  been  issued  in 
the  county  where  judgment  had  been 
rendered,  is  insufficient  to  overthrow 
the  presumption  that  the  clerk  properly 
performed  his  duty.  Gorman  v.  Glenn, 
25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1755,  78  S.  W.  878. 


95.  Ala. — McElhaney  v.  nynn,  23 
Ala.  819.  Ark. — Hawkins  v.  Taylor,  56 
Ark.  45,  19  S.  "W.  105.  Ga.— HoUis  v. 
Sales,  103  Ga.  75,  29  S.  E.  482;  Walls 
V.  Smith,  19  Ga.  8.  HI. — ^Priedlander 
V.  Penton,  180  111.  312,  54  N.  E.  329, 
72  Am.  St.  Eep.  207.  Kan. — Merwiu 
V.  Hawker,  31  Kan.  222,  1  Pac.  640. 
N.  Y.^Jackson  v.  Sternbergh,  1  Johns. 
Gas.  153;  Holmes  v.  Eogers,  2  N.  Y. 
Supp.  501.  N.  C. — Simpson  v.  Simpson, 
64  N.  C.  427.  Ohio.— Matthews  v. 
Thompson,   3   Ohio   272. 

[a]  Illustrations. — An  execution  in 
the  name  of  "Henry  W.  Collier,  use 
of  officers  of  court,"  is  not  void,  but 
furnishes  a  protection  to  the  officer 
levying  it,  if  issued  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction;  the  words  "use 
of  officers  of  court"  may  be  rejected 
as  surplusage.  McElhaney  v.  Flynn,  23 
Ala.  819. 

[b]  An  affidavit  being  made  "for 
the  purpose  of  foreclosing  the  lien  on 
a  saw-mill,  and  all  the  lumber,  the 
product  of  said  mill,"  and  the  execu- 
tion directing  the  sheriff  to  levy  on 
the  engine  and  fixtures  as  well  as  the 
saw-mill  and  lumber,  if  the  engine  and 
fixtures  were  no  part  of  the  mill,  their 
insertion  in  the  execution  was  surplus- 
age, and  the  execution  would  still  be 
good  as  against  the  mill  and  its 
products.  Bennett  v.  Gray,  82  Ga.  592, 
9  S.  E.  469. 

96.  Though  a  statute  authorizes  the 
clerk  to  issue  the  writ  against  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  the  deceased 
debtor  upon  the  receipt  of  an  affidavit 
informing  him  of  such  death  and  ap- 
pointment, it  was  held  not  necessary 
that  the  clerk  should  recite  in  the  writ 
the  fact  that  he  had  received  his  in- 
formation   through    the    required    affi- 
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h.  Title  and  Court.  —  The  statutes  generally  provide  that  the  writ 
shall  run  in  the  name  of  the  state  or  the  people  ■  thereof.*'  But  the 
failure  of  an  execution  to  run  in  the  name  of  the  state  is  generally 
held  to  be  a  defect  of  form  only,  which  does  not  make  it  void.®* 
The  writ  should  show  out  of  what  court  it  issued.** 
c.  Description  of  Judgment  Generally.  —  The  writ  of  execution 
should  contain  a  recital  as  to  or  description  of  the  judgment  upon 
which  it  is  founded;^  and  show  that  it  is  issued  and  enforced  as  an 


davit.    Scott  V.  Lyons,  Solomon  &  Co., 
59  Tex.   593. 

[a]  In  Lebreton  v.  Lemaire  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  31,  it  was  said 
that  there  was  no  necessity  for  the 
fact  that  an  affidavit  had  been  filed 
to  obtain  an  execution  instanter  to  ap- 
pear in  or  upon  the  execution. 

97.  See  generally  tjie  statutes,  and 
the  following:  U.  S. — Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Hallock,  6  "Wall.  556,  18  L.  ed.  948. 
Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682;  Southern 
Cal.  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Ocean  Beach  Hotel 
Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pac.  627,  28  Am. 
St.  Eep.  115.  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1357.  laaho.— Eev.  Codes,  1908,  §4471. 
m.— Sidwell  V.  Schumacher,  99  111.  426; 
Beddiek  «.  Cloud's  Admx.,  7  111.  670. 
lud.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724. 
Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290;  Thomp- 
son V.  Bickford,  19  Minn.  17.  Miss. 
Code,  1906,  §3912.  Mont. — Eev.  Codes, 
1907,  §6814;  Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mout. 
96,  74  Pac.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544, 
63  L.  E.  A.  325;  State  ex  rel.  Sackett 
V.  Thomas,  25  Mont.  226,  235,  64  Pac. 
504.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws,  1912,  §5281. 
N.  H.— Pub.  St.,  1901,  eh.  231,  §11. 
N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104.  R.  I. 
Gen.  Laws,  1909,  eh.  303,  §1.  S.  D. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex.— Ver- 
non's Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §3729. 
Utah.  — 'Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3233. 
Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §513. 

[a]  r  It  will  be  sufficient  if  the  body 
of  the  writ  indicates  that  it  runs  in 
the  name  of  the  state.  Bean  v.  Loftus, 
48  Wis.  371,  4  N.  W.  334. 

98.  Cal.— Hibberd  v.  Smith,  50  Cal. 
511.  111. — See  Sidwell  v.  Schumacher, 
99  111.  426,  433.  La.— Broughton  v. 
King,  2  La.  Ann.  569.  Minn. — Thomp- 
son V.  Bickford,  19  Minn.  17.  N.  Y. 
Park  V.  Church,  5  How.  Pr.  381.  S.  D. 
State  V.  Cassidy,  4  8.  D.  58,  54  N.  W. 
928.  Wash. — Pederson  v-  Lease,  48 
Wash.  253,  93  Pac.  439,  125  Am.  St. 
Eep.  922.  Wis. — Bean  v.  Loftus,  48 
Wis.  371,  4  N.  W.  334. 

[a]    In  Pederson  v.  LeasC;  iS  Waslt< 
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253,  93  Pac.  439,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  922, 
the  execution  complained  of  reads  in 
the  commencement  thereof:  "State  of 
Washington,  Clallam  County,  ss.:  To 
the  sheriff  of  Clallam  County,  Greet- 
ing," and  then  proceeded  in  the  usual 
form  followed  in  executions.  The  court 
said:  "It  may  be  that  this  form  is 
not  iStrictly  in  compliance  with  the 
statute  and  constitution,  but  we  are 
not  prepared  to  hold  that  it  was  fatally 
defective;  and  inasmuch  as  no  objec- 
tions were  made  to  the  confirmation  of 
the  sale,  we  cannot  hold  the  sale  void 
by  reason  of  this  alleged  defect." 

Curing  defect  by  amendment,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  2,  m,  (II),  (A). 

99.  Brown  v.  Duncan,  132  HI.  413, 
28  N.  E.  1126,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  545. 

From  what  tribunal  writ  issues,  see 
svpra,  II,  B,  1,  c. 

1.  .  See  the  following:  Ariz. — Civ. 
Code,  1913,  §1357,  execution  should 
refer  intelligibly  to  judgment.  Ga. 
Osborne  v.  Eice,  107  Ga.  281,  33  S.  E. 
54.  Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,'  §4471. 
111.— Brown  v.  Duncan,  132  111.  413,  23 
N.  E.  1126,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  545.  Ind. 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724.  la.— Code,  1897, 
§3960.  Ky.— Graham  v.  Price,  3  A.  K. 
Marsh.  522,  13  Am.  Dee.  199;  Farmers' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Bank,  4  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  451.  Md. — Deakins  v.  Eex,  60 
Md.  593.  Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  1905, 
§4290.  Mo. — Eankin  v.  Porter  Eeal  Es- 
tate Co.,  199  Mo.  345,  97  S.  W.  877. 
Mont.— Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814;  Kipp 
V.  Burton,  29  Mont.  96,  74  Pac.  85,  101 
Am.  St.  Eep.  544,  63  L.  E.  A.  325. 
Nev.— Eev.  Laws,  1912,  §5281.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1366;  Davies  v.  Skid- 
more,  5  Hill  501;  In  re  Hfenry  Kupfer 
&  Co.,  165  App.  Div.  570,  150  N.  X. 
Supp.  1037;  Pish  v.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449, 
107  N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  N.  C— Eev. 
1905,  §627.  N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905, 
§7104.  Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §215. 
S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §308. 
S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729;  Bat- 
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execution  upon  thfit  judgment.^  The  execution  should  state  the  title 
of  the  action,^  and  the  name  of  the  court,*  and  the  county^  wherein 
the  judgment  -was  rendered  or  docketed.    Likewise,  it  should  recite  the 


tle-iJ.  Guedry,  58  Tex.  111.  Va.— Code, 
1904,  §3558.  Wash.— Rem.  &  Bal.  Code, 
§513.    Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969. 

Necessity  for  judgment  as  basis  of 
writ  of  execution,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1, 
b,  (I)';  also  infra,  II,  C. 

[a]  Where  a  fieri  facias  is  sued  out 
after  a  scire  facias  on  a  judgment,  the 
fieri  facias  must  be  grounded  on,  and 
contain  a  proper  recital  of,  th^  judg- 
ment on  the  scire  facias,  even  though 
the  scire  facias  was  sued  out  un- 
necessarily. HaU  V.  Clagett,  63  Md. 
57. 

[b]  The  reason  why  the  description 
of  the  judgment  is  inserted  in  the  writ 
is,  that  the  officer  may  know  what  he 
is  to  enforce,  and  that  the  writ  may, 
by  inspection,  be  connected  with  the 
authority  for  its  issuance.  Brown  v. 
Duncan,  132  111.  413,  23  N.  B.  1126,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  545;  Hamant  v.  Creamer, 
101  Me.  222,  63  Atl,  736,  8  Ann.  Cas. 
165. 

[c]  Sufficiency  of  Description. — (1) 
"That  part  of  an  execution  which  de- 
scribes the  judgment  must  have  the 
precision  of  the  judgment  itself." 
Farmers'  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Bank, 
4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  451.  (2)  Compare,  Gra- 
ham V.  Price,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  522,  13 
Am.  Deo.  199,  wherein  the  court  said: 
"It  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of 
an  execution  that  the  utmost  possible 
strictness  should  be  observed  in  recit- 
ing the.  judgment.  It  is  sufficient  that 
the  execution  conforms  substantially  to 
the   judgment. ' ' 

'  [d]  The  description  of  a  judgment 
in  rem  as  a  judgment  in  personam  is 
fatal.    Deakins  v.  Bex,  60  Md.  598. 

Upon  what  execution  founded,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  1,  b. 

2.  U.  S.— TUton  V.  Barrell,  9  Sawy. 
84,  17  Fed. -59.  Ark. — Jones  v.  Good- 
bar,  60  Ark.  182,  29  S.  W.  462.  Ga. 
Smith  V.  Bell,  107  Ga.  800,  33  S.  E. 
684,  73  Am.  St.  Kep.  151.  lU.— Ander- 
son V.  Gray,  134  111.  550,  25  N.  E.  843, 
23  Am.  St.  Eep.  696;  Brown  v.  Duncan, 
132  HI.  413,' 23  N.  E.  1126,  22  Am.  St. 
Eep.  545.  Ky. — Graham  v.  Price,  3 
A.  K.  Marsh.  522,  13  Am.  Dec.  199; 
Farmers'  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Bank, 
4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  451.  S.  C— Garvin  v. 
Garvin,  21  S;  C.  83^.    Tenn.— Courtland 


Wagon  Co.  v.  Shields,  56  S.  W.  275; 
Harlan  v.  Harlan,  14  Lea  107,  114. 
Tex. — Hart  v.  McDade,  61  Tex.  208; 
Harris  v.  Dunn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  45 
S.  W.  731;  Wear  v.  Gillon  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  40  S.  W.  817.  W.  Va.— Taney 
V.  Woodmansee,  23  W.  Va.  709. 

[a]  In  Bank  of  United  States  v. ' 
White,  Wright  (Ohio)  51,  it  was  held 
that  it  may  be  proven  by  competent 
evidence  that  the  writ  was  issued  upon 
the  judgment  in  question,  but  that  the 
clerk's  certificate  would  not  be  compe- 
tent to  prove  the  fact. 

3.  Lord's  Ore.  Laws,  1910,  §215. 

4.  Ariz.— Civ/  Code,  1913,  §1357. 
Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682.  Idaho. 
Eev.  Codes,  1908,  §4471.  111.— Brown 
V.  Duncan,  132  111.  413,  23  N.  E.  1126, 
22  Am.  St.  Eep.  545;  Hobson  v.  Mc- 
Cambridge,  130  111.  367,  22  N.  E.  823. 
Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  ■  St.,  1914,  §724. 
Minn. — Rev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Mont. 
Eev.'  Codes,  1907,  §6814;  Kipp  v.  Bur- 
ton, 29  Mont.  96,  74  Pac.  85,  63  L. 
E.  A.  325,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544.  Nev. 
Eev.  Laws,  1912,  §5281.  N.  Y.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §1366;  In  re  Henry  Kupfer 
&  Co.,  165  App.  Div.  570,  150  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1037;  Fish  v.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449, 
107  N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  N.  D.— Eev. 
Codes,  1905,  §7104.  Ore. — Lord's  Laws, 
1910,  §215.  S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
1910,  §334.  Tex.— Vernon's  Sayles' 
Civ.  St.,  §3729.  Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal. 
Code,   §513.     Wis.— St.,  1898,   §2969. 

5.  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913,  §1357. 
Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682;  Van  Cleave 
r.  Bucher,  79  Cal.  600,  21  Pac  954. 
Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  la. 
Code,  1897,  §3960.  Minn.— Eev.  Laws, 
1905,  §4290.  Mont.— Eev.  Codes,  1907, 
§6814;  Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mont.  96,  74 
Pac  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544,  63  L. 
E.  A.  325.  Nev.— Eev.  Law^,  1912, 
§5281.  N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1366  (if  rendered  in 
the  supreme  court,  must  name  the 
county  in  which  judgment-roll  is  filed) ; 
In  re  Henry  Kupfer  &  Co.,  165  App. 
Div.  570,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  1037;  Pish 
V.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
274.  N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104. 
S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,.  §308. 
S,   D.— Code    Civ.    Proc,    1910,    §384. 
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date  when  the  judgment  was  rendered/  and  under  some  authorities, 
the  date  when  the  judgment  was  docketed/  Although  there  may  be 
a  variance  between  the  execution  and  the  judgment  in  these  respects, 
if,  upon  an  inspection  of  the  execution  enough  appears  upon  its  face 
to  connect  it  with  the  judgment,  the  variance ,  will  not  vitiate  the 
writ.*    Thus,  the  failure  to  recite  or  mistake  in  reciting  the  name  of 


Wash.— Rem.  &  Bal./Code,  §513.  Wis. 
St.,  1898,  §2969:  Sabin  v.  Austin,  19 
Wis.  421. 

6.  Ala.— barter  v.  Smith,  142  Ala. 
414,  38  So.  184,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  36. 
Conn. — Cutler  v.  Wadsworth,  7  Conn.  6. 
Ga.— Ward  v.  Miller,  143  Ga.  164,  84 
S.  E.  480.  111.— Friedlander  v.  Fenton, 
180  III.  312,  54  N.  E.  329,  72  Am.  St. 
Rep.  207;  Brown  v.  Duncan,  132  111. 
413,  23  N.  E.  1126,  22  Am.  St.  Rep. 
545;  Hobson  v.  McCambridge,  130  111. 
367,  22  N.  E.  823;  Mooney  v.  Moriarty, 
36  111.  App.  175.  Ind.— Ann.  St.,  19l4, 
§724.  la.— Code,  1897,  §3960.  Kan. 
Bogle  V.  Bloom,  36  Kan.  512,  13  Pac. 
793.  Mo. — Stewart  v.  Severance,  43 
Mo.  322,  97  Am.  Dee.  392.  N.  Y.- Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §1366;  In  re  Henry  Kupfer 
&  Co.,  165  App.  Div.  570,  150  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1037;  Fish  v.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449, 
107  N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  E.  I.— Gen.  Laws, 
1909,  ch.  303,  §9.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex.— Vernon 's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729;  Barnes  v.  Nix 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  56  S.  W.  202.  Wis. 
St.,  1898,  §2696.     ' 

[a]  Where  an  execution  is  issued 
on  a  judgment  amended  nunc  pro  tunc, 
it  should  recite  the  date  of  the  original 
judgment  as  the  date  of  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment  on  which  it  was  issued. 
Carter  v.  Smith,  142  Ala.  414,  38  So. 
184. 

[b]  The  execution,  bearing  date  of 
October  21,  1873,  and  reciting  that  the 
judgment  was  recovered  at  the  term 
of  the  superior  court,  held,  "on  the 
first  Monday  of  September  last,  to-wit, 
on  the  fourteenth  day  of  October," 
clearly  shows  upon  its  face,  notwith- 
standing the  imperfect  attempt  to  re- 
peat the  year,  that  the  judgment  was 
recovered  on  October  14,  1873.  Stev- 
ens V.  Roberts,  121  Mass.  555. 

7.  Minn. — Rev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290. 
N.  C— Bernhardt  v.  Brown,  122  N.  C. 
587,  29  S.  E.  884,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  725, 
requirement  that  date  of  docketing  of 
judgment  should  be  stated  is  directory. 
S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §308. 

As  to  necessity  for  docketing,  II,  B, 
1,  b,  (I),  (C). 
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8.  Ala. — De  Loach  v.  Robbins,  102 
Ala.  288,  14  So.  777,  48  Am.  St.  Rep. 
46;  McMahan  &  Evans  v.  Colclough,  2 
Ala.  68.  Cal. — Franklin  v.  Merida,  50 
Cal.  289.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Bell,  107  Ga. 
800,  33  S.  E.  684,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  151. 
111.— Anderson  v.  Gray,  134  111.  550,  25 
N.  E.  843,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  696;  Brown 
V.  Duncan,  132  111.  413,  23  N.  E.  1126, 
22  Am.  St.  Rep.  545;  Corbin  v.  Pearce, 
81  HI.  461.  la.— Sprott  v.  Reid,  3  G. 
Gr.  489,  56  Am.  Dec  549.  Kan.— Dugan 
V.  Barman,  80  Kan.  302,  102  Pac.  465, 
133  Am.  St.  Rep.  209.  Ky.— Farmers' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Bank,  4  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  451.  Me. — Hamant  v.  Creamer, 
101  Me.  222,  63  Atl.  736,  8  Ann.  Cas. 
165;  Corthell  v.  Egery,  74  Me.  41.  Mo. 
Davis  V.  Kline,  76  Mo.  310.  N.  Y. 
Healy  v.  Preston,  14  How.  Pr.  20.  Ohio. 
Waggoner  v.  Lessee  of  Dubois,  19  Ohio 
67.  Tenn. — Harlan  v.  Harlan,  14  Lea 
107,  114.  Tex.— Battle  v.  Guedry,  58 
Tex.  Ill;  Alexander  v.  Miller,  18  Tex. 
893,  70  Am.  Dec.  314.  Vt. — Avery  v. 
Lewis,  10  Vt.  332,  33  Am.  Dec.  203; 
Brainard  v.  Stilphin,  6  Vt.  9,  27  Am. 
Dec.  532. 

[a]  When  the  discrepancy  between 
the  judgment  and  the  execution  is  a 
mere  trifle,  levy  and  sale  will  not  be 
disturbed;  but  when  it  is  material  it 
cannot  be  overlooked.  Hastings  v. 
Johnson,  1  Nev.  613. 

[b]  It  is  not  a  substantial  defect 
in  a  vrit  that  it  describes  a  judgment 
by  confession  as  having  been  obtained 
in  an  action.  Healy  v.  Preston,  14 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  20. 

[c]  Where  a  matter  of  fact  is  the 
foundation  of  the  action,  and  matter 
of  record  is  only  the  inducement  there- 
to, a  variance  in  the  execution  in  the 
description  of  the,  record  is  not  mate- 
rial, unless  so  great  as  to  amount  to 
a  strong  probability  that  the  record 
cannot  be  the  writing  described.  Stew- 
art V.  Severance,  43  Mo.  322. 

[d]  A  variance  between  an  execu- 
tion and  judgment  may  be  so  markefd 
as  to  raise  the  inference  that  the  judg- 
ment mentioned  in  the  writ  is  not  the 
judgment  upon  which  the  writ  was  is- 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     795 

the  court  rendering  the  judgment,^  or  in  the  title  of  .the^ cause,"  or 
a  mistake  in  the  recital  of  the  date  of  the  judgment,^^  or  a  mistake 
in  or  failure  to  recite  the  date  of  the  docketing  of  the  judgment,"  will 
not  render  the  writ  void;  the  defect  or  omission  will  be  disregarded 
or  amended.^^  If  the  execution  is  so  defective  as  not  to  identify  the 
suit  in  which  it  issues,  it  will  be  considered  void,  however.^* 

d.    Designation   of   Parties   and   Capacity.  —  (I.)   in  General.  —  The 
execution  must  contain  the  names    of   the    parties   plainti^   to    the 


sued,  but  such  inference  may  be  re- 
butted by  proof.  Corbin  v.  Pearce,  81 
HI.  461. 

[e]  Where  the  judgment  contains  a 
condition  that  the  damages  recovered 
were  to  be  released  upon  the  payment 
of  the  debt,  with  interest  and  costs, 
the  execution  should  contain  such  con- 
dition, but  its  omission  does  not  ren- 
der the  writ  void,  but  merely  voidable. 
Hall  V.  Clagett,  63  Md.  57. 

9.  Cal.— Van  Cleave  v.  Bucher,  79 
Cal.  600,  21  Pac.  954.  La.— Stackhouse 
V.  Zuntz,  41  La.  Ann.  415,  6  So.  666. 
Tenn. — Trotter  v.  Nelson,  1  Swan  7. 
Vt.— Eoss  V.  Shurtlefe,  55  Vt.  177. 

[a]  Where  the  clerk  in  issuing  the 
execution  described  the  judgment  as 
rendered  by  the  county  court,  when  in 
fact  it  was  a  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court,  it  was  merely  a  clerical  error. 
The  writ  was  formal  in  all  other  re- 
spects and  it  was  stated  that  the  judg- 
ment was  recovered  at  a  time  when 
only  the  supreme  court  could  have  been 
in  session,  a  fact  of  which  judicial 
notice  will  be  taken.  The  writ  fur- 
nishes the  data  for  its  own  rectification 
and  is  valid.  Eoss  v.  ShurtlefE,  55  Vt. 
177. 

10.  McAskill  V.  Power,  30  Nova 
Scotia  189. 

11.  Ala. — ^De  Loach  v.  Bobbins,  102 
Ala.  288,  14  So.  777.  Cal.— Van  Cleave 
V.  Bucher,  79  Cat.  600,  21  Pac.  954; 
franklin  v.  Merida,  50  Cal.  289.  Ga. 
Ward  V.  Miller,  143  Ga.  164,  84  S.  E. 
480;  Manry  v.  Shepperd,  57  Ga.  68. 
lU.— Friedlander  v.  Fenton,  180  HI. 
312,  54  N.  E.  329,  72  Am.  St.  Eep. 
207;  Mooney  v.  Moriarty,  36  111.  App. 
175.  Mass. — Stevens  v.  Eoberts,  121 
Mass,  555.  IMinn. — Millis  v.  Lombard, 
^2  Minn.  259,  20  N.  W.  187.  Mo. 
■Davis  V.  Kline,  76  Mo.  310.  N.  Y. 
Dixon  V.  Dixon,  38  Misc.  652,  78  N.  Y. 
Supp.  255.,  Ore. — Brandt  v.  Brandt,  40 
Ore.  477,  67  Pac.  508.  Tenn.— Court- 
land  Wagon  Co.  v.  Shields,  56  S.  W. 


275.  Tex.— Alexander  v.  Miller,  18 
Tex.  893,  70  Am.  Dec.  314.  Vt.— Bank 
of  Whitehall  v.  Pettes,  13  Vt.  395,  37 
Am.  Dec.  600;  Eider  v.  Alexander  & 
Kathan,  1  Chip.  267.  Wis. — Sabin  v. 
Austin,  19  Wis.  421. 

[a]  If  an  execution  correctly  refers 
to  the  judgment,  in  such  manner  as  to 
identify  it,  it  is  sufficient  to  justify 
the  sheriff  in  enforcing  it,  even  if  it 
contains  an  error  in  reciting  the  day 
on  which  the  judgment  had  been  ren- 
dered. Franklin  v.  Merida,  50  Cal. 
289. 

[b]  Mistake  of  one  day  in  reciting 
date  of  judgment  not  fatal.  Stewart 
V.  Severance,  43  Mo.  322,  97  Am.  Dec. 
392;  Swift  v.  Agnes,  33  Wis.  228. 

[c]  The  fi.  fa.  need  not  name  the 
term  at  which  the  judgment  on  which 
it  rests  was  rendered.  It  is  sufficient 
if  it  declares  that  it  was  lately  ren- 
dered in  court  and  is  for  a  stated 
amount  of  principal,  and  a  stated 
amount  of  interest  up  to  a  certain 
date,  together  with  the  interest  from 
that  date.  ^If  the  execution  follows  the 
judgment,  that  is  enough.  Drawdy  v. 
Littlefield,  75  Ga.  215. 

12.  Mollison  v.  Eaton,  16  Minn.  426; 
Bernhardt  v.  Brown,  122  N.  C.  587,  29 
S.  E.  884,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  725.. 

13.  As  to  amendment  of  ■writ  of 
execution,  see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  m,  (II), 
(A)  and  (B). 

14.  Trotter  v.  Nelson,  1  Swan 
(Tenn.)  7.  And  see  Morris  v.  Balk- 
ham,  75  Tex.  Ill,  12  S.  W.  970;  Mc- 
Kay V.  Paris  Exchange  Bank,  75  Tex. 
181,  12  S.  W.  529,  and  cases  in  pre- 
ceding notes. 

[a]  Where  the  execution  issued 
upon  a  judgment  for  the  breach  of 
a  bond,  to  be  discharged  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  damages,  and  recited  that  the 
judgment  was  for  damages  only,  it  was 
held  to  be  a  fatal  variance.  Den  ex 
dem.  Walker  v.  Marshall,  29  N.  C.  1, 
45  Am.  Dec.  502. 
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action;^'  and  must  name  the  person  or    persons    against    whom    it 

issues,^"  as  well  as  name  those  against  whom  the  judgment  is  rendered.^' 

If  the  judgment  or  decree  is  against  several  defendants  jointly,  the 

execution  must  appear  on  its  face  to  be  against  all  the  defendants;'* 


15.  .  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ind. — Burns'  Ann.  St., 
1914,  §724.  la.— Code,  1897,  §3960. 
Minn.— Rev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1366.  N.  C— Eev.,  1905, 
§627.  N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104. 
S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D. 
Code  Civ.  Proc.,  1910,  §334.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729;  Har- 
key  V.  Day  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  129  S.  W. 
1195.  But  see  Collins  v.  Hines,  100 
Tex.  304,  99  S.  "W.  400.  Utah.— Comp. 
Laws,  1907,  §3233.  Va.— Code,  1904, 
§3558.  Wash.— Bern.  &  Bal.  Code,  §513. 
W.  Va. — Taney  v.  Woodmansee,  23  W. 
Va.  709.    Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969. 

[a]  The  writ  is  sufficient  if  it  issue 
in  the  name  a  party  bore  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  although  she 
may  thereafter  have  married  and  such 
fact  have  been  suggested  of  record. 
DeWitt  V.  Moore,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1953, 
44  S.  W.  964. 

For  -whom  execution  issues,  see  supra, 
il,  B,  1,  di      I 

16.  Fla. — ^Higgins  v.  Driggs,  21  Fla. 
103.  IU.^Brown  v.  Duncan,  132  111. 
413,  23  N.  E.  1126,  22  Am.  St.  Eep. 
545;  West  v.  Krebaum,  88  111.  263; 
Douglas  V.  Whiting,  28  111.  362;  Shir- 
ley V.  Phillips,  17  111.  471.  la.— Code, 
1897,  §3960.  Mo. — Crittenden  v.  Leitens- 

dorfer,    35    Mo.    239.      N.   Y Olmsted 

V.  Vredenburgh,  10  How.  Pr.  215;  Farn- 
ham  V.  Hildreth,  32  Barb.  277;  Gold- 
berg V.  Markowitz,  94  App.  Div.  237, 
87  N.  Y.  Supp.  1045.  N.  C— Eoberson 
V.  Woollard,  28  ,N.  C.  90.  Tex.— Capps 
&  Cantey  v.  Leachmau,  90  Tex.  499, 
39  S.  W.  917,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  830. 
W.  Va. — Taney  v.  Woodmansee,  23  W. 
Va.  709. 

[a]  A  mere  failure  to  state  the 
names  of  all  of  the  parties  in  whose 
favor  the  judgment  has  been  rendered 
does  not  necessarily  nullify  the  writ, 
and  there  may  be  a  sufficient  descrip- 
tion of  the  judgment  although  there 
be  lack  of  fullness  in  the  matters  men- 
tioned by  the  statute.  But,  besides  a 
description  of  the  judgment,  it  ia  es- 
sential that  the  writ  show  against 
whom  it  is  to  operate.  Without  the 
command  to  take  the  property  of  a 
named  person  the  officer  has  no  author- 
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ity  to  take  that  of  any  one.  Without 
this  command  there  is  no  writ;  and 
without  the  name  of  the  person  whose 
property  is  to  be  taken  there  is  no 
command.  Collins  v.  -Hines,  100  Tex. 
304,  99  S.  W.  400;  Capps  v.  Leachman, 
90  Tex.  499,  39  S.  W.  917. 

[b]  If  all  the  parties,  against  whom 
the  judgment  is  rendered,  are  not  judg- 
ment debtors,  the  execution  must  show 
who  is  the  judgment  debtor.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1368;  Simon  v.  Under- 
wood, 61  Misc.  369,  115  N.  Y.  Supp. 
65;  Pish  v.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.  274. 

[c]  An  execution  upon  a  judgment 
against  "the  trustees  of  the  Church 
Family  in  their  official  capacity"  need 
not  give  the  names  of  the  trustees  as 
the  judgment  is  satisfied  by  a  levy 
upon  the  property  of  the  church,  of 
which  the  legal  title  is  h^ld  by  the 
trustees.  Davis  v.  Bradford,  58  N.  H. 
476. 

Against  whom  execution  may  issue, 
see  supra,  11,  B,  1,  e. 

17.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ind. — ^Burn's  Ann.  St., 
1914,  §724.  Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  1905, 
§4290.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1366. 
N.  C— Eev.  1905,  §627.  N.  D.— Eev. 
Codes,  1905,  §7104.  S.  C— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex. — Vernon's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729.  Utah.— Comp. 
Laws,  1907,  §3233.  Va.— Code,  1904, 
§3o58.  Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §513, 
Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969. 

18.  HI. — ^Merrifield  v.  Western  Cot- 
tage Piano,  etc.  Co.,  238  111.  526,  87  N. 
E.  379;  Brinton  v.  Gerry,  7  HI.  App. 
238.  Ind. — Dandistel  v,  Kronenberger, 
39  Ind.  405.  Ky.— St.,  §1652,  sub.  2; 
Johnston  V.  Lynch,  3  Bibb  334;  Tan- 
ner V.  Giant,  10  Bush  362;  Letton's 
Admr.  V.  EafCerty,  154  Ky.  278,  157  S. 
W.  35.  Md.— The  Cumberland  Coal  & 
Iron  Co.  V.  Jeffries,  27  Md.  526.  Miss. 
Conn  V.  Pender,  1  Smed.  &  M.  386.  Mo. 
Zelle  V.  Bobb,  14  Mo.  App.  267.  N.  H. 
Morse  v.  Dewey,  3  N.  H.  535.  N.  J. 
Linn  v.  Hamilton,  34  N.  J.  L.  305j 
State  V.  Stout,  11  N.  J.  L.  362.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1932;  Flanagan  v. 
Tinen,  53  Barb.  587,  87  How.  Pr.  130; 
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and  tHis  is  true,  notwithstanding  that  from  death,  bankruptcy  or  some 
other  cause  no  levy  can  be  made  on  the  property  of  some  defendants.^^ 
If  an  appeal  is  entered  by  part  of  the  defendants  and  the  judgment 
affirmed  as  to  all,  the  most  convenient  and  less  expensive  course  is  to 
include  all  in  one  execution,  expressing  therein  distinctly  the  several 
liability  of  each,  if  different,  as  where  damages  and  costs  have  been 
allowed  against  the  appellants.^" 

Capacity  of  Parties.  —  If  the  judgment  is  recovered  against  a  person 
in  a  representative  capacity,  the  execution  must  show  that  it  issues 
against  him  in  that  capacity  alone.^^     This  is  not  sufficiently  shown 


rianders  v.  Batten,  50  Hun  542,  3  N.  T. 
Supp.  728,  20  N.  Y.  St.  671.  Ohio. 
Dunn  &  Co.  Springmeier,  7  Ohio 
Dec.  (Reprint)  339,  2  Wkly.  L.  Bui. 
127;  Billingheimer  v.  Eickey,  2  Cin. 
Super.  Gt.  492.  Pa.— Sheetz  v.  '  Wyn- 
koop,  74  Pa.  19&;  Mortland  v.  Himes, 
8  Pa.  265;  ShafCer  v.  Watkins,  7  Watts 
&  S.  219;  Hensinger  v.  Geist,  1  Woodw. 
306;'  Gtibbs  v.  Atkinson,  1  Clark  476,  3 
Pa.  L.  J.  139.  Tenn. — Lee  v.  Crossna, 
6  Humph.  281;  Saunders  v.  Gallaher,  2 
Humph.  445;  Boyken  v.  State,  3  Yerg. 
426.  Va.— Code,  1904,  §3582.  W.  Va. 
Code,\  1913,  §5106. 

[a]  The  rule,  that  where  a  judg- 
ment is  joint,  the  process  to  enforce 
its  payment  must  also  be  joint,  is 
technical,  and  has  more  of  form  than 
substance  iA  it;  and  the  court  out  of 
which  the  process  issues  will  take 
care  that  it  is  not  used  so  as  to  work 
an  injustice.  Sheetz  v.  Wynkoop,  74 
Pa.   198;    Mortland   v.   Himes,  8  Pa.,  265. 

[b]  "An  execution  (1)  against  A 
&  B  for  a  sum  which  it  recites  that 
the  plaintiff  has  recovered  against 
'him'  is  void  upon  its  face,  as  it  is 
uncertain  against  whom  the  judgment 
was  rendered."  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank 
V.  National  Bank,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  451. 
(2)  But  an  execution  commanding  the 
sheriff   to   levy   upon   the  property    of 

A,  B  and  C,  to  satisfy  a  judgment 
which  D  had  recovered  against  the  said 
A  and  others,  is  not  objectionable  for 
not  stating  the  recovery  to  have  been 
against  the  said  A,.  B  and  0,  the  ex- 
pressions being  substantially  the  same. 
McCoy  V.  Elder,  2  Blackf.   (Ind.)   183. 

[c]  -Use  of  Conjunctive. — An  execu- 
tion against  several  defendants  to 
reach  individual  property  does  not  have 
to  say,  nor  does  it  ever  say,  A  "or" 

B,  but  it  always  says  A  "and"  B; 
and  so  it  would  '  do,  putting  the  word 
mH  before  thp    last    defendant,    and 


nothing  before  any  of  the  others,  were 
there  a  score  of  defendants.  Parler  v. 
Johnson,  81  Ga.  254,  7  S.  E.  317. 

Necessity  for  execution  conforming 
to  judgment  as  to  parties,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  2,  d,  (II). 

19.  111. — Merrifield  v.  Western  Cot- 
tage Piano  &  O.  Co.,  238  111.  526,  87 
N.  E.  379.  Ky. — Johnston  v.  Lynch, 
3  Bibb  334.  N.  J.— Linn  v.  Hamilton, 
34  N.  J.  L.  305.  Pa.— Sheetz  v.  Wyn- 
koop, 74  Pa.  198.  Tenn. — Dickinson  v. 
Bowers,  7  Baxt.  307. 

[a]  But  see  Kendrick  v.  E^ee,  16 
Tex.  254,  following  Turner  v.  Smith,  9 
Tex.  626,  where  it  is  held  that  the 
name  of  a  deceased  defendant  was 
properly  omitted  from  the  writ  for  the 
reason  that  the  execution  could  not  be 
enforced  against  his  estate. 

[b]  The  rule  held  applicable  (1) 
where  the  enforcement  of  the  execution 
was  restrained  as  against  one  of  the 
defendants.  Merrifield  v.  Western  Cot- 
tage Piano,  etc.  Co.,  144  111.  App.  289.  , 
(2)  So,  where  judgment  was  against 
the  principals,  and  surety  jointly,  the 
execution  must,  on  its  face,  be  against 
the  same  parties,  .notwithstanding  the  ' 
fact  that  the  surety  may  have  been 
discharged  from  liability  by  facts  oc- 
curring subsequent  to  the  judgment. 
Brinton  v.  Gerry,  7  111.  App.  238. 

[c]  The  fact  that  one  of  the  judg- 
ment debtors  has  been  declared  a  ba,nk- 
rupt  and  discharged  subsequent  to  the 
entry  of  judgment  will  not  render  an 
execution  which  had  run  against  all, 
invalid.  Linn  v.  Hamilton,  34  N.  J. 
L.  305. 

20.  Kendrick  v.  Eice,  16  Tex.  254. 

21.  Conn. — Palmer  v.  Palmer,  2 
Conn.  462.  N.  Y. — Olmsted  v.  Vreden- 
burgh,  10  How.  Pr.  215;  Eeid  v.  Steg- 
man,  15  Abb.  N.  C.  422.  Tex.— Texas 
Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Banker,  26  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  107,  61  S.  W.  724. 
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by  a  word  or  words  following  the  name  of  the  person  in  such  form  that 
they  are  merely  descriptio  personae.^^ 

(II.)  Conformity  to  Judgment.  —  In  accordance  with  the  rule  requir- 
ing the  execution  to  conform  to  the  judgment,^^  it  must  conform  there- 
to in  respect  to  the  parties  named  therein/*  aS'  well  as  to  their 
capacity.^^     One  not  a  party  to  the  judgment^®  must  not  be  named 


See  also  infra,  II,  B,  2,  d,  (II). 
Compare,  8  Standard  Pkoc.  770,  and 
infra,  II,  B,   3,  m, 

22.  Ala. — Aveiett  v.  Thompson,  l5 
Ala.  678.  Ga. — Stephens  v.  City  of 
Atlanta,  119  Ga.  666,  46  S.  E.  872;  Ar- 
mour Pack.  Co.  V.  Lovell,  118  Ga.  164, 
44  S.  E.  990;  State  v.  Sallade,  111  Ga. 
700,  36  S.  E.  922;  "Wynn  v.  Irvine's 
Georgia  Music  House,  109  Ga.  287,  34 
S.  E.  582;  Saffold  v.  Banks,  69  Ga.  289. 
See  Tharpe  v.  McCall,  ^54  Ga.  501. 
N.  H.— Keniston  v.  Little,  30  N.  H. 
318,  64  Am.  Dec.  297.  R.  I. — Gilbane 
V.  Hawkins,  29  E.  I.  502,  72  Atl.  723. 
Tex. — Hart  v.  McDade,  61  Tex.  208; 
Horton  v.  Garrison,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
31,  20  S.  W.  773. 

Compare,  8  Standard  Peoc.  738,  757. 

[a]  If  a  judgment  is  against  the 
personal  property  of  a  deceased  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendants,  as  his  execu- 
tors, a  writ  of  execution  is  insufficient 
if  it  merely  describes  the  defendants 
in  their  representative  capacity  as  it 
would  not  prevent  levy  being  made 
upon  the  individual  property  of  the 
defendants.  Olmsted  v.  Vredenburgh, 
10  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  215. 

23.  See  infra,  II,  B,  2,  d,  (II). 

24.  Conn. — Palmer  v.  Palmer,  2 
Conn.  462.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §6022; 
Smith  V.  Bell,  107  Ga.  800,  33  S.  E. 
684,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  151;  Moughon  v. 
Brown,  68  Ga.  207;  Bradford  v.  The 
Water  Lot  Co.,  58  Ga.  280;  Williams  v. 
Atwood,  57  Ga.  ISO,  52  Ga.  585.  la. 
Hampson  v.  Weare,  4  Iowa  13,  66  Am. 
Dec.  116.  Ky.— Com.  v.  Eisher,  2  J.  J. 
Marsh.  137;  Bridges  v.  Caldi^ell's  Exrs., 

2  A.  K.  Marsh.  195.  Me. — Mysroll  v. 
Violette,  55  Me.  108.  Mo. — Crittenden 
V.  Leitensdorfer,  35  Mo.  239.  N.  C. 
Eoberson  v.  Wollard,  28  N.  C.  90.  Ohio. 
Dunn  &  Co.  v.  Springmeier,  7  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  339,  2  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  127. 
Pa.— Shaffer  v.  Watkins,  7  Watts  &  S. 
219;    Gibbs  v.   Atkinson,   1   Clark  476, 

3  Pa.  L.  J.  139.  Tenn — Jennings  v. 
Pray,  8  Yerg.  85.  Tex.— Cleveland  v. 
Simpson,  77  Tex.  96,  13  S.  W.  851; 
Hart  V.  McDade,  61  Tex.  308, 
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[a]  A  judgment  in  favor  of  one 
person  is  certainly  no  authority  for  a 
process  to  issue  in  the  name  of  an- 
other person;  and  such  an  execution, 
being  on  its  face  entirely  disconnected 
with  the  judgment  offered  to  support 
it,  cannot  be  shown  to  have  been  in 
fact  issued  on  such  judgment,  although 
it  was  so  intended  by  the  officer  who 
issued  it,  and  an  execution  which  is 
complete  on  its  face  cannot  be  sworn 
to  refer  to  a  judgment  other  than  one 
which  would  authorize  such  an  execu- 
tion to  issue.  Smith  ■».  Bell,  107  Ga. 
800,  33  S.  E.  684. 

[b]  Kule  of  idem  sonans  lield  ap- 
plicable where  judgment  ran  against 
"Peter  Pederson"  and  the  writ  issued 
against  "Peter  Peterson."  Pederson 
V.  Lease,  48  Wash.  253,  93  Pac.  439. 

25.  Ga. — Powell  v.  Perry,  63  Ga.  417. 
N.  y.— Eeid  v.  Stegman,  15  Abb.  N.  C. 
422;  Superintendents  of  the  Poor  v. 
Smith,  11  Wend.  181.  N.  C.-s-Newsom 
V.  Newsom,  26  N.  C.  381.  Pa.— Lepsch 
«.  Barrett,  236  Pa.  579,  85  Atl.  21. 
Tex. — Hart  v.  McDade,  61  Tex.  208; 
Horton  v.  Garrison,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
31,  20  S.  W.  773. 

[a]  There  is  no  variance  between  a 
judginent  rendered  against  a  person  in 
his  individual  capacity  and  an  execu- 
tion having  a  word  indicating  a  repre- 
sentative capacity  following  the  name, 
where  such  word  is  merely  surplusage 
and  descriptio  personae.  Tharpe  v.  Mc- 
Qall,  54  Ga.  501.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2, 
d,  (I). 

As  to  effect  of  issuing  execution  m 
favor  of  or  against  individual  partners 
where  judgment  is  in  favor  of  partner- 
ship, see  the  title  "Partnership." 

26.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Bell,  107  Ga.  800, 
33  S.  B.  684,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  151.  111. 
Brown  v.  Duncan,  132  111.  413,  23  N.  B. 
1126,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  545;  Hobson  v. 
McCambridge,  130  111.  367,  22  N.  E. 
823;  Elliot  v.  Sneed,  2  111.  517.  Mo. 
Crittenden  v.  Leitensdorfer,  35  Mo. 
239.  N.  C— Eoberson  v.  WooUard,  28 
N.  C.  90.  Va. — Snavely  v.  Harkrader, 
30  Gratt.  ^71  Va.)  487,  . 
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either  as  an  execution  plaintiff,  or  defendant."  The  addition  of  the 
initial  of  a  middle  name  in  the  execution  will  not  avoid  the  process 
as  a  material  departure  fromi  the  judgment,  however.^^  An  execution 
issued  against  the  members  of  a  corporation  is  variant  from  a  judg- 
ment recovered  against  the  corporation.^* 

An  execution  reciting  a  judgment  in  favor  of  one  person,  but  fail- 
ing to  state  that  it  was  recovered  for  the  use  of  another  is  merely 
voidable.^"  Conversely,  an  execution  reciting  that  the  judgment  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  one  person,  for  the  use  of  another,  is  merely 
irregular  where  the  judgment  was  in  favor  of  the  beneficiary  named 
in  the  execution.''^ 

(III.)  Effect  of  Omission  of  Name  or  Capacity.  —  It  is  generally  held 
that  the  omission  of  the  name  of  the  plaintiff, ^^  or  defendant  in  execu- 
tion,^^ renders  the  writ  of  execution  void,  if  the  judgment  is  not  other- 
wise identified  and  shown  to  be  the  same  one  upon  which  the  writ 
issues. 

Where  the  name  of  one  of  several  defendants  is  omitted,  it  has  been 
held  that  the  execution  is  merely  irregular,'*  subject  to  being  set  aside, 
if  properly  attacked  in  a  direct  proceeding.'^ 

The  failure  to  state  the  capacity  of  the  parties,  being  an  amendable 
defect,  will  not  render  the  writ  void.'* 

(IV.)  Effect  of  Mistake  or  Defect  in  Designation.  —  Even  though  there 
is  a  mistake  or  defect  in  reciting  the  names  of  the  parties  plaintiff,'^ 


See  also  supra,  II,  B,  1,  d. 

27.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  e. 

[a]  The  writ  of  execution  must 
name  the  same  persons  as  those 
against  whom  the  judgment  is  ren- 
dered. .  Eoberson  v.  WooUard,  28  N.  C. 
90. 

28.  McMahan  &  Evans  v.  Colclough, 
2  Ala.  68;  Jackson  v.  Weisiger,  1  Bibb 
(Ky.)  324. 

29.  Hampson  v.  Weare,  4  Iowa  13, 
66  Am.  Dec.  116;  Eeid  v.  Stegman,  99 
N.  Y.  646,  1  N,  E.   672. 

30.  Stevenson  v.  McLean,  5  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   332,  42  Am.  Dec.  434. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
"the  plaintiff  in  such  execution  shall 
be  the  person  actually  entitled,  without 
regard  to  his  relative  position  in  the 
cause,"  an  execution  is  good  which 
issues  on  the  names  of  the  beneficiaries. 
Whittle  V.  Tarver,  75  Ga.  818.  But 
see  Shaekleford  v.  Hooper,  65  Ga.  366. 

31.  Barnes  v.  Hayes,  1  Swan  (Tenn.) 
304;  Jennings  v.  Pray,  8  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
85. 

32.  Barrett  v.  Brownlee,  190  Ala. 
613,  67  So.  467;  Cooper  &  Co.  v. 
Jacobs,  82  Ala.  411,  2  So.   832. 

33.  Douglas  v.  Whiting,  28  111.  362; 
JJobersou  v.  WopHard,  28  N,  Q.  90, 


[a]  An  execution  directing  that  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  be  collected 
out  of  the  "separate  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor,  John  Goldberg,  first 
name  fictitious,  real  name  unknown  to 
the  plaintiff,"  is  void,  as  it  allows  the 
levy  to  be  made  upon,  the  property  of 
any  Goldberg.  Goldberg  v.  Markowitz, 
94  App.  Div.  237,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  1045. 

34.  U.  S.—In  re  First  Nat.  Bank,  49 
Fed.  120.  N.  H. — Morse  «.  Dewey,  3 
N.  H.  535,  omission  of  names  of  two 
out  of  three  debtors.  Ohio. — Dunn  & 
Co.  V.  Springmeier,  7  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 339,  2  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  (Ohio)  127. 
Pa.— Shaffer  v.  Watkins,  7  Watts  &  S. 
219;  Gibbs  v.  Atkinson,  1  Clark  476, 
3  Pa.  L.  J.  -  139.  Tenn.— Wilson  & 
Wheeler  v.  Nance  &  Collins,  11  Humph. 
189;  Lee  v.  Crossna,  6  Humph.  281. 
Tex. — White  v.  Taylor,  46  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  471,   102   S.  W.   747. 

35.  See  infra,  TV. 

36.  Powell  V.  Perry,  63  Ga.  417. 

As  to  amendment  of  writ  so  as  to 
show  capacity  of  parties,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  2,  m,   (II),  (C). 

37.  Ala. — Simmons  V.  Sharpe,  148 
Ala.  217,  42  So.  441.  Ga.— Smith  «. 
Bell,   107    Ga,   800,   33   S.   E.   684,   73 

ypi.  xy 
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or  defendant,'^  the  force  and  effect  of  the  writ  will  not  be  destroyed 
in  a  case  where  the  judgment  is  otherwise  so  plainly  described  and 
identified  as  to  make  it  apparent  who  the  parties  are,  and  that  the 
writ  in  question  issued  upon  such  judgment.^^  The  same  is  true  where 
the  names  defectively  stated  or  omitted  can  be  corrected  or  supplied 
by  reference  to.  the  record.*"  But  where  the  judgment  cannot  be 
identified,  a  mistake  in  the  name  of  the  parties  will  render  the  writ 
void;*^  and  this  is  true  even  though  the  mistake  is  merely, in  the  Chris- 


Am.  St.  Eep.  151.  Ind. — Hume  v.  Con- 
duitt,  76  Ind.  598.  la.— Grifath  v.  Mil- 
waukee Harvester  Co.,  92  Iowa  634,  61 
N.  W.  243,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  573.  Neb. 
Millei'  V.  Willis,  15  Neb.  13,  16  N.  W. 
840.  N.  C— Rutherford  v.  Eaburn,  32 
N.  C.  144.  Ore.— Brandt  v.  Brandt,  40 
Ore.  477,  67  Pac.  508.  Tex. — Haskins 
V.  Wallet,  63  Tex.  213. 

[a]  The  writ  will  not  be  rendered 
void  by  reason  of  the  insuflScient  de- 
scription of  the  parties  when  they  may 
be  identified  by  consulting  the  com- 
plaint. Simmons  v.  Sharpe,  148  Ala. 
217,  42  So.  441. 

[b]  Where  the  writ  correctly  re- 
cited in  whose  favor  the  jU'dgment  had 
been  rendered,  but  in  the  clause  direct- 
ing to  whom  the  .proceeds  should  be 
paid,  failed  to  recite  all  the  parties 
plaintiff,  '  omission  was  immaterial. 
Smith  V.  Sweatr  60  Ga.  539. 

[o]  Where  a  judgment  reads  that 
the  receiver  of  the  plaintiffs  shall  re- 
cover of  the  defendants,  an  execution 
stating  the  recovery  as  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs  is  sufficient,  if  the  identity 
of  the  judgment  is  otherwise  .estab- 
lished. Harlan  v.  Harlan,  14  Lea 
(Tenn.)    107. 

38.  Mo.— Ellis  «.-  Jones,  51  Mo.  180; 
Gorman  v.  Stanton,  5  Mo.  App.  585. 
N.  C— Rutherford  v.  Eaburn,  32  N.  0. 
144.  W.  Va.— Stout  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 
E.lCo.,  64  W,  Va.  502,  63  S.  E.  317,  131 
Am.  St.  Eep.  940. 

[a]  Where  the  defendant  is  cor- 
rectly described  in  one  part  of  the 
.  writ,  the  fact  that  he  is  incorrectly 
described  in  another  part  of  the  writ, 
is-  immaterial,  the  identity  of  the  per- 
son being  apparent,  Gorman  v,  Stan- 
ton, 5  Mo.  App.  585. 

39,  The  mere  transposition  of  the 
words  "plaintiff"  and  "defendant," 
being  merely  surplusage,  will  not  af- 
fect the»  validity  of  the  writ.  Mcln- 
tyre  v.  Sanford,  9  Daly  (N.  Y.)  21. 

[a]  Although  the  execution  did  not 
"state  in  whose  favor  the  judgment  was 
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rendered  but  recited  that  judgment  was 
rendered  "between  A  as  plaintiff,  and 
G  as  defendant,"  and  ordered  that  the 
property  of  "said  judgment  debtor" 
be  sold  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  the 
fact  that  it  was  subscribed-  by  the 
plaintiff's  attorneys  sufficiently  indi- 
cated, that  the  defendant  was  the  judg- 
ment debtor  referred  to,  and  if  that 
was  not  enough,  reference  could  be  had 
to  the  judgment  and  the  roll.  Mbr- 
rison  v.  Austin,  14  ^Wis.  601. 

40.  Miller  v.  Willis,  'l5  Neb.  13,  16 
N.  W.  840. 

[a]  Indorsement  on  Writ. — ^Failure 
of  the  execution  to  recite  the  name  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  body  of  the  execu- 
tion does  not  render  it  void,  but  mere- 
ly irregular,  where  the  name  was  in- 
dorsed on  the  back  of  the  writ.  Mc- 
Guire  v.  Galli^an,  53  Mich.  453,  19  ■ 
N.  W.  142;  Simmons  v.  Arnim  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  172  'S.  W.  184;  Collins  v. 
Hines  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  100  S.  W.  359. 
See  Smith  v.  Bell,  107  Ga.  800,  33  S. 
E.  684,  73  Am.  St.-  Eep.  151.  But  see 
Barrett  v.  Brownlee,  190  Ala.  613,  67 
So.  467,  wherein  the  record  follows 
under  the  rule  of  stare  decisis,  although 
it  criticizes  the  principle  announced  in 
Cooper  &  Co.  v.  Jacobs,  82  Ala.  411, 
2  So.  832,  holding  such  an  execution 
void. 

41.  Smith  V.'  Bell,  107  Ga.  800,  33 
S.  E.  684,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  151;  Under- 
wood V.  Harvey,  106  Ga.  268,  32  S.  B. 
124;  Bradford  v.  Water  Lot  Co.,  58  Ga. 
280;  Manry  v.  Shepperd,  57  Ga.  68 
(judgment  against  W.  M.  described  in 
writ  as  a  judgment  against  W.  M.  Jr. 
renders  writ  void  where  both  persons 
reside  in  the  county). 

[a]  "A  judgment  in  favor  of  one 
person  is  certainly  no  authority  for  a 
process  to  issue  in  the  name  of  an- 
other person;  and  such  .an  execution, 
being  qn  its  face  entirely  discon- 
nected with  the  judgment  offered  to 
support  it,  cannot  be  shown  to  have 
teen  in  fact  issued  on  such  judgment, 
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tian  name.*^  But  an  execution  against  two  persons,  in  which  the  name 
of  one  is  erroneously  stated,  is  not  void  as  against  the  one  who  is 
correctly  described.*^ 

Efifect  of  Misdescription  of  Capacity.  —  An  execution  issued  for  or 
against  a  person  in  a  different  capacity  than  that  in  which  the  judg- 
ment is  rendered,  is  void." 

e.  Designation  of  Amount  of  Judgment.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  If  exe- 
cution is  issued  upon  a  money  judgment,  it  mu^t  state  the  amount 
thereof,*^  as  well  as  the  amount  actually  due  thereon  when  the  writ 
is  issued.*'    An  execution  which  varies  from  the  judgment  as  to  the 


although  it  was  so  intended  by  the 
officer  who  issued  it.  An  execution 
which  is  complete  on  its  face  cannot 
be  shown  to  refer  to  a  judgment  other 
than  one  which  would  authorize  such 
an  execution  to  issue."  Smith  v.  Bell, 
107  Ga.  800,  33  S.  E.  684,  73  Am.  St. 
Eep,  151. 

[b]  Where  a  judgment  is  against 
the  Water  Lot  Company  of  the  City  of 
Columbus,  an  execution  against  the 
Water  Lot  Company  is  substantially 
variant  therefrom.  "The  name  of  a 
corporation  is  of  its  very  essence;  by 
that  name  it  is  empowered  to  sue,  and 
by  it  it  is  liable  to  be  sued;  ...  it 
can  only  be  known  in  all  legal  pro- 
ceedings by  that  name."  Bradford  v. 
Water  Lot  Co.,  58  Ga.  280. 

42.  Morris  v.  Balkham,  75  Tex.  Ill, 
12  8.  W.  970,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  874; 
Battle  V.  Guedry,  58  Tex.  Ill;  Harkey 
V.  rfay  CTex.  Civ.  App.),  129  S.  W. 
1195  (under  a  statute  providing  that 
the  writ  shall  correctly  describe  the 
judgment,  stating  .  .  .  the  names  of 
the  parties). 

43.  Blake  v.  Blanchard,  48  Me.  297. 

44.  Pemberton  v.  Searee,  Hard. 
(Ey.)    3.     See  supra,  II,  B,  2,   d,   (I). 

[a]  The  difference  between  the  two 
capacities  which  appears  in  the  judg- 
ment, and  in  the  execution,  is  virtually 
a  difference  of  parties;  and  will  pro- 
duce the  same  legal  effect  as  if  the 
execution  had  issued  in  the  name  of 
a  different  person.  Palmer  v.  Palmer, 
2  Conn.  462. 

45.  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913,  §1357. 
Cal.— Code  Civ.  Pro'c,  §682.  Ga.— Con- 
ley  V.  Buck,  102  Ga.  752,  29  S.  E.  710; 
Williams  v.  Atwood,  57  Ga.  190,  52  Ga. 
585.  Idaio.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471. 
Ind.^Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724.  la. 
Code,  1897,  §3960.  Minn. — Eev.  Laws, 
1905,  §4290.  Mont.— Eev.  Codes,  1907, 
§6814;  Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mont.  96,  74 


Pac.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544,  63  L.  E. 
A.  325.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1368; 
Todd  V.  Botchford,  86  N.  Y.  517,  1  Civ. 
Pr.  402;  Watson  v.  Fuller,  6  Johns. 
283;  In  re  Henry  Kupfer  &  Co.,  165 
App.  Div.  570,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  1037; 
Figh  V.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  274.  N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627. 
N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104.  S.  C. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729;  Sykes 
V.  Speer  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  112  S.  W. 
422.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3233. 
Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §513.  Wis. 
St.,  1898,  §2969. 

[a]  Where  an  execution  is  intended 
as  an  execution  for  costs  and  refers 
to  the  judgment  with  sufficient  pre- 
cision so  that  no  person  can  be  mis- 
taken about  the  judgment  it  is  issued 
upon,  the  fact  that  the  execution  fails 
to  give  the  amount  of  the  debts  re- 
covered in  the  judgment,  does  not  ren- 
der it  void.  Hunter  ii.  Miller,  36  Mo. 
143. 

46.  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913,  §1357. 
Ark.-^Hightower  v.  Handliu  &  Ven- 
neys,  27  Ark.  20.  Idaho. — Eev.  Code, 
1908,  §4471.  111. — ^Brown  v.  Duncan, 
132  111.  413,  23  N.  E.  1126;  Hobson  v. 
McCambridge,  130  111.  367,  22  N.  E. 
823.  Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724. 
la.— Code,  1897,  §3960.  Minn.— Eev. 
Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Mont.— Eev.  Codes, 
1007,  §6814;  Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mont. 
96,  74  Pac.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544, 
63  L.  E.  A.  325.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §1368;  Todd  v.  Botchford,  86  N. 
Y.  517,  1  Civ.  Pr.  402;  In  re  Henry 
Kupfer  &  Co.,  165  App.  Div.  570,  150 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1037;  Fish  v.  Hahn,'  56 
Misc.  449,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  And 
see  also  Nat.  Park  Bank  v.  Salomon, 
53  Hun  629,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  632,  1 
Silv.  494,  23  N.  Y.  St.  566.  N.  C. 
Eev.,  1905,  §627.    N.  D.— Eev.  Codes, 
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amount  thereof,  though  irregular,  is  not  thereby  rendered  void  if  the 
identity  of  the  judgment  upon  which  the  writ  issues  is  not  destrbj^'ed.*^ 
But  wherle  the  recital  in  the  writ  of  the  amount  of  the  ju^dgment  is 
so  defective  that  the  writ  cannot  be  connected  with  the  judgment,^^ 


1905,  §7104.  Ohio. — M^naghan  v.  Mon- 
aghan,  25  Ohio  St.  325;  Humbert's 
Lessee  v.  M.  E.  Church,  "Wright  213; 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  White,  Wright 
51.  Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §215. 
S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc.,  1902,  §308. 
S.  D.— Code  Civ>  Proc,  1910,  §334. 
Tex.— Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729. 
Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3233.  Wash. 
Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §513.  Wis.— St., 
1898,   §2969.  ^ 

[a]  Where  a  judgment  was  con- 
fessed for  a  total  amount,  but  the 
statement  upon  vhich  it  was  based 
showed  that  only  a  portion  of  this  in- 
debtedness was  due,  an  execution  is- 
sued for  the  tbtal  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment is  irregular.  Nat.  Park  Bank  v. 
Salomon,   53    Hun    '629,    1     Silv.    494, 

5  N.  Y.  Supp.   632,  23  N.  Y.  St.   566. 

[b]  Where  the  principal  of  a  judg- 
ment for  $27.80  was  reduced  by  a  pay- 
ment of  $25,  leaving  only  $2.80,  a  sale 
of  property  under  execution  for  $27.80 
instead  of  for  $2.80  is  void  as  to  one 
who  had  notice  of  such  payment.  Downs 
V.  Dennis,  83  Ark.  71,  102  S.  W.  699. 

[e]  Where  defendant  is  entitled  to 
an  offset  against  the  judgment,  execu- 
tion for  the  face  of  such  judgment  is 
improper.  Nash  v.  Kreling,  136  Cal. 
627,  69  Pac.  418. 

47.  Ala. — De  Loach  v.  Bobbins,  102 
Ala.  288,  14  So.  777;  Clements  v. 
Pearce,  63  Ala.  284.  Ark.— Haxl  v. 
Doyle,  35  Ark.  445.  Cal.— Doehla  .v. 
Phillips,  151  Cal.  488,  91  Pae.  330;  Van 
Cleave  v.  Bucher,  79  Cal.  600,  21  Pac. 
954;  Hunt  v.  Loucks,  38  Cal.  372,  99 
Am.  Dec.  404;  Shirran  v.  Dallas,  21  Cal. 
App.  405,  132  Pac.  454,  462.  Ga.— Man- 
ry  V.  Shepperd,  57  Ga.  68.  111. — New- 
man V.  Willitts,  60  111.  519;  Becker 
V.  Quigg,  54  111.  390;  Durham  v.  Heaton, 
28  111.  264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275;  Bybee  v. 
Ashby,  7  111.  151,  43  Am.  Dec.  47.  la. 
Williams  v.  Brown,  28  Iowa  247;  Cun- 
ningham V.  Pelker,  26  Iowa  117;  Gooley 
V.  Bravton,  16  Iowa  10.  Kan. — St.  Louis 

6  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Eierson,  38  Kan. 
359,  16  Pac.  443;  Bogle  v.  Bloom,  36 
Kan.  512,  13  Pac.  793;  Dickens  v. 
Crane,  33  Kan.  344,  6  Pac.  630.  Ky. 
Letton's  Admr.  v.  Eafferty,  154  Ky. 
278,  157  S.  W.  35;  Pemberton  v.  Searce, 
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Hard.  3.  Md. — ^Miles  v.  Knott's  Lessee, 
12  Gill  &  J.  442.  Mass. — ^Berry  v. 
Gates,  175  Mass.  373,  56  N.  E.  581. 
Miss. — ^Dailey  v.  State,  56  MisS.  475. 
Mo.— Davis  v.  Kline,  76  Mo.  310;  Mont- 
gomery V.  Farley,  5  Mo.  233.  Mont. 
Eoush  V.  Fort,  2  Mont.  482.  N.  H. 
Avery  v.  Bowman,  40  N.  H.  453,  77 
Am.  Dee.  728.  N.  J. — Bruere  v.  Briton, 
20  N.  J.  L.  268.  N.  M.— Baehelder  v. 
Chaves,  5  N.  M.  562,  25  Pac.  783.  N.  Y. 
Wright  V.  Nostrand,  94  N.  Y.  31;  Peck 
V.  Tiffany,  2  N.  Y.  451;  Peet  v.  Cowen- 
hoven,  14  Abb.  Pr.  56;  Jackson  v. 
Pratt,  10  Johns.  381.  N.  C— Hinton  v. 
Eoaeh,  95  N.  C.  106.  Ore.— Brandt  v. 
Brandt,  40  Ore.  477,  67  Pac.  508.  Pa. 
Coleman  v.  Mansfield,  1  Miles  56.  Tenn. 
Trotter  v.  Nelson,  1  Swan  7.  Tex. 
Williams  v.  Ball,  52  Tex.  603,  36i  Am. 
Eep.  730;  Sykes  v.  Speer  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  112  S.  W.  422.  Wash.— Peder- 
son  V.  Lease,  48  Wash.  253,  93  Pae. 
439,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  922;  Otis  Bros. 
&  Co.  V.  Nash,  26  Wash.  39,  66  Pac. 
111. 

[a]  Excessive  amount  held  to  be  a 
fraud  on  rights  of  subsequent  cred- 
itors (Weiskircher  v.  Volk,  29  Pa. 
Super.  611),  and  the  burden  of  proof 
is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  it  is 
not  fraudulent  (Weiskircher  v.  Volk, 
29  Pa.  Super.  611). 

[b]  Judgment  by  Default. — The  fact 
that  the  judgment  was  entered  upon 
the  default  of  the  defendant  does  not 
change  the  rule  that  an  execution  is- 
sued for  a  greater  amount  than  the 
judgnient  calls  for  is  merely  irregular 
and  not  void.  Merely  because  he  had 
failed  to  answer  the  eom^plaint  did  not 
release  him  from  the  duty  incumbent 
upon  him  to  see  that  the  judgment 
did  not  allow  a  greater  amount  than 
the  court  was  authorized  to  award 
under  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
or  that  the  execution  did  not  call  for 
a  greater  sum  of  money  than  the  judg- 
ment called  for.  Shirran  v.  Dallas,  21 
Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pac.  454,  462. 

[c]  Amendment,  see  infra,  II,  B,  2, 
m,  (II),  (D). 

48.  Coltraine  v.  McCain,  14  N.  C. 
308,  24  Am.  Dec.  256  (wherein  lawful 
and  unlawful  demands  were  put  ia  the 
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or  when  issued  for  a  different  amount  with  some  fraudulent  intent,^^ 
it  is  void. 

If  the  execution  issues  for  too  large  an  amount,  the  proper  practice  is 
by  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  writ  as  to  the  excess.*" 

(n.)  Costs  and  Interest.  —  The  execution  should  designate  the  amount 
of  costs  to  be  collected  upon  the  execution,*^  and  should  specify  a  date 
from  which  interest  upon  the  judgment  is  to  be  computed.^^ 

The  writ  should  conform  to  the  judgment  in  stating  the  costs  and 
interest  due.*^  The  writ  will  not  be  rendered  invalid  by  a  failure  to 
state  the  amount  of  costs,**  or  to  itemize  the  costs  included.**  Nor 
will  a  mere  clerical  error  in  the  writ  as  to  the  amount  of  the  costs 
accrued  in  an  action  render  the  writ  invalid.**     A  variance  between 


writ  to  be  collected,  and  the  amounts 
were  not  distinguished  so  as  to  show 
the  defendant  how  much  he  must  right- 
fully pay) ;  Maxwell  v.  King,  3  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)  460  (amount  left  entirely 
blank) .  . 

49.  Harris  v.  Aleoek,  10  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  226,  32  Am.  Dec.  158. 

50.  Kan. — St.  Louis  &  S.  P.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Eierson,  38  Kan.  359,  16  Pac.  443; 
Bogle  V.  Bloom,  36  Kan.  512,  13  Pac. 
793.  Ky. — Letton's  Admr.  v.  EafEerty, 
154  Ky.  278,  157  S.  W.  35.  Md.— Gor- 
such  V.  Thomas,  57  Md.  334.  Tenn. 
Barnes  v.  Eobinson,  4  Yerg.  186.  Wash. 
Otis  .Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Nash,  26  Wash.  39, 
66  Pac.  111. 

51.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Civil  Code,  1907, 
§4080;  Francis  v.  Sheats,  153  Ala. '468, 
45  So.  241,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  61  (sec- 
tion not  applicable  to  executions  is- 
suing out  of  the  chancery  courts); 
Marks  v.  Wood,  133  Ala.  533,  31  So, 
978;  Maxwell  v.  Pounds,  116  Ala.  551, 
23  So.  730.  Kan. — Gleason  v.  Itten,  52 
Kan.  218,  34  Pac.  892.  Miss.— Code, 
1906,  §974.  N.  C— Sheppard  v.  Bland, 
87  N.  C.  163. 

[a]  The  purpose  of  the  statute  is,  to 
inform  the  party  against  whom  the 
execution  issues  of  the  amount  of  the 
costs  with  which  he  is  charged,  and 
the  particulars  composing  it.  The  stat- 
ute should  be  fairly  construed,  and 
when  the  bill  of  costs  is  not  calculated 
to  mislead,  the  writ  is  not  offensive  to 
the  statute.  Maxwell  v.  Pounds,  116 
Ala.  551,  23  So.  730. 

[b]  A  plaintiff  must  be  deemed  to 
have  waived  his  costs  by  taking  out 
an  execution  for  damages  only,  "not 
only  because  he  could  have  but  one 
execution  for  damages '  and  costs,  but 
because,  unless  he  is  deemed  to  have 


waived  his  costs,  there  was  no  judg- 
ment on  which  an  execution  could  have 
issued."  Davis  v.  Pergusoni  148  Mass. 
603,  20  N.  B,  311. 

52.  See  generally  the  statutes,  .and 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  (N.  Y.),  §1368;  Todd 
V.  Botchford,  86  N.  T.  517,  1  Civ.  Pr. 
402;  Fish  v.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449,  107 
]Sr.  Y.  Supp.  274. 

[a]  Where  the  execution  contains 
no  such  direction,  it  is  properly  satis-. 
fied  when  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
is  collected  according  to  its  mandate. 
Todd  V.  Botchford,  86  N.  Y.  517,  1  Civ. 
Pr.  402. 

[b]  But  an  execution  is  not  ren- 
dered void  where  it  omits  to  demand 
interest  upon  a  judgment  which  al- 
lows interest  from  the  day  of  its  ren- 
dition. Brace  v.  Shaw,  16  B.  Mbn. 
(Ky.)  43. 

53.  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913,  §1357. 
Md. — Gwinn  v.  Whitaker,  1  Harr.  &  J. 
754.  Tex. — Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St., 
§3729,  rate  of  interest,  if  other  than 
six  per  cent. 

Necessity  generally  of  writ  conform- 
ing to  judgment,  see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  h. 

[a]  An  execution  issuing  against  the 
defendant  for  costs  is  fatally  variant 
from  a  judgment  reciting  that  the 
plaintiff  assumed  the  costs.  Smith  v. 
Lock-ett,  73  Gar  104. 

54.  Merwin  v.  Hawker,  31  Kan.  222, 
1  Pac.  640;  Dougherty  v.  Gangloff,  239 
Mo.  649,  144  S.'  W.  434. 

55.  Grifan  v.  Dauphin,  133  Ala.  543, 
31  So.  849. 

5,6.  Adriance,  Piatt  &  Co.  v.  Heis- 
kell,  8  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  240.  See  also, 
Simmons  v.  Shapre,  148  Ala.  217,  42  So. 
441,  where  ' '  orders  of  court,  thirty 
cents"  was  obviously  intended  for  "or- 
der of  court." 

[a]    Mistake  in  Costs  Does  Not  Con- 
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the  execution  and  judgment  as  to  the  amount  or  rate  o£  interest  to  be 
collected,  where  deemed  a  mere  clerical  error,  renders  the  writ  only 
voidable  f  but  where  there  is  a  strict  application  of  the  general  rule  that 
the  writ  must  conform  to  the  judgment  in  all  respects,  such  a  variance 
is  held  to  render  the  writ  void.^*  Where  the  execution  as  issued  varies 
in  the  amount  or  rate  of  interest  or  costs  from  the  statute  allowing 
interest  or  costs,  it  is  held  to  be  void.^^ 

f ,    Direction   to    Officer   Executing,  —  (I.)    To  Whom  Directed.  —  The 
writ  should  be  directed  to  the  sheriff^"  of  the  county  where  it  is  to  be 


stitute  Varianee. — Costa,  not  being  an 
essential  or  necessary  part  of  the  judg- 
ment, a  mistake  in  their  calculation  is 
not  to  be  regarded  as  a  variance  be- 
tween the  writ  of  execution  and  the 
judgment,  but  a  clerical  error  to  be 
corrected  upon  motion  or  suggestion  to 
that  effect.'  A  motion  for  the  retaxa- 
tion  of  costs  would  not  operate  to  dis- 
turb any  right  acquired  under  a  writ 
of  execution.  Adriance,  Piatt  &  Co. 
V.  Heiskell,  8  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  240. 

57.  Ark. — Jones  v.  Goodbar,  60  Ark. 
182,  29  8.  W.  462.  Ga.— Mitchell  v. 
Toole,  63  Ga.  93.  Ky.— Brace  v.  Shaw, 
16  B.  Mou.  43;  KleissendorfE  v.  Fore,  3 
B.  Mon.  471;  Marshall  v.  Green,  8  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  346,  1  S.  W.  602.  Me.— Ham- 
ant  V.  Creamer,  101  Me.  222,  63  Atl. 
736,  8  Ann.  Cas.  165.  Tex. — Hughes  v. 
Driver.  50  Tex.  175. 

58.  Fowlkes  v.  Poppenheimer  &  Co., 
4  Lea  (Tenn.)  422. 

59.  Mason  v.  Eakle,  1  111.  83;  Has- 
kell V.  Littlefield,  155  Mass.  320,  29 
N.  B.  626. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
only  the  original  claim  or  demand  shall 
draw  interest  after  judgment,  an  execu- 
tion is  void  which  directs  the  collec- 
tion of  interest  on  the  interest  ac- 
crued on  the  principal  at  the  time  of 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  Hast- 
ings V.  Johnson,  1  Nev.  613. 

60.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4077. 
Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913,  §1357;  Satter- 
white  V.  Melezer,  3  Ariz.  162,  24  Pac. 
184.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §§682,  687; 
Boss  V.  Wellman,  102  Cal.  1,  36  Pac. 
402.  Conn.— Gen.  St.,  1902,  §899.  Del. 
Lofland  v.  JefEerson,  4  Harr.  303.  Fla. 
Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1614.  Ga.— Code,  1911, 
§6018;'  Young  v.  Germania  Sav.  Bank, 
132  Ga.  490,  64  S-  E.  552;  State  v. 
Jeter,  60  Ga.  489.  Idaho.— Kev.  Code, 
1908,  §4471.  Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St., 
1914,  §724.  Ky.— Carroll's  Code,  1906, 
§667;  Parsons  v.  Dills,  159  Ky.  471,  167 
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S.  W.  415;  Gowdy  v.  Sanders,  88  Ky. 
346,  11- S.  W.  82,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  912. 
Md. — Johnson  v.  Foran,  58  Md.  148. 
Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Miss. 
Griffin  v.  Hickman,  92  Miss.  266,  46  So. 
73.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2177.  Mont. 
Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814;  Kipp  v.  Bur- 
ton, 29  Mont.  96,  74  Pac.  85,  101  Am. 
St.  Eep.  544,  63  L.  E.  A.  325.  Neb. 
Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8042.  N.  H.— Pub. 
St.,  1901,  eh.  231,  §11.  N.  J.— Comp. 
St.,  1910,  p.  2243,  §1.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5281.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§1362.     N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627.    N.  D. 

Eev.   Codes,   1905,   §7104.     Okla Eev. 

Laws,  1910,  §5149.  Ore. — ^Lord's  Laws, 
1910,  §215.  E.  I.— Gen.  Laws,  1909, 
§303,  ch.  12.  S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code.  Civ.  Proc, 
1910,  §334.  Tex.— Vernon 's  Sayles' 
Civ.  St.,  §3729.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws, 
1907,  §3233.  Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal.  Code, 
§513;  Vietzen  v.  Otis,  46  Wash.  402,  90 
Pac.  264;  Mayer  v.  Morgan,  26  Wash. 
71,  66  Pac.  128.    Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969. 

[a]  Only  to  the  sheriff  in  office,  or 
his  "immediate"  predecessor.  Lofland 
V.  Jefferson,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  303. 

[b]  The  writ  of  execution  is  never 
addressed  to,  nor  does  it  carry  with  it, 
any  command  to  the  defendant.  Thorpe 
V.  Ellithorpe,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  216. 

[o]  An  officer  cannot  execute  pro- 
cess unless  it  is,  directed  to  him  for 
serviccy  or  to  the  class  of  officers  to 
which  he  belongs.  Porter  v.  Stapp,  6 
Colo.  S2;  Parsons  V.  Dills,  159  Ky.  471, 
167  S.  W.  415-  Gowdy  v.  Sanders,  88 
Ky.  346j  11  S.  W.  82;  Boaz  v.  Nail,  2 
Mete.  (Ky.)  245.  See  Foster  v.  Wiley, 
27  Mich.  244,  15  Am.  Eep.  185,  where- 
in, under  a  Special  statute,  it  is  held 
that  a  sheriff  may  execute  a  writ  di- 
rected to  9.  constable.  1 

[d]  Must  not  be  directed  to  sheriff 
of  one  county  and  delivered  to  an- 
other.    Bybee  v.  Ashby,  7  111.  151. 

[e]  The  officer  who  seized  goods 
undei  a  writ  of  attachment,  and  holds 
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executed,  or  other  proper  offieer.^^  If  the  sheriff  is  a  party  to  the 
cause  or  interested  therein,  or  if  the  office  is  vacant,  some  statutes  pro- 
vide that  the  writ  shall  be  directed  to  the  coroner,^^  or  to  a  person  desig- 
nated by  the  court.^^  If  the  sheriff  and  coroner  are  both  interested, 
then  the  writ  is  directed  to  the  jailer.** 

A  failure  to  properly  direct  the  writ  as  a  general  rule  only  renders 
it  irregular,  that  is  voidable  and  not  void.*^  But  where  there  is  not 
simply  a  mistake  or  error  in  the  direction,  but  a  total  non-compliance 
with  the  statute,  the  writ  is  void  and  not  merely  voidable.^"*  Where 
the  writ  is  directed  to  the  coroner  or  other  officer  than  the  sheriff,  the 


the  same,  is  the  proper  officer  to  whom 
the  execution  on  the  judgment  in  the 
attachment  suit  should  issue.  Pecotte 
V.  Oliver,  2  Idaho  230,  10  Pac.  302. 

As  to  the  county  to  which  the  writ 
should  Issue,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  g. 

61.  Ariz.  Civ.  Code,  1913,  §1357; 
Satterwhite  v.  Melczer,  3  Ariz.  162,  24 
Pac.  184. 

[a]  The  words  "other  offi^oer"  re- 
fers to  those  officers  who  are  required 
to  perform  the  duties  of  the  sheriff  in 
case  of  his  disqualification  by  reason 
Of  interest.  Satterwhite  v.  Melczer,  3 
Ariz.  162,  24  Pac.  184. 

[b]  Where  the  sheriff  and  the  con- 
stable have  concurrent  power  to  serve 
an  execution,  the  writ  must  be  spe- 
cifically directed  to  the  constable  if  it 
be  desired  that  he  serve  it,  otherwise 
it  will  be  presurfled  that  the  sheriff 
was  intended  to  serve  the  writ.  Brier 
1).  "Woodbury,   1   Pick.    (Mass.)    362. 

62.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala. — Civ.  Code,  1907, 
§4088;  Gresham  v.  Leverett,  10  Ala. 
384.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §6019;  Gillis  & 
Co.  V.  Smith,  67  Ga.  446;  State  v.  Jeter, 
60  Ga.  489.  HI. — Cook  v.  Chicago,  57 
ni.  268.  Ky.— Carroll's  Code,  1906, 
§667;  Parsons  v.  Dills,  159  Ky.  471, 
167  S.  W.  415;  Gowdy  v.  Sanders,  88 
Ky.  346,  U  S.  W.  82.  Minn.— Eev. 
Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Mo. — Carr  v.  Youse, 
39  Mo.  346,  90  Am.  Dec.  470.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §§1362,  173.  N.  C. 
Eev.,  1905,  §627;  Boweu  v.  Jones,  35 
N.  C.  25,  55  Am.  Dec.  426.  N.  D. 
Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104.  S.  C— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §308;  Cauble  v.  Hoke, 
1  Spears  168.  S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
1910,  §334.  Tenn. — Brown  v.  Barker, 
10  Humph.  346.  Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal. 
Code,  §513;  Vietzen  v.  Otis,  46  Wash. 
402,  90  Pac.  264;  Mayer  v.  Morgan,  26 
Wash.  71,  66  Pac.  128.    Wis,— St.,  1898, 


[a]  An  execution  against  a  sheri£f 
should  be  directed  to  the  coroner  of 
the  county  of  the  sheriff's  residence 
and  to  all  and  singular  the  sheriffs  of 
the  state,  except  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  such  residence,  and  the  same 
may  be  levied  by  the  coroner,  other 
sheriff  or  constable  of  the  county,  at 
the  option  of  the  plaintiff.  Blance  v. 
Mize,  72  Ga.  96;  Gillis  v.  Smith,  67 
Ga.  446. 

[b]  Execution  directed  to  sheriff 
who  is  a  party,  is  void.  N.  0. — ^Bowen 
V.  Jones,  35  N.  C.  25.  S.  C— Cauble 
V.  Hoke,  1  Spears  168.  Eng. — Weston 
V.  Coulson,  1  W.  Black.  505,  96  Eng. 
Reprint  292. 

[c]  Substantial  Compliance.^ — A  writ 
directed  to  the  "sheriffs  and  coroners" 
has  been  held  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  statute  providing  that  the 
writ  be  directed  to  the  coroner  when 
the  sheriff  is  a  party  to  the  action. 
Gillis  V.  Smith,  67  Ga.  446. 

63.  Ga.— State  v.  Jeter,  60  Ga.  489, 
499,  where  no  coroner,  and  sheriff  is 
party,  or  interested.  N.  Y. — Code  Civ. 
Proc,    §1362.     Wis.— St.,    1898,    §2977. 

64.  Carroll's  Kv.  Code,  1906,  §667; 
Parsons  v.  Dills,  159  Ky.  471,  167  S.  W. 
415;  Boaz  v.  Nail,  2  Mete.   (Ky.)   245. 

65.  Ala.— Johnson  v.  Whitfield,  124 
Ala.  508,  2/  So.  406,  82  Am.  St.  Eep, 
196.  Idaho. — Pecotte  v.  Oliver,  2  Idaho 
251,  10  Pac.  302.  Okla. — Christy  v. 
Springs,  11  Okla.  710,  69  Pac.  864.  S.  0. 
Carr  v.,  Scott,  Eiley  193. 

[a]  A  direction  to  the  deputy-sheriff 
is  simply  an  irregularity,  subject  to 
amendment  and  does  not  render  the 
writ  void.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Franklin, 
20  Kan.  264. 

[b]  Strangers  will  not  be  heard  to 
object  that  tlie  writ  was  not  properly 
directed.     Crane  '6.  Warner,  14  Vt.  40. 

66.  State  v.  Jeter,  60  Ga.  489,  499; 
Stewart  v.  Severance,  43  Mo.  322. 

Vol.  XV 


806     JUDGBIUNTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 


reason  for  doing  so  should  be  recited.^^    The  omission  to  do  so,  how- 
ever, does  not  render  the  writ  void.'*  ' 

(11.)  Specific  Direction.69  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  The  writ  of  execution 
must  contain  directions  to  the  sheriff,  informing  him  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  he  is  to  satisfy  the  judgment  upon^  which  it  is  issued.''" 
Thus,  if  the  writ  is  against'  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor,  it 
shall  require  the  sheriff  to  satisfy  the  judgment  with  interest  out  of 
the  property  of  the  debtor  subject  to  execution,^^  in  the  order  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute,  which  is  generally,  first  out  of  the  personal 
property,'^  and  if  sufficient  personalty  cannot  be  found,  then  out  of 
his  real  property."     A  failure  to  prescribe  the  order  in  which  the 


67.  Thompson  v.  Bremage,  14  Aik. 
59^  McPherson  v.  The  State  Bank,  4 
Ark.  558;  Carr  v.  Youse,  39  Mo.  346, 
90  Am.  Dec.  470;  Moss  v.  Thompson, 
17  Mo.  405.  But  see  Cook  v.  Chicago, 
57  111.  268;  Bastard  v.  Treutch,  3  Ad. 
&  El.  451,  111  Eng.  Reprint,  485. 

68.  Thompson  v.  Bremage,  14  Art. 
59. 

69.  As  to  directions  given  to  sheriil 
in  execution  against  the  person,  see 
infra,  II,  C. 

As  to  order  of  levy,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  4. 

70.  Place  v.  Eiley,  98  N.  T.  1,  7 
Civ.  Pr.  408;  Wright  v.  Young,  6  Ore. 
87. 

71.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  la.— Code,  1897,  §3960; 
Cooley  V.  Brayton,  16  Iowa  10.  Ind. 
Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724.  Mich. 
Howell's  Ann.  St.,  1913,  §13,031.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729. 

'  [a]  Without  a  direction  as  to  what 
property  the  officer  may  levy  upon, 
there  is  no  execution.  Keeline  v.  Sealy, 
255  Mo.  692,  164  S.  W.  556. 

72.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1357;  Oliver  v.  Dougherty,  8  Ariz.  65, 
68  Pae.  553.  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§682.  Idaho.— Eev.  Co«e,  1908,  §4471. 
IMinn. — Bev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Mo. 
Houck  V.  Cross,  67  Mo.  151.  Mont. 
Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814.  Neb.— Rev. 
St.,  1913,  §8057.  Nev.— Rev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5281.  N.  J.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
p.  -2243,  §1.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§1369;  Saunders  v.  Reilly,  105  N.  Y. 
12,  12  N.  B.  170,  59  Am.  Rep.  4'72; 
Hathaway  v.  Howell,  54  N.  Y.  97; 
Guiterman  v.  Coutant,  59  Misc.  23,  111 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1081;  Garczynski  v.  Rus- 
sell, 75  Hun  497,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  465. 
N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627.  N.  D.— Eev. 
Codes,    1905,    §7104.      Ohio.— Page    & 
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Adams'  Ann.  Gen.  Code;  §11,664.  Okla. 
Eev.  Laws,  1910,  §5154.  Ore.— Lord's 
Laws,  1910,  §215.  S.  C— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §334.  Utah. — Comp.  Laws, 
1907,  §3233.  Wash.— Rem.  &  Bal.  Code, 
§513;  Mayer  v.  Morgan,  26  Wash.  71, 
66  Pac  128.  Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969; 
Swift  V.  Agnes,  33  Wis.  228.  Wyo. 
Comp.  St.,  1910,  §4690. 

[a]  If  the  writ  directs  the  sheriff 
to  satisfy  the  judgment  out  "of  the 
goods  and  chattels"  of  the  defendant, 
it  will  not  authorize  a  levy  and  sale 
of  the  defendant's  real  estate.'  Keeline 
V.  Sealy,  255  Mo.  692,  164  S.  W.  556. 

73.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz.- Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1357;  Oliver  -B.  Dougherty,  8  Ariz.  65, 
68  Pae.  553.  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§682.  Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471. 
Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Mo. 
Houck  V.  Cross,  67  Mo.  151.  Mont. 
Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814.  Neh.— Eev. 
St.,  1913,  §8057.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5281.  N.  J.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
p.  2243,  §1.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§1369;  Saunders  v.  Eeilly,  105  N.  Y. 
12,  12  N.  E.  170,  59  Am.  Eep.  472; 
Hathaway  v.  Howell,  54  N.  Y.  97; 
Garczynski  v.  Eussell,  75  Hun  497,  27 
N.  Y.  Supp.  465;  Guiterman  v.  Coutant, 
59  Misc.  23,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081. 
N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627.  N.  D.— Eev. 
Codes,  1905,  §7104.  Ohio.— Page  & 
Adams'  Ann.  Gen.  Code,  §11,664.  Okla. 
Eev.  Laws,  1910,  §5154.  Ore.— Lord's 
Laws,  1910,  §215.  S.  C— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §334.  Utah. — Comp.  La^s, 
1907,  §3233.  Wash.— Rem.  &  Bal.  Code, 
§513;  Mayer  v.  Morgan,  26  Wash.  71, 
75,  66  Pac.  128.  Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969; 
Swift  V.  Agnes,  33  Wis.  228.  Wyo. 
Comp:  St.,  1910,  §4690.  ' 

[a]    Ezecutipu  FoUows  Statutory  DU 
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property  shall  be  applied  may  not  render  the  execution  wholly  void/* 
but  it  is  held  that  a  positive  misdirection  in  this  respect  totally  in- 
validates the  process.''^  It  is  sometimes  provided  that  if  the  judgment 
is  a  lien  upon  real  property,  then  the  writ  must  direct  satisfaction 
out  of  any  real  property  belonging  to  the  debtor  on  the  day  when 
the  judgment  was  docketed  or  thereafter  ;'^  or  if  the  execution  is  issued 
to  another  county,  that  it  shall  direct  satisfaction  out  of  any  real 
property  belonging  to  the  debtor  on  the  day  the  transcript  of  the 
judgment  docket  was  filed  or  thereafter.''^  If  the  writ  be  against  real  or 
personal  property  in  the  hands  of  personal  representatives,  heirs, 
devisees,  legatees,  or  tenants  of  real  property,  or  trustees,  it  should 
direct  that  the  judgment  with  interest  be  satisfied  out  of  such 
property.'^ 

Where  the  debt,  for  which  judgment  is  confessed,  is  not  all  due,  the 
sheriff  must  be  directed  to  collect  only  the  sum  stated  in  an  indorse- 
ment thereon  to  be  due  at  the  time  the  writ  is  issued.''^ 

An  execution  issuing  upon  a  judgment  in  an  attachment  suit,  need  not  di- 
rect the  sheriff  to  levy  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  good^  attached,  for 


rections. — Where  an  execution  supple- 
ments a  judgment  which  provided  that 
execution  issue  against  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  defendant,  by  directing, 
as  the  statute  provides  it  shall,  that  in 
event  the  goods  and  chattels  are  in- 
sufficient, the  officer  shall  levy  on  the 
lands  and  tenements,  it  is  not  variant 
from  the  judgment.  Houck  v.  Cross,  67 
Mo.  151. 

[b]  Where  the  judgment  has  ceased 
to  be  a  lien  on  the  land  the  execution- 
must  conform  to  §1252,  Code  Civ.  Proc. 
Garczynski  v.  Russell,  75  Hun  497,  27 
N.  Y.  Supp.  465,  57  N.  T.  St.  673. 

74.  Where  a  writ  commands  the 
sheriff  "to  levy  upon  the  real  estate, 
goods  and  chattels  of"  the  defendants, 
instead  of  directing  a  resort  to  the 
personal  property,  and  then  a  levy  upon 
the  realty,  though  informal  it  is  not 
thereby  invalidated.  Wright  v.  Young, 
6  Ore.  87. 

75.  An  execution  is  void  which 
commands  the  sheriff  to  collect  the 
judgment  out  of  the  attached  personal 
property  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and 
if  that  is  insufficient,  out  of  his  at- 
tached real  property;  where  the  case  is 
one  in  which,  under  the  statute,  the 
execution  must  go  first  against  the  at- 
tached personal  property,  second 
against  the  other  personal  property  of 
the  judgment  debtor,  and  lastly  against 
the  attached  real  property.  Place  v. 
Biley,  98  N.  Y.  1,  7  Civ.  Pr.  403. 

76.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Alia.— Civ.  Code,  1913, 


§1357.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682. 
Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  Mont. 
Rev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814.  Nev.— Rev. 
Laws,  1912,  §5281.  N.  Y.— Woolworth 
V.  Taylor,  62  How.  ■  Pr.  90.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1.907,  §3233. 

77.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz. — Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1357.  Cal.— Co.de  Civ.  Proc,  §682. 
Idaho.— Rev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  Mont. 
Rev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814.  Nev.— Rev. 
Laws,  1912,  §5281.  N.  Y.- Burch  v. 
Burch,  51  Misc.  232,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
814.     Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,   §3233. 

78.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz. — Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1357.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682. 
Idaho.— Rev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  Ind. 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724.  la.— Code,  1897, 
§3961.  Minn.— Rev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290. 
Mo.— Rev.  St.,  1909,  §2172;  Keeline  v. 
Sealy,  255  Mo.  692,  164  S.  W.  556. 
Mont.— Rev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814.  Nev. 
Rev.  Laws,  1912,  §5281.  N.  J — Comp. 
St.,  1910,  p.  2243,  §1.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §1371;  Matter  of  Lazelle,  16 
Misc.  515,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  343.  N.  C. 
Rev.,  1905,  §627.  N.  D.— Rev.  Codes, 
1905,  §7104.  Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910, 
§215.  S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902, 
§308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1908, 
§334.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3233. 
Wash.— Rem.  &  Bal.  Code,  "§513.  Wis. 
St.,  1898,  §2969. 

79.  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1277; 
JafPray  v.  Saussman,  52  Hun  561,  5  N. 
Y.  Supp.  629,  17  Civ.  Pr.  1,  23  N.  Y. 
St.  823. 
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he  is  bound  to  levy  on  such  proceeds;^"  but  where  the  attached  prop- 
erty is  in  his  possession,  the  writ  should  command  him  to  sell  the 
property  attached  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment.*^ 

(B.)  DELrraET  OF  Specific  Peoperty  oe  Its  Value.  —  If  the  judgment  is 
for  the  delivery  of  the  possession  of  real  or  personal  property,  the 
execution  should  require  that  the  sheriff  deliver  the  possession  of  the 
same  to  the  party  entitled  thereto,^^  in  which  event  it  is  necessary  that 
the  property  be  particularly  described  ;^^  and  if  delivery  of  the 
property  cannot  be  had,  to  levy  upon  other  property  to  the  extent  of 
the  value  of  the  specific  property  specified  therein.**  The  writ  may, 
at  the  same  time,  require  the  sheriff  to  satisfy  any  costs,  damages,  or 
rents  and  profits  recovered  in  the  same  judgment,  out  of  the  property 
of  the  party  against  whom  it  was  rendered.*^ 

(C.)    Sale  of  Paeticulae  Peopeett. —  (1.)    Generally If  the  judgment 

directs  the  sale  of  specific  real  or  personal  property,  the  execution 
must  command  the  officer  to  make  sale  of  such  property.*^ 


80.  start  v.  Sherwin,  1  Pick.  (Mass.) 
521;  Lucier  v.  Pierce,  60  N.  H.  13.^ 

81.  Merwin  v.  Hawker,  31  Kan.  222, 
1  Pac.  640.  See  also  Place  v.  KUey, 
98  N.  Y.  1,  7  Civ.  Pr.  403. 

82.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz. — Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1358.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682. 
Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  Ind. 
Ann.  St.,  1914.  §724;  Bales  v.  Soott, 
26  Ind.  202.  la.— Code,  1897,  §3962. 
Kan.— Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6099.  Ky. 
Carroll's  St.,  1915,  §1665.  Minn.— Eev. 
Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Mont.— Eev.  Codes, 
1907,  §6814.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws,  1912, 
§5281.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1373; 
Title  Guarantee  &  T.  Co.  v.  American 
Power  &  Const.  Co.,  95  App.  Div.  192, 
88  N.  Y.  Supp.  502.  N.  C— Eev.,  1905, 
§627.  N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104. 
Ohio. — Page  &  Adams'  Gen.  Ann.  Code, 
§11,654.  Okla.— Eev.  Laws,  1910,  §5214. 
Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §215;  Marks 
V.  Willis,  36  Ore.  1,  58  Pac.  526,  78 
Am.  St.  Eep.  752.  S.  C— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex. — Vernon's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729.  Utah.— Comp. 
Laws,  1907,  §3233.  Wash.— Eem.  & 
Bal.  Code,  §513.    Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969. 

83.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (II),  (E). 

84.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1358.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682. 
Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  Ind. 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724;  Bales  v.  Scott, 
26  Ind.  202.  la.— Code,  1897,  §3962. 
Kan.— Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6099.  Minn. 
Bev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290.     Mont.— Eev. 
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Codes,  1907,  §6814.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5281.  N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627. 
Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §215;  Marks 
V.  Willis,  36  Ore.  1,  58  Pac.  526,  78 
Am.  St.  Eep.  752.  S.  C— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex.— Vernon 's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729,  if  personal  prop- 
erty. Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3233. 
Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §513.  Wis. 
"St.,   1898,   §2969. 

85.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz. — Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1358.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682. 
Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  Ind. 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724;  Bales  v.  Scott, 
26  Ind.  202.  la.— Code,  1897,  §3962. 
Kan.— Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6099.  Ky.— Car- 
roll's St.,  1915,  §1665.  Minn.— Eev. 
Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Mont. — Eev.  Codes, 
1907,  §6814.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws,  1912, 
§5281.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1373; 
Van  Eensselaer  v.  Wright,  56  Hun  39, 
8  N.  Y.  Supp.  885,  29  N.  Y.  St.  468. 
N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627.  N.  D.— Eev. 
Codes,  1905,  §7104.  Ohio. — Page  & 
Adams  Ann.  Gen.  Code,  §11,654.    Okla. 

Eev.  Laws,  1910,  §5214.     Ore Lord's 

Laws,  1910,  §215.  S.  C— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex.— Vernon 's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729.  Utah.— Comp. 
Laws,  1907,  §3233.  Wash.— Eem.  & 
Bal.  Code,  §513.  Wis.— St.,  1898, 
§2969. 

86.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913, 
§1358.  Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §215. 
S.  D.— Code    Civ.    Proc,    1910,    §830. 
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(2.)  ^oint  or  Separate  Property.  —  Where  the  action  was  on  a  joint  in- 
debtedness and  some  of  the  defendants  were  not  served  and  did  not 
appear,  the  execution  should  direct  satisfaction  out  of  the  joint  prop- 
erty of  all  the  defendants  and  the  individual  property  of  those ,  who 
were  served  or  who  appeared.*' 

An  execution  upon  a  judgment  against  a  married  woman  must  direct  that 
it  be  levied  and, collected  from  her  separate  property,**  unless  it  may 
lawfully  be  satisfied  out  of  other  property.*^  If  it  does  not,  it  is 
erroneous  in  form,  though  such  error  does  not  vitiate  the  writ.^° 

(D.)  Where  Judgment  for  Costs.  —  If  the  execution  is  for  costs,  it 
should  require  the  sheriff  to  satisfy  it  out  of  any  property  of  the  execu- 
tion defendant  liable  to  execution.^^ 

(E.)  Where  Judgment  Payable  in  Specified  Currency.  —  If  the  judg- 
ment is  made  payable  in  a  specified  kind  of  money  or  currency,  the 
writ  must  direct  the  sheriff  to  satisfy  the  same  in  the  kind  of  money 
or  currency  specified.^^ 

(F.)  As  TO  Return  of  Writ.  • —  The  writ  should  on  its  face  fix  the  re- 
turn day  thereof.^^    A  failure  to  fix  the  day  of  place  of  return,  or  an 


Tex.— Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729. 
Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969. 

87.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Mont. — Rev.  Codes,  1907, 
§6815.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1935. 
UtaIi.-*-Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3234. 

88.  N.  Y. — ^Moncrief  v.  Ward,  25 
How.  Pr.  94,  16  Abb.  Pr.  354;  Thomp- 
son V.  Sargent,  15  Abb.  Pr.  452.  N.  C. 
Eev.,  1905,  §617.  N.  D.— Eev.  Codes, 
1905,  §7102.  Pa. — Pepper  &  Lewis' 
Dig.,  p.  4864,  §13.  E.  I.— Gen.  Laws,- 
1909,  ch.  303,  §10.  S.  C— Code,  1902, 
§306;  Clinkscales  v.  Hall,  15  S.  C.  602. 
S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,.  §331. 
W.  Va.— Code,  1913,  §3683. 

As  to  issuance  of  execution  generally 
against  a  married  woman,  see  11  Stand- 
ard Proc.  807,  et  seq. 

89.  See  11  Standard  Proc.  805,  807, 
et  seq. 

90.  Moncrief  v.  Ward,  25  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  94,  16  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
354;  Thompson  v.  Sargent,  15  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  452  (statutes  so  providing  held 
to  be  directory);  Clinkscales  v.  Hall, 
15  S.  C.  602. 

91.  Eeddiek  v.  Cloud's  Admr.,  7  111. 
670;  Vernon's  Sayles'  Tex. , Civ.  St., 
§3729. 

As  to  enforcement  of  order  or  judg- 
ment for  costs  in  general,  see  5  Stand- 
ard Proc.  974,  et  seq. 

92.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§682.  Idaho.— Rev.  Code,  1908,  §4471. 
Me.— Stringer  v.  Coombs,  62  Me.  160, 


16  Am.  Rep.  414.  Mass. — Independent 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  104  Mass.  192.  Nev. 
Rev.  ■  Laws,  1912,  §5281.  Ohio.— Phil- 
lips V.  Dugan,  21  Ohio  St.  466,  8  Am. 
Rep.  66.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907, 
§3233. 

[a]  An  execution  is  merely  irreg- 
ular which  requires  the  money  to  be 
collected  in  gold,  when  the  judgment 
called  for  dollars  only.  Hughes  v. 
Driver,  50  Tex.  175. 

93.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ark. — Kirby's  Dig., 
1904,  §3204.  Ky.— Goode's  Admr.  v. 
Miller,  78  Ky.  235.  Miss.— Brown  v. 
Thomas,  26  Miss.  335.  Mo. — Estes  v. 
Long,  71  Mo.  605;  Milburn  v.  State,  11 
Mo.  188,  47  Am.  Dec.  148.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1366;  Williams  v. 
Hogeboom,  8  Paige  469;  Carpenter  v. 
Simmons,  28  How.  Pr.  12;  Park  v. 
Church,  5  How.  Pr.  381;  Pake  v.  Edger- 
ton,  3  Abb.  Pr.  229;  Fish  v.  Hahn,  56 
Misc.  449,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  B.  I. 
Gen.  Laws,  1909,  ch.  303,  §12.  Wis. 
How  V.  Kane,  2  Chand.  222,  2  Pin.  531. 

See  generally  the  title  "Returns." 

[a]  The  return  da^  of  the  execution 
is  required  to  be  stated  in  it,  for  the 
certainty  and  regularity  of  the  pro- 
ceeding, but  mainly  for  the  security 
of  the  rights  of  the  party  entitled  to 
the  fruits  of  it.  It  is  not  absolutely 
necessary  to  its  efiSeacy,  in  empowering 
the  officer  to  make  the  money,  that 
the  time  for  its  return  should  be  speci- 
fied,  at  least  so  far   as   strangers   are 
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error  in  so  doing,  will  not  invalidate  the  writ,  however;'*  the  defect 
may  be  waived.'^  , 

g.  Description  and  Value  of  Property. ^^  —  Where  the  judgment 
directs  that  execution  be  issued  against  certain  land,  the  execution 
must  specify  the  property  on  which  it  is  to  be  levied.^'     And  if  the 


concerned.  No  one  is  interested  in 
the  time  of  the  return  but  the  plain- 
tiff.    Brown  v.   Thomas,  26  Miss.   335. 

[b]  Direction  to  "make  due  re- 
turn" held  sufBicient.  Stephens  v.  Den- 
nison,  1  Ore.   19. 

94.  Ala. — Mitchell  v.  Corbin,  91  Ala. 
599,  80  So.  810;  Waldrop  v.  Friedman 
&  Loveman,  90  Ala.  157,  7  So.  510,  24 
Am.  St.  Eep.  775;  Brevard's  Exrs.  v. 
Jones,  50  Ala.  221.  Ga. — Henderson  v. 
Zachry,  80  Ga.^  98,  4  S.  E.  883.  Ky. 
Goode's  Admr.  v.  Miller,  78  Ky.  235. 
Miss. — ^Brown  v.  Thomas,  26  Miss.  335. 
N.  Y. — Wright  v.  Nostrand,  94  N.  T. 
31;  Cutler  v.  Eathbone,  1  Hill  204; 
Eider  v.  Mason,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  351;  Car- 
penter V.  Simmons,  28  How.  Pr.  12;  In 
re  Henry  Kupfer  &  Co.,  165  App.  Div. 
570,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  1037.  N.  C— Lanier 
v.  Stone,  8  N.  C.  329.  Tex.— Collin 
County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Satterwhite  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  184  Sf  W.  338. 

[a]  An  execution  dated  December  7, 
1873,  and  made  returnable  "on'  the 
4th  Monday  in  January  next  (A.  D. 
1863)"  was  held  not  to  be  invalid;  the 
court  holding  that  "next"  controls  the 
figures  "1863"  and  sufficiently  cor- 
rected the  date.  Howell  v.  Sherwood, 
242  Mo.  513,  147  S.  "W.  810. 

[b]  Where  (1)  the  diiectlon  in  the 
writ  varies  from  the  statute  fixing  the 
time  within  which  the  return  is  to  be 
made,  the  return  must  be  made 
•as  the  statute  directs,  regardless 
of  the  language  of  the  writ.  Mitchell 
V.  Corbin,  91  Ala.  599,  80  So.  810; 
Waldrop  v.  Friedman  &  Loveman,  90 
Ala.  157,  7  So.  510,  24  Am.  St.  Eep. 
775.  (2)  But  an  erroneous  direction  as 
to  the  return  of  an  execution  is  of 
no  consequence,  because  the  law,  and 
not  the  direction  contained  in  the  writ, 
is  controlling.  In  re  Henry  ^  Kupfer  & 
Co.,  165  App.  Div.  570,  150  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1037.  (3)  But  in  Bond  v.  Wilder,  16 
Vt.  393,  it  was  held  that  an  execution 
made  returnable  in  sixty  days,  when  it 
should  have  iDeen  made  returnable  in 
one  hundred  and  twenty  days,  was 
void,  and  would  afford  no  justification 
to  an  officer  seizing  and  selling  prop- 
erty under  it. 
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95.  Berry  v.  Eiley,  2  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
307. 

[a]  Waiver  by  agreement  that  writ 
be  returnable  forthwith.  Jordan  v. 
Posey,  1  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  123. 

[b]  At  common  law  it  was  neces- 
sary that  executions  should  bear  teste 
in  term  time,  and  be  made  returnable 
to  the  next  succeeding  term;  but  for 
a  failure  in  either  respect,  the  process 
although  erroneous,  was  not  void,  but 
amendable.  ...  In  this  country  execu- 
tions are  not  required  either  to  bear 
teste  or  be  made  returnable  in  term 
time,  but  as  a  substitute  for  that  rule 
of  the  common  law,  they  are  to  bear 
teste  by  the  clerks  of  the  courts  re- 
spectively, and  to  be  made  returnable 
to  the  rule  days  of  the  said  courts,  so 
that  there  be  at  least  thirty  and  not 
more  than  ninety  days  between  the 
teste  and  return  of  the  writ.  But  as 
the  time  required  between  the  teste 
and  return  is  not  of  the  essence  of 
the  writ,  but  rather  directory  to  the 
clerk  in  issuing  it,  an  error  in  that 
respect  should  not  have  a  greater 
operation  than  the  making  of  an  execu- 
tion at  common  law  bear  teste  out  of 
term  time  would  have,  and  consequent- 
ly at  most  is  but  matter  of  error  by 
which  the  party  might  avoid  the 
process,  but  of  which  the  sheriff  in  a 
proceeding  against  him  cannot  avail 
himself."  Wilson  v.  Huston,  4  Bibb 
(Ky.)  332. 

96.  Directions  as  to  Property  To  Be 
Taken.— See   supra,   II,   B,    2,   f,    (II). 

97.  Ga.— Winslow  v.  O'Pry,  56  Ga. 
138.  Kan. — Norton  v.  Eeardon,  67  Kan. 
302,  72  Pac.  861,  100  Am.  St.  Eep.  459. 
Mo. — Lord  V.  Johnson,  102  Mo.  680,  15 
S.  W.  73.  Pa.— McClelland  v.  Devil- 
biss,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  613. 

See  also  the  title  "Mortgages." 
[a]  Beference  to  Judgment  for  De- 
scription.— An  execution  against  spe- 
cific property  described  in  the  writ  ts  ■ 
"goods,  lands,  etc.,  of  the  said  defend- 
ants recovered  in  this  suit,"  is  a  suffi- 
cient reference  to  the  judgment  entered 
to  make  the  description  of  the  prop- 
erty therein  a  part  of  the  execution, 
and  thereby  constituted  a  sufficient  de- 
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judgment  decrees  that  an  interest  in  property  should  not  be  sold'  until 
the  termination  of  a  lesser  interest,  the  execution  must  make  that 
exception.^'  An  execution  upon  a  judgment  for  the  delivery  of  the 
possession  of  real  or  personal  property  must  particularly  describe  the 
property  intended,^^  and  give  the  value  thereof.^  Some  statutes  re- 
quire an  execution  on  a  judgment  for  the  purchase  price  of  land,  to 
describe  the  land.^  ' 

If  the  writ  fails  to  describe  the  property  to,  be  levied  upon,  or  to 
so  refer  to  it  that  it  may  be  identified,  it  will  be  void;'  but  a  slight 
error  in  the  description  will  not  render  the  writ  void.* 

h.  Conformity  to  Judgment.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  an  execu- 
tion should  conform  to  the  judgment  upon  which  it  is  predicated  in 
every  essential  particular.^     It  should ,  conform  to  the  judgment  in 


scription  to  pass  the  title  on  the  execu- 
tion sale.  Simmons  v.  Arnim  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  172  S.  W.  184. 

98.  Beese  v.  Burts,  39  Ga.  565. 

99.  Ariz.— Civ.  Code,  1913,  §-1358. 
Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682.  Idaho. 
Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  Ind.— Burns' 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724.  la.— Code,  1897, 
§3962.  Kan.— Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6099. 
Ky.— Carroll 's  St.,  1915,  §1665.  Minn. 
Eev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Mont. — Eev. 
Codes,  1907,  §6814.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5281.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proe., 
§1373_;  Title  Guarantee  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
American  Power  &  Const.  Co.,  88  N. 
Y.  Supp.  502.  N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627. 
N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104.  Ohio. 
Page  &  Adams'  Ann.  Gen.  Code,  §11,- 
654.  Okla.— Eev.  Laws,  1910,  §5214. 
Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §215.  S.  C. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex. 
Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3233.  Va.— Code, 
Supp.  1910,  §3584.  Wash.— Eem.  & 
Bal.  Code,  §513.  W.  Va.— Code,  1913, 
§5109. 

See  also  7  Standard  Proc.  1050. 

1.  Ariz.- Civ.  Code,  1913,  §1358. 
Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682.  Idaho. 
Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471.  Ind.— Burns' 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724.  la.— Code,  lg97, 
§3962.  Nov.- Eev.  Laws,  1912,  §5281. 
N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §627.  N.  D.— Eev. 
Codes,  1905,  §7104. ,  Ore.— Lord 's  Laws, 
1910,  §215.  S.  C— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc, 
1910,     §334.       Tex.— Vernon 's     Sayles' 

Civ.   St.,    §3729.     Utah Comp.    Laws, 

1907,  §3233.  Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal. 
Code,  §513. 

2.  N.  C.  Eev.,  1905,  §627. 

3.  McClelland  v.  Devilbiss,  1  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  613. 


4.  Huddleson  v.  Eeynolds,  8  Gill 
(Md.)  332,  50  Am.  Dec.  702;  McClel- 
land V.  Devilbiss,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  613. 

Error  May  Be  Cured  by  Amendment. 
See  infra,  11,  B,.2,  m,  (11),  (E). 

5.  U.  S. — Schroeder  v.  Young,  161 
V.  S.  334,  16  Sup.  Ct.  512,  40  L.  ed. 
721;  Early  v.  Rogers,  16  How.  599,  14 
L.  ed.  1074.  Ala. — ^De  Loach  v.  Eob- 
bins,-  102  Ala.  288,  14  So.  777.  Ark. 
Bingham  v.  Dover,  86  Ark.  323,  110  S. 
W.  217;  Hightower  v.  Handlin  &  Ven- 
neys,  27  Ark.  20.  Cal. — Davis  v.  Eobin- 
son,  10  Cal.  411.  Conn. — Mallory  v. 
llartman,  86  Conn.  615,  86  Atl.  567; 
Palmer  v.  Palmer,  2  Conn.  462.  Ga. 
Code,  1910,  §6022;  Ward  v.  Miller,  143 
Ga.  164,  84  S.  E.  480;  Smith  v.  Lockett, 
73  Ga.  104;  Moughon  v.  Brown,  68  Ga. 
207;  Powell  v.  Perry,  63  Ga.  417;  Wil- 
liams V.  Atwood,  57  Ga.  190;  Winslow 
V.  O'Pry,  56  Ga.  138;  Eeese  v.  Burts, 
39  Ga.  565.  111.— Kinkade  v.  Gibson, 
209  111.  246,  70  N.  E.  683;  Brown  v. 
Duncan,  132  Dl.  413,  418,  23  N.  B. 
1126;  Hobson  v.  McCambridge,  130  111. 
367,  22  N.  E.  823;  Merrifield  v.  West- 
ern Cottage  Piano  &  O.  Co.,  149  HI. 
App.  1,  4;  Merrifield  v.  Western  Cot- 
tage P.  &  O.  Co.,  144  111.  App.  289; 
Cohen  v.  Menard,  31  111.  App.  503,  505. 
Ind. — Grim  v.  Adkins,  21  Ind.  App.  106, 
51  N.  E.  494;  Doe,  on  the  Demise  of 
Wilkins  v.  Eue,  4  Blackf.  263.  la. 
Wilson  V.  Eeuter,  29  Iowa  176;  Sprott 
V.  Eeid,  3  G.  Gr.  489.  Kan. — Gen.  St., 
1909,  §6101;  Puller  v.  Wells,  42  Kan. 
551,  22  Pac  561.  La. — Dugat  v.  Babin, 
8  Mart.  (N.  S.)  391.  Me.— Prescott  v. 
Prescott,  62  Me.  428.  Md.— Hall  v. 
Clagett,  63  Md.  57;  Gwinn  v.  Whitaker, 
1  Har.  &  J.  754.  Mass. — Dewey  v. 
Peeler,  161  Mass.  135,  36.  N.  E.  800, 
42   Am.   St.  Eep.   399;   Nims   v.  Spurr, 
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respect  to  the  parties  thereto,*  and  their  capacity/  as  well  as  in  rest)ect 
to  the  designation  of  the  amount  of  the  judgment.* 

i.  Teste  and  Date.  —  The  execution  should  have  the  proper  teste 
or  attestation  clause.*  In  some  jurisdictions  the  writ  uLUst  be  tested 
in  the  name  of  the  judge  of  the,  court  in  which  the  judgment  is  ob- 
tained." The  general  rule  is  that  the  omission  gf  or  errors  in  the 
teste  will  not  invalidate  the  writ  since  it  may  be  amended.^^    At  com- 


138  Mass.  209.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909, 
§2172;  MeManus  v.  Price,  246  Mo.  438, 
152  8.  W.  3;  Eankin  v.  Porter  Eeal 
Estate  Co.,  199  Mo.  345,  97  S.  W.  877; 
Coe  V.  Eitter,  86  Mo.  277;  Bain  v. 
Chrisman,  27  Mo.  293;  Maloney  v.  Eeal 
Estate  B.  &  L.  Assn.,  57  Mo.  App. 
384.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws,  1912,  §5281; 
Solen  V.  Virginia  &  T.  B.  Co.,  14  Nev. 
405;  Hastings  v'.  Johnson,  1  Nev.  ^13. 
N.  J. — ^Linn  v.  Hamilton,  34  N.  J.  L. 
305.  N.  M.— Ann.  St.,  1915,  §2190. 
N.  Y.— "Watson  v.  Fuller,  6  Johns.  283; 
Nat.  Park  Bank  v.  Salomon,  53  Hun 
629,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  632,  23  N.  Y.  St. 
566,  1  Silvernail  494.  N.  C— Euther- 
ford  V.  Eaburn,  32  N.  C.  144;  Eoberson 
V.  WooUard,  28  N.  C.  90.  Okla.— Eev. 
liEws,  1910,  §5216.  Ore.— Marks  v. 
Willis,  36  Ore.  1,  58  Pac.  526,  78  Am. 
St.  Eep.  752.  Pa. — Kneib  v.  Graves,  72 
Pa.  104;  Shaffer  v.  Watkins,  7  Watts 
&  S.  219;  GrifSji  v.  Davis,  6  Pa.  Super. 
481;  McClelland  v.  Devilbiss,  1  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  613;  Gibbs  v.  Atkinson,  1  Clark 
476,  3  Pa.  L.  J.  139;  Eeigel's  Appeal, 
1  Walk.  72.  B.  I.— Lynch  v.  Webster, 
17  E.  I.  513,  23  Atl.  27,  14  L.  E.  A. 
696;  Taylor  v.  Ames,  5  E.  I.  361.  Tenn. 
Dornan  Bros.  v.  Benham  Furniture  Co., 
102  Tenn.  303,  52  S.  W.  38;  Trotter  v. 
Nelson,  1  Swan  7;  Jennings  v.  Pray, 
8  Yerg.  85;  Harlan  v.  Harlan,  14  Lea 
106;  Wilson  v.  Nance,  11  Humph.  189. 
Tex.— Collins  v.  nine's,  100  Tex.  304, 
99  S.  W.  400;  Eoberts  v.  Connellee,  71 
Tex.  11,  8  S.  W.  626;  Criswell  v.  Eags- 
dale,  18  Tex.  443.  Va.  —  Snavely  v. 
Harkrader,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.)  487. 
W.  Va. — Taney  v.  Woodmansee,  23  W. 
Va.  709. 

[a]  "Nothing  can  be  plainer  than 
that  the  execution  must  follow  the 
judgment  and  be  warranted  by  it.  And 
whether  the  execution  corresponds  with 
the  judgment  and  is  warranted  by  it 
or  not,  depends  upon  the  nature  and 
form  of  the  judgment,  and  not  upon 
the  effect  to  be  given  to  it  by  a  plea 
of  former  recovery  or  any  other  mat- 
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ter    dehors    the     record."      Kneib    v. 
Graves,  72  Pa.  104. 

[b]  "Every  execution  should  eon- 
form  accurately  to  the  judgment  or  de- 
cree which  it  is  used  to  enfoi^ee.  There 
is  a  substantial  reason  for  this  re- 
quirement. Where  the  judgment  or  de- 
cree is  satisfied  by  execution  in  the 
hands  of  an  officer,  the  defendant  is 
entitled,  for  his  protection,  to  record 
evidence  of  the  discharge.  This  evi- 
dence is  not  furnished  by  an  execution, 
although  duly  returned  satisfied  by  an 
officer,  which  does  not'  correspond  with 
the  judgment  or  decree."  Snavely  v, 
Harkrader,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.)  487. 

[c]  An  execution  is  void  whi«h  is- 
sues against  the  goods,  and  chattels, 
lands  and  tenements  of  the  heirs  them- 
selves, upon  a  judgment  against  the 
lani  descended.  Walker  v.  Marshall, 
29  N.  G.  I,  45  Am.  Dec.  502. 

6.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  d. 

7.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  d. 

8.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  e. 

9.  Trotter  v.  Nelson,  1  Swan  (Tenn.) 
7;  Porter  v.  Earthman,  4  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
358. 

[a]  A  testatum  clause  is  not  neces- 
sary in  a  writ  issuing  to  a  county 
different  from  that  in  which  the  venue 
is  laid.^  Butterfield  v.  Howe,  19  Wend.- 
(N.  Y.)  86.  But  see  Simonds  v.  Cat- 
lin,  2  Caines  (N.  Y.)  61. 

10.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §6018.  Minn. 
Eev.  Laws,  1909,  §4290.  S.  D.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §334. 

[a]  That  a  fieri  facias  issued  on  a 
judgment  bore  test  in  the  name  of  the 
regular  judge  of  the  circuit,  does  not 
make  it  invalid,  although  such  judge 
did  not  preside  when  the  judgment  was 
rendered,  being  disqualified  from  so 
doing.  The  use  of  his  name  in  this 
merely  formal  attestation  does  not  an- 
nul the  process.  Drawdy  v.  Littlefleld, 
75  Ga.  215.  ' 

11.  Ga.— Drawdy  v.  Littlefleld,  75 
Ga.  215.  Ky. — See  Wilson  v.  Huston, 
4  Bibb  332.  Mass. — Eipley  v.  Warren, 
2  Pick.  592.     N.  H. — Parsons  v.  Swett, 
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mon  law,  the  execution  was  dated  as  of  the  first  day  of  the  term.^^ 
In  most  jurisdictions  the  rule  now  is  that  the  date  of  the  writ 
actually  does,  and  by  law,  should  express  the  true  time  of  issuing  the 
exeeution,^^  although  under  some  statutes,  they  are  still  tested  as  of 
the  first  day  of  the  term  next  before  the  date  of  issuance.^*  The  omis- 
sion by  the  clerk  to  date  the  writ  or  an  erroneous  date  is  not  fatal 
to  the  case.^° 

j.  Signature.  —  Under  the  ancient  practice,  where  the  seal  of  the 
court  was  in  the  custody  of  a  particular  ofScbr  sedulously  guarded,  and 
when  seals  were  habitually  used  for  the  purpose  of  authenticating  in- 
struments, a  seal  alone  may  have  been  sufficient  to  authenticate  an 
execution.^"  But  in  modern  times  the  seal  has  lost  its  significance, 
and  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  sufficient  authentication  without  a  sig- 
nature of  the  officer  affixing  it.^''  And  the  statutes,  generally  require 
that  the  writ  be  subscribed  or  signed  by  the  clerk,^^  though  the  omis- 
sion of  the  clerk  to  do  so  is,  in  some  jurisdictions,  considered  a  mere 


32' N.  H.  87,  64  Am.  Dee.  352;  Seribner 
V.  Whiteher,  6  N.  H.  63,  23  Am.  Dec. 
708.  N.  J. — ^Inskeep  v.  Lecony,  1  N.  J. 
L.  Ill,  tested  out  of  term.  N.  Y. 
Douglass  V.  Haberstro,  88  N.  Y.  611; 
Butterfield  v.  Howe,  19  Wend.  86;  Boss 
V.  Luther,  4  Cow.  158,  15  Am.  Dee. 
341;  Carpenter  v.  Simmons,  28  How. 
Pr.  12;  In  re  Kupfer  &  Co.,  165  App. 
Div.  570,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  1037.  Ohio. 
Chapin  v.  Allison,  15  Ohio  566.  Tenn. 
Perkins  &  Co.  v.  Woodfolk,  8  Baxt. 
480. 

Amendment  to  teste  of  writ,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  2,  m,   (II). 

12.  Parley  v.  Lea,  20  N.  C.  307,  32 
Am.  Dee.  680;  Trust  Co.  v.  Weaver,  102 
Tenn.  66,  50  S.  W.  763;  Porter  v. 
Earthman,  4  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  358;  Barnes 
V.  Hayes,  1  Swan  (Tenn.)  304;  Berry 
V.  Clements,  9  Humph.   (Tenn.)    312. 

[a]  Should  bear  teste  in  term  time. 
Wilson  V.  Huston,  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  332; 
Inskeep  v.  Leeony,  1  N.  J.  L.  111. 

[b]  If  judgment  be  entered  in  vaca- 
tion, the  writ  may  bear  teste  as  of 
the  preceding  term.  Superintendents  v. 
Smith,  11  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  181;  Gordon 
V.  Valentine,  16  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  145. 

13.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Civ.,  Code,  1907, 
§4079.  Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906.  §1614. 
Ga.— Code,  1910,  §6018.  lU.— Brown  v. 
Parker,  15  HI.  307.  Miss.— Code,  1906, 
§§3959,  3912.  N.  J.— Morgan  is.  Taylor, 
38  N.  J.  L.  317. 

[a]  An  execution  should  be  dated 
as  of  the  day  when  it  issued  from  the 
clerk's  office,  and  not  as  of  the  day 
of  its  delivery  to  the  sheriff.    MoUison 


V.   Baton,   16  Minn.  426,   10  Am.  Eep. 
150. 

14.  N.  C.  Eev.,  1905,  §624;  Williams 
V.  Weaver.  94  N.  C.  134;  Bryan  v. 
Hubbs,  69  N.  C.  423;  Shannon's  Tenn. 
Code,  §4731. 

[a]  The  statute  requiring  a  teste  is 
merely  directory  as  the  writ  no  longer 
operates  as  a  lien.  Williams  v.  Weav- 
er, 94  N.  C.  134;  Bryan  v.  Hubbs,  69 
N.  C.  423. 

15.  Conn. — Roberts  v.  Church,  17 
Conn.  142.  Ga. — ^Usry  v.  Saulsbury,  62 
Ga.  179.  Miss. — Dailey  v.  State,  56 
Miss.  475.  N.  J. — Inskeep  v.  Lecony, 
1  N.  J.  L.  111.  N.  Y.— Williams  v. 
Hogeboom,  22  Wend.  648.  N.  0.— Wil- 
liams V.  Weaver,  94  N.  C.  134;  Bryan 
V.  Hubbs,  69  N.  C.  423.  Vt.— White- 
hall Bank  v.  Pettes,  13  Vt.  395.  Wis. 
State  V.  Brophy,  38  Wis.  413. 

[a]  The  writ  need  not  state  the 
year  of  Christ  in  addition  to  the  year 
of  the  commonwealth.  Craig  v.  John- 
son, Hard.   (Ky.)   520. 

16.  O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131  Cal. 
527,  63  Pae.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  389, 
citing  Tidd's  Pr.  999,  1027.  See  also 
Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432. 

17.  Cal. — O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131 
Cal.  527,  63  Pae.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
389.  Ga. — Williams  v.  McArthur,  111 
Ga.  28,  36  S.  E.  301;  Eawles  v.  Jack- 
son, 104  Ga.  593,  SO  S.  E.  820,  69  Am. 
St.  Eep.  185.  N.  M. — Munis  V.  Her- 
rera,   1  N.  M.  362. 

18.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  U.  S. — Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Hallock,  6  Wall.  556,  18  L.  ed.  948. 
Ariz.— Civ.    Code,    1913,    §1357.      Cal. 
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irregularity  in  a  matter  of  form,^"  curable  by  amendment.^"  But  if 
under  the  statute,  the  signature  is  requisite  to  the  authentication  of 
the  writ,  its  omission  will  render  the  writ.void.^^ 

Of  Party  Having  Writ  Issued.22  —  Provision  is  sometimes  made  for  the 
signature  or  indorsement  of  the  party  for  whom  the  writ  is  issued,  or 
of  his  attorney.^^ 


Code  Civ.  Proc,  §682.  Ga.— Williams 
V.  McArthur,  111  6a.  28,  36  S.  B.  301. 
Idaho.— Rev.  Codes.  1908,  §4471.  Ind. 
Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724.  Minn. 
Eev.  Laws,  1905,  §4290.  Miss. — Code, 
1906,  §3912.  Mont.— Eev.  Codes,  1907, 
§6814;  Kipp  V.  Burton,  29  Mont.  96,  74 
Pae.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544,  63  L. 
E.  A.  325;  State  ex  rel.  Sackett  v. 
Thomas,  25  Mont.  226,  235,  64  Pao. 
503.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws,  1912,  §5281. 
N.  C— Eev.,  1905,  §§616,  627.  N.  D. 
Rev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104.  Ohio. — Chapin 
V.  Allison,  15  Ohio  566.  P.  I.— Hidalgo 
V.  Crossfield,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466.  E.  I. 
Gen.  Laws,  1909,  ch.  303,  §1.  S.  C. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex.— Ver- 
non's Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3233.  Wash. — Eem. 
&  Bal.  Code,  §513. 

[a]  A  deputy  clerk  (1)  may  sign 
the  execution  in  his  own  name  where 
the  statute  provides  that  a  deputy  may 
perform  any  duties  appertaining  to  the 
office  of  his  principal.  Chapin  v.  Al- 
lison, 15  Ohio  566.  And  see  Bragg  v. 
Lorio,  1  Woods  209,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1.800;  Biggers  v.  Winkles,  124  Ga.  990, 
53  S.  E.  397;  Dever  ».  Akin,  40  Ga. 
423.  (2)  But  the  execution  should  not 
be  signed  by  the  deputy  in  the  name 
of  the  clerk,  as  if  the  clerk  himself 
had  made  the  signature.  Biggers  v. 
Winkles,  124  Ga.  990,  53  S.  E.  397. 

19.  U.  S.— Griswold  v.  Connolly,  1 
Woods  193,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,833. 
Ark.— Jett  v.  Shinn,  47  Ark.  373,  1  S. 
W.  693;  Whiting  &  Slark  v.  Beebe,  12 
Ark.  421.  Kan. — Taylor  v.  Buck,  61 
Kan.  694,  60  Pac.  736,  78  Am.  St.  Rep. 
346.  Ky.— Botts  v.  Williams,  5  J.  J. 
Marsh.  62.  N.  Y.— Hill  v.  Haynes,  54 
N.  T.  153.  Pa. — M  'Cormick  v.  Meason, 
1  Serg.  &  E.  92.  Can.— Archibald  v. 
Hubley,  18  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  116. 

[a]  Failure  To  State  Oilicial  Capac- 
ity After  Signature. — The  failure  of 
the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court,  who 
under  the  constitution  is  also  clerk  of 
the  county  court,  to  add  the  words 
"county  clerk"  after  his  signature  in 
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issuing  an  execution  from  the  county 
court  does  not  render  the  execution 
absolutely  void  because  of  the  provision 
of  sec.  1574  of  the  Eevised  Statutes 
which  requires  that  the  "clerk  of  the 
county  court  shall  sign  all  papers  re- 
quired to  be  signed  pertaining  to  said 
county  court  as  'county  clerk',"  when 
he  signed  the  execution  as  "clerk"  and 
affixed  the  seal  of  the  county  court 
thereto.  Lewis  V.  Eussell,  47  Fla.  184, 
36  So.  166. 

20.  See  infra,  II,  B,  2,  m,  (II),  (A). 

21.  Cal. — O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131 
Cal.  527,  63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
389.  Ga. — Williams  v.  McArthur,  111 
Ga.  28,  36  S.  E.  301;  Eawles  v.  Jack- 
son, 104  Ga.  593,  30  ^.  E.  820.  HI. 
Hernandez  v.  I)rake,  81  HI.  34;  Dear- 
born Laundry  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  A.  E. 
E.  Co.,  55  111.  App.  438. 

[a]  In  O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131 
Cal.  527,  63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
389,  the  court  said:  "Section  682,  Code 
Civ.  Proc,  prescribes  that  an  execution 
shall  be  issued  in  the  name  of  the  peo- 
ple, sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court, 
and  subscribed  by  the  clerk.  The 
'test,'  as  it  has  been  understood,  is  not 
required.  Under  these  code  provisions, 
every  execution  must  be  subscribed  by 
the  clerk.  No  other  mode  is  provided 
for  its  authentication,  and  without  it 
there  can  be  no  writ  of  execution.  It 
is  mere  waste  paper.  .  Eespondents  sub- 
mit a  list  of  authorities  which  they 
contend  support  the  view  that  the 
execution  is  not  void,  although  not 
signed  by  the  clerk.  That  may  be  true 
where  the  writ'  is  otherwise  authenti- 
cated as  it  is  in  New  York  and  many 
other  states  where  execution  must  be 
signed  by  the  party  in  whose  favor  it 
is.  issued,  or,  as  said  there,  by  the 
party  who  issues  it.  If  so  signed,  it 
is  not  void,  although  not  authenticated 
by  the  clerk.  Such  a  document  could 
not  be  regarded  as  a  writ  in  this 
state." 

22.  For  whom  Issued,  see  swpra,  II, 
B,  1,  d. 

23.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
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k.  Seal.  —  The  writ  of  execution  should  be  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  the  court.^*  And  in  some  jurisdictions,  a  writ  issued  without  such 
is  void.^^  In  other  jurisdictions,  however,  the  afSxing  of  a  seal  is  a 
merely  formal  matter,  the  omission  of  which  renders  the  writ  voidable 
only.^° 


the  following:  Minn. — Eev.  Laws,  1905, 
§4290.^  N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §24; 
Brush  V.  Lee,  36  N.  Y.  49;  McDonald 
V.  O'Flynn,  2  Daly  42.  S.  C— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1902,  §308.  Wis.— St.,  1898, 
§2969;    Collins  v.    Smith,   57   Wis.    284, 

15  N.  W..  192;  Allen  v.  Clark,  36  Wis. 
101;  Bonesteel  v.  Orvis,  23  Wis.  506, 
99  Ajn.  Dec.  201. 

[a]  The  writ  need  not  necessarily 
he  subscribed  by  the  attorney  of  rec- 
ord. Thorp  V.  Fowler,  5  Cow.  (N.  T.) 
446;  Cook  v.  Dickerson,  1  Duer  (N.  Y.) 
679. 

[b]  Signature  by  a  non-resident  at- 
torney held  to  be  merely  an  irregular- 
ity. Hommediew  v.  Stowell,  18  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  y.)  336. 

[c]  In  Collins  v.  Smith,  57  Wis.  284, 
it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  himself 
may  sign  the  writ  under  a  general 
authority  from  his  attorney  to  sign 
any  paper  in  connection  with  the  ac- 
tion. 

'24.  U.  S. — Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hal- 
lock,  6  Wall.  556,  18  L.  ed.  948.  Ark. 
Hall  V.  Lackmond,  50  Ark.  113,  6  S. 
W.  510,  7  Am.  St.  Bep.  84.  Ariz.— Civ. 
Code,  1913,  §1357.  Oal.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §682.  Idaho. — Eev.  Code,  1908, 
§4471.  Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914, 
§724.  La. — King  v.  Baker,  7  La.  Ann. 
570.  And  see  Drouet  v.  Eice,  2  Eob. 
374  (scroll  sufficient) ;  Fink  v.  Lallande, 

16  La.  547.  Me. — Porter  v.  Haskell,  11 
Me.  177.  Minn. — Eev.  Laws,  1905, 
§4290.  Miss.— Code,  1906,  §3912.  Mont. 
Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814;  Kipp  v.  Bur- 
ton, 29  Mont.  96,  74  Pac.  85,  101  Am. 
St.  Eep.  544,  63  L.  E.  A.  825;  State 
ex  rel.  Sackett  v.  Thomas,  25  Mont. 
226,  235,  64  Pac.  ff03.  vNev.- Eev. 
Laws,  1912,  §5281.  N.  D. — Eev.  Codes, 
1905,  §7104.  P.  I.— Hidalgo  v.  Cross- 
field,  17  Phil.  Isl.  466.  R.  I.— Gen. 
Laws,  1909,  ch.  303,  §1.  S.  D.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §334.  Tex. — Vernon's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3729;  White  v.  Tay- 
lor, 46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  471,  102  S.  W. 
747.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3233. 
Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §513.  Wis. 
St.,  1898,  §2969.  Can.— Archibald  v. 
Hubley,  18  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  116. 

[a]    In  Korth  Carolina  (1)  the  writ 


must  be  sealed  when  the  writ  runs  out 
of  the  county.  The  omission  makes  the 
writ  void  and  of  no  powej  in  the  hands 
of  the  officer.  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  83  N. 
C.  116;  Finley  v.  Smith,  15  N.  C.  95; 
Seawell  V.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear,  14  N.  C. 
279,  22  Am.  Pec  722;  Shackelford  v. 
McEea,  10  N.  C.  226.  (2)  But  seal- 
ing is  unnecessary  when  the  writ  is 
confined  within  the  county  of  the  court 
from  which  it  issues.  Taylor  v.  Taylor, 
83  N.  C.  116;  Shackelford  v.  McEea,  10 
N.   C.  226. 

25,  U.  S.— Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hal- 
lock,  6  Wall.  556,  18  L.  ed.  948.  lU. 
Weaver  v.  Peasley  &  Co.,  163  111.  251, 
45  N.  E.  119,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.'  469; 
Sidell  13.  Schumacher,  99  111.  426;  3ose- 
man  v.  Miller,  84  111.  297;  Davis  v. 
Eansom,  26  HI.  100;  Bybee  v.  Ashby, 
7  III.  151;  Peasley  &  Co.  v.  Weaver, 
64  111.  App.  80;  Mann  v.  Eeed,  49  111. 
App.  406.  Kan. — Gordon  v.  Bodwell, 
59  Kan.  .  51,  51  Pac  9,06,  68  Am.  St. 
Eep.  341;  Frankhouser  v.  DeWitt,  9 
Kan.  App.  636,  58  P^ac  1027.  La. 
Benin  v.  Durand,  2  La.  Ann.  776.  Ohio. 
Boal  V.  King,  6  Ohio  11;  Boal's  Lessee 
V.  King,  Wright  223.  Tex.— White  v. 
Taylor, '46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  471,  102  S. 
W.  747. 

[a]  When  Req.uired  by  Constitution. 
The  decision  in  Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  59 
Kan.  51,_51  Pac.  906,  68  Am.  St.  Eep. 
341,  holding  void  a  writ  issued  without 
a  seal  is  based  upon  the  ground  that 
the  seal  is  required  by  a  constitutional 
provision  which  could  not  be  altered  by 
legislation  providing  for  amendment  of 
process. 

26.  Cal.— Hibberd  v.  Smith,  50  Cal. 
511.  Fla. — Mitchell  v.  Duncan,  7  Fla. 
13.  Ga.^See  Dever  v.  Akin,  40  Ga. 
423.  Ind.— Warmoth  v.  Dryden,  125 
Ind.  355,  25  N.  E.  433;  Eose  v.  Ingram, 
98  Ind.  276;  Hunter  v.  Burnsville  Turn- 
pike Co.,  56  Ind.  213.  Me.— Bailey  v. 
Smith,  12  Me.  196;  Sawyer  v.  Baker, 
3  Greenlf .  29.  Mich.— Arnold  v.  ,  Nye, 
"23  Mich.  286.  Mont.— Burton  v.  Kipp, 
30  Mont.  275,  76  Pac.  563;  Kipp  v. 
Burton,  29  Mont.  96,  74  Pac  85,  101 
Am.  St.  Eep.  544,  63  L.  E.  A.  325. 
Neb.— Taylor  v.  Courtnay,  15  Neb.  190, 
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1.  Indorsements.  —  (I.)  By  Officer  Issuing  Writ.  —  The'  statutes  often 
provide  for  the  making  of  certain  indorsements  by  the  clerk  before 
delivering  the  writ  to  the  officer  by  whom  it  is  to  be  executed.^^  In 
some  jurisdictions,  the  amount  of  the  debt,  damages  and  costs  must 
be  indorsed  on  the  writ;^^  in  others,  the  date  and  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment and  the  costs  are  indorsed  ;^^  in  other  jurisdictions,  the  costs^" 


16  N.  W.  842.  N.  Y.— Wright  v.  Nos- 
trand,  94  N.  Y.  31;  Hill  v.  Haynes,  54 
N.  Y.  153;  Dominoclc  v.  Eacher,  3  Barb. 
17;  People  v.  Dunning,  1  Wend.  16. 
But  see  Bingham  v.  Burlingame,  33 
Hun  211.  Wis. — Davelaar  v.  Blue 
Mou,nd  Inv.  Co.,  110  Wis.  470,  86  N.  W. 
185;  Corwith  v.  State  Bank,  18  Wis. 
560,  86  Am.  Dee.  793. 

[a]  In  the  case  of  Hunter  v.  Burns- 
ville  Turnpike  Co.,  56  Ind.  213,  the 
court  said:  "There  are  cases  which 
hold,  that  writs  without  a  seal  are  not 
void,  but  voidable  only,  and  that  they 
may  be  amended,  after  they  have  been 
served,  by  attaching  the  seal.  We  in- 
cline to  follow  that  line  of  decisions 
which  holds,  that,  process,  without  the 
proper  seal,  is  voidable  only,  and  there- 
fore amendable,  as  being  more  in  con- 
sonance with  the  general  spirit  of  the 
law,  which  regards  substance  more  than 
form.  Much  hardship  and  injury  might 
accrue  to  purchasers  of  property  on 
execution,  or  their  vendees,  if  the  sale 
happened  to  be  made  on  an  execution 
to  which  the  seal,  by  inadvertence  of 
the  clerk,  had  not  been  afSxed,  if  the 
defect  could  not  be  amended  by  affix- 
ing the  seal."  See  also  Rose  v.  In- 
gram, 98  Ind.  276. 

Adding  seal  to  ■writ  by  amendment, 
see  infra.  II,  B,  2,  m,  (II),  (A). 

27.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

28.  Kirby's  Dig.  St.  (Ark.),  1904, 
§3221;  Mo.  Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2178. 

[a]  Amount  due  where  the  whole 
amount  is  not  due.  Griffith  v.  Jones,  3 
N.  J.  L.  932. 

29.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §5992;  Manry 
V.  Shepperd,  57  Ga.  68.  Neb. — Eev. 
St.,  1913,  §8057.  Tenn.— Shannon's 
Code,  §4743;  Meadows  v.  Earles,  12 
Lea  299;  Warder  v.  Millard,  8  Lea 
581. 

[a]  Prior  (1)  to  the  code  in  Ten- 
nessee, it  was  held  that  an  execution 
was  void  if  the  items  of  cost  were  not 
indorsed  in  words  at  length  on  the 
execution;  but  where  there  was  a  judg- 
ment  for   debt   and   damages   in   addi- 
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tion  to  the  costs,  it  was  held  that  an 
illegal  abbreviation  of  the  items  of 
cost  would  not  render  the  execution 
void,  or  release  'the  sheriff  from  his 
duty  in  enforcing  the  same  as  to  the 
judgment  for  debt  and  damages  and 
the  legal  items  of  cost.  Meadows  v. 
Earles,  12  Lea  (Tenn.)  299;  Warder  v. 
Millard,  8  Lea  (Tenn.)  581;  Hopkins 
«.  Waterhouse,  2  Yerg.  230.  (2)  But 
since  the  code,  the  provision .  has  been 
held  merely  directory,  for  the  strong 
and  emphatic  language  of  the  old  acts 
was  not  carried  into  the  code,  and  an 
omission  to  write  out  at  length  the 
items,  or  to  itemize  the  bill  of  costs, 
on  an  execution,  'will  not  invalidate  it 
or  a  levy  and  sale  thereunder.  Meadows 
V.  Earles,  12  Lea  .(Tenn.)  299;  Warder 
V.  Millard,  8  Lea   (Tenn.)  581. 

[b]  Separate  BiU  of  Costs  Attached 
to  Writ. — ^When  an  officer  issuing  an 
execution  attaches  to  the  writ  a  sep- 
arate paper  having  thereon  a  bill  of 
the  costs,  itemized  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed in  §5394  of  the  Georgia  Civil 
Code,  this  paper  becomes  a  part  of  the 
execution  itself,  and  the  action  thus 
taken  by  the  clerk  is  equivalent  to 
properly  indorsing  the  bill  of  costs 
thereon.  Hix  v.  Gully,  113  Ga.  83,  38 
S,  E.  399. 

Necessity  for  reciting  date  of  judg- 
ment in  writ  of  execution,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  2,  c. 

Necessity  for  designation  of  amount 
of  judgment  in  •writ,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
2,  e. 

30.  Ohio. — Page  &  Adams'  Ann. 
Gen.  Code,  §3027;  Monaghan  v.  Mon- 
aghan,  25  Ohio  St.  325.  Tex. — Vernon's 
Sayles'-Civ.  St.,  §3729.  Va.— Code, 
1904,  §3521.  -  W.  Va.— Cohe,  1913, 
§5050. 

[a]  Execution  not  having  indorsed 
thereon  the  costs  in  words,  held  good, 
except  as  to  the  costs,  being  void  as 
to  them.  Wingate  v.  Galloway,  10  N. 
C.   6. 

Necessity  for  designation  of  amount 
of  costs  in  execution,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
2,  e,  (II).       / 
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merely,  or  the  interest,'^  are  indorsed  upon  the  writ  before  delivery. 

Under  some  statutes,  the  names  of  the  attorneys  of  record  must  be 
indorsed  on  the  writ.^^  , 

Upon  Death  of  Party.  —  Where  execution  issues  after  the  death  of  one 
or  all  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  clerk  must  indorse  on  the  writ  the  fact 
of  the  death  of  such  of  them  as  are  dead.^^  If  all  be  dead,  he  must 
also  indorse  the  nam,es  of  the  personal  representatives  or  last  survivor,^* 
as  well  as  the  name  and  residence  of  the  person  issuing  the  writ.^° 

"Where  less  than  all  of  several  defendants  have  died,  execution,  while 
operative  only  as  against  the  survivors  where  there  is  no  revivor,  issues 
against  all  the  judgment  debtors,'"'  and  so  it  is  required  that  the  fact 
of  the  death  be  indorsed  on  the  writ,  to  prevent  levy  being  made  upon 
the  property  of  a  deceased  co-defendant.^^  - 

(II.)  By  Party  for  Whom  Issued.  —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that 
the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  must  indorse  the  writ,  directing  the  sheriff 
to  restrict  the  enforcement  of  the  execution  as  against  those  defendants 


31.  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Ackerson,  33  N. 
J.  L.  33. 

[a]  "From  a  very  early  period,  it 
has  been  the  practice  m  this  state  to 
collect  legal  interest  on  a  judgment, 
by  means  of  an  indorsement  on  the 
execution,  and  the  right  to  do  this 
must  be  regarded  as  the  common  law 
of  New  Jersey. ' '  Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Acker- 
sou,  33  N.  J.  L.  33.  See  Cox  v.  Mar- 
latt,'  36  N.  J.  L.  389,  13  Am.  Rep. 
454. 

Necessity  for  designation  of  interest 
in  writ  of  execution,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
2,  e,  (II). 

32.  Pub.  St.  (Vt.),  1906,  §2144. 

33.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.  St.,  1904, 
§3216.  la.— Ann.  Code,  a897,  §4067; 
Dunham  v.  Bentley,  103  Iowa  136,  72 
N.  W.  437.  Ky.— Carroll's  Code,  1906, 
§402;  Mulholland  v.  Troutman's  Admr., 
10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  263;  Williams  v.  Staton, 
4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  225. 

[a]  Nunc  Pro  Tunc  Indorsement 
and  Substitution. — It  is  not,  regular  to 
issue  an  execution  on  a  judgment  after 
the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  name 
of  his  executor,  without  previously  sug- 
gesting the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
substituting  the  executor  upon  the  rec- 
ord. Where  it  was  done,  however,  and 
the  money  levied,  the  record  will  be 
reniitted  with  direction  to  suggest  the 
death  and  substitute  the  name  of  the 
executor  lipon  the  record  nunc  pro 
tunc.  Darlington  v.  Speakman,  9  Watts 
&  S.  (Pa.)  182.    See  also  supra,  II,  B, 

1,  J,  (I). 

34.  Ark.— Kirby's  Di^.,  19Q4,  §3216. 
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la.— Ann.     Code,     1897,     §4067.       Ky. 
Carroll's   Code,   1906,   §402. 

35.  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1376; 
Fish  V.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449,  107  N.  T. 
Supp.  274. 

[a]  The  indorsement  called  for  by 
the  statute  was  intended  as  notice  to 
the  judgment  debtor  of  the  authority 
of  the  person  seeking  to  enforce  the 
judgment  after  his  creditor's  death. 
Fish  V.  Hahn,  56  Misc.  449,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  274. 

36.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  h,  (V). 

37.  Ala. — Jones  v.  Swift,  12  Ala. 
144.  Ark. — Blanks  v.  Rector,  24  Ark. 
496,  88  Am.  Dec.  780.  Ky.— Mitchell  v. 
Smith,  1  Litt.  243.  Miss.— Code,  1906, 
§3960;  Bowen  v.  Bonner,  45  Miss.  10; 
Wade  V.  Watt,  Noble  &  Mobley,  41 
Miss.  248.  N.  Y.— Howell  v.  Eldridge, 
21  Wend.  678.  Pa.— Sheetz  v.  Wyn- 
koop,  74  Pa.  198. 

[a]  Purpose  of  Statute.  —  "This 
statute  appears  to  have  in  view  the 
protection  of  the  rights  of  the  deceased 
defendant,  but  to  have  no  application 
to  the  co-defendants  who  are  living. 
In  ease  of  the  death  of  one  of  them 
before  the  issuance  of  the  writ,  the 
provision  is,  that  his  death  shall  be 
noted  on  it,  to  the  end  that  his  prop- 
erty shall  not  be  taken  in  execution 
under  it.  But  the  property  of  the  sur- 
vivors is  liable,  without  such  noting, 
because  the  provision  has  no  reference 
to  them."  Wade  v.  Watt,  41  Miss. 
248. 

[b]  Indorsement  Unnecessary  and 
Valueless.— Holt  v.  Lynch,  18  W.  Va. 
567, 

Yd.  xy 
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only  who  were  summoned  or  who  appeared  in  an  action.''  So  where 
the  entire  debt  for  which  judgment  is  confessed  is  not  all  due,  the 
amount  that  is  due  when  the  writ  issues,  together  with  interest  and 
costs,  must  be  indorsed  on  the  writ.^^ 

(III.)  By  Officer  Executing  Writ.  —  Statutes  generally  provide  that  the 
officer  receiving  an  execution  shall  indorse  thereon  the  precise  time  of 
its  receipt;*"  and  if  he  receives  more  than  one  execution  against  the 
same  person  on  the  same  day,  the  order  of  their  receipt  shall  be  in- 
dorsed thereon.*^  Such  statutes  are  merely  directory,  however,*^  and 
if  the  officer  neglects  to  make  the  indorsement,  the  time  of  such  receipt 
may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence.** 


38.  N.  T.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1934; 
Hoffman  v.  Wight,  1  App.  Div.  514,  37 
N.  Y.  Supp.  262,  72  N.  T.  St.  588; 
Matter  of  Armstrong,  35  Misc.  327,  71 
N.  Y.  Supp.  931;  Staiger  v.  Theiss,  19 
Misc.  170,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  292. 

39.  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  il277; 
Jaffray  v.  Saussman,  52  Hun  561,  5 
N.  Y.  Supp.  629,  17  Civ.  Proc.  1,  23 
N.  Y.  St.   823. 

40.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907, 
§4097;  Andrfess  v.  Eoberts,  18  Ala.  387. 
Ark.— Dig.  St.,  1904,  §3223.  Colo. 
Mills'  Ann.  St.,  1912,  §4177.  Idaho. 
Eev.  Code,  1908,  §2024.  HI.— Hurd's 
Eev.  St.,  1916,  ich.  77,  §9.  la.— Code, 
1897,  §3965.  Kan.— Gen.i  St.,  1909, 
§6039;  Bank  of  Santa  Fe  v.  Haskell 
County  Bank,  59  Kan.  354,  53  Pac.  132. 
Ky.— Carroll's  St.,  1909,  §1660;  Million 
V.  Com.,  1  B.  Mon.  310,  36  Am.  Dec. 
580.  Mich.— Howell's  St.,  §13,012; 
Shepard  v.  Sehrutt,  163  Mich.  485,  128 
N.  W.  772;  Vroman  v.  Thompson,  51 
Mich.  452,  456,  16  N.  "W.  808.  Mo. 
Bev.  St.,  1909,  §2200;  Gott  v.  Williams, 
29  Mo.  461,  Neb.— Eev.  St.,  1913, 
§8058.  And  see  Johnson  v.  Walker,  -23 
Neb.  73q,  37  N.  W.  639,  holding  this 
section  applicable  only  to  execution^  is- 
sued out  of  a  court  of  record,  upon 
which  lands  may  be  levied  upon  and 
sold.  N.  M. — Crenshaw  v.  Delgado.  1 
N.   M.   376.     N.   Y.— Code   Civ.   Proc, 

'  §1363;  Burrell  v.  Hollands,  78  Hun 
583,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  515,  61  N.  Y.  St. 
373.  N.  C. — Person  v.  Newsom,  87  N. 
C.  142.  N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7108. 
Ohio. — Page  &  Adams'  Ann.  Gen.  Code, 
§11,665.  Okla.— Eev.  Laws,  1910,  §5155. 
Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §217.  Pa. 
Purd.  Dig.,  vol.  2,  p.  1549;  Hale's  Ap- 
peal, 44  Pa.  438.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §337.  Tenn.— Shannon 's 
Code,   §4746.     Tex. — Vernon's    Sayles' 
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Civ.  St.,  §3731.  Va.— Code,  1904,  §3589; 
Hbckman  v.  Hockman,  93  Va.  455,  25 
S.  E.  534,  57  Am.  St.  Eep.  816.  Wash. 
Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §515.  W.  Va. — Code, 
1913,  §5112.  Wis.- St.,  1898,  §2972; 
Ohlson  V.  Pierce,  55  Wis.  205,  12  N.  W. 
429;  Knox  v.  Webster,  18  Wis.  406,  86 
Am.  Dec.  779.  Wyo.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
§4690.   , 

[a]  "The  purpose  of  the  statute 
requiring  the  officer  to  indorse  on  the 
writ  the  time  at  which  he  received  it  i 
is  to  furnish  evidence  to  determine  at 
what  time  the  lien  attached,  as  well 
as  the  priority  of  conflicting  writs,  and 
the  period  when  the  officer's  rights  and 
liabilities  attach."  ,  Wilson  v.  Swasey 
(Tex.),  20  S.  W.  48.  See  also  Ohlson 
V.  Pierce,  55  Wis.  205,  12  N.  W.  429. 

[b]  Indorsement  by  deputy  sheriff 
is  of  same  effect  as  though  indorsed 
by  the  sheriff.  Million  v.  Com.,  1  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  310,  36  Am.  Dec.  580.i 

41.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4097. 
Ark. — Dig.  St.,  §3223.  Tex.— Vernon 's 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §3731;  Garner  V.  Cut- 
ler, 28  Tex.  175. 

42.  Ala. — Hester  v.  Keith,  1  Ala. 
316.  Md. — Hanson  v.  Barnes'  Lessee, 
3  Gill  &  J.. 359,  22  Am.  Dec.  322,  327. 
Mich.— Shepard  v.  Sehrutt,  163  Mich. 
485,  128  N.  W.  772;  Vroman  v.  Thomp- 
son, 51  Mich.  452,  456,  16  N.  W.  808. 

[a]  The  omission  by  the  sheriff  to 
indorse  the  time  of  receiving  an  execu- 
tion upon  it,  will  not  give  priority  to 
a  subsequent  execution,  whereon  the 
time  is  indorsed.  Hale's  Appeal,  44 
Pa.  438. 

43.  Md. — Hanson  v.  Barnes'  Lessee, 
3  Gill  &  J.  359,  22  Am.  Dee.  322.  Mich. 
Shepard  v.  Sehrutt,  163  Mich.  485,  128 
N.  W.  772.  Pa.— Hale's  Appeal,  44  Pa. 
438. 

[a]  Such  evidence  Is  not  objection- 
able upon  the  ground  that  it  conflicts 
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(IV.)  Operation  and  Effect  of.  — The  facts  stated  in  the  indorsement 
upon  a  writ,  where  required  by  statute,  are  as  much  a  part  of  the 
writ  as  if  they  had  been  inserted  in  the  body  of  the  execution;^* 
and  an  omission  or  mistake  in  the  body  of  the  writ  may  be  supplied^ 
or  corrected  from  the  in4orsements.*,^  It  has  even  been  held  that 
where  the  amount  due  upon  the  judgment  as  stated  in  the  body  of  the 
writ  varies  from  that  stated  in  the  indorsements,  that  the  latter  amount 
prevails.*^  But  where  there  is  no  statutory  authority  providing  for 
the  indorsement  of  any  facts  upon  the  writ,  an  indorsement  is  then  no 
part  of  the  writ.*^ 

The  indorsement  upon  an  ordinary  fieri  facias  of  the  description  of 
property  attached  at  the  beginning  of  the  action,  does  not  change  the 
character  of  the  writ.**  Nor  will  the  indorsement  of  the  words  "alias" 
and  "pluries"  change  an  original  writ  to  an  alias  or  pluries  execu- 
tion." 

Conclusiveness —  A  sheriff's  indorsement  has  been  held  to"  be  con- 
clusive evidence  as  to  the  time  the  writ  came  into  his  hands,^°  but  other 
indorsements  have  been  held  to  be  merely  prima  facie  evidence.^^ 

(V.)  Effect  of  Omission  or  Defect  in  Indorsement.  —  It  is  generally  held 
that  an  omission  of  or  defect  in  the  indorsement  will  not^^  render  the 


with  the  sheriff's  return.  Hale's  Ap- 
peal, 44   Pa.   438. 

44.  Ky. — Johnston  v.  Lynch,  3  Bibb 
S.S4;  Meaux  ,:.  Eut^crs,  2  Ky.  Dec.  288. 
Mich. — MeGulre  v.  Galligan,  53  Mich. 
453,  19  N.  W.  142.  Tenn.— Warder  v. 
Millard,  8  Lea  581;  Williamson  v. 
Smith,  1  Coldw.  1,' 78  Am.  Dec.  478. 
Tex.— Collins  v.  Hines,  100  Tex.  804,  99 
S.  W.  400. 

45.  Mich. — ^McGuire  v.  Galligan,  53 
Mich.  453,  19  N.  W.  142.  N.  Y.— White 
V.  Coulter,  1  Hun  357,  3  Thomp.  &  C. 
608.  Tenn. — Warder  v.  Millard,  8  Lea 
5S1;  Williamson  v.  Smith,  1  Coldw.  1, 
78  Am.  Dee.  478.  W.  Va.— Williamson 
1-.  Ong,  1  W.  Va.  84. 

■  46.  Com.  V.  McCoy,  8  Watts  (Pa.) 
153,  34  Am.  Dec.  445;  Griffith  v.  Lyle, 
7  Phila.   (Pa.)   244. 

47.  Ala. — McDaniel  v.  Johnston,  110 
Ala.  526,  19  So.  35;  Cooper  «.  Jacobs, 
82  Ala.  411,  2  So.  832.  N.  Y.—In  re 
Henrv  Kupfer  &  Co.,  165  App.  Div.  570, 
150  N.  T.  Supp.  1037.  Tex.— Cain  v. 
Woodward,  74  Tex.  549,  12  S.  W.  319. 

[a]  An  indorsement  made  by  the 
clerk  on  the  execution,  that  "there 
shall  be  no  exemption  of  personal  prop- 
erty against  this  execution,"  was 
wholly  without  authority  of  law  and 
hence  a  mere  nullity,  not  in  any  man- 
ner constituting  a  part  of  or  affecting 
the  execution  itself.    In  such  case,  the. 


better  practice  is  to  strike  out  the  in- 
dorsement a-nd  not  to  quash  the  writ. 
McDaniel  v.  Johnston,  110  Ala.  526,  19 
So.  35. 

48.  Garey  v.  Hines,  8  Ala.  837. 

49.  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  64  N.  C. 
427. 

50.  Pearson's  Appeal,  78  Pa.  145; 
Hale's  Appeal,  44  Pa.  438. 

51.  An  indorsement  by  an  attorney 
as  to  the  time  of  the  issuance  of  a 
writ  is  but  prima  facie  evidence  of 
such  time.  Boyden  v.  Odeneal,  12  N.  C. 
171. 

[a]  An  indorsement  by  the  clerk 
that  the  yrit  was  recorded  before  is- 
suance is  but  prima  facie  evidence  of 
that  fact.  Vanderveere  v.  Mason,  24 
N.  J.  L.  818. 

52.  Ga. — Manry  v.  Shepperd,  57  Ga. 
68.  Mich. — fehepard  v.  Schrutt,  163 
Mich.  485,  128  N.  W.  772;  Vroman  v. 
Thompson,  51  Mich.  452,  456,  16  N.  W. 
808.  Mo. — Snodgrass  v.  Emery,  66  Mo. 
App.  462.  N.  y.— Deyo  v.  Borley,  63 
Hun  631,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  300,  43  N.  Y. 
St.  638;  Abels  v.  Westervelt,  15  Abb. 
Pr.  230,  24  How.  Pr.  284;  Delaplaine 
V.  Hitchcock,  6  Hill  14.  Tex. — Wilson 
V.  Swasey  (Tex.),  20  S.  W.  48. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (II),  (G);  II, 
B,  2,  1,   (in). 

[a]  A  failure  to  make  a  required 
indorsement  can  only  be  questioned  in 
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execution  invalid;  it  may  be  cured  by  amendment  in  this  respect.^^ 
m.  Amendment  of  Writ.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  According  to  the  strict 
rules  of  the  common  law,  errors  in  the  writ  were  not  amendable.^* 
The  courts  now,  however,  are  very  liberal  in  allowing  the  amendment 
of  writs  of  execution  so  as  to  correct  mistakes  in  mere  matters  of  form 
or  clerical  misprisions.^^  In  many  jurisdictions,  this  power  to  amend 
and  rectify  errors  in  their  writs  is  given  the  courts  by  statute.^^  But 
independent  of  statutes,  the  inherent  powers  of  the  courts  over  their 
process  are  sufficiently  expansive  to  embrace  such  an  authority,^' 
especially  if  the  record  contains  the  data  by  which  to  make  the  amend- 
ment.^^ ' 
The  power  to  amend  a  writ  of  execution  should  be  exercised  only 


See   infra,  II,   B.    2,    m,     (II), 
Johnstori  V.  Lynch,  3  Bibb  (Ky.) 


a  direct  proceeding.     Johnson  v.  Walk- 
'  er,  23  Neb.  736,  37  N.  W.  689. 

[b]  The  failure  of  the  clerk  to  in- 
dorse the  date  and  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  upon  the  writ,  does  not  ren- 
der the  writ  illegal  or  prevent  collec- 
tion of  the  principal  and  interest. 
Manry  v.  Shepperd,  57  Ga.  68. 

[o]  Failure  to  indorse  that  the  writ 
was  issued  by  personal  representative 
of  deceased  plaintiff  does  not  render 
the  execution  void.  Deyo  v.  Borley,  63 
Hun  631,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  300,  43  N.  Y. 
St.  638. 

[d]  An  unauthorized  Indorsement 
on  a  writ  will  not  invalidate  it  or  sub- 
ject it  to  quashal,  but  the  indorsement 
should  be  annulled.  McGowan  v.  Hoy, 
2  Dana  (Ky.)  347, 

53. 
(G). 

54. 
334. 

55.  Ala.— McCollum  v.  Hubbert,  13 
Ala.  282,  48  Am.  Dec.  56;  Cawthorn 
V.  Knight,  11  Ala.  579.  Ark.— Blanks 
V.  Eector,  24  Ark.  496,  88  Am.  Dec. 
780.  Ga.— Jones  v.  Parker,  60  Ga.  500, 
execution  amendable  so  as  to  conform 
to  judgment.  Me. — Hamant  v.  Cream- 
er, 101  Me.  222,  63  Atl.  736;  Thomp- 
son V.  Smiley,  50  Me.  67.  Md.— Hall 
V.  Clagett,  63  Md.  57.  N.  Y.— Bissell 
V.  Kip.  5  Johns.  89.  Pa.— Peddle  v. 
HoUinshead,  9  Serg.  &  E.  277.  Vt. 
Avery  v.  Lewis,  10  Vt.  332,  33  Am. 
Dee.  203.  Wis. — Davelaar  v.  Blue 
Mound  Inv.  Co.,  110  Wis.  470,  86  N.  W. 
185. 

[a]  The  court  in  Cawthorn  v. 
Knight,  11  Ala.  579,  says:  "Indeed  it 
is  very  difficult-  to  prescribe  limits  to 
this  salutary  power  possessed  by  the 
courts,   of   permitting   amendments    ijj 
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their  process,  whether  mesne,  or  final." 
See  also  McCollum  v.  Hubbert,  13  Ala. 
282,  48  Am.  Dee.  56. 

As  to  what  matters  amendable,  see 
infra,  II.  B,  2,  m,  (II). 

56.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  U.  S. — Lane  v.  Beltz- 
hoover, 'Taney  C.  C.  110,  14  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,047,  under  Maryland  Act  of  1789, 
ch.  20,  §38.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §3256; 
Henderson  v.  Holman,  69  So.  424.  Ark. 
Jackson  v.  Bowling,  10  Ark.  578.  Ga. 
Code,  1910,  §5698;  HoUis  v.  Sales,  103 
Ga.  75,  29  S.  E.  482.  Kan.— Gordon 
V.  Bodwell,  59  Kan.  51,  51  Pae.  906,  68 
Am.  St.  Rep.  341,  under  Gen.  St.,  1889; 
§4222.  Mass.— Nash  v.  Brophy,  13 
Mete.  476.  Miss. — Dailey  v.  State,  56 
Miss.  475.  Mont. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§§774,  778;  Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mont. 
96,  74  Pae.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544, 
63  L.  R.  A.  325.  N.  H.— Pub.  St.,  1901, 
ch.  231,  §14.  N.  C— Clark  v.  Hellen, 
23  N.  C.  421,  Rev.  St.,  ch.  58,  §1. 
Pa. — Reigel's  Appeal,  1  Walk.  72. 
Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2830;  Davelaar  v.  Blue 
Mound  Inv.  Co.,  110  Wis.  470,  86  N. 
W.  185;  Corwith  v.  State  Bank,  18. 
Wis.  560,  86  Am.  Deo.  793. 

[a]  Statute  of  Jeofails  and  Amend- 
ments.— Amendments  to  the  writ  of 
execution  do  not  come  within  the  class 
of  amendments  allowed  by  the  statute 
of  jeofails  and  amendments.  Forward 
V.  Marsh,  18  Ala.  645;  Cawthorn  v. 
Knight,  11  Ala.  579;  Hayford  v.  Ever- 
ett, 68  Me.  505. 

57.  Henderson  v.  Holman  (Ala.),  69 
So.  424;  Sheppard  v.  Melloy,  12  Ala. 
561;  Hall  v.  Clagett,  63  Md.  57. 

58.  Ala. — Sheppard  v.  Melloy,  12 
Ala.  561.  Ky. — Johnston  v.  Lynch,  3 
Bibb  334.  Me. — Chase  v.  Gilman,  15 
Me.  64.     M(l.— BEall  v,  Clagett,  63  Mel, 
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in  furtherance  of  justice.^'  The  mere  fact  that  the  amendment  'may 
affect  existing  rights,  is  not,  in  itself,  sufficient  to  make  the  court  re- 
frain from  exercising  this  power,""  though  it  does  have  some  influence 
on  the  exercise  thereof.®^ 

An  amendment  should  be  allowed  only  when  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
from  the  records,  that  the  execution  sought  to  be  amended  did  in  fact 
issue  upon  the  Judgment  to  which  the  amendment  makes  it  conform  f' 
and  it  must  appear  that  the  party  seeking  the  amendment  was  really 
entitled  to  such  process  as  was  attempted  to  be  issued."^  A  writ  which 
had  no  existence  cannot  be  created  by  an  amendment.^*  Therefore, 
an  execution  can  only  be  amended  when  merely  voidable,  and  not 
when  absolutely  void.°° 

Alterations  or  Interlineations.  —A  material  alteration  in  a  writ  a£ter 
its  issuance  will  render  it  void,°*  at  least  as  to  the  party  accountable 


57,  must  always  be  sometliing  in  the 
record  by  whieh  the  amendment  may 
be  made. 

59.  Ala. — Cawthorn  v.  Knight,  11 
Ala.  579.  Ga. — Saunders  v.  Smith,  3 
Ga.  121.  Me.— Caldwell  v.  Blake,  69 
Me.  458;  Hayford  v.  Everett,  68  Me. 
505.  Md.— Hall  v.  Clagett,  63  Md.  57. 
K.  Y. — Porter  v.  Goodman,  1  Cow.  413. 
N.  C— Williams  v.  Sharp,  70  N.  C. 
582;  Green  v.  Cole,  35  N.  C.  425.  Ore. 
Mint  V.  Phipps,  20  Ore.  340,  25  Pac. 
725,  23  Am.  Si  Eep.  124.  Eng. 
Brooks  V.  Hodson,  7  Man.  &  G.  529,  8 
Scott  N.  E.  223,  135  Eng.  Reprint  212; 
Phillips  V.  Tanner,  6  Bing.  237,  130 
Eng.  Eeprint  1271;  Hunt  v.  Pasman,  4 
Maule  &  S.  329,  105  Eng.  Eeprint  856. 

[a]  After  Sale  for  Inadequate 
Price. — ^Where  the  property  sold  under 
an  irregular  writ  brings  an  inadequate 
price,  the  law  will  ascribe  the  inade- 
quacies to  such  irregularities,  and  will 
refuse  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the 
writ.  White  v.  Taylor,  46  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  471,  102  S.  W.  747. 

i60.  Greene  v.  Cole,  35  N.  C.  425,  as 
every  amendment  necessarily  affects 
rights. 

61.  Execution  Defendant  Injured  by- 
Allowing  Amendment. — An  amendment 
to  the  writ  will  not  be  allowed  in  or- 
der to  cure  an  irregularity  and  make 
a  title  based  thereon  good,  where  the 
defendants  in  execution  had  no  actual 
and  only  a  constructive  notice  that 
their  land  was  sold;  and  where  it  ap- 
pears that  it  was  sold  for  a  small, 
while  ■  worth  a  large  sum ;  and  where 
they  had  no  chance  to  avoid .  the  sale 
or  redeem  the  land.  With  the  amend- 
ment allowed  the  defendants  would  in- 


nocently and  not  negligently  be  great 
losers.  The  amendment  disallowed, 
none  of  the  parties  will  suffer  any  con- 
siderable loss.  The  purchaser  can  re- 
ceive his  money  back.  The  original 
plaintiffs  can  renew  their  execution  and 
proceed  to  collect  it  anew.  In  this  re- 
sult, the  rights  of  all  parties  are  sub- 
stantially preserved.  Hayford  v.  Ev- 
erett, 68  Me.  505. 

[a]  Rights  of  Innocent  Persons  In- 
volved. —  The  power  of  permitting 
amendments  to  writs  is  exercised  for 
the  promotion  of  justice,  with  no  par- 
simonious hand;  yet  where  its  allow- 
ance would  be  destructive  of  the  rights 
of  innocent  third  persons,  the  court  will 
scan  well  the  grounds  upon  which  its 
action  is  sought.  Cawthorn  v.  Knight, 
11  Ala.  579.  See  also  Phillips  v.  Hig- 
don,  44  N.  C.  380. 

62.  McCormick  v.  Wheeler,  36  HI. 
114,  85  Am.  Dec.  388. 

63.  Hill  V.  Haynes,  54  N.  Y.  153. 

64.  Ark. — Bigham  v.  Dover,  86  Ark. 
323,  110  S.  W.  217.  Cal.— O'Donnell 
V.  Merguire,  131  Cal.  527,  63  Pac.  847. 
111.— McCormick  v.  Wheeler,  36  HI.  114, 
85  Am.  Dec.  388. 

65.  111.— McCormick  v.  Wheeler,  36 
111.  114,  85  Am.  Dec.  388.  Md.— Deak- 
ins  V.  Eex,  60  Md.  593.  Miss. — Smith 
V.  Mixon,  73  Miss.  581,  19  So.  295. 
Mont. — Kipp  V.  Burton,  29  Mont.  96, 
74  Pac.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544,  63 
L.  E.  A.  325.  N.  Y.— Clarke  v.  Miller, 
18  Barb.  269;  Burk  v.  Barnard,  4 
Johns.  309;  Bunn  v.  Thomas,  2  Johns. 
190. 

66.  White  v.  Jones,  38  HI.  159;  Peo- 
ple V.  Lamborn,  2  HI.  123  (alteration 
illegal  and  highly  improper). 
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for  the  alteration,^^  though  it  has  been  held  that  some  alterations  do 
not  wholly  invalidate  the  writ,**  and  that  where  there  has  been  an  - 
unauthorized  erasure  the  writ  may  be  restored  to  its  original  con- 
dition."^   An  apparent  alteration  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  in- 
nocently made  before  issuance  of  the  writ.'" 

(II.)  Matters  Amendable.  —  (A.)  In  Geneeai,. —  Although  amendments 
to  writs  of  execution  are  liberally  allowed  in  some  matters,'^  they  are 
not  allowed  as  to  matters  of  substance.''^  Amendments  are  allowed  for 
the  purpose  of  correcting  errors  or  misprisions  of  the  clerk  to  matters 
of  form;'^  thus,  amendments  have  been  held  proper  to  correct  de- 
ficiencies or  irregularities  in  the  writ,  as  to  its  caption,'*  or  as  to  the 


67.  Trigg  v.  Ross,  35  Mo.  165. 

68.  Brevard's  Exrs.  v.  Jones,  50  Ala. 
221  (where  after  the  return  da-y  had 
passed  without  a  levy  upon  a  writ  is- 
sued from  the  chancery  court,  the  regis- 
ter's  deputy,  at  the  sheriflE's  request, 
twice  changed  the  return  date  by  alter- 
ing the  name  of  the  month) ;  Keyes  v. 
Chapman,  5  Conn.  169  (altering  time 
for  return). 

[a]  Where  the  statute  provides  that 
in  certain  cases,  the  execution  may  be 
levied  by  either  a  sheriff  or  a  con- 
stable, and  an  execution  ■  when  issued 
is  directed  to  the  sheriff  only,  the  ad- 
dition of  a  direction  to  the  constablCv 
made  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  will 
net  render  the  writ  void.  Blanchard 
V.  "Waters,  10  Mete.  (Mass.)  185. 

69..   Eollins  v.  Eich,  27  Me.  557. 

70.  National  Bank  v.  Franklin,  ,20 
Kan.  264;  McDonald  v.  Fuller,  11  8.  D. 
355,  77  N.  "W.  581. 

[a]  Where  the  name  of  the  defend- 
ant in  an  execution  has  been  changed 
by  the  cancellation  of  one  of  the 
initials  and  the  insertion  of  another, 
the  change  will  be  presumed,  in  the 
absence  of  a  showing  to  the  contrary, 
to  have  been  made  before  the  sale, 
by  one  authorized  to  make  it.  Pres- 
ton V.  Wright,  60  Iowa  351,  14  N.  W. 
352. 

71.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  m,  (I). 

[a]  Where  a  writ  is  sued  out  into 
a  county  other  than  the  county  of 
venue,  it  is  allowable  to  amend  it  so 
that  it  shows  a  nulla  bona  return  of 
the  writ  in  the  county  of  venue.  Meyer 
V.  Ring,  1  H.  Black.  541,  126  Eng.  Re- 
print 310. 

72.  Ark. — Bigham  v.  Dover,  86  Ark. 
323,  110  S.  W.  217;  Blanks  v.  Rector, 
24  Ark.  496.  Ga. — Moughon  v.  Brown, 
68  Ga.  207.  Md.— Deakins  v.  Rex,  60 
Md.  593.      Mo. — Stewart  v.  Severance, 
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43  Mo.  322.  Tex. — ^McKay  v.  Paris  Ex- 
change Bank,  75  Tex.  181,  12  S.  W. 
529. 

But  see  the  discussion  following,  as 
to  the  particulars  in  which  amend- 
ment may  be  made.  ' 

73,  U.  S. — Black  v.  Wistar,  4  Dall. 
267,  1  L.  ed.  828;  Murphy  v.  Lewis, 
Hempst.  17,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,950a. 
Ark.— Blanks  v.  Rector,  24  Ark.  496. 
Cal.— Brush  V.  Smith,  141  Cal.  466,  75 
Pac.  55.  Colo. — Carnahan  v.  Pell,  4 
Colo.  190.  m. — Merrifield  v.  Cottage 
Piano  &  O.  Co.,  144  111.  App.  289. 
Ind.— Reily  v.  Burton,  71  Ind.  118; 
Hutchens  v.  Doe,  3  Ind.  528.  Ky. 
Knight  V.  Applegate's  Heirs,  3  Mon. 
335;  Johnston  v.  Lynch,  3  Bibb  334; 
Smith  V.  Carr,  Hard.  305,  308.  Me. 
Hamant  v.  Creamer,  101  Me.  222,  63 
Atl.  736;  Stringer  v.  Coombs,  62  Me. 
160;  Smith  v.  Keen,  26  Me.  411;  Chase 
V.  Gilman,  15  Me.  64.  Md.— Hall  v. 
Clagett,  63  Md.  57;  Deakins  v.  Rexj , 
60  Md.  593.  Mass. — Dewey  v.  Peeler, 
161  Mass.  135,  36  N.  E.  800,  42  Am. 
St.  Rep.  399;  Blanchard  v.  Waters,  10 
Mete.  185.  Minn. — Thompson  v.  Bick- 
ford,  19  Minn.  17.  Mo. — Stewart  v. 
Severance,  43  Mo.  322,  97  Am.  Dec. 
392.  N.  Y. — De  Lancey  v.  Piepgras, 
73  Hun  607,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  806;  Jack- 
son V.  Walker,  4  Wend.  462.  Pa." 
Owen  V.  Simpson,  3  Watts  87.  Vt. 
Avery  v.  Lewis,  10  Vt.  332,  33  Am. 
Dee.  203. 

See  also  supra,  II,  B,  2,  m,  (I), 
note. 

74.  Ark.— Kahn  v.  Kuhn,  44  Ark. 
404.  Cal.— Hibberd  v.  Smith,  50  Cal. 
511.  Colo.— Carnahan  v.  Pell,  4  Colo. 
190.  Minn. — Thompson  v.  Bickford,  19 
Minn.  17.  N.  Y — Park  v.  Oburch,  5 
How.  Pr.  381. 

[a]  Writ  running  in  the  name  oi: 
the  "Territory  of  Dakota"  after  the 
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teste  of  the  writ.^^  The  omission  of  the  seal  of  the  court  is  ordinarily 
considered  as  an  amendable  defect;"  but  in  those  states  where  the 
omission  of  the  seal  renders  the  writ  void/''  it  cannot  be  amended  by 
affixing  the  seal.'^  Defects  or  omissions  in  the  signature  of  the  clerk 
are  also  curable  by  amendment,"  though  upon  thig  proposition  there 


admission  of  South  Dakota  as  a  state 
held  amendable.  State  v.  Cassiday,  4 
S.  D.  58,  54  N.  W.  928. 

Necessity  for  title  of  writ,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  2,  b. 

75.  U.  S. — Shoemaker  v.  Knorr,  1 
Ball.  197,  1  L.  ed.  97.  Ala.— Harrell 
V.  Martin,  Pleasants  &  Co.,  6  Ala.  587. 
Ark. — Jackson  v.  Bowling,  10  Ark.  578; 
Haines  v.  McCormick,  5  Ark.  663. 
Conn. — Roberts  v.  Church,  17  Conn. 
142.  Ga.— Drawdy  v.  Littlefield,  75  Ga. 
235;  ITsry  v.  Saulsbury,  Respass  &  Co., 
62  Ga.  179.  Mass. — Nash  v.  Brophy,  13 
Mete.  476.  Miss. — Demoss  v.  Camp,  5 
How.  516,  in  which  leave  was  given  to 
amend  by  substituting,  a  new  writ. 
N.  H.— Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N.  H.  87, 
64  Am.  Dec.  352;  Seribner  v.  Whitcher, 
6  N.  H.  63,  23  Am.  Dee.  708.  N.  J. 
Inskeep  v.  Leeony,  1  N.  J.  L.  111.  N.  Y. 
Wright  V.  Nostrand,  94  N.  T.  31 ;  Doug- 
las V.  Haberstro,  88  N.  T.  611,  2  Civ. 
Proc.  186;  Park  v.  Church,  5  How.  Pr. 
381;  Thorpe  v.  Fowler,  5  Cow.  446; 
Boss  u.  Luther,  4  Cow.  158,  15  Am.  Dec. 
341;  Porter  v.  Goodman,  1  Cow!  413; 
Center  v.  Billinghurst,  1  Cow.  33;  "Wil- 
liams V.  Hogeboom,  22  Wend.  648;  Peo- 
ple v.  Montgomery  Common  Pleas,  18 
Wend.  633.  N.  0.— Cherry  v.  Woolard, 
23  N.  C.  438.  Pa. — Berthon  v.  Keeley, 
4  Teates  205;  Baker  v.  Smith,  4  Teates 
185;  Peddle  v.  HoUinshead,  9  Serg.  & 
B.  277.  Tenn. — Perkins  v.  Woodfolk, 
8  Baxt.  480.  Vt.— Bank  of  Whitehall 
V.  Pettes,  13  Vt.  395,  37  Am.  Dee.  600. 
Eng. — Hart  v.  Weston,  5  Burr.  Eep. 
2586,  98  Eng.  Reprint  360. 

[a]  But  in  Morgan  v.  Taylor,  38  N. 
J.  L.  317,  the  court  refused  to  amend 
the  teste  of  the  writ,  which  under  the 
statute  is  required  to  express  the  true 
time  of  issuing  the  writ,  where  the 
amendment  would  require  the  court  to 
carry  the  antedating  of  the  writ  back 
over  four  terms  of  the  court  next  pre- 
ceding its  issue,  and  five  preceding  its 
return  in  order  to  make  it  appear  that 
'the  writ  was  issued  prior  to  the  death 
of  the  judgment  creditor. 

Necessity  that  wilt  be  tested,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  2,  i. 

76.  Ark. — Hall  v.  Lackmond,  50  Ark. 


113,  6  S,  W.  510,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  84 
(amendment  may  be  made  although  mo- 
tion to  quash  the  writ  is  pending) ; 
Bridewell  v.  Mooney,  25  Ark.  524.  Oal. 
Hibberd  v.  Smith,  50  Cal.,  511.  Ha. 
Mitchell  V.  Duncan,  7  Fla.  13.  Ind. 
Rose  V.  Ingram,  98  Ind.  276;  Hunter 
V.  Burnsville  Turnpike  Co.,  56  Ind.  213. 
Me.— Bailey  v.'  Smith,  12  Me.  196; 
Sawyer  v.  Baker,  3  Me.  29.  Mass. 
Blanehard  v..  Waters,,  10  Met.  185. 
Mont.— Kipp  V.  Burton,  29  Mont.  96,  74 
Pae.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  544,  63  L. 
R.  A.  325.  Neb. — Taylor  v.  Courtnay, 
15  Neb.  190,  16  N.  W.  842.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Dunning,  1  Wend.  16;  Dom- 
inick  V.  Backer,  3  Barb.  17.  N.  C. 
Clark  V.  Hellen,  23  N.  C.  421;  Purcell 
V.  McParland's  Heirs,  23  N.  C.  34,  35 
Am.  Dee.  734.  Wis — Sabin  v.  Austin, 
19  Wis.  421;  Corwith  v.  State  Bank, 
18  Wis.  560,  86  Am.  Dec.  793.  See 
Davelaar  v.  Blue  Bound  Inv.  Co.,  110 
Wis.  470,  86  N.  W.  185  (seal  of  wrong 
court  affixed). 

Necessity  for  seal,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
2,  k. 

77.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  k. 

78.  Weaver  v.  Peasley,  163  HI.  251, 
45  N.  E.  119,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  469; 
Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  59  Kan.  51,  51  Pac. 
906,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  341. 

79.  Whiting  &  Slark  v.  Beebe,  12 
Ark.  421,  535. 

[a]  An  execution  for  the  sale  of 
property,  alithenticated  with  the  seal 
of  the  court  but  lacking  the  signature 
of  the  clerk  issuing  it,  may  be  amended 
after  its  return  by  order  of  court  upon 
the  clerk  to  sign  it,  if  necessary  to 
validate  proceedings  under  it.  Taylor 
V.  Buck,  61  Kan.  694,  60  Pac.  736,  78 
Am.  St.  Rep.  346. 

[b]  The  omission  of  the  clerk  to 
sign  a  writ  issued  by  him,  or  the  af- 
fixing by  inadvertence  the  name  of  an- 
other person  instead  of  his  own,  is  a 
mere  clerical  misprision — matter  of 
form,  and  not  substance,  and  will  be 
treated  as  amended  whenever  it  is  col- 
laterally assailed.  Jett  v.  Shinn,  47 
Ark.  373,  1  S.  W.  693. 

Necessity  for  signature,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  2,  j. 

Vol.  XV 


824  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

are  authorities  to  the  contrary,  especially  where  such  signatures  are 
considered  as  indispensable.*" 

(B.)  Recitals  as  to  Judgment.si  —  Errors  or  omissions  in  the  writ  of 
execution  in  the  recitals  of  the  date  of  the  rendition,*^  or  docketing,*^ 
of  the  judgment,  or  of  the  date  of  filing  the  transcript  thereof,**  may 
be  amended. 

(C.)  Designation  or  Parties  ob  Capacitt.85  — Errors  or  omissions  in 
reciting  the  names, *^  or  capacities,*^  of  the  parties  to  the  writ,  are 
amendable.     Where  a  judgment  is  against  several,  a  writ  running 


80.  Cal.— O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131 
Cal.  527,  63  Pae.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 
389.  Ga. — Rawles  v.  Jackson,  104  Ga. 
593,  30  S.  E.  820,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  185. 
ni.— Wooters  v.  Joseph,  137  111.  113,  27 
N.  E.  80,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  355. 

81.  Kecitals  as  to  judgment,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  2,  e. 

82.  HI.— Mooney  v.  Moriarty,  36  111. 
App.  175.  la. — Sprott  v.  Raid,  8  G.  Gr. 
489.  Me.— Chase  v.  Gilman,  15  Me.  66. 
Md. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  "Weokler,  52 
Md.  30.  Minn. — Millis  v.  Lombard,  32 
Minn.  259,  20  N.  W.  187.  Miss.— Dailey 
V.  State,  56  Miss.  475.  Mo. — Davis  v. 
Kline,  76  Mo.  310;  Stewart  v.  Sever- 
ance, 43  Mo.  322,  97  Am.  Dec.  392. 
Can. — Regina  v.  Monkman,  8  Manitoba 
509. 

83.  Cal.— "Van  Cleave  v.  Bucher,  79 
Cal.  600,  21  Pac.  954.  N.  Y.— Wright 
V.  Nostrand,  94  N.  T.  31.r  S.  D.— Mc- 
Donald V.  Fuller,  11  S.  D.  355,  77  N. 
W.  581,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  815.  Wis. 
Swift  V.  Agnes,  33  Wis.  228;  Sabin  v. 
Austin,  19  Wis.  421. 

Becital  as  to  docketing  of  judg- 
ment, see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  c. 

84.  Burch  v.  Bureh,  51  Miss.  232,  100 
N.  Y.  Supp.  814. 

85.  As  to  designation  of  parties  in 
writ,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  d. 

86.  See  the  following:  Ala. — De- 
loach  V.  State  Bank,  27  Ala.  437;  Mc- 
Collum  V.  Hubbert,  13  Ala.  282,  48  Am. 
Dec.  56;  McElhaney  v.  Flynn,  23  Ala. 
819;  Shorter's  Admr. -i/.  Mims,  18  Ala. 
655.  Ga.— Lamb  v.  Dart,  108  6a.  602, 
34  S.  B.  160;  Smith  v.  Bell,  107  Ga. 
800,  33  S.  E.  684,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  151; 
Gross  V.  Mims,  63  Ga.  563;  Ramsey  v. 
Cole,  84  Ga.  147,  10  S.  E.  598;  Powell 
V.  Perry,  63  Ga.  417;  Manry  v.  Shep- 
perd,  57  Ga.  68;  Thornton  v.  Lane,  11 
Ga.  459.  Ky. — Shackleford  v.  Foun- 
tain's Heirs,  1  Mon.  252;  Bank  of 
Kentucky  v.  Lacy,  1  Mon.  7;  Stovall 
V.  Hibbs,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  906,  32  S.  W. 
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1087.  Mo.— Davis  v.  Kline,  76  Mo. 
310.  N.  H.— Vogt  V.  Tieknor,  48  N. 
H.  242.  Pa.— Sickler  v.  Overton,  3  Pa. 
325;  Cluggage  v.  Lessee  of  Duncan,  1 
Serg.  &  R.  111.  W.  Va.— Stout  v.  Bal- 
timore &  O.  R.  Co.,  64  W.  Va.  502,  63 
S.  E.  317,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  940.  Bng. 
Mackie  v.  Smith,  4  Taunt.  322,  128  Eng. 
Reprint  354. 

[a]  Considered  as  amended  when 
collaterally  attacked.  Jones  v.  Dove,  7 
Ore.  467. 

[b]  "An  execution  issued  by  an  of- 
ficer having  authority  to  issue  the 
same,  regular  upon  its  face  in  all  re- 
spects save  that  the  name  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  judgment  is  omitted,  may  be 
amended  by  supplying  the  omission 
upon  its  being  shown  that  a  judgment 
was  rendered  in  favor  of  such  party  for 
the  amount  specified  in  the  execution. 
Such  an  execution  is  not  materially 
variant  from  the  judgment,  but  sim- 
ply on  account  of  the  omission  fails 
to  connect  itself  with  the  judgment." 
Smith  V.  Bell,  107  Ga.  800,  33  S.  E.  684, 
73  Am.  St.  Rep.  151. 

[e]  Striking  Out  Name  of  Deceased 
Co-Plaintiff.— Where,  after  the  death  of 
one  or  more  co-plaintiffs,  an  execution 
is  erroneously  issued  in  the  name  of 
all  the  plaintiffs,  the  writ  may  be 
amended  by  striking  out  the  name  of 
the  deceased  plaintiffs,  so  as  to  make 
the  writ  issuing  in  the  name  of  the 
surviving  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs.  Lane 
v.  Beltzhoover,  Taney  C.  C.  110,  14 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,047;  Newnham  v.  Law, 
5  Term.  Rep.  577,  101  Eng.  Reprint 
323, 

87.  Amendments  (1)  allowed  to 
show  that  the  party  is  acting  in  a 
different  representative  capacity.  Dewey 
V.  Peeler,  161  Mass.  135,  ^36  N.  E. 
800,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  399,  (2)  or  acting 
in  a  representative  and  not  an  indi- 
vidual capacity.  Holmes  v.  Jordan,  163 
Mass.  147,  39  N.  E,  1005. 
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against  but  part  of  the  defendants  may  be  amended  by  adding  the 
names  of  the  other  defendants.^^  Conversely,  where  the  writ  runs 
against  too  many,  it  may  be  amended  by  striking  out  those  names  not 
properly  contained  therein.^^  But  an  execution  cannot  be  amended 
so  as^  to  change  the  person  against  whom  it  is  to  run.^° 

(D.)  Designation  of  Amount  To  Be  Made  by  Weit.  —  Errors  or  omis- 
sions in  designating  the  amount  to  be  made  by  the  writ  of  execution 
may  be  corrected  by  amendm^ent-^^ 


88.  N.  H.--Morse  v.  Dewey,  3  N.  H. 
535.  N.  Y. — Porter  v.  Goodman,  1  Cow. 
413.  Pa.— Siekler  v.  Overton,  3  Pa. 
325;  Shaffer  v.  "Watkins,  7  Watts  &  S. 
219. 

89.  Goodman  &  Mitchell  v.  Walker, 
38  Ala.  142;  Andreas  v.  Roberts,  18 
Ala.  387;  Cawthoru  v.  Knight,  11  Ala. 
579;  Van  Deusen  v.  Brewer,  6  Cow. 
(N.  T.)  50;  Hilton  v.  Sinsheimer,  5 
Civ.  Proc.  (N.  T.)  355. 

[a]  Execution  may  be  amended  by 
striking  out  the  name  of  one  of  the 
defendants,  so  as  to  make  it  conform  to 
the  judgment  on  which  it  was  issued. 
Goodman  &  Mitchell  v.  Walker,  38  Ala. 
142. 

[b]  Where  a  defendant  has  died, 
an  execution  erroneously  issued  after 
his  death  as  against  all  the  defend- 
ants may  be  amended  so  that  it  shall 
appear  as  being  issued  against  the  sur- 
viving defendant,  and  the  proceedings 
thereon  to  be  limited  to  the  estate  of 
the  survivor.  Loomis  v.  Ross,  12  Pa. 
Super.  95. 

[c]  Where  an  execution  issues 
against  the  sureties  of  an  administra- 
tor, some  of  whom  were  dead  before 
the  statute  judgment  was  rendered,  the 
court  should  not  quash  the  execution 
for  this  cause,  but  amend,  by  striking 
out  their  names.  Thompson  v.  Bondu- 
raut  &  King,  15  Ala.  346,  50  Am.  Dec. 
136. 

9.9.  In  Morris  v.  Balkham,  75  Tex. 
Ill,  12  S.  W.  790,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  874, 
the  court  refused  to  allow  an  amend- 
ment of  an  execution  against  the  prop- 
erty of  William  Van  Hagen  where  the 
judgment  was  against  H.  W.  Van 
Hagen  upon  the  ground  that  it  would 
be  unjust  to  allow  an  execution  against 
one  person  to  be  amended  so  that  it 
would  become  an  execution  against  an- 
other person  and  give  to  the  sale  the 
effect  of  passing  the  title  of  the  latter 
in  property.  ■ 

91.  Ala. — Henderson  v.  Holman,  69 
So.  424;  Sheppard  v.  Melloy,  12  Ala. 


561.  Cal.— Van  Cleave  v.  Bueher,  79 
Cal.  600,  21  Pac.  954;  Hunt  v.  Loueks, 
38  Cal.  372,  99  Am.  Dec.  404;  Shirran 
V.  Dallas,  21  Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pac. 
454,  462.  Ga.— Saunders  v.  Smith,  3 
Ga.  121.  ni. — Durham  v.  Heaton,  28 
ni.  264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275;  Lewis  v. 
Lindley,  28  HI.  147;  Bybee  v.  Ashby, 
7  HI.  151,  43  Am.  Dec.  47.  Ind.— Mc- 
Call  V.  Trevor,  4  Blackf.  496;  Doe,  on 
the  Demise  of  Wilkins  v.  Rue,  4  Blackf. 
263.  Kan. — Paine  v.  Spratley,  5  Kan. 
525.  Ky.  —  Knight  v.  Applegate's 
Heirs,  3  Mon.  335;  Pemberton  v. 
Searce,  Hard.  3.  Me — Hamant  v. 
Creamer,  101  Me.  222,  63  Atl.  736; 
Coffin  V.  Freeman,  84  Me.  535,  24  Atl. 
986;  Corthell  v.  Egery,  74  Me.  41; 
Smith  V.  Keen,  26  Me.  411;  Wright  v. 
Wright,  6  Me.  415.  Miss. — Dailey  v. 
State,  56  Miss.  475.  Mo. — Davis  v. 
Kline,  76  Mo.  310;  Montgomery  v.  Rob- 
inson, 5  Mo.  233;,  Eastou  v.  Collier,  1 
Mo.  467.  Mont.— Roush  v.  Fort,  2  Mont. 
482.  N.  J.— Fries  v.  Woodworth,  31  N. 
J.  L.  273;  Lane  v.  Potter,  23  Atl.  420; 
Cox  V.  Bennet,  13  N.  J.  L.  165,  ^72; 
Grifath  V.  Jones,  3  N.  J.  L.  932.  N.  M. 
Bachelder  Bros.  v.  Chaves,  5  N.  M.  562, 
25  Pac.  783.  N.  Y. — Wright  v.  Nos- 
trand,  94  N.  Y.  31;  Kokomo  Straw 
Board  Co.  v.  Inman,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
705;  Swan  v.  Saddlemire,  8  Wend.  676; 
Jackson  v.  Walker,  4  Wend.  462;  Jack- 
son ex  dem.  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  4 
Wend.  474;  Bissell  v.  Kip,  5  Johns. 
89;  Holmes  v.  Williams,  3  Caines  98. 
N.  C— Hinton  v.  Roach,  95  N.  C.  106. 
Ohio. — Waggoner  v.  Lessee  of  Dubois, 
19  Ohio  67.  Eng. — Laroche  v.  Was- 
brough,  2  Term  Rep.  737,  100  Eng.  Re- 
print 397.  Can. — Helm  v.  Crossin,  17 
U.  C.  C.  P.  156. 

[a]  Treated  as  amended  when  col- 
laterally attacked.  Jones  v.  Dove,  7 
Ore.  467. 

[b]  Judgment  by  Confession. — Where 
an  execution  is  issued  for  the  entire 
amount  recovered  in  a  judgment  by 
confession,  whereas  but  a  part  of  such 
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(E.)  DEScErPTioN  OF  Peopbety.92  —r-  The  description  of  property  in  a 
writ  may  be  amended  if  it  can  be  corrected  by  the  praecipe  or  judg- 
ment.®^ 

(F.)  Directions  to  Opficee.s*  —  The  omission  to  direct  the  writ  to  the 
proper  officer  is  curable  by  amendment.®^  Likewise  a  direction  to  im- 
proper officers  is  a  defect  in  the  writ  which  may  be  amended.®* 

A  mistake  in  directing  the  writ. to  the  wrong  county,®^  or  an  insuffi- 
cient direction  as  to  the  property  subject  to  levy,®^  or  an  error  in 
designating  the  return  day  of  the  writ,®®  or  the  court  to  which  return 


debt  is  actually  due,  the  writ  may  be 
amended  on  the  motion  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor  or  his  subsequent  execution 
creditors  so  as  to  direct  the  sheriff  to 
collect  only  such  amount  of  the  debt 
which  is  actually  due.  Jaffray  v.  Sauss- 
man,  52  Hun  (N.  T.)  561,  17  Civ. 
Proe.  1. 

[c]  An  execution  directing  the  col- 
lection of  interest  on  the  judgment 
at  a  higher  rate  than  the  judgment 
calls  for,  may  be  amended  at  any  time, 
so  as  to  make  it  conform  to  the  judg- 
ment. Jones  V.  Goodbar,  60  Ark.  182, 
29  S.  W.  462. 

[d]  Where  the  writ  issued  for  a 
greater  amount  of  costs  than'  actually 
due,  after  a  retaxation  of  the  costs  the 
writ  should  be  amended  to  conform  to 
the  amount  of  the  costs  actually  due. 
Adriance  Piatt  &  Co.  t).  Heiskell,  8  App. 
Cas.    (D:   C.)    240. 

92.  As  to  description  of  property, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (II),  (E). 

93.  Caldwell  v.  Blake,  69  Me.  458; 
McClelland  v.  Devilbiss,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
613.     See  infra,  II,  B,  2,  m,  (II),  (P). 

94.  As  to  directions  to  officer,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  2,  f. 

95.  Me. — Morrell  v.  Cook,  31  Me. 
120;  Eollins  V.  Eieh,  27  Me.  557.  Mass. 
Blanchard  v.  Waters,  10  Met.  185; 
Hearsey  v.  Bradbury,  9  Mass.  95.  S.  C. 
Eepresentative  of  Bordeaux  v.  Treasur- 
ers, 3  McCord  142;  Toomer  v.  Purkey, 
1  Mill  3'23,  12'  Am.  Dec.  634.  Can. 
Chambers  v.  Dollar,  29  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
599. 

[a],  A  writ  directed  to  "all  and 
singular  the  sheriffs  of  said  state," 
omitting  to  direct  it  also  to  the  lawful 
deputies  of  the  sheriff,  is  amendable, 
and  where  the  levy  was  made  by  the 
sheriff,  it  seems  that  the  vrit  need  not 
even  be  amended.  Cheney  &  Matthews 
V.  Beall,  69  Ga.  533. 

[b]  Unauthorized  Erasure  of  Direc- 
tion.— If  the  writ,  when  issued  by  the 
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clerk  contained  the  proper  directions 
and  subsequently  there  has  been  an  un- 
authorized erasure  of  the  direction,  and 
a  new  and  different  direction  inserted, 
a  restoration  to  its  former  condition  is 
proper.     Eollins  v.  Eich,  27  Me.  557. 

96.  National  Bank  v.  Franklin,  20 
Kan.  264;  Christy  v.  Springs,  11  Okla. 
710,  69  Pae.  864. 

[a]  Where  a  writ  was  directed  to 
the  sheriff,  but  delivered  to,  and  exe- 
cuted by  the  coroner,  an  amendment 
permitting  the  substitution  of  the  word 
"coroner"  in  place  of  the  word  "sher- 
iff" was  held  proper.  Simcoke  v.  Fred- 
erick, 1  Ind.  54. 

[b]  Where  a  writ  was  directed  to 
the  coroner,  instead  of  the  sheriff,  it 
was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  proper- 
ly allowed  to  amend  the  writ,  by  stat- 
ing, as  a  reason  why  it  was  so  di- 
rected, that  the  sheriff  was  one  of  the 
defendants.  Moss  i).  Thompson,  17  Mo. 
405. 

[c]  Where  a  constalile  attached  and 
held  goods,  and  the  execution  was 
directed  to  the  sheriff,  but  delivered 
to  the  constable,  who  served  the  same, 
it  was  held  that  the  execution  was 
not  void  but  amendable.  Pecotte  v. 
Oliver,  2  Idaho  230   10  Pac.  302. 

97.  Walden  v.  Davison,  15  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  575,  578.  But  see  Bybee  v. 
Ashby,  7  111.  151,  holding  it  improper 
to  amend,  several  years  after  sale,  to 
correct  direction  to  the  wrong  county. 

98.  Ga.— HolKs  v.  Sales,  103  Ga.  75, 
29  S.  E.  482.  N.  Y.— Burch  v.  Burch, 
51  Misc.  232,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  814; 
Woolworth  V.  Taylor,  62  How.  Pr.  90; 
Van  Deusen  v.  Brower,  6  Cow.  50.  Pa. 
Peddle  v.  Hollinshead,  9  Serg.  &  E. 
277. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  m,  (II),  (E). 

99.  U.  S. — Shoemaker  v.  Knorr,  1 
Dall.  197,  1  L.  ed.  97.  Ala.— Forward 
V.  Marsh,  18  Ala.  645.  Ga.— Saunders 
V.  Smith,  3    Ga.    121.      ^.— Goode'a 
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is  to  be  made,^  are  curable  by  amendment  of  the  writ. 

(G.)  lNDOESEMENTs.2  —The  failure  to  make  proper  indorsements  re- 
quired to  be  made  upon  the  writ  of  execution  is  curable  by  amend- 
ment.' 

(III.)  How  Made.  —  (A.)  By  Whom.  —  The  amendment  of  a  writ  of 
execution  requires  the  exercise  of  judicial  powers,  and  so  neither  the 
clerk,*  nor  the  sheriff,^  generally  have  power  to  make  such  amendment ; 
it  can  be  made  only  in  open  court.®  But  the  clerk  or  his  successor  is 
sometimes  given  the  power  by  statute  to  amend  any  mistake  made  in 
issuing  the  execution,  without  action  of  court.'' 

(B.)  Application.  —  It  is  sometimes  the  duty  of  the  court,  of  its  own 
motion,  to  direct  the  amendment  of  an  execution;^  and  in  collateral 
proceedings,  an  amendment  is  often  treated  as  made,  Tyithout  a  formal 
motion  being  made  therefor,^  and  without  the  necessity  of  making  a 


Admr.  v.  Miller,  etc.,  78  Ky.  235.  Miss. 
Harrison  v.  The  Agricultural  Bank,  2 
Smed.  &  M.  307.  N.  Y.— Wright  v. 
Nostrand,  94  N.  T.  31  ;\  Boyd  v.  Vander- 
kemp,  1  Barb.  Ch.  273;  Van  Deusen  v. 
Brewer,  6  Cow.  50;  Inman  v.  Griswold, 
1  Cow.  199;  Cramer  v.  Van  Alstyne,  9 
Johns.  386;  Benedict  &  Burnham  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Thayer,  20  Hun  547.  Pa.— Ber- 
thon  V.  Keeley,  4  Yeates  205.  Eng. 
Eeubel  v.  Preston,  5  East  291,  102  Eng. 
Eeprint   1081. 

1.  Atkinson  v.  Newton,  2  Bos.  & 
Pul.  336,  126  Eng.  Eeprint  1313  (writ 
made  returnable  to  wrong  court) ;  Hunt 
V.  Kendrick,  2  Black.  W..  836,  96  Eng. 
Eeprint  493.  And  see  Simon  v.  Gurney, 
5  Taunt.  605,  128  Eng.  Eeprint  827. 

2.  As  to'  indorsements,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  2,  1. 

3.  Porsythe  v.  Washtenaw  Circuit 
Judge,  180  Mich.  633,  147  N.  W.  549 
(indorsement  of  time  of  receipt  of  writ 
by  sheriff  permitted  after  writ  had 
been  returned  unsatisfied) ;  Abels  v. 
Westervelt,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  230; 
Deyo  r.  Borley,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  300. 

4.  ni.— White  V.  Jones,  33  HI.  159. 
Ky.— Johnson  v.  Scott,  134  Ky.  736, 
121  S..W.  695.  Mo.— Trigg  v.  Ross,  35 
Mo.  165. 

Compare,  Shorter 's  Admr.  v.  Mims, 
18  Ala.  655. 

[a]  The  clerk  Is,  by  statute,  ex- 
pressly forbidden  to  amend  or  impair 
any  process,  pleading  or  record,  with- 
out the  order  of  the  court;  and,  con- 
sequently, any  such  unauthorizeiJ 
change  made  by  him  in  an  execution 
would  be  as  in  the  case  of  such  change 
made  by  a  stranger,  mere  spoliaition, 
and  would  have  no  force  to  alter  the 


legal  effect  of  the  writ.  If,  however, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  made  the 
change,  by  the  hand  of  the  clerk,  he 
thereby  invalidated  the  writ  as  to  his 
beneficial  interest  under  it;  and  hfiv- 
ing  become  himself  the  purchaser  of  the 
land,  the  sale  to  him  under  th^  altered 
writ  was  void.  Trigg  v.  Boss,  35  Mo. 
165. 

5.  Sublett  V.  Gardner,  144  Ky.  190, 
137  8.  W..  864;  Johnson  v.  Scott,  134 
Ky.  736,  121  S.  W.  695;  Vance  v. 
Vanarsdale,  1  Bush  (Ky.)  504;  Maupin 
V.  Emmons,  47  Mo.  304. 

Amendment  of  return,  see  the  article 
"Keturns." 

6.  Sublett  V.  Gardner,  144  Ky.  190, 
137  S.  W.  864. 


7.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §§5 
Smith  V.  Bell,  107  Ga.  800,  33  S.  E. 
684,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  151;  Gross  v. 
Mims,  63  Ga.  563. 

[a]  In  such  case,  the  amendment  is 
a ,  mere  ministerial  act  of  the  clerk. 
Gross  V.  Mims,  63  Ga.  563. 

8.  Sheppard  v.  Melloy,  12  Ala.  561. 
[a]    When  the  record   which   shows 

the  variance  upon  -which  a  motion  to 
quash  the  writ  is  founded,  and  fur- 
nishes the  only  proper  data  for  the 
correction  of  the  error,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  of  its  own  motion  to 
direct  the  amendment  of  the  writ  and 
overrule  the  motion  to  quash.  Shep- 
pard V.  Melloy,  12  Ala.  561. 

9.  Ala. — Friedman  v.  Waldrop,  97 
Ala.  434,  12  So.  427.  Mass. — Dewey 
V.  Peeler,  161  Mass.  135,  36  N".  E.  800, 
42  Am.  St.  Eep.  399;  Currier  v.  Bart- 
lett,  122  Mass.  133.  Pa. — Shaffer  v. 
Watkins,  7  Watts  &  S.  219. 
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formal  amendment,  the  defect  being  simply  disregarded.^"  A  motion 
to  amend  an  execution  is  a  proper  practice,  however.^^  The  motion  or 
application  to  amend  a  writ  of  execution  should  be  made  to  the  court 
from  which  it  issued.^^    One  court  cannot  amend  the  writ  of  another. ^^ 

Notice  of  Application.!*  —  A  reasonable  notice  of  a  motion  to  amend 
is  generally  required  to  be  given  to  the  parties  to  be  affected.^^ 

(C.)  Hearing  and  Determination.  —  Where  the  right  to  amend  an 
execution  is  given  by  statute,  it  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  discretion 
of  the  judge.^°  But  ordinarily  the  allowance  or  refusal  of  amendments 
is  a  matter  of  judicial  discretion, ^^  in  which  case  the  order  made  is 


10.  TT,  S.— Griswold  v.  Connolly,  1 
Woods  193,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,833. 
Mass.— Look  v.  Luce,  140  Mass.  461,  5 
N.  E.  163.  Miss.— Doe  v.  Gildart,  4 
How.  267.  Mont. — Kipp  v.  Burton,  29 
Mont.  96,  74  Pae.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep. 
544,  63  L.  E.  A.  325,  validating  stat- 
ute made  writ  good  without  amend- 
ment. 

[a]  In  aU  collateral  proceedings 
where  the  record  discloses  the  error 
and  supplies  the  data  for  its  correction, 
an  amendment  of  the  writ  will  be  con- 
sidered as  made  though  not  formally 
made.  Friedman  v.  Waldrop,  97  Ala. 
434. 

11.  Ala. — Sheppard  v.  Melloy,  12 
Ala.  561.  Ky. — Sublett  v.  Gardner,  144 
Ky.  190,  137  S.  W.  864.  Mass.— Chese- 
bro  V.  Barme,  163  Mass.  79,  39  N.  E. 
1033.  S.  C— Giles  v.  Pratt,  1  Hill  239, 
26  Am.  Dec.  170. 

[a]  If  the  authority  to  allow  an 
amendment  to  the  writ  appears  by  ex- 
trinsic proof,  and  not  by  an  inspection 
of  the  record,  a  motion  to  amend  should 
be  made.  Sheppard  v.  Melloy,  12  Ala. 
561. 

12.  Ala. — Henderson  v.  Holman,  69 
So.  424;  Hubbert  v.  McCollum,  6  Ala. 
221.    Idaho. — Pecotte  v.  Oliver,  2  Idaho 

'  251,  10  Pac.  302.  Ky. — Johnson  v. 
Scott,  134  Ky.  736,  121  S.  "W.  695. 
Md.— Hall  V.  Clagett,  63  Md.  57.  Miss. 
Eobb  V.  Halsey,  11  Smed.  &  M.  140. 

From  what  tribunal  execution  issues, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  c. 

13.  Bisbee  v.  Hall,  Wright  (Ohio) 
59. 

[a]  Where  a  fieri  facias  on  a  jus- 
tice's judgment  was  levied  on  land, 
and  the  regular  proceedings  had  in  the 
county  court  for  the  subjecting  the 
land,  and  a  sale  made  by  virtue  there- 
of, it  was  held  that  the  county  court, 
at  a  subsequent  term,  has  no  authority, 
on  motion  to   set   aside  the  fi.  fa.   on 
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the  justice's  judgment.  The  motion  in 
substance  being  one  to  amend  in  one 
court  the  process  of  another.  Bennett 
V.  Taylor,  53  N.  C.  281. 

14.  See  generally  the  titles  "Mo- 
tions;"  "Notice." 

15.  III.— Bybee  v.  Ashby,  7  HI.  151, 
43  Am.  Dec.  47.  Ky.— Sublett  t.  Gard- 
ner, 144  Ky.  190,  137  S.  W.  864. 
Tex. — Morris  v.  Balkham,  75  Tex.  Ill, 
12  S.  W.  790,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  874. 

[a]  Eights  of  Third  Persons  Af- 
fected.— An  amendment  to  a  writ  should 
not  be  allowed  without  notice,  if  it 
would  change  in  substance  the  process 
from  what  it '  was  when  issued,  and 
would  thus  affect  the  rights  of  third 
persons.  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  64  N.  G. 
427. 

[b]  The  defendant  in  execution  need 
not  be  notified.  Giles  v.  Pratt,  1  Hill 
(S.  C.)  239,  26  Am.  Dec.  170. 

[c]  Where  the  parties  affected  are 
before  the  court  upon  a  motion  to 
quash  the  writ,  no  notice  of  a  counter- 
motion  to^  amend  need  be  given.  In- 
man  v.  Griswold,  1  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  199. 

16.  Johnston  v.  Lynch,  3  Bibb  (Ky.) 
334. 

17.  Ga. — Saunders  v.  Smith,  3  Ga. 
121.  '  Me.— Hayford  v.  Everett,  68  Me. 
505.  S.  C— Giles  v.  Pratt,  1  Hill  239, 
26  Am.  Dee.  170;  Hubbell  v.  Fogartie^ 
1  Hill  167,  26  Am.  Dec.  163. 

[a]  In  Furtherance  of  Justice. 
The  court  is  bound  by  no  rule  in  exer-' 
cising  its  discretionary  power  in  such 
cases,  except  that  it  should  be  allowed 
only  in  the  furtherance  of  justice.  Hay- 
ford  V.  Everett,  68  Me.  505. 

[b]  Legal  Discretion.- "The  dis- 
cretion of  the  judge  in  relation  to 
amendments  is  not  a  mere  capricious 
exercise  of  power  and  will;  it  is  a  legal 
discretion,  and  ought  to  be  governed 
by,  and  exercised  acc6rding  to  the 
rules  of  law.     As  long  as  the  plaintifE 
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not  ordinarily  reviewable  by  an  appellate  tribunal.^' 

(IV.)  Time  for.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  an  execution  may  be 
amended  at  any  time,^^  either  after  a  levy  thereof,^"  or  after  a  return  f^ 
or  before,^^  or  after  a  sale.^^    An  amendment  will  not  be  allowed  /iur- 


has  anything  TSy  which  he  can  amend 
his  subsequent  proceedings,  he  has  the 
right  to  do  so;  as,  for  instance,  he  can 
amend  .  .  .  the  execution  by  the 
judgment."  Hubbell  v.  Fogartie,  1  Hill 
(S.  C.)   167,  26  Am.  Deo.  163. 

[c]  Setting  Aside  Order  of  Amend- 
ment.— An  amendment  of  a  writ  hav- 
ing been  made  at  one  term,  after  notice 
and  a  full  hearing  of  the  parties,  and 
no  exception  taken,  a  motion  at  a  sub- 
sequent term  to  rescind  the  order  and 
erase  the  amendment,  upon  a  sugges- 
tion that  they  were  made  upon  false 
testimony,  will  not  be  heard.  In  such 
case  a  new  trial  may  be  granted  under 
the  statute,  where  the  facts  will  sus- 
tain the  application.  Eussell  v.  Dyer, 
39  N.  H.  528. 

18.  PhiUipse  v.  Higdon,  44  N.  C. 
3S0. 

[a]  Order  (1)  permitting  or  refus- 
ing amendment  only  reviewable  where 
a  question  of  law  has  been  decided 
(Hayford  v.  Everett,  68  Me.  505),  (2) 
or  where  there  has  been  a  gross  abuse 
of  discretion.  Saunders  v.  Smith,  3 
Ga.  121. 

19.  Fla. — Adams  v.  Higgins,  23  Fla. 
13,  1  So.  321.  Ind. — Eose  v.  Ingram, 
98  Ind.  276,  upon  ,a  collateral  attack. 
Me. — Thompson  v.  Smiley,  50  Me.  67. 
Md.— Hall  V.  Clagett,  63  Md.  57,  after 

•  application  made  to  quash  writ  for 
Bueh  defect.  N.  M. — Bachelder  Bros. 
V.  Chaves,  5  N.  M.  562,  25  Pac.  783. 

[a]  If  action  has  begun  for  trespass 
under  the  writ  sought  to  be  amended 
it  has  been  held  proper  to  grant  the 
amendment  upon  condition  that  the 
plaintiff  pay  the  costs  of  the  action 
and  motion.  Porter  v.  Goodman,  1  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  413. 

20.  Me.— MorreU  v.  Cook,  31  Me. 
120.  N.  H.— Whittier  v.  Varney,  10 
N.  H.  291.  Eng.— Hunt  v.  Kendrick,  2 
W.  Black.  836,  96  Eng.  Reprint  493. 

21.  Me. — Sawyer  v.  Baker,  3  Greenl. 
29.  Mass. — Blanchard  v.  Waters,  10 
Mete.  185.  N.  M. — Bachelder  Bros.  v. 
Ohaves,  5  N.  M.  562,  25  Pac.  783.  N.  Y. 
Kokomo  Straw  Board  Co.  v.  Inman,  67 
Hun  648,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  705;  Phelps 
V.  Ball,  1  Johns.  Cas.  31.^ 

[a]    Addition    of    Coats, — After  an 


execution  which  was  proceeding  for 
certain  amounts  as  principal  and  costs 
had  been  returned  to  court  fully  satis- 
fied, it  could  not  be  then  amended  by 
an  insertion  therein  by  the  clerk  of 
additional  costs,  as  witness  fees,  and 
proceed  for  the  same.  Dickerson  v. 
Downs,  108  Ga.  782,  33  S.  E.  707. 

22.  m.— Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  HI. 
264,  81  Am.  Dee.  275;  Lewis  v.  Lindley, 
28  111.  147;  Bybee  v.  Ashby,  7  111.  151, 
43  Am.  Dee.  47;   Mooney  v.  Moriarty, 

36   111.   App.   175.     N.   Y Jackson   ex 

dem.  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  4  Wend. 
474.  Tex. — McKay  v.  Paris  Exchange 
Bank,  75  Tex.  181,  12  S.  W.  529,  16 
Am.  St.  Eep.  884. 

[a]  In  McKay  v.  Paris  Exchange 
Bank,  75  Tex.  181,  184,  12  S.  W.  529, 
the  courf  said:  "Where  the  proceed- 
ings are  amendable  we  deem  it  to .  be 
the  better  rule  to  require  it  to  be 
done  before  a  sale  has  been  made. 
When  the  defect  is  one  of  substance  it 
will  not  be  contended  that  it  may 
properly  be  removed  for  the  benefit  of 
the  purchaser  after  the  sale  by  amend- 
ment. If  it  is  one  of  form  only,  we 
see  no  reason  why  it  may  not  be  dis- 
regarded or  supplied  in  any  suit  in 
which  the  question  may  become  in- 
volved." See  also  Morris  v.  Balkham, 
75  Tex.  111.  12  S.  W.  970,  16  Am.  St. 
Eep-  a7v 

23.  Fla.— Adams  v.  Higgins,  23  Fla. 
13,  1  So.  321.  lU.— Durham  v.  Heaton, 
28  111.  264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275;  Lewis 
V.  Lindley,  28  111.  147;  Bybee  v.  Ashby, 
7  HI.  151,  43  Am.  Dec.  47;  Mooney  v. 
Moriarty,  36  111.  App.  175.  Minn. 
Thompson  v.  Bickford,  19  Minn.  17.  . 
N.  Y. — Jackson  ex  dem.  Anderson  v. 
Anderson,  4  Wend.  474.  N.  0. — Hin- 
ton  V.  Eoach,  95  N.  C.  106;  Purcell  v. 
McFarland  's  Heirs,  23  N.  C.  34,  35  Am. 
Dec.  734.  S.  C. — ^Eepresentatives  of 
Bordeaux  v.  Treasurers, -3  McCord  142; 
Toomer  v.  Purkey,  1  Mill  323,  12  Am. 
Dec.  634;  Giles  v.  Pratt,  1  Hill  239,  26 
Am.  Dec.  170;  Hubbell  v.  Fogartie,  1 
Hill  167,  26  Am.  Dec.  163/ 

[a]  Where  the  clerk  of  a  superior 
court  has  omitted  to  affix:  the  seal  of 
his  court  to  writs  of  fieri  facias  and 
venditioni   exponas  issued   out   of  the 

Vol.  xy 


830     JUDGMENTS  AND  DECBEES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 


ing  a  stay  of  proceedings  pending  appeal  ;^*  and  under  some  authorities 
cannot  be  made  after  the  accrual  of  the  rights  -  of  third  persons/^ 
though  under,  other  authorities  the  mere  fact  that  the  amendment 
would  affect  the  rights  of  innocent  persons  is  not  in  itself  sufSxjient  to 
prevent  an  amendment.^^  > 

(V.)  Effect —  Amendments  to  the  writ,  made  to  establish  conformity 
in  the  whole  record,  relate  back  to  the  date  of  issuance  and  take 
effect  therefrom-^' 

n.  Of  Execution  Issued  Upon  Transcript  of  Judgment.  —  An  exe- 
cution issued  upon  the  transcript  of  a  judgment  docketed  in  a  county 
other  than  that  in  which  it  was  rendered,  should  be  in  the  same  general 
form  as  other  executions.^*  In  addition  thereto,  however,  it  should 
recite  that  th^  transcript  of  the  judgment  was  docketed  in  the  county 
in  which  the  writ  is  to  be  executed.^*  It  should  also  specify  the  clerk, 
with  whom  the  transcript  is  filed,^"  and  the  time  of  filing  the  same,^^ 


county,  the  court  may,  at  a  subsequent 
term;  order  the  clerk  to  affi^:  its  seal 
to  the  said  executions  nunc  pro  tunc, 
in  order  to  protect  a  purchaser  of  the 
land  sold  under  them,  where  no  third 
person  claiming  under  one  of  tie 
parties  to  the  execution  is  to  be  af- 
fected thereby.  Purcell  v.  McFar- 
land's  Heirs,  23  N.  C.  34. 

24.  Merrifield  v.  Western  Cottage 
Piano   Co.,  238  111.   526,  87  N.  E.   379. 

25.  Brooks  v.  Hodson,  7  Man.  &  G. 
529,  8  Scott  N.  R.  223,  135  Eng.  Re- 
print 212;  Phillips  v.  Tanner,  6  Bing. 
237,  130  Eng.  Reprint  1271;  Hunt  v. 
Pasman,  4  Maule  &  S.  329,  105  Eng. 
Reprint  856.    , 

See  also  supra,  II,  B,  2,  m,  (I), 
note. 

26.  Cawthorn  v.  Knight,  11  Ala.  579; 
Green  v.  Cole,  -35  N.  0.  425.  See  also 
supra,' II,  B,  2,  m,   (I),  note. 

27.  U.  .S.— Tilton  v.  Cofield,  93  U.  S. 
163,  23  L.  ed.  858.  Ga.— Hollis  v.  Sales, 
103  Ga.  75,  29  S.  B.  482;  SafEold  v. 
"Wade,  56  Ga.  174.  lU.^Rigg  v.  Cook, 
9   111.    336,   46   Am.    Bee.    462.      Neb. 

•  Taylor  v.  Courtney,  15  Neb.  190,  16  N. 
W.  842.  N.  H.— Vogt  V.  Ticknor,  48 
N.  H.  242;  Whittier  v.  Varney,  10  N. 
H.  291.  S.  C— Giles  v.  Pratt,  1  Hill 
239,  26  Am.  Dec.  170. 

[a]  The  amendment  nunc  pro  tunc 
of  a  writ  of  execution  makes  it,  as 
between  the  parties,  as  if  the  defect 
had  never  existed.  Adams  v.  Higgins, 
23  Fla.  13,  1  So.  321. 

[b]  In  Georgia,  formerly  (1)  an 
amendment  to  a  writ  of  execution 
caused  the  fall  of  the  levy  made  under 
the  irregular  writ,  by  express  terms 
of  the  statute.    Jones  v,  Parker,  60  Ga. 
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500;  Bradford  D.  "Water  Lot  Co.,  58  Ga. 
280;  Beasley  v.  Bowden,  58  Ga.  154; 
Manry  v.  Shepperd,  57  Ga.  68.  (2) 
It  is  otherwise  under  the  present  stat- 
ute. Code,  1910,  §5699;  Smith  v.  Bell, 
107  Ga.  800,  33  S.  B.  684,  73  Am.  St. 
Rep.   151, 

28.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  a  to  m  in- 
clusive. 

29/  Nanz  v.  Oakley,  60  Hun  431,  15 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1,  39  N.  Y.  St.  327; 
Kentzler  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.,  47  "Wis.  641,  3  N.  "W.  369; 
Smith  V.  Buck,  22  "Wis.  57. 

[a]  The  failure  of  the  writ  to  recite 
that  the  judgment  was  docketed  in  the 
county  in  which  the  writ  is  to  be 
executed  will  render  it  void.  Nanz  v. 
Oakley,  60  Hun  431,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  1, 
39  N.  Y.  St.  327;  Kentzler  v.  Chicago, 
Milwaukee  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  47  "Wis. 
641,  3  N.  "W.  369.  But  feee  McDonald 
V.  Fuller,  11  S.  D.  355,,  77  -N.  W.  581, 
74  Am.  St.  Rep.  815,  holding  it  a  mere 
amendable  irregularity. 

[b]  In  Hoerr  v.  Meihofer,  77  Minn.. 
228,  79  N.  "W.  964,  77  Am.  St.  Rep. 
674,  J;he  court  held  the  writ  not  void, 
but  irregular  where  it  recited  the  dock- 
eting of  the  judgment  in  another  coun- 
ty two  days  after  such  writ  was  is- 
siied  and  dated. 

Necessity  for  docketing  judgment 
where  execution  issues  out  of  county 
of  venue,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  g,  (II). 

30.  Keeline  v.  Sealy,  255  Mo.  692, 
164  S.  W.  556;  Dunham  v.  Reilly,  110 
N.  Y.  366,  18  N.  E.  89;  Simon  v.  Un- 
derwood, 61  Misc.  369,  115  N.  Y.  Supp. 
65. 

31.  Keeline  v.  Sealy,  255  Mo.  692, 
164  S.  "W.  556  J  Dunh£im  t).  Reilly,  110 
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and  should  also  direct  that  the  return  be  made  to  such  elerk.^^ 

If  the  judgment  was  rendered  in  a  justice's  court,  the  writ  should 
specify  the  name  of  the  justice  thereof.'^ 

3.  What  Property  Subject  to  Levy.^*  —  a.  What  Law  Governs. 
The  question  as  to  what  property  is  subject  to  execution  is  determined 
by  the  law  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  and  not  by  law  at  the  time  of  the 
incurring  of  the  obligation. ''^  The  liability  of  personal  property  under 
an  execution  issuing  from  the  courts  of  the  state  where  it  is  situated 
must  be  determined  by  the  law  there  rather  than  that  of  the  jurisdiction 
where  the  owner  lives.^° 

b.  Personal  Property.  —  (I.)  General  Statement.  —  Generally  all 
tangible  personal  property  belonging  to  the  judgment  debtor,  except 
that  which  is  expressly  exempt  by  statute,  is  subject  to  exeeution,^^ 


N.  T.  366,  18  N.  E.  89;  Simon  «.  Un- 
derwood, 61  Misc.  369,  115  N.  T.  Supp. 
65. 

[a]  The  omission  of  oi  a  mistake 
in  the  recital  as  to  the  date  of  the 
docketing  of  the  judgment  in  another 
county,  constitutes  but  a  mere  irreg- 
ularity (Burch  V.  Burch,  51  Misc.  232, 
100  N.  T.  Supp.  814;  McDonald  v.  Ful- 
ler, 11  S.  D.  355,  77  N.  W.  581,  74 
Am.  St.  Eep.  815),  subject  to  amend- 
ment.    See   supra,   II,   B,   2,   m,    (II), 


(B). 
32. 

18  N. 

Misc. 

33. 


Dunham  v.  Eeilly,  110  N".  Y.  366, 
E.  89;  Simon  v.  Underwood,  61 
369,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  65. 
Keeline  v.  Sealy,  255  Mo.  692, 
164  S.  W.  556;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§1367. 

[a]  Form  of  Recitals. — "Whereas, 
on  the  19th  day  of  December,  A.  D. 
1905,  there  was  filed  in  the  ofS.ce  of 
the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Jack- 
son county,  Missouri,  at  Kansas  City, 
a  transcript  of  a  judgment  by  F.  H. 
Evens,  plaintiff,  obtained  against  Mar- 
garet L.  Johnston,  defendant,  before 
James  B.  Shoemaker,  Esq.,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  within  and  for  Kaw  town- 
ship, Jackson  county,  Missouri,  on  the 
5th  day  of  September,  A'.  D.  1905,  for 
the  sum  of  two  hundred  eighteen  and 
75/100  dollars,  which  was  adjudged  as 
aforesaid,  and  also  for  costs;  and 
whereas  it  has  been  duly  made  to  ap- 
pear that  an  execution  was  issued  on 
said  judgment  directed  to  the  con- 
stable of  Kaw  township  in  said  county 
and  said  constable  has  made  return 
that  the  defendant  had  no  goods  or 
chattels  whereof  to  levy  the  same. 

"These  are  therefore  to  command 
you,  etc."  Keeline  v.  Sealy,  255  Mo. 
692,  164  S.  W.  556. 


34.  Property  subject  to  attachment, 
see  3  Standard  Proc.  270. 

Property  subject  to  garnishment,  see 
10  Standard  Proc.  389. 

What  property  exempt  from  levy, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  4. 

Property  of  Corporation.  —  See  5 
Standard  Proc.  672. 

Effect  of  Directions  or  Specification 
in  Writ;.— See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (11), 
(E);  II,  B,  2,  g. 

35.  Eeardon  v.  Searcy,  2  Bibb  (Ky.) 
202. 

36.  Hervey  v.  Rhode  Island  Loco- 
motive Works,  93  U.  S.  664,  23  L.  ed. 
1003;  Green  v.  Van  Buskirk,  t  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  307,  18  L.  ed.  599,  33  How. 
Pr.  18;  Sale  v.  Saunders,  24  Miss.  24, 
57  Am.  Dec.  157. 

[a]  "These  decisions  rest  on  the 
ground  that  every  state  has  the  right 
to  regulate  the  transfer  of  property 
within  its  limits,  and  that  whoeyer 
sends  property  to  it  impliedly  submits 
to  the  regulations  concerning  its  trans- 
fer in  force  there,  although  a  different 
rule  of  transfer  prevails  in  the  juris- 
diction where  he  resides."  Hervey  v. 
Ehode  Island  Locomotive  Works,  93  U. 
S.  664,  23  L.  ed.  1003. 

37.  U.  S.— Turner  v.  '  Fendall,  1 
Craneh  117,  2  L.  ed.  53.  N.  Y — Twi- 
nam  v.  Swart,  4  Lans.  263;  Handy  v. 
Dobbin,  12  Johns.  220.  N.  C— Mebane 
V.  Mebane,  39  N.  C.  131,  44  Am.  Dec. 
102. 

[a]  Dogs  are  property  subject  to 
execution.  Vaughn  v.  Nelson,  5  Ga.' 
App.  10?,  62  S.  E.  708. 

[b]  Working  animals  may  be 'seized 
separately  from  the  plantation  to 
which  they  are  attached  when  the 
debtor  himself  points  them  out  to  the 
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though  such  property  be  in  use  by  the  owner  at  the  time  of  levy/' 
But  it  has  been  held  that  the  property  must  be  in  such  a  condition 
that  to  take  it  into  custody  would  not'  destroy  its  nature  or  its  value.^* 


officer  for  seizure.     Dorsey  v.  Hills,  4 
La.  Ann.  106. 

[e]  A  watch  held  subject  to  execu- 
tion. Deposit  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wickham, 
44  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  421. 

[d]  Begisteied  Servants. — ^Nance  v. 
Howard,  1  III.  242. 

[e]  A  sealed  parcel  or  locked  safe 
may  be  levied  on.  Tillinghast  v.  John- 
son, 34  R.  I.  136,  82  Atl.  788. 

BoUlng  stock  of  railroad  company, 
see  5  Standard  Peoc.  675. 

Personal  property  subject  to  attach- 
ment, see  3  Standard  Proc.  273. 

What  property  exempt  from  execu- 
tion, see  mfra,  II,  B,  5. 

38.  State  v.  Billiard,  25  N.  C.  102, 
38  Am.  Dec.  708. 

[a]  A  horse  though  the  owner  is 
riding  it  at  the  time.  State  v.  Dilliard, 
25  N.  C.  102,  38  Am.  Dee.  708. 

[b]  Tools  of  a  mechanic  while  in 
use.  Bell  v.  Douglass,  1  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
397. 

39.  Unfinished  beer  in  the  state  of 
intermediate  fermentation  cannot  be 
levied  upon.  Herman  v.  Phoenix  Brew. 
Co.,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  84,  74  S.  W.  726. 
In  this  case  the  court  says:  "We  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  argument  of 
inconvenience  in  the  case.  The  mat- 
ter comes  to  whether  the  property  pro- 
posed to  be  sold  has  a  salable  quality. 
Perhaps  that  could  be  best  tested  after 
an  attempt  to  sell  had  been  made. 
But  such  articles  as  molten  iron,  or 
glass  in-  the  furnace,  burning  charcoal 
in  the  pit,  and  coke  in  the  ovens,  or 
baker's  dough,  or  brick  in  a  burning 
kiln,  hides  in  the  vat,  and  beer  in  a 
state  of  fermentation,  while  undeniably 
having  the  qualities  of  chattels,  are 
nevertheless  in  such  imperfect  state  of 
transition  from  one  thing  to  another 
that  they  really  cannot  be  said  to  be 
either.  Without  further  labor,  and 
generally  artistic  or  skillful  labor,  and 
the  use  of  the  realty,  and  the  com- 
bination or  mixture  of  other  articles, 
they  are  practically  worthless.  The 
officer  could  not  take  them  into  pos- 
session, nor  could  he  separate  them 
from  the  bulk  of  which  they  are  part, 
without  destroying,  perhaps,  not  only 
what  he  took,  but  probably  much  in 
addition,  of  even  greater  value.   W}iile 
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doing  the  creditor  no  good,  he  would 
be  utterly  destroying  the  debtor.  There 
can  be  no  sense  in  allowing  such  an 
act.  Although,  in  levying  upon  un- 
wieldly  objects,  the  officer  may  leave 
them  in  the  debtor's  possession,  or  in 
the  possession  of  another  (Hill  v.  Har- 
ris, 10  B.  Mon.  120,  1  Am.  Eep.  542), 
he  could  not  require  such  person, 
against  his  consent,  to  give  them  fur- 
ther attention,  and  to  put  upon  them 
his  labor,  time,  and  experience.  It 
has  been  long  since  the  creditor  could 
force  his  debtor  to  involuntarily  work 
for  him.  The  facts  of  this  case  fairly 
illustrate  such  a  situation:  Five  thous- 
and barrels  of  beer  in  the  tubs  are 
levied  upon.  In  its  then  state  it  will 
require  on  an  average  of  four  to  six 
weeks'  time  and  attention  to  perfect 
it  so  that  it  will  have  any  market 
value  whatever.  To  give  it  the  neces- 
sary attention  requires  a  plant  worth 
$200,000;  the  labor  and  attention  of  a 
large  and  expensive  force  of  workmen, 
more  or  less  skilled  in  the  trade  of 
making  beer;  and  the  addition  from 
time  to  time  of  other  material  than 
that  already  embraced  in  the  beer 
when  levied  upon.  When  so  com- 
pleted, it  would  be  worth  $5.50  per 
barrel.  In  its  then  state,  even  allow- 
ing the  privilege  of  such  use  and 
services,  it  was  worth  not  exceeding 
$1.50  per  barrel.  Without  the  privilege 
of  using  the  brewery,  and  without  the 
labor  and  attention  mentioned,  it  would 
be  without  any  value.  .  .  .  Unfinished 
beer  in  the  state  of  intermediate  fer- 
mentation is  not  leviable  under  an 
execution,  because,  if  the  sheriff  were 
so  minded,  he  could  not  take  it  into 
his  actual  custody  without  destroying 
its  nature  and  value.  He  cannot,  as 
to  it,  satisfy  the  general  rule  as  to 
what  constitutes'  a  good  levy,  viz., 
'that  the  officer  must  do  such  acts  as 
would  subject  him  to  an  action  for 
trespass  but  for  the  protection  of  the 
execution.'  McBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8 
B.  Mon.  303.  While  he  might  leave 
it  with  the  defendant,  yet  the  defend- 
ant may  also  refuse  to  be  responsible 
for  it,  or  to  give  it  room  or  attention. 
It  is  not  satisfactory  to  say  that  the 
officer  WQuld  generally    wait    till    the 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     833. 


And  it  has  been  said  that  the  right  to  subject  to  exeqution  is  meas- 
ured by  the  power  to  take  and  deliver  possession.^"  A  mere  personal 
right  or  authority  which  is  not  assignable  or  otherwise  separable  from 
the  person  cannot  be  levied  upon.*^ 

(11.)   Money —  Money  which  is  the  property  of  the  defendant  may 

'  be  levied  on  while  it  is  in  his  possession,*^  or  capable  of  being  identified 

as  his  property,*^  whether  in  specie  or  in  bank  notes,  **  when  a  tres^ 

pass  will  not  be  committed  in  the  taking.*^    The  money  need  not  be 

sold  but  may  be  used  to  satisfy  the  execution.** 

Money  deposited  in  a  bank  cannot  be  levied  upon  as. such,  since  it  be- 


produet  was  so  completed  as  to  be  mar- 
ketable. The  officer  can  no  more  be 
compelled  to  wait  than  can  the  debtor 
be  compelled  to  work  for  his  creditor. 
Nor  should  the  sheriff  be  required  to 
turn  brewer,  for  which  he  has  pro- 
vided him  neither  the  equipment,  nor 
the  necessary  means,  nor  experience, 
probably,  nor  help,  nor  the  time,  with- 
out neglecting  all  other  public  duties. 
So  the  question  must  be  determined  as 
of  any  hour  before  the  product 
reaches  a  salable  condition.  Public 
policy,  which  .looks  to  the  public  wel- 
fare, forbids  that  the  law's  process,  in- 
tended for  the  aid  of  creditors,  and  not 
for  the  punishment  of  debtors,  should 
be  perverted  in  its  use  by  the  creditor 
to  such  ruinous  ends  to  the  debtor,  with 
no  benefit  to  any  one.  Such  property 
of  a  debtor  can  be  reached  by  the  law 
and  subjected,  in  a  proper  case,  by  hav- 
ing a  receiver  appointed  to  take  charge 
of  it  and  perfect  it.  Adequate  author- 
ity and  means  are  to  be  had  for  such 
action.'' 

40.  Campbell  v.  Leonard,  11  Iowa 
489. 

But  as  to  how  the  writ  is  levied  and 
the  extent  to  which  possession  must  be 
taken,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4. 

41.  Heath  v.  Knapp,  10  Watts  (Pa.) 
405. 

42.  TJ.  S.  —  Turner  v.  Tendall,  1 
Cranch  117,  2  L.  ed.  53;  Eeno  v.  Wil- 
son, Hempst.  91,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,- 
700a.  Ala.^Exchange  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Stewart,  158  Ala.  218,  48  So.  487;  Bar- 
nett  V.  Bass,  10  Ala.  951.  Ark. — State 
V.  Lawson,  7  Ark.  391,  46  Am.  Deo. 
293.  Cal.— 1«  re  Nerac,  35  Cal.  392,  95 
Am.  Deo.  Ill;  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal. 
411,  76  Am.  Dec.  492.  Conn. — Brooks 
V.  Thompson,  1  Root  216.  Ga. — Rogers 
V.  Bullen,  R.  M.  Charlt.  196.  111.— Craw- 
ford V.  Schmitz,  139  111.  564,  29  N.  E. 
40.     Ky. — Doyle    v.    Sleeper,    1    Dana 


531.  Md. — Harding  v.  Stevenson,  6 
Harr.  &  J.  264.  Mass. — Sheldon  v.  Root, 
16  Pick.  567,  28  Am.  Deo.  266.  Mo. 
State  V.  Taylor,  56  Mo.  492;  Richards 
V.  Heger,  122  Mo.  App.  512,  99  S.  W. 
802.  N.  H.— Spencer  *.  Blaisdell,  4  N. 
H.  198,  17  Am.  Dec,  412.  N.  J.— Crane 
V.  Freese,  16  N.  J.  L.  305.  N.  Y. 
Noble  V.  Kelly,  40  N.  Y.  415;  Holmes 
V.  Nuncaster,  12  Johns.  395;  Handy  v. 
Dobbin,  12  Johns.  220.  N.  C— State 
V.  Lea,  30  N.  C.  94.  Pa. — Herron's  Ap- 
peal, 29  Pa.  240,  by  statute.  S.  0. 
Bummers  v.  Caldwell,  2  Nott  &  MeC. 
341;  Means  v.  Vance,  1  Bailey  39. 
Tenn. — Dolby  v.  Mullins,  3  Humph.  437, 
39  Am.  Dec.  180.  Vt. — Prentiss  v. 
Bliss,  4  Vt.  513,  24  Am.  Dee.  631. 
Wis.— Russell  v.  Lawton,  14  Wis.  202, 
80  Am.  Dec.  769. 

Money  and  bank  notes  as  subject  to 
attachment,  see  3  Standabd  Pboc.  277. 

[a]  Treasury  notes  of  the  United 
States.  State  v.  Lawson,  7  Ark.  391, 
46  Am.  Dec.  293. 

[b]  Bag  of  coin  in  the  hand.  Green 
V.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  411,  76  Am.  Dec. 
492. 

[c]  Contra  by  statute  when  money 
is  in  the  personal  possession  of  the 
debtor.    Herron's  Appeal,  29  Pa.  240. 

When  money  exempt,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  5. 

43.  Crane  v.  Freese,  16  N.  J.  L. 
305. 

44.  N.  H. — Spencer  v.  Blaisdell,  4  N. 
H.  198,  17  Am.  Dec.  412.  N.  J.— Crane 
V.  Freese,  16  N.  J.  L.  305.  Pa — Her- 
ron's Appeal,  29  Pa.  240. 

45.  Barnett  v.  Bass,  10  Ala.  951; 
Prentiss  v.  Bliss,  4  Vt.  513,  24  Am. 
Dee.  631. 

46.  TJ.  S. — Reno  «.  Wilson,  Hempst. 
91,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,700a.  Ala.— Bar- 
nett V.  Bass,  10  Ala.  951.  Conn. 
Brooks  V.  Thompson,  1  Root  216.    Mass. 
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comes  the  property  of  the  bank,  creating  a  mere  indebtedness  in  favor 
of  the  depositor.*' 

(III.)  Choses  in  Action.  —  (A.)  Generally.  —  At  common  law  and  in 
the  absence  of  statute  a  chose  in  action  is  not  subject  to  execution,** 
but  under  the  statutes  of  many  states  choses  in  action  are  now  subject 
to  levy  on  execution.*' 

(B.)  Judgments.  — Whether  or  not  a  judgment  is  subject  to  execu- 
tion depends  upon  the  statute  of  the  particular  state,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statutory  authority  a  judgment  is  not  subject  to  levy.^"  A 
judgment  cannot  be  levied  on  and  sold  as  personal , property  capable 


Sheldon  v.  Root,  16  Pick.  567,  28  Am. 
Dec.  266. 

47.  Scott,  Kerr  &  Co.  v.  Smith,  2 
Kan.  438;  Carroll  v.  Cone,  40  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  220.  See  also  McMillan  v. 
Eichards,  9  Cal.  365,  70  Am.  Dec.  655. 

'  Bank  deposits  as  subject  to  garnish- 
ment, see  10  Standard  Pkoc.  446. 

48.  Horton  v.  Smith,  8  Ala.  73,  42 
Am.  Dec.  628;  Carlos  v.  Ansley,  8  Ala. 
900;  Wier  v.  Davis,  4  Ala.  442;  Jones 
V.  Norris,  2  Ala.  526.  Ark.— Field  v. 
Itawson,  5  Ark.  376.  Ga. — McGehee  v. 
Cherry,  6  Ga.  550.  HL— Crawford  v. 
Schmitz,  139  111.  564,  29  N.  E.  40; 
Greenwood  v.  Spiller,  3  111.  502.  Ind. 
Scott  V.  Indianapolis  Wagon  Works,  48 
Ind.  75;  Chandler  v.  Keaton,  17  Ind. 
215;  Chandler  v.  Davis,  17  Ind.  262; 
Brisco  V.  Askey,  12  Ind.  666;  Williams 
V.   Reynolds,   7   Ind.    622;     Stewart    i). 

"English,  6  Ind.  176;  Totten  v.  Mc- 
Manus,  5  Ind.  407;  Shaw  v.  Aveline,  5 
Ind.  380;  Johnson  v.  Crawford,  6 
Blackf.~377;  Bay  v.  Saulspaugh,  74  Ind. 
397  (changed  by  statute).  Ky. — Thom- 
as V.  Thomas'  Admr.,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
430;  MeFerran  v.  Jones,  2  Litt.  219. 
La. — See  Allen  v.  Aruouil,  1  Bob.  399; 
Carl  V.  Young,  9  La.  Ann.  272.  Me. 
Smith  v.  Kennebec,  etc.  E.  Co.,  45  Me. 
547.  Md. — Harding  v.  Stevenson,  6 
Harr.  &  J,  264;  Watkins  v.  Dorsett,  1 
Bland.  530.  Mich. — People  v.  Wayne 
County,  5  Mich.  223.  Minn. — Strom- 
terg  V.  Lindberg,  25  Minn.  513.  N.  Y. 
Clark  V.  Warren,  7  Lans.  180;  Worrall 
V.  Drigga,  1  Eedf.  Sur.  449;  Handy  v. 
Dobbin,  12  Johns.  220;  Eansom  v. 
Miner,  ,3  Sandf.  692;  Denton  v.  Liv- 
ingston, 9  Johns.  96,  6  Am.  Dec.  264; 
Ingalls  V.  Lord,  1  Cow.  240;  Duffy  v. 
Dawson,  50  N.  Y.  St.  584,  21  N.  Y. 
Supp.  978.  N.  C— Pool  V.  Glover,  24 
N.  C.  129.  Pa.— Butterfield  v.  Lathrop, 
71  Pa.  225;  Rhoads  v.  Megonigal,  2  Pa. 
39;  Sterling  v.  Com.,  2  Grant  Cas.  162. 

Vol.  XV 


Tenn. — Moore  v.  Pillow,  3  Humph.  448. 
Tex. — Taylor  v.  Gillean,  23  Tex.  508; 
Price  V.  Brady,  21  Tex.  614.  Va. — See 
Claytor  v.  Anthony,  6  Band.  (27  Va.) 
285. 

Chose  in  action  as  subject  to  attach- 
ment, see  3  Standard  Proc.  292. 

[a]  Remedy  by  Garnishment. — Carl 
V.  Young,  9  La.  Ann.  272.  See  10 
Standard  Proc.  366. 

49.  Cal.— Hoxie  v.  Bryant,  131  Cal. 
85,  63  Pac.  153;  Davis  v.  Mitchell,  34 
Cal.  81.  See  also  Crandall  v.  Blen,  13 
Cal.  15.  Oonn. — See  Plagg  v.  Piatt,  32 
Conn.  216.  Ind. — Bay  v.  Saulspaugh,  74 
Ind.  397.  la. — Earhart  v.  Gant,  32  Iowa 
481;  Savery  v.  Hays,  20  Iowa  25,  89 
Am.  Dec.  511;  Hetherington  v.  Hayden, 
11  Iowa  335.  Ky. — McPerran  v.  Jones, 
2  Litt.  219.  La.— See  Nugent  v.  Mc- 
Caffrey, 33  La.  Ann.  271.  Tenn. — Smith 
V.  United  States  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  126 
Tenn.  435,  150  S.  W.  97.  See  Moore 
v/  Pillow,  3  Humph.  448.  W.  Va. 
Huling  V.  Cadell,  9  W.  Va.  522,  27  Am. 
Rep.  562. 

[a]  Choses  in  action  are  not  in- 
cluded in  the  terms  of  a  statute  sub- 
jecting "goods  and  chattels"  to  execu- 
tion. Sterling  v.  Com.,  2  Grant  Cas. 
(Pa.)    162. 

50.  Fla.— Wilson  v.  Matheson,  17 
Pla.  630.  la.— Osborn  v.  Cloud,  23 
Iowa  104,  92  Am.  Dec.  413,  since 
changed  by  statute,  ^971,  Code  1897. 
S.  D. — Acme  Harv.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Hink- 
ley,  23  S.  D.  509,  122  N.  W.  482. 

[aj  Garnishment  of  judgment  debt- 
or is  the  proper  remedy.  Osborn  v. 
Cloud,  23  Iowa  104,  92   Am.  Dec.  413. 

Judgments  as  subject  to  attachment, 
see  3  Standard  Proc.  295. 

Judgments  as  subject  to  garnishment, 
see  10  Standard  Pkoc.  426. 

Verdicts  and  awards  as  subject  to 
garnishment,  see  10  Standard  Proc. 
425. 
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of  manual  delivery,^^  nor  does  it  come  within  a  statute  subjecting 
"lands  and  tenements,  goods  and  chattels ;"^^  but  a  provision  that 
"any  debt  or  thing  in  action,  legally  or  equitably  assignable,"  may  be 
levied  on,  includes  a  judgment,^^  as  does  the  provision  "bills,  notes, 
credits  and  all  other  evidences  o^  indebtedness.  "°* 

(C.)  Bills,  Notes,  Bonds,  etc.  —  At  common  law  and  in  the  absence 
of  statute  a  promissory  note  is  not  subject  to  execution,^^  though  there 
is  authority  apparently  to  the  contrary.^"  It  is  held  that  a  promissory 
note  is  "property"  or  "personal  property, "^^  but  not  "goods  and 
effects ;"°^  or  "goods  and  chattels ;"°^  or  "money  and  effects,"'" 
within  the  meaning  of  statutes  subjecting  the  same  to  levy  under 
execution. 

In  the  absence  of  statute,  bonds  are  not  subject  to  execution,'^  nor 
is  a  warrant  drawn  by  a  county  on  the  county  treasurer."^  But  notes 
and  bonds  are  but  choses  in  action  and  it  would  seem  that  in  jurisdic- 
tions where  by  statute  choses  in  action  are  subject  to  levy,  notes  and 
bonds  may  be  reached  on  execution."^ 

(D.)  CoRPOBATE  Stock.  —  The  liability  of  corporate  stock  to  execution 
is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work."* 

(IV.)  Property  Held  Under  Bailment. —  (A.)  Generally. —  (1.)  Interest 
of  Bailor.  —  The  property  of  one  in  the  possession  of  another  merely 


51.  Latham  v.  Blake,  77  Cal.  646,  18 
Pae.  150,  20  Pac.  417;  Dore  v.  Dougher- 
ty, 72  Cal.  232,  13  Pae.  621,  1  Am. 
St.  Eep.  48;  MeBride  v.  Pallon,  65  Cal. 
301,  4  Pac.  17.  But  see  Acme  Harv. 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Hinkley,,  23  S.  D.  509,  122 
N.  W.  482,  that  under  the  E§v.  Code 
Civ.  Proc.,  §§336,  340,  a  judgment  is 
".personal  property"  and  subject  to 
execution. 

52.  Wilson  v.  Matheson,  17  Fla.  630. 

53.  Steele  v.  McCarty,  130  Ind.  547, 
30  N.  E.  516. 

54.  Henry  v.  Traynor,  42  Mjnn.  234, 

44  N.  W.  11. 

55.  Ala. — Jones  v.  Norris,  2  Ala. 
526.  Ark. — ^Field  v.  Lawson,  5  Ark. 
376.  Ga. — ^McGehee  v.  Cherry,  6  Ga. 
550.  ni.— Crawford  v.  Schmitz,  139  111. 
564,  29  N.  E.  40;  Bidle  v.  Hamilton, 
161  111.  App.  587.  Ind.— McKnight  v. 
Knisely,  25  Ind.  336,  87  Am.  Dec.  364; 
Johnson  v.  Crawford,  6  Blackf.  377; 
McClelland  v.  Hubbard,  2  Blackf.  361. 
Me. — Smith  v.  Kennebec   &  P.  K.  Co., 

45  Me.  547.  N.  Y.— Ingalls  v.  Lord,  1 
Cow.  240.  Pa. — Ehoads  v.  Megonigal, 
2  Pa.  39.  Tenn, — Moore  v.  Pillow,  3 
Humph.  448.  Tex.— Price  v.  Brady,  21 
Tex.   614. 

Negotiable  instruments  as  subject"  to 
attachment,  see  3  Standard  Pboc.  295. 


As  subject  to  garnishment,  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  437. 

56.  See  Anderson  v.  Valentine,  15 
La.  Ann.  379;  Scott  v.  Niblett,  6  La. 
Ann.  182;  Stockton  v.  Stanbrough,  3 
La.  Ann.  390;  Pluker  v.  Bullard,  2  La. 
Ann.  338. 

57.  Personal  property  capable  of 
manual  delivery.  Hoxie  v.  Bryant,  131 
Cal.  85,  63  Pac.  153;  Davis  v.  Mitchell, 
34  Cal.  81;  Mower  v.  Stickney,  5  Minn. 
407.  See  also  Pishburn  v.  Londers- 
hausen,  50  Ore.  363,  92  Pao.  1060. 

58.  Grosvenor  v.  Farmers'  &  M. 
Bank,  13  Conn.  104;  Eitch  v.  Waite,  5 
Conn.  117. 

59.  Crawford  v.  Schmitz,  139  HI. 
564,  29  N.  E.  40. 

60.  Taylor  v.  Gillean,  23  Tex.  508; 
Price  V.  Brady,  21  Tex.  614. 

61.  McGehee  v.  Cherry,  6  Ga.  550; 
Ehoads  v.  Megonigal,  2  Pa.  39. 

[a]  Bonds  and  interest  coupons  not 
subject.  Crawford  v.  Schmitz,  139  111. 
564,  29  N.  E.  40. 

62.  People  v.  Wayne  County,  5  Mich. 
223. 

M  63.  See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  b,  (III), 
(A) ;  and  McGehee  v.  Cherry,  6  Ga. 
550. 

64.    See  5  Standard  Proc.  674. 

Corporate  stock  as  subject  to  gar- 
nishment,  see   10   Standard  Proc.   433. 
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as  a  bailee  and  without  claim  of  title  is  liable  to  execution  for  the 
debt  of  the  bailor."^ 

(2.)  Interest  of  Bailee.  — The  mere  naked  possession  of  chattels  by  a 
bailee  or  agent  is  not  such  an  interest  therein  as  to  be  subject  to  an 
execution  against  him.*^  But  where  the  bailee  has  an  interest  in  the 
property  such  as  a  right  to  its  use  for  a  period  of  time  this  interest 
may  be  sold  under  execution.^^  By  statute  in  some  jurisdictions  all 
property  acquired  or  used  by  a  merchant  in  his  business  is  subject  to 
execution  in  satisfaction  of  his  debts.®* 

(B.)  Pledged  Peopertt. —  (1.)  Interest  of  Pledgor. —  According  to  some 
decisions  property  in  pledge  cannot  in  the  absence  of  statute  be  levied 
on  under  an  execution  against  the'pledgor.^^  However,  the  generally 
accepted  rule  appears  to  be  that  the  interest  of  the  pledgor  may  be 
subjected  to  execution/"     In  some  jurisdictions  the  lien  or  claim  of 


65.  Thomas  v.  Thomas'  Admr.,  2  A. 
K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  430;  Jenkins  v.  Eiehel- 
berger,  4  "Watts  (Pa.)  121,  28  Am.  Dee. 
691;  Buekner  v.  Croissant,  3  Phila. 
(Pa.)  219,  15  Leg.  Int.  325. 

Garnishment  of  bailee,  see  10  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  409. 

As  to  attachment  of  property  held 
on  bailment,  see  3  Standabd  Peoc.  309. 

66.  U.  S.— Hatch  v.  Heim,  86  Fed. 
436,  30  C.  C.  A.  171.  lU.— McNamara 
V.  Godair,  161  111.  228,'  43  N.  E.  1071; 
Pease  v.  Eand  &  Leopold  Desk  Co.,  100 
m.  App.  244.  la.— See  Gaar,  Scott  & 
Co.  V.  Nichols,  lis  Iowa  223,  88  N.  W. 
382.  Minn. — Heberling  v.  Jaggar,  47 
Minn.  70,  49  N.  W.  396,  28  Am.  St. 
Eep.  331;  Williams  v.  McGrade,  13 
Minn.  174.  Miss.— See  Hall's  Self 
^Feeding  Cotton  Gin  Co.  v.  Berg,  65 
Miss.  184,  3  So.  372.  Neb. — National 
Cordage  Co.  v.  Sims,  44  Neb.  148,  62 
N.  "W.  514;  McClelland  v.  Scroggin,  35 
Neb.  536,  53  N.  W.  469;  Shaughnessey 
■e.  Lininger,  etc.  Co.,  34  Neb.  747,  52 
N.  W.  717.  N.  Y.— Jacob  v.  Watkins, 
10  App,  Div.  475,  42  N.  T.  Supp.  6. 
Ore.— See  Coos  Bay,  etc.  E.  Co.  ■!;.  Sig- 
lin,  34  Ore.  80,  53  Pac.  504.  Pa.— Ham- 
ilton V.  Billington,  163  Pa.  76,  29  Atl. 
904,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  780. 

[a]  Property  in  the  possession  of  a 
factor  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  his 
principal  is  not  liable  to  execution 
against  the  former.  National  Cordage 
Co.  V.  Sims,  44  Neb.  148,  62  N.  W. 
514. 

67.  See  Saul  v.  Kruger,  9  How.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)  569;  Houston  v.  Simpson,  46 
N.  0.  513.. 

[a]  Use  of  slaves  for  a  period. 
Beale  v.  Diggers,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  582. 

[b]  A  bailee  who  has  hired  a  mule 
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for  year,  has  such  an  interest  as  may 
be  sold  by  execution.  Houston  v. 
Simpson,  46  N.  C.  513. 

[c]  Where  a  loan  of  slaves  is  made 
to  husband  and  wife  for  purpose  of 
raising  and  supporting  their  children 
the  use  of  the  slaves  being  given  for 
their  lives,  the  husband  has  an  inter- 
est in  the  slaves  which  is  subject  to 
execution.  Allen  v.  Eussel,  19  Tex. 
87. 

68.  Hall's,  etc.  Cotton  Gin  Co.  v. 
Berg.  65  Miss.  184,  3  So.  372;  Ed- 
munds V.  Hobbie  Piano  Co.,  97  Va.  588, 
34  S.  E.  472. 

[a]  The  mere  fact  of  possession 
though  permitted  by  the  owner  is  not 
effectual  to  bring  property  within  the 
operation  of  a  statute  providing  that 
property  "used  or  acquired"  by  a 
trader  in  carrying  on  his  business  shall 
be  liable  for  his  debts.  Hall's,  etc. 
Cotton  Gin  Co.  v.  Berg,  65  Miss.  184, 
3  So.  372. 

[b]  Personal  property  stored  with 
no  power  of  sale  and  ofiice  furniture 
rented  with  the  building  are  not  liable 
to  execution  under  such  a  statute.  Ed- 
munds V.  Hobbie  Piano  Co.,  97  Va.  588, 
34  S.  E.  472. 

69.  Badlam  v.  Tucker,  1  Pick. 
(Mass.)  389,  11  Am.  Dec.  202;  Hull 
V.  Carnley,  11  N.  Y.  501,  1  Abb.  Pr. 
158;  Stief  v.  Hart,  1  N.  Y.  20,  4  How. 
Pr.  223;  Seymour  r.  Newton,  17  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  30;  Saul  v.  Kruger,  9  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  569. 

As  subject  to  garnishment,  see  10 
Standard  Prog.  443. 

Attachment  of  property  pledged,  see 
3  Standard  Proc.  308. 

70.  Colo.— Ellis  V.  Gibbons,  26  Colo. 
App.  454,  145  Pae.    285.      Dak Van 
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the  pledgee  should  be  first  satisfied/^  or  be  waived  by  the  pledgee.'^ 
In  other  ptates  the  property  is  sold  subject  to  the  rights  and  interest 
of  the  pledgee.''^ 

(2.)  Interest  of  Pledgee.  -Where  the  pledgee  has  an  interest  in  the 
goods  that  interest  may  be  levied  onj* 

(C.)  Property  Consigned  for  Sale.  —  (1.)  Generally. —  Personalty  which 
has  been  consigned  to  a  merchant,  factor,  agent  or  trader  for  the  pur- 
poses of  sale,  title  not  passing,  is  not  subject  to  an  execution  against 
such  consignee,'^  though  such  consignee  have  an  interest  in  the  profits 


Cise  V.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  4  Dak. 
485,  33  N.  W.  897.  Ga.— People's  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Wheedon,  115  G^.  782,  42  S.  E. 
91.  La. — Horner  v.  Dennis,  34  La. 
Ann.  889;  Auge  v.  "Variol,  31  La.  Ann. 
865;  Williams  v.  St.  Stephens,  1  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  417,  2  Mart.  (N.  S.)  22.  Minn. 
Mower  ■;;.  Stiekney,  5  Minn.  407.  Mo. 
Milliken-Helm  Commission  Co.  v.  C.  H. 
Albers  Commission  Co.,  244  Mo.  38,  147 
S.  W.  1065.  See  also  Sexton  v.  Monks, 
16  Mo.  156.  N.  J.— Mechanics '  Bldg., 
etc.  Assn.  v.  Conover,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  219. 
N.  Y.— See  Stief  v.  Hart,  1  N.  Y.  20, 
4  How.  Pr.  223;'  Saul  v.  Kruger,  9  How. 
Pr.  569.  Pa. — ^Dixon  v.  White  Sewing 
Machine  Co.,  128  Pa.  397,  18  Atl.  502, 
15  Am.  St.  Eep.  683,  5  L.  R.  A.  659. 
Wis.— Hass  V.  Preseott,  38  Wis.  146. 

71.  Ga. — People's  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Wheedon,  115  Ga.  782,  42  S.  E.  91. 
Mass. — Pomeroy  v.  Smith,  17  Pick.  85. 
Teun. — ^Memphis  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Pettit,  9  Heisk.  447. 

72.  Arendale  v.  Morgan,  5  Sneed 
(Tenn.)   703. 

[a]  If  pledgee  delivers  property  to 
sheriff  he  cannot  complain.  Mower  v. 
Stiekney,  5  Minn.  407. 

73.  Iia. — Auge  v.  Variol,  31  La. 
Ann.  865.  N.  J. — Mechanics'  Bldg., 
etc.  Assn.  v.  Conover,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  219. 
Pa. — ^Waverly  Coal,  etc.  Co.  v.  McKen- 
nan,  110  Pa.  599,  1  Atl.  543;  Eeichen- 
bach  V.  McKean,  95  Pa.  432;  Baugh 
V.  Kirkpatrick,  54  Pa.  84,  93  Am.  Dee. 
675;  Srodes  v.  Caven,  3  Watts  258. 

[a]  Pledgee  cannot  be  dispossessed, 
Hass  V.  Preseott,  38  Wis.  146. 

74.  Saul  V.  Kruger,  9  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  569;  In  re  EoUason,  34  Ch.  Div. 
495  (Eng.)  56  L.  J.  Ch.  768,  56  L.  T. 
Eep.  N.  S.  303.  See,  however,  Harding  v. 
Stevenson,  6  Harr.  &  J.  (Md.)  264, 
holding  that  property  in  the  possession 
of  one  merely  as  a  pawnee  or  con- 
signee is  not  subject  tq  an  execution 
against  him. 


75.  XT,  S.— Herryford  v.  Davis,  102 
U.  S.  235,  26  L.  ed.  160;  Merrill  v. 
Einker,  Baldw.  528,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,471.  Ga. — Powell  v.  Brunner,  86  Ga. 
531,  12  S.  E.  744.  111.— Lenz  v.  Har- 
rison, 148  HI.  598,  36  N.  E.  567;  Gray 
V.  Agnew,  95  HI.  315;  Loomisr.  Barker, 
69  HI.  360;  Pease  v.  Eand,  etc.  Desk 
Co.,  100  HI.  App.  244;  W.  O.  Dean  Co. 
V.  Lombard,  61  HI.  App.  94;  Ellsner  v. 
Eadcliff,  21  HI.  App.  195.  lat, — ^Robin- 
son V.  Chapline,  9  Iowa  91.  La. — Mont- 
gomery V.  Brander,  4  Eob.  400.  Md. 
Harding  v.  Stevenson,  6  Harr.  &  J. 
264.  Mass.— Walker  v.  Butteriek,  105 
Mass.  237.  Minn. — Benz  v.  Geissell,  24 
Minn.  169.  Neb. — ^National  Cordage  Co. 
V.  Sims,  44  Neb.  148,  62  N.  W.  514. 
N.  Y.— Cole  V.  Mstnn,  62  N.  Y.  1 
{afflrming  3  Thomp.  &  C.  380);  Jacob 
f.  Watkins,  10  App.  Div.  475,  42  N.  Y. 
Supp.  6.  But  in  Bonesteel  v.  Flack,  41 
Barb.  435,  it  was  held  that  liquors  de- 
livered to  a  tavern  keeper  to  be  re- 
tailed, title  remaining  in  the  merchant 
consigning  the  liquors,  could  be  taken 
on  execution  against  the  tavern  kteeper. 
Pa. — Bevan  v.  Crooks,  7  Watts  &  S. 
452;  Mebullough  v.  Porter,  4  Watts  & 
S.  177,  39  Am.  Dec.  68.  W.  Va.r-Barne3 
Safe  &  Lock  Co.  v.  Bloch  Bros.,  38 
W.  Va.  158,  18  S.  E.  482,  45  Am.  St. 
Eep.  846,  22  L.  E.  A.  850;  Brown  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  William  Deering  &  Co.,  35  W. 
Va.  255,  13  S.  E.  383.  Wis.— See  Mc- 
Graft  V.  Eugee,  60  Wis.  406,  19  N.  W. 
530,  50  Am.  Eep.  378. 

[a]  The  property  of  the  consignor 
cannot  be  seized  under  execution  by  a 
creditor,  even  to  the  extent  of  the  con- 
signee's privilege;  the  creditor  of  the 
consignee  in  such  a  case,  must  attach 
or  seize  the  claim  of  his  debtor  in  the 
hands  of  the  consignor.  Montgomery 
V.  Brander,  4  Eob.   (La.)   400. 

[b]  An  agreement  to  place  goods  in 
the  hands  of  an  agent  who  at  the  time 
was  insolvent,  for  the  purpose  of  sale, 

Vol.  XV 


838     JtlDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OE 

to  be  derived  from  the  sale/®  Where  statutes  under  certain  circum- 
stances subject  all  property  "used  or  acquired"  by  a  merchant  or 
trader  in  his  business  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  property  consigned 
to  him  is  liable  on  execution  against  him.''^ 

On  execution  against  the  consignor  or  owner  the  property  is  subject  to 
seizure  if  the  title  has  not  vested  in  the  consignee/*  subject  to  any  in- 
terest of  the  consignee  in  the  property/' 

(2.)  Where  Title  Pasises  to  Consignee.  — Where  title  has  passed  to  the 
consignee,  though  a  lien  or  security  for  the  purchase  price  exist  in 
favor  of  the  consignor,  the  property  is  subject  to  an  execution  against 
the  consignee.*" 

(V.)  Leased  Chattels.  —  (A.)  Interest  of  Lessee.  —  The  lessee  of  per- 
sonal property  has  an  interest  therein  which  is  subject  to  levy  under 


upon  the  terms  of  his  paying  to  hia 
principal  the  invoice  price  of  the  goods 
and  retai&ing  the  overplus  for  him- 
self does  not  vest  in  the  agent  such 
an  interest  as  is  subject  to  levy.  Mc- 
Cullough  V.  Porter,  4  "Watts  &  S.  (Pa.) 
177,  39  Am.  Dec.  68. 

[c]  Where  the  owner  of  property 
consigns  it  to  another  under  an  agree- 
ment i;hat  when  paid  for  it  shall  be- 
come the  property  of  the  consignee,  the 
title  does  not  pass  to  the  latter  until 
the  condition  is  complied  with,  and  it 
is  not  liable  to  levy  and  sale  upon 
execution  against  him.  Cole  v.  Mann, 
62  N.  Y.  1. 

[d]  Goods  consigned  to  a  commis- 
sion merchant  to  be  stored  or  sold  are 
not  subject  to  execution  for  the  debt 
of  the  consignee;  but  if  he  have  not 
the  character  of  a  commission  mer- 
chant, and  it  does  not  clearly  appear 
on  what  terms  or  for  what  purpose  the 
goods  were  consigned,  the  law  is  other- 
wise. Bevan  v.  Crooks,  7  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)  452. 

As  to  attachment  of  property  held  on 
consignment,  see  3  Standard  Proc.  310. 

76.  Ga. — Barnett  v.  The  Justices, 
Dudley  175.  Minn. — ^Hankey  v.  Becht, 
25  Minn.  212.  N.  Y. — Lamb  v.  Grover, 
47  Barb.  317. 

[a]  Garnishment  of  the  consignor 
before  division '  of  the  profits  is  the 
remedy.  Barnett  v.  The  Justices,  Dud- 
ley (Ga.)  175. 

77.  Head  v.  Haydock  Carriage  Co. 
(Miss.),  16  So.  420. 

[a]  Horses  placed  in  custody  of  a; 
horse-trader  to  be  sold  by  him  are  sub- 
ject under  such  a  statute.  Shannon  v. 
Blum,  60  Miss.  828.  See  Partlow  v. 
Lickliter,   100  Va.   631,  42  S.  E.  671; 

Vol.  XV 


Brown  Mfg.  Co.  v.  William  Deering  & 
Co.,  35  W.  Va.  255,  13  S.  E.  383. 

[b]  Goods  on  consignment  under 
such  a  statute  held  subject  to  attach- 
ment against  consignee.  See  Citizens' 
Bank  v.  Studebaker  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.,  71 
Miss.  544,  14  So.  733. 

78.  Bullitt  V.  Walker,  12  La.  Ann. 
276. 

[a]  The  consignees  are  but  agents 
of  the  owner  and  their  constructive 
possession  under  the  bill  of  lading  does 
not  give  them  such  an  ownership  as 
to  prevent  the  goods  being  seized  on 
a  fieri  facias.  Chaffraix  v.  Harper,  26 
La.  Ann.  22. 

79.  Subject  to  the  factor's  lien  for 
advances.     Joost  v.  Scott,  19  Tex.  473. 

80.  V.  S. — Herrvford  v.  Davis,  102 
U.  S.  235,  26  L.  ed.  160,  though  there 
be  a  mortgage  back  to  the  consignor, 
ni.— Peoria  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lyons,  153  111. 

427,  38  N.  E.  661.     Neb See  Mack  v. 

Drummond  Tobacco  Co.,  48  Neb.  397, 
67  N.  W.  174,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  691. 
N.  Y.— Bonesteel  V.  Elack,  41  Barb. 
435,  27  How.  Pr.  310;  Ludden  v.  Hazen, 
31  Barb.  650. 

Property  held  on  consignment  as  sub- 
ject to  attachment,  see  3  Standard 
Proc.  310. 

[a]  Where  H.  purchased  of  the 
plaintiff  a  quantity  of  liquors  for  the 
purpose  of  stocking  an  unlicensed  gro- 
cery, and  gave  a  receipt  therefor,  speci- 
fying that  the  same  were  to  remain  the 
property  of  the  seller  until  paid  for, 
the  liquors  to  be  paid  for  when  sold, 
or  returned  when  called  for,  it  was  held 
that  the  transaction  could  not  be  up- 
held as  a  conditional  sale;  that  by  the 
contract  of  sale  and  the  delivery  of 
the  liquors  to  H.  to  make  a  part  of 
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exeeution,^^  but  the  lessee's  interest  must  be  fixed  and  determinable 
at  the  time  of  the  levy.'^ 

(B.)  Interest  of  Lessor.  —  Goods  leased  for  years  (iannot  be  taken 
from  the  lessee  on  an  execution  against  the  lessor  but  they  may  be 
sold  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  lessees.*^ 

(VI.)  Patent  Eights  and  Copyrights.  —  The  recognized  rule  is  that  a 
patent  right,^*  or  copyright,*"  is  not  the  subject  of  seizure  and  sale 
under  execution.    However,  the  patented  or  copyrighted  article  itself 


his  stock  in  trade  and  to  be  retailed 
to  his  customers,  the  property  vested 
in  him  and  became  liable  for  his  debts. 
Ludden  v.  Hazen,  31  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
650. 

81.  Mass. — ^Wheeler  v.  Train,  3  Pick. 
255.  N.  J.— Woodside  v.  Adams,  40  N. 
J.  L.  417.  N.  Y.— Otis  v.  Wood,  3 
Wend.  498;  Van  Antwerp  v.  Newman, 
2  Cow.  543.  Eng. — Duffill  v.  Spottis- 
wode,  3  Car.  &  P.  435,  14  E.  C.  L.  6o'0; 
Gordon  v.  Harper,  7  T.  R.  9,  101  Eng. 
Reprint  828. 

82.  Lemmon  v!  Beattie,  41  Colo.  68, 
91  Pac.  1102. 

[a]  If  lessee  has  forfeited  his  inter- 
est, he  has  no  such  interest  as  is  sub- 
ject to  levy.  Otis  v.  Wood,  3  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   498.  I 

[b]  In  Sweeney  v.  Darey,  21  Mont. 
188,  53  Pac.  540,  two  bands  of  sheep 
were  leased  under  two  leases.  By  the 
first  it  was  provided  that  the  lessees 
were  to  return  the  sheep  with  one-half 
the  increase  and  make  good  any  loss 
in  the  original  band  greater  than  fif- 
teen per  cent;  title  to  all  to  remain 
in  the  lessor  until  redelivery.  The 
other  lease  contained  similar  provisions. 
Lessee  being  involved  in  financial  dif- 
ficulties and  suffering  severe  losses  in 
the  first  band,  surrendered  to  thd 
lessor  the  second  band  with  fifty-eight 
head  of  sheep  more  than  the  latter  was 
entitled  to  under  the  second  lease,  it 
being  agreed  that  these  fifty-eight  head 
were  to  make  good  any  loss  in  the  first 
baud  when  a  final  division  should  be 
made.  The  second  band  while  in  the 
possession  of  the  lessor  was  not  sub- 
ject to  levy  under  an  execution  against 
the  lessees  before  final  division,  title 
to  the  sheep  remaining  in  the  lessor 
until  that  time. 

83.  Srodes  v.  Caven,  3  Watts  (Pa.) 
258;  Manning's  Case,  8  Coke,  94b,  77 
Eng.  Reprint  618;  Duffill  v.  SpoUis- 
woode,  3  Car.  &  P.  435,  14  E.  C.  L. 
650.  See,  however,  Smith  v.  Niles,  20 
Vt.    315,   49   Am.   Dee.    782,    that    if 


cattle  be  leased  for  a  term  of  years, 
they  cannot  be  sold  under  execution  as 
the  property  of  the  lessor,  even  though 
the  sale  be  with  a  reservation  of  the 
lessee's  right  to  retain  possession  of 
the  property  during  the  continuance  of 
the  term. 

84.  U.  S.--Ager  v.  Murray,  105  U.  S. 
126,  26  L.  ed.  942;  Ball  v.  Coker,  168 
Fed.  304;  Newton  v.  Buck,  72  Fed.  777; 
Erie  Wringer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Nat.  Wringer 
Co.,  63  Fed.  248.  Cal.— Peterson  v.  San 
Francisco,  115  Cal.  211,  46  Pac.  1060. 
Mass. — Carver  v.  Peek,  131  Mass.  291. 
Pa. — Harrington  v.  Cambridge,  14  W. 
N.  C.  456;  Hanley  v.  Fidelity  Ins.,  etc. 
Co.,  8  Pa.  Dist.  Ct.  207;  Wolf  v.  Bonta 
Plate  Glass  Co.,  5  Lack.  Leg.  N.  51. 

[a]  Under  special  statutory  pro- 
vision subjecting  corporate  franchises 
and  rights  and  all  the  property  of  in- 
solvent corporations  to  a  special  fieri 
facias  a  patent  right  belonging  to  a 
corporation  may  be  sold.  Erie  Wringer 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Nat.  Wringer  Co.,  63  Fed. 
248. 

[b]  A  patent  right' is  neither  "per- 
sonal property  capable  of  manual  de- 
livery" nor  "debts  and  credits,  and 
other  personal  property  not  capable  of 
manual  delivery."  Peterson  v.  San 
Francisco,  115  Cal.  211,  46  Pac.  1060. 

[c]  Interest  in  a  patent  right  not 
subject  to  execution.  Harrington  v. 
Cambridge,  14  W.  N.  C.   (Pa.)   456. 

85.  Stephens  v.  Cady,  14  How.  (U. 
S.)  528,  14  L.  ed.  528;  Carver  v.  Peck, 
131  Mass.  291. 

[a]  A  copyright  "has  no  corporeal 
tangible  substance,"  and  is  not  subject 
to  seizure  and  sale  by  execution.  It 
can  be  reached  by  a  creditor's  bill  in 
chancery,  but  in  such  case,  the  court 
would  probably  have  to  decree  a  trans- 
fer in  the  mode  pointed  out  in  the  act 
of  congress.  Stephens  v.  Cady,  14  How. 
(U.  S.)   528,  14  L.  ed.  528. 

[b]  "It  is  very  well  settled  by  the 
decisions  of  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  that  even  after  a  work  is  pub- 
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is  subject  to  levy  and  sale,^^  but  the  author  cannot  be  compelled  to 
publish  his  copyrighted  manuscript.*' 

(VII.)  Trade-Marks  and  Trade  Secrets.  —  The  right  to  a  trade-mark  is 
held  not  subject  to  levy  under  execution,**  though  a  sealed  envelope 
containing  trade  secrets  is.*^ 

(VIII.)  Unpublished  Manuscripts,  etc.  —  It  has  been  held  that  unpub- 
lished manuscripts,'"  as  well  as  the  private  papers  and  account  books 
of  the  judgment  debtor,'^  are  not  liable  to  levy  under  execution. 

(IX.)  Wearing  Apparel.  —  The  necessary  wearing  apparel  of  a  judg- 
ment debtor  is  not  subject  to  execution.*^  i 

(X.)    Vehicles  Carrying  United  States  MaU.  —  It  is  held  that    a    ferry 


lished  no  creditor  can  reach  the  copy- 
right unless  some  special  provision  of 
law  is  made  on  the!  subject."  Dart  v. 
Woodhouse,  40  Mich.  399,  29  Am.  Eep. 
544. 

[c]  Creditor's  1)111  would  seem  to  be 
the  remedy,  see  Ager  v.  Murray,  105 
U.  S.  126,  26  L.  ed.  942;  Gillett  v. 
Bate,  86  N.  Y.  87,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  88; 
Gorrell  v.  Dickson,  26  Fed.  454. 

As  to  creditors'  suits,  see  6  Stand- 
ard PBGC.  164. 

86.  "A  patented  machine  is  sus- 
ceptible of  manual  seizure,  and  the  un- 
restricted sale  thereof  does  not  involve 
the  transfer  of  any  interest  in  the 
pateiJt.  The  conclusion,  therefore,  is 
that  whatever  right  to  use  the  patented 
machine  a  defendant  in  an  execution 
may  have,  passes  with  the  machine 
when  sold  by  the  sheriff  to  his  vendee. " 
Wilder  v.  Kent,  15  Fed.  217. 

[a]  Although  the  grantee  of  a  copy- 
right for  a  book  cannot  be  deprived 
by  his  creditors  of  any  right  secured 
to  him  by  the  constitution  and  acts  of 
congress,  yet  the  protection  does  not 
extend  to  the  exemption  of  visible 
property  received  for  the  sale  of  such 
copyrights  and  existing  in  his  own 
hands,  or  ohoses  in  action  existing  in 
the  hands  of  another  for  his  use,  though 
such  be  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  the 
copyright,  if  the  manuscript  has  been 
delivered  over  to  the  purchaser  of  the 
copyright,  and  nothing  further  is  to  be 
done  by  the  grantee  of  the  copyright, 
to  give  the  work  to  the  public.  Cooper 
V.  Gunn,  4  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  594. 

87.  Dart  v.  Woodhouse,  40  Mich. 
399,  29  Am.  itep.  544. 

88.  Gegg  V.  Bassett,  3  Ont.  L.  R. 
(Can.)  263. 

89.  Envelope  containing  a  complete 
description  of  the  secret  formula  and 
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process  for  the  manufacture  of  com- 
pound oxygen  gas  for  home  and  office 
treatment.  Hanley  v.  Fidelity  Ins., 
etc.  Co.,  8  Pa.  Dist.  207. 

90.  Dart  v..  Woodhouse,  40  Mich. 
399,  29  Am.  Eep.  544. 

[a]  Abstract  Books. — ^But  in  Wash- 
ington Bank  v.  Fidelity  Abstract  & 
Security  Co.,  15  Wash.  487,  46  Pac. 
1036,  55  Am.  St.  Eep.  902,  37  L.  E.  A. 
115,  the  court  speaking  of  Dart  v. 
Woodhouse,  supra,  says:  "This  case 
holds  that  a  set  of  abstract  books, 
such  as  those  in  suit,  is  but  the^  un- 
published manuscript  of  an  author, 
valuable  only  on  account  of  its  literary 
contents,  and  belongs  to  the  class  of 
unleviable  property,  such  as  a  patent 
right  or  a  copyright,  which  are  held 
by  most  of  the  courts  to  be  unassign- 
able privileges,  or  incorporeal  and  in- 
tangible rights.  We  cannot  indorse  the 
conclusion  or  the  reasoning  of  the  case 
just  cited.  It  seems  to  us  that  these 
abstract  books  were  not  so  intangible 
or  incorporeal  that  they  could  not  be 
the  subject  of  levy  or  of  sale,  and  such 
was  the  holding  in  Leon  Loan  &  Ab- 
stract Co.  V.  Equalization  Board,  86 
Iowa  127,  53  N.  W.  94,  41  Am.  St. 
Eep.  486,  17  L.  E.  A.  199,  where  the 
case  of  Dart  v.  Woodhouse,  supra,  was 
reviewed. ' ' 

[b]  In  Banker  v.  Caldwell,  3  Minn. 
94,  it  appears  that  unpublished  papers 
were  sold  under  execution  but  the  pro- 
priety of  this  was  not  questioned.  The 
ease  holds  that  by  such  sale  the  author 
did  not  lose  his  exclusive  right  of 
publication  and  the  sheriff  had  no 
authority  to  publish  them. 

91.  Oystead  v.  Shed,  12  Mass.  506. 

92.  Bumpus  v.  Maynard,  38  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  626.  See  also  Cooke  v.  Gibbs, 
3  Mass.  193,  and  ikfra,  II,  B,  5. 
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boat  carrying  United  States  mail  is  nevertheless  subject  to  levy  and 
sale  under  an  execution.'^ 

(XI.)  Materials  of  Contractor.  —Where  a  contract  is  made  for  the 
manufacture  or  construction  of  a  thing  involving  the  use  of  work,  labor 
and  materials,  until  the  title  to  thd  product  has  passed  by  reason  of 
the  contract  or  otherwise,  it  is  subject  to  an  execution  against  the 
contractor.^*  However,  where  the  materials  are  not  furnished  by  the 
contractor  they  are  not  subject  to  levy  as  his  property.^* 

(XII.)  Seats  in  Stock  Exchange —  "While  a  seat  in  a  stock  exchange  is 
not  such  property  as  to  be  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution 
against  the  owiier,'*  it  may  be  reached  to  satisfy  the  debts  of  the  owner 
by  other  appropriate  proceeding.^' 


93.  Lathrop  v.  Middleton,  23  Cal. 
257,  83  Am.  Dec.  112.  Not  subject  to 
an  attachment,  see  Parker  v.  Porter,  6 
La.  169.  Attachment  generally,  see  3 
Standard  Pkoc.  216. 

94.  N.  Y. — Andrews  v.  Durant,  11 
N.  Y.  35,  62  Am.  Dee.  55;  Merritt  v. 
Johnson,  7  Johns.  478,  5  Am.  Dec.  289. 
Pa.— See  Watts  v.  Tibbals,  6  Pa.  447. 
Tenn. — Crockett  v.  Latimer,  1  Humph. 
272.  W.  Va.— Wheeling  v.  Baer,  36  W. 
Va.  777,  15  S.  E.  979. 

[a]  But  see  Sandfoird  v.  Wiggins 
Ferry  Co.,  27  Ind.  522,  where  A  con- 
tracted to  build  a  vessel  for  B  at  a 
stipulated  price,  a  part  of  which  was 
to  be  paid  in  installments  as  the  ves- 
sel should  reach  certain  stages  of  com- 
pletion, and  the  residue  by  a  note  pay- 
able ninety  days  after  the  boat  should 
be  removd.  Installments  were  paid  from 
time  to  time  as  stipulated  and  the 
materials  and  work  were  paid  for  by 
A  out  of  this  money.  B  employed  an 
agent  to  superintend  the  building,  and 
before  the  launch  put  a  watchman  in 
charge.  Afterwards  executions '  were 
issued  against  A,  and  he  being  unable 
to  finish  her,  surrendered  the  vessed  to 
B.  It  was  held  that  the  property  in 
the  vessel  had  passed  to  B,  and  was 
not  subject  to  the  liens  of  the  execu- 
tions. 

95.  Lumber  was  furnished  to  the 
contractor  to  be  used  in  the  erection 
of  a  building.  The  lumber  was  de- 
livered on  the  ground  on  which  the 
building  was  being  erected,  and  sub- 
sequently sold  on  an  execution  against 
the  contractor;  it  was  held,  that  the 
lumber  was  furnished  on  the  credit  of 
the  building,  though  not  used  therein, 
and  being  so  furnished  it  was  the  prop- 
erty of  the  owner  of  the  building  and 
not  liable  to  sale  by  execution  as  the 


property  of  the  contractor.     White    v. 
Miller,  18  Pa.  52. ' 

96.  Cal. — Lowenberg  v.  Greenebaum, 
99  Cal.  162,  33  Pac.'  794,  37  Am.  St. 
Eep.  42,  21  L.  R.  A.  399.  111.— Barclay 
V.  Smith,  107  111.  349,  47  Am.  |tep.  437. 
Mo. — Eliot  V.  Merchants'  Exchange,  14 
Mo.  App.  234.  Pa. — Pancoast  v.  Gowen, 
93  Pa.  66;  Thompson  v.  Adams,  93  Pa. 
55. 

[a]  A  patent  right  is  not  subject  to 
seizure  and  sale  under  execution  and  a 
seat  in  a  stock  board  is  certainly  not 
more  tangible  than  a  patent  right,  for 
the  latter  can  at  least  be  transferred 
by  its  owner  at  his  own  will,  while  the 
former  cannot.  Lowenberg  v.  Greene- 
baum, 99  Cal.  162,  33  Pac.  794,  37  Am. 
St.  Eep.  42,  21  L.  E.  A.  399.         * 

97.  Proceedings  supplementary  to 
execution  and  appointing  a  receiver. 
Habenicht  v.  Lissak,  78  Cal.  351,  20 
Pac.  874,  12  Am.  St.  Eep.  63,  5  L.  E. 
A.  713,  the  court  saying:  "To  hold  that 
it  cannot  be  thus  applied  would  es- 
tablish a  rule  giving  to  the  members 
of  such  association's  the  power  to  in- 
vest fortunes  under  the  name  of  licenses 
and  privileges,  and  by  their  constitu- 
tions and  regulations  to  establish  .  a 
law  of  exemption  for  the  same. ' '  And 
see  Lowe;iberg  v.  Greenebaum,  99  Cal. 
162,  33  Pac.  794,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  42, 
21  L. -E.  A.  399;  Powell  v.  Waldron,  89 
N.  Y.  328,  42  Am.  Eep.  301;  Londheim 
V.  White,  67  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  467; 
Grocers'  Bank  v.  Murphy,  60  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  426;  Ritterbaud  v.  Baggett,  4 
Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  67,  10  Jones  &  S. 
556. 

[a]  It  is  subject  to  a  bill  in  equitj-, 
though  not  to  execution.  Eliot  v.  Mer- 
chants' Exch.,  14  Mo.  App.  234. 

As  to  creditors'  suits,  see  6  Standard 
Peoc.  164. 
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(XIII.)  Salaries  of  Public  Employes.  —  The  salary  of  a  judicial  or 
other  public  ofScer,  while  in  the  hands  of  the  disbursing  oificer,  cannot 
be  taken  on  execution.^*  This  is  a  statutory  rule  in  some  jurisdictions.'^ 
The  rule  is  the  same  though  the  proceedings  are  not  commenced  until 
after  the  defendant's  term  of  office  has  expired  and  he  is  no  longer 
an  officer/ 

(XIV.)  Intoxicating  Liquors.  —  Independent  of  statutory  provisions, 
intoxicating  liquors  are  property  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  an 
execution  against  the  owner.^    The  decisions  are  not  in  accord  as  to 


98.  Orme  v.  Kingsley,  73  Minn.  143, 
75  N.  W.  1123,  72-  Am.  St.  Eep.  614. 
To  same  effect  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Krake,  66  Minn.  110,  68  N.  W.  606,  61 
A-m.  St.  Eep.  395;  Eoeller  v.  Ames,  33 
Minn.  132,  22  N.  W.  177;  Eemmey  v. 
Gedney,  57  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  217,  1 
City  Ct.  Eep.  (N".  Y.)  28;  Waldman 
V.  O'Donnell,  57  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  215. 

[a]  "This  doctrine  is  founded  on 
reasons  of  public  policy,  which  may 
be  all  summed  '  up  in  the  general 
proposition  that  any  other  rule  would 
interfere  with  the  efficiency  of  the 
public  service."  Orme  v.  Kingsley,  73 
Minn.  143,  75  N.  W.  1123,  72  Am.  St. 
Jtep.  614. 

[b]  "It  is  almost  needless  to  say 
that  such  a  diversion  of  the  public 
moneys  by  judgment  creditors  might 
seriously  embarrass  the  disbursing  offi- 
cers of  the  government,  and  might,  at 
the  same'  time,  interfere  with  the 
proper  administration  of  its  judicial 
system  by  preventing  the  money  spe- 
cifically devoted  by  the  public  to  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  its  chosen 
officer,  in  a  manner  becoming  the  dig- 
nity of  the  office,  from  ever  reaching 
the  object  contemplated."  A  creditor 
cannot  "be  allowed  to  divert  the  pub- 
lic moneys  from  the  uses  and  purposes 
to  and  for  which  they  were  specifically 
appropriated,  by  orders  or  proceedings 
tending  to  appropriate  the  same  to 
himself,  in  payment  of  judgments  or 
otherwise.  This  is  upon  the  pervading 
principle  in  all  governments,  that 
where  private  and  public  interests 
come  in  conflict,  with  proper  excep- 
tions the  former  must  yield."  Eem- 
mey V.  Gedney,  1  City  'Ct.  Eep.  (N.  Y.) 
28. 

[c]  Not  Subject  to  Attachment. 
Buchanan  v.  Alexander,  4  How.  (U.  S.) 
20,  11  L.  ed.  857.  But  see  Eodman  v. 
Musselman,  12  Bush  (Ky.)  354,  23  Am. 
Eep.  724,  holding  salaries  of  city  and 
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town  employes  subject  to  attachment 
and  garnishment,  the  court  saying: 
"An  exemption  of  the  salaries  of  city 
and  town  employes  from  coercive  ap- 
propriation to  the  payment  of  their 
debts  would  result  in  a  denial  of  credit 
to  them,  and  consequently  in  more  in- 
jury than  benefit." 

As  subject  of  garnishment,  see  10 
Standard  Pkoc.  431. 

99.  Moll  V.  Sbisa,  51  La.  Ann.  290, 
25  So.  141;  Dunbar  v.  Dinkgrave,  10 
La.  Ann.  545;  Vance  v.  Lafferanderie, 
4  Eob.   (La.)   340. 

[a]  Fees  (1)  owed  by  a  parish  to 
the  sheriff  not  subject,  under  such  a 
statute.  Dunbar  v.  Dinkgrave,  10  La. 
Ann.  545.  (2)  Nor  is  the  salary  of  a 
city  assessor.  Chaudet  v.  De  Jong,  16 
La.  Ann.  399.  (3)  Salary  of  a  clerk 
of  a  recorder's  court,  who  is  appointed 
by  the  recorder,  comes  within  statute. 
Moll  V.  Sbisa,  51  La.  Ann.  290,  25  So. 
141.  (4)  But  an  allowance  made  by 
a  court  to  one  for  services  as  an 
auditor  of  the  accounts  of  a  succession, 
may  be  seized  under  a  fieri  facias,  it 
not  being  regarded  as  the  salary  of  an 
office.  Vance  v.  Lafferanderie,  4  Eob. 
(La.)   340. 

[b]  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the 
statute  it  was  held  that  an  execution 
might  be  levied  on  money  appropriated 
by  the  .state  legislature  for  services 
rendered  by  the  execution  debtor. 
Flower  i).  Livingston,  2  Mart.  N.  S. 
(La.)   615, 

1.  Orme  V.  Kingsley,  73  Minn.  143, 
75  N.   W.   1123,  7_2  Am.  St.  Eep.   614. 

[a]  But  in  Kepley  v.  Sheehan,  9 
Kan.  App.  885,  61  Pac.  333,  it  is  held 
that  fees  due  or  earned  after  the  term 
of  office  has  expired  are  not  included, 
as  the  reason  for  the  rule  has  then 
ceased. 

2.  State  17.  Johnson,  33  N.  H.  441. 
Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Peoc. 
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the  effect  of  statutes  regulating  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  on  the 
question  of  their  being  subject  to  execution.  Some  courts  hold  that 
such  statutes  apply  to  sales  under  judicial  process  and  that  liquors 
are  not  subject  to  sale  under  execution  to  any  greater  extent  than 
otherwise,^  while  other  jurisdictions  make  an  exception  as  to  sales 
under  process  and  hold  that  intoxicating  liquors  are  subject  to  exe- 
cution even  though  they  cannot  be  sold  in  any  other  manner.*  How- 
ever, the  process  of  the  court  cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
gaging in  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors.^ 

(XV.)  Intermingled  Goods.  —  Where  property  of  a  stranger  is  mixed 
with  that  of  the  execution  debtor  so  that  it  cannot  be  distinguished 
and  separated,  the  entire  mass^is  subject  to  levy  unless  the  stranger 
indicates  the  portion  which  is  his  property.®  The  most  usual  applica- 
tion of  this  rule  is  where  the  intermingling  is  for  the  purpose  of 
defrauding  or  hindering  creditors,^  but  it  is  also  applied  where  no  such 


3.  la. — Niles  v.  Fries,  35  Iowa  41. 
Kan. — Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Angevine,  6 
Kan.  App.  312,  51  Pao.  70.  Me. — Nich- 
ols V.  Valentine,  36  Me.  322.  Mass. 
KifE  «.  Old  Colony,  etc.  E.  Co.,  117 
Mass.  591,  19  Am.  Eep.  429;  Ingalls 
V.  Baker,  13  Allen  449.  B.  I.— Barron 
V.  Arnold,  16  E.  I.  22,  11  Atl.  298. 
S.  C— Lanahan  v.  Bailey,  53  S.  C.  489, 
31  S.  E.  332,  42  L.  E.  A.  297,  69  Am. 
St.  Eep.  884, 

[a]  "If  we  should  hold  that  a 
sherMC  or  other  officer  having  a  writ 
of  execution  could  levy  upon  and  sell 
intoxicating  liquors,  we  would  be  com- 
pelled to  hold,  by  analogy,  that  a  sheriff 
could  levy  a  tax  warrant  upon  liquors 
and  sell  the  same  without  restraint  or 
restriction;  that  an  assignee  in  insolv- 
ency proceedings  would  be  authorized 
to  sell  without  limitations  or  restric- 
tions; that  an  executor  or  administra- 
tor might  sell  without  limitations  or 
restrictions.  Can  there  be  any  ques- 
tion that  these  sales  would  violate  the 
very  letter  as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the 
coijstitution  and  the  statute?"  Stand- 
ard Oil  Co.  V.  Angevine,  6  Kan.  App. 
312,  51  Pac.  70. 

[b]  "The  debtor  could  not  sell  the 
liquors  to  his  creditor  in  payment  of 
his  debt;  nor  sell  them  to  others  in 
this  commonwealth,  to  obtain  th^  means 
of  payment,  without  a  violation  of 
law;  and  the  officer  is  merely  the  in- 
strument of  the  law  to  compel  the  ap- 
plication, to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
creditor's  demand,  of  property  which 
the  debtor  would  not  voluntarily  ap- 
ply." Ingalls  V.  Baker,  13  Allen 
(Mass.)   449.  . 


4.  Ga.— Fears  v.  State,  102  Ga.  274, 
29  S.  E.  463.  Mich. — Wildermuth  v. 
Cole,  77  Mich.  483,  43  N.  W.  889.  N.  H. 
State  V.  Johnson,  33  N.  H.  441.  Vt. 
Howe  V.  Stewart,  40  Yt.  145;  Nutt  v. 
Wheeler,  30  Vt.  436,  73  Am.  Dee.  316. 

5.  Fears  v.  State,  102  Ga.  274,  29 
S.  E.  463. 

6,  Ala. — Lanier  v.  Branch  Bank,  18 
Ala.  625.  Cal.— Wellington  v.  Sedg- 
wick, 12  Cal.  469;  Daumiel  v.  Gorham, 
6  Cal.  43.  Fla. — Mayer  v.  Wilkins,  37 
Fla.  244,  19  So.  632.  lU.— Greenberg 
V.  Stevens,  212  111.  606,  72  N.  E.  722; 
Tuttle  V.  Hemenway,  92  111.  App.  53. 
Md.— Chappell  v.  Cox,  18  Md.  513. 
N.  H.— Eobinson  v.  Holt,  39  N.  H.  557, 
75  Am.  Dec.  233;  Lewis  v.  Whittemore, 
5  N.  H.  364,  22  Am.  Dec.  466.  N.  Y. 
Duke  V.  Welsh,  16  Jones  &  S.  516.  Pa. 
McDowell  V.  Eissell,  37  Pa.  164.  Tex. 
See  Brown  v.  Bacon,  63  Tex.  595. 

[a]  Reason  of  rule  is  found  in  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel,  stranger  being 
estopped  if  he  fail  to  point  out  to 
levying  officer  just  what  property  is 
his.  Tuttle  v.  Hemenway,  92  111.  App. 
53. 

[b]  Subject  to  attachment,  see 
Johnson  v.  Emery,  31  Utah  126,  86  Pac. 
869,  11  Ann.  Cas.  23,  and  3  Standard 
PBGC.  278. 

7,  Ala. — Lanier  v.  Branch  Bank,  18 
Ala.  625.  Cal. — Wellington  v.  Sedg- 
wick, 12  Cal.  469.  Fla.— Mayer  v.  Wil- 
kins, 37  Fla.  244,  19  So.  632.  HI. 
Tuttle  V.  Hemenway,  92  111.  App.  53. 
Md.— Chappell  v.  Cox,  18  Md.  513. 

Property  fraudulently  conveyed  as 
subject  to  execution,  see  infra,  II,  B, 
3,  o. 
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purpose  is  involved,  as  where  due  merely  to  neglect  or  other  fault.' 
c.  Beal  Property  and  Interests  Therein.  —  (I.)  General  Statement. 
At  common  law  lands  were  not  liable  to  be  sold  under  execution,^ 
though  they  might  be  taken  in  execution  to  satisfy  a  debt  due  the 
state.^"  This  rule  was  early  changed  by  statute/^  and  the  modern  rule 
is  that  real  proj/erty  is  subject  to  levy  under  execution/^  even  though 
no  lien  existed  upon  such  property  prior  to  the  levy."    Only  such  in- 


8.  Eobinson  v.  Holt,  39  N.  H.  557, 
75  Am.  Dec.  233.  See  Johnson  v. 
Emery,  31  Utah  126,  86  Pac.  869,  11 
Ann.  Cas.  23. 

'9.  Ky.— Due  v.  Bankhardt,  151  Ky. 
624,  152  S.  W.  786;  Barbour  v.  Brecken- 
ridge,  4  Bibb  548.  Md. — Coombs  v. 
Jordan,  3  Bland  284,  22  Am.  Dec.  236; 
Duvall  V.  Waters,  1  Bland  569,  18  Am. 
Dec.  350;  Jones  v.  Jones,  1  Bland  443, 
18  Am.  Dec.  327.  Mont. — McMillan  v. 
Davenpibrt,  44  Mont.  23,  118  Pac.  756. 
N.  Y. — Bank  of  Utica  v.  Mersereau,  3 
Barb.  Ch.  528,  49  Am.  Dee.  189.  S.  C. 
Drayton  v.  Marshall,  Eice  Eq.  373,  33 
Am.  Dec.  84. 

Attachment  of  real  property,  see  3 
Standard  Proc.  272. 

Eeal  property  as  subject  to  garnish- 
ment, see  10  Standard  Proc.  432. 

10.  Jones  V.  Jones,  1  Bland  (Md.) 
443,  18  Am.  Dec.  327;  Murray  v.  Eidley, 
3  Harr.  &  McH.  (Md.)  171. 

[a]  "In  the  ease  of  the  king,  how- 
ever, an  execution  always  issued 
against  the  lands  as  well  as  the  goods 
of  a  public  debtor;  because  the  debtor 
was  considered  as  being  not  only  bound 
in  person,  but  as  a  feudatory  who  held 
mediately  or  immediately  from  the 
king;  and,  therefore,  holding  what  he 
had  from  the  king,  he  was  from  thence 
to  satisfy  what  he  owed  to  the  king." 
Jones  V.  Jones,  1  Bland  (Md.)  443,  18 
Am.  Dec.  327. 

11.  .Allen  &  Gardner  v.  Summers,  3 
B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  490;  Barbour  v.  Breckeri- 
ridge,  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  548.  See  Jones  v. 
Jones,  1  Bland  (Md.)  443,  18  Am.  Dec. 
327;  Bank  of  TJtica  v.  Mersereau,  3 
Barb.  Ch.  (N.  T.)  528,  49  Am.  Dec. 
189. 

[a]  The  statute  of,  5  Geo.  2,  ch.  7, 
stripped  lands  in  the  colonies  of  the 
sanctity  with  which  they  had  been 
guarded  and  by  subjecting  them  to 
sale,  no  longer  considered  them  as  a 
secondary  fund  for  the  payment  of 
debts  in  the  hands  of  the  debtor,  but 
rendered  them  equally  liable  with  his 
personalty.  Plaintiff  may  elect  whether 
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he»  will  seize  lands  or  goods.  Hanson 
V.  Barnes'  Lessee,  3  Gill  &  J.  (Md.) 
359,  22  Am-  Dee. '322. 

12.  See  the  statutes  of  the  several 
states  and  the  following  eases:  Cal. 
Fish  V.  Fowlie,  58  Cal.  373;  Bagley  v. 
Ward,  37  Cal.  121,  99  Am.  Dec.  256. 
Colo. — Stock-Growers'  Bank  v.  Newton, 
13  Colo.  245,  22  Pac.  444.  Ind.— Prakes 
V.  Brown,  2  Blackf.  295.  Mo. — Ene- 
berg  f.  Carter,  98  Mo.  647,  12  S.  W. 
522,  14  Am.  St.  Eep.  664.  N.  J.— Close 
V.  Close,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  472.  N.  Y. 
Sheridan  v.  House,  4  Abb.  Dee.  218,  43 
N.  Y.  569;  Griffin  v.  Spencer,  6  Hill 
525.  Pa. — Gordon  v.  Inghram,  32  Pa. 
214;  Humphreys  v.  Humphreys,  1 
Yeates  427.  S.  C— Wieters  v.  Tim- 
mons,  25  S.  C.  488,  1  S.  E.  1. 

[a]  "Land"  embraces  "all  titles, 
legal  or  equitable,  perfect  or  imperfect 
(Leese  v.  Clark,  20  Cal.  387),  including 
such  rights  as  lie  in  contract — ^those 
which  are  executory  as  well  as  those 
which  are  executed.  (Soulard  v.  United 
States,  4  Pet.  511.)  Any  interest, 
therefore,  in  land,  legal  or  equitable, 
is  subject  to  attachment  or  execution, 
levy  and  sale."  Fish  v.  Fowlie,  58  Cal. 
373. 

[b]  Muniments  of  title  to  lands  are 
not  the  realty  and  so  a  levy  on  the 
former  is  not  equivalent  to  a  levy  on 
the  latter.  Welch  v.  Eogers,  Howell 
N.  P.  (Mich.)  255. 

[e]  In  Iiouisiana  where  the  prin- 
cipal, interest  and  costs  of  a  judgment 
do  not  amount  to  fifty  dollars,  it  is 
held  the  sheriff  has  no  right  to  sell 
immovable  property  to  satisfy  the  judg- 
ment. Zimmerman  v.  Bartchy,  14  La. 
Ann.  520. 

13.  Palmer  v.  Clark,  4  Abb.  N.  C. 
(N.  Y.)  25;  Garsed  v.  Hutchinson,  2 
W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  305. 

[a]  "Under  the  execution,  doubt- 
less, lands  not  subject  to  the  judgment 
may  be  levied  upon."  Bagley  v.  Ward, 
37  Cal.  121,  99  Am.  Dec.  256. 

[b]  Lands  acquired  after  the  judg- 
ment under  which  the  execution  issues 
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terests,  however,  as  may  be  disposed  of  by  the  debtor  himself  are  sub- 
ject to  execution.^*  The  fact  that  an  estate  is  subject  to  defeasance  upon 
the  happening  of  some  contingency  does  not  prevent  the  levy  of  an 
execution  thereon. ^*^ 

(II.)  Interests  Under  Unrecorded  Deed. —  (A.)  Execution  Against 
Geantor.  —  Under  the  statutes  of  many  states,  as  against  judgment  cred- 
itors without  notice,  a  conveyance  by  an  unrecorded  deed  does  not  divest 
the  grantor  of  title,  and  therefore  the  property  may  be  subjected  to 
execution  by  such  creditors. ^^  If  such  creditors  have  notice,  actual  or 
constructive,  this  rule  does  not  apply ,^*  unless  the  conveyance  be  void 
as  to  creditors  notwithstanding  notice.*^ 


•may  be  levied  on.  Green  v.  Steelman, 
10  N.  J.  L.  193;  King  v.  King,  247  Pa. 
89,  93  Atl.  20. 

14.  Emerson  v.  Marks,  24  HI.  App. 
642. 

14%.  Sheridan  v.  House,  4  Abb.  Dec. 
(N.  Y.)  218. 

[a]  Estate  in  fee,  or  in  tail,  de- 
feasible upon  a  contingency,  is  liable  to 
be  •taken  in  execution  by  a  creditor  of 
the  tenant,  and  held  until  the  happen- 
ing of  the  contingency.  Phillips  v. 
Eogers,  12  Mete.  (Mass.)  405. 

Contingent  remainder,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  3,  m,  (I),   (B),  (2). 

15.  D.  C. — Nelson  v.  Henry,  2  Mack. 
259.  La.— Doughty  v.  Sheriff,  25  La, 
Ann.  290;  Lyons  v.  Cenas,  22  La.  Ann. 
113.  N.  J. — Hodge's  Exrs.  v.  Amer- 
man,  40  N.  J.  Bq.  99,  2  Atl.  257;  Lewis 
V.  Hall,  7  N.  J.  Eq.  107.  N.  C— Moore 
V.  Collins,  15  N.  C.  384. 

[a]  The  rule  established  by  the  stat- 
ute" of  frauds  and  the  registry  laws  is, 
that  the  creditor  is  entitled  to  pursue 
the  ostensible  title  even  though  it  may 
not  be  the  real  title  of  the  debtor. 
Nelson  v.  Henry,  2  Mack.  (D.  C.)  259. 

[b]  Where  a  wife  has  obtained  a 
judgment  against  her  husband  under 
which  his  property  has  been  soldi  and 
purchased  by  her,  the  sale  to  her  not 
being  recorded,  after  the  purchase  the 
judgment  creditors  of  her  husband  may 
seize  the  same  property  as  his,  and  the 
wife  has  not  the  right  to  enjoin  the 
sale  thereof.  Doughty  v.  Sheriff,  25 
La.  Ann.  290. 

[c]  A  process  verbal  of  the  sale  of 
real  estate  by  the  order  of  the  pro- 
bate court  has  no  effect  against  third 
parties,  or  seizing  creditors,  until  it 
is  recorded  or  registered  in  the  parish 
where  the  property  is  situated.  Lyons 
V.  Cenas,  22  La.  Ann..  113. 

16.  Hart  v.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics' 


Bank,  33  Vt.  252,  the  court  saying: 
"But  where  a  party  proposes  to  take 
advantage  of  the  literal  application  of 
the  provisions  of  the  registry  system 
to  perpetrate  fraud,  by  levying  upon 
the  land,  or  purchasing  it,  after  he  has 
knowledge  of  an  unregistered  deed,  the 
law  interferes,  by  mere  construction, 
and  engrafts  an  exception,  not  named 
in  the  statute,  but  which  it  is  neces- 
sary to  imply,  in  order  to  defeat  the 
fraudulent  use  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  which  it  is  always  safe  to  pre- 
sume that  the  legislature  did  not  in- 
tend. So  too,  if  the  party  has  con- 
structive, or  implied  notice  of  an  un- 
registered deed,  he  is  not  permitted  to 
acquire  a  title  from  the  grantor,  which 
shall  override  it.  As  if  he  find  ^the 
grantee  in  possession  of  the  premises, 
or  is  informed  of  any  other  fact,  which 
would  naturally  put  a  careful  and  pru- 
dent man  upon  inquiry,  in  a  direction 
where  he  might  obtain  information  in 
regard  to  the  title,  and  he  omit  to 
pursue  the  inquiry;  and  some  other 
similar  cases." 

[a]  Notice  may  be  implied  or,  con- 
structive as  well  as  actual.  Hodge's 
Exrs.  V.  Amerman,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  99,  2 
AtL  257;  Lewis  v.  Hall,  7  N.  J.  Eq. 
107;  Hart  V.  Farmers  &  Mechanics' 
Bank,  33  Vt.  252. 

[b]  Possession  (1)  of  real  estate  is 
notice  of  the  title  of  the  possessor; 
and  if  he  be  in  possession  under  an 
unrecorded  deed  the  property  will  not 
be  subject  to  judgments  against  his 
vendor,  rendered  ,sinoe  the  execution  of 
the  deed.  Walker  v.  Gilbert,  7  Smed. 
&  M.  (Miss.)  456.  (2)  Possession,  if 
it  be  open,  notorious,  exclusive  and 
unequivocal  is  implied  or  constructive 
notice.  Hodge's  Exrs.  v.  Amerman,  40 
N.  J.  Eq.  99,  2  Atl.  257. 

17.  Coward  v.  Culver,  12  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   540. 
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(B.)  Execution  Against  Gbanteb.  —  Though  the  deed  to  property  be 
unrecorded,  generally  title  passes,  except  as  against  creditors  and  bona 
fide  purchasers,  and  the  property  may  be  sold  on  execution  against 
the  grantee.^^ 

(III.)  Interests  in  PuTjlic  Lands.  — The  estate  of  one  in  lands  pur- 
chased of  the  government,  for  which  he  has  received  a  certificate  of 
final  payment  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  under  execution  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  a  patent.^^  Until  the  purchase  price  is  fully  paid  no 
title  or  interest  is  acquired  which  can  be  sold  by  execution.^"    A  mere 


18.  Davis  V.  Insooe,  84  N.  C.  396; 
Morris  v.  Ford,  17  N.  C.  412;  Wilkins 
V.  May,  3  Head  (Tenn.)  173;  Coward 
V.  Culver,  12  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  540;  Sim- 
mons V.  MeKissiek,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
259;  Shields  v.  Mitchell,  10  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)  1;  Vance's  Heirs  v.  McNairy, 
3  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  171,  24  Am.  Dee.  553. 

[a]  Where  land  is  conveyed  by 
deed  which  is  not  recorded  and  the 
grantee  fraudulently  destroys  the  deed, 
the  purchaser  at  a  sale  under  execution 
against  the  grantee  succeeds  to  all  the 
rights  of  the  grantee  and  is  entitled 
to  a  conveyance  of  the  title  from  the 
grantor.  Snlith  v.  Barham,  17  N.  0. 
420,  25  Am.  Dec.  721. 

[b]  Where  land  conveyed  by  an  un- 
recorded deed  is  sold  under  execution 
against  the  grantee  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  grantee  to  have  the  deed 'registered 
or  to  deliver  it  to  the  purchaser  at  the 
execution  sale;  if  he  withholds  it, 
equity  will  divest  his  title,  and  vest 
the  legal  title  in  the  purchaser.  Vance 
V.  McNairy,  3  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  171,  24 
Am.  Dec.  553. 

[c]  Where  title  does  not  pass  until 
the  deed  is  recorded,  an  execution 
against  the  grantee  cannot  be  levied 
on  the  property.  Stinson  v.  Russell,  2 
Overt.  (Tenn.)  40.  The  holding  in  this 
case  that  title  does  not  pass  until  deed 
is  registered  has  been  overruled.  Vance 
V.  McNairy,  3  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  171; 
Shields  v.  Mitchell,  10  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  1. 

19.  Ala. — ^Falkner  v.  Leith,  15  Ala. 
9;  Goodlet  v.  Smithson,  5  Port.  245, 
30  Am.  Dec.  561.  lU. — Jackson  «. 
Spink,  59  111.  404.  la.— Levi  v.  Thomp- 
son, Morris  235  (by  statute,  affirmed 
in  4  How.  [TJ.  S.]  17,  11  L.  ed.  856); 
Cavender  v.  Smith's  Heirs,  5  Iowa  157. 
IMich. — Foster  v.  Whelpley,  123  Mich. 
350,  82  N.  W!  123;  Kercheval  v.  Wood, 
3  Mich.  509,  under  statute.  Miss. 
Hamblen  v.  Hamblen,  33  Miss.  455,  69 
Am.  Dec.  358;  Huntingdon  i;.  Grantland, 
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33  Miss.  453;  Martin  v.  Nash,  31  Miss. 
324;  Lindsey  v.  Henderson,  27  Miss. 
502.  Mo.. — Block  v.  Morrison,  112  Mo. 
343,  20  S.  W.  340;  Hammond  v.  John- 
ston, 93  Mo.  198,  6  S.  W.  83.  N.  C. 
Wilson  V.  Deweese,  114  N.  C.  653,  19 
S.  E.  699.  Tex. — Martin  v.  Bryson,  31 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  98,  71  S.  W.  615.  Wyo. 
Muir  V.  Bosey,  146  Pac.  595. 

[a]  Between  the  time  of  presenta- 
tion and  confirmation  of  a  claim  under 
the  act  of  congress  passed  March  3, 
1807,  for  the  adjustment  of  land  titles 
in  Missouri  and  before  the  issuance  of 
a  patent,  the  claimant  has  a  property 
which  is  subject  to  execution.  Landes 
V.  Brant,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  348,  13  L. 
ed.  449. 

[b]  Land  held  under  a  special  war- 
rant, i.  e.,  where  specific  land  is  de- 
scribed, may  be  subjected  to  execution, 
but  land  held  under  an  indescriptive 
warrant  cannot  be  so  levied  upon. 
Lewis  V.  Meredith,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  81, 
15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,328. 

[c]  Interest  of  purchaser  of  sem- 
inary lands  may  be  reached  by  execu- 
tion under  special  statute.  Except  for 
statute  it  could  be  reached  only  in 
equity.     Smith   v.   State,  21   Miss.   140. 

[d]  One  in  possession,  claiming  title 
derived  with  warranty  from  an  entry 
and  survey  not  patented  has  an  estate 
that  may  be  sold  on  execution.  Jack- 
son's Lessee  v.  Williams,  10  Ohio  69. 

20.  Sage  v.  Gartwright,  9  N.  Y.  49; 
Deaver  v.  Parker,  37  N.  C.  40.  But 
see  McWilliams  v.  Withington,  7  Sawy. 
205,  7  Fed.  326. 

[a]  A  grant  from  the  state  which 
does  not  become  perfect  until  certain 
fees  are  paid  is  not  subject  to  execu- 
tion prior  to  such  payment.  Garlick's 
Lessee  v.  Eobinson,  12  Ga.  340.  , 

[b]  Where  school  lands  are  pur- 
chased from  the  state  which  are  to  be 
con'^eyed  on  payment  of  the  residue  of 
the  purchase  price,  they  are  not  subject 
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preemption  claim  is  not  such  an  interest  as  may  be  sold  under  execu- 
tion," though  by  statute  in  some  ^states,  lands  held  by  entry  are  liable 
to  execution. ^^  The  interest  of  one  who  holds  as  an  occupant  claim- 
ant is  not  subject  to  execution,^^  and  improvements  on  public  lands  are 
not  subject  to  execution.^*  But  the  possessory  right  to  a  mining  claim 
is  property  which  may  be  sold  on  execution.^^ 

An  unexecuted  ^-arrant  for  land  in  the  hands  of  the  surveyor  is  not 
the  subject  of  levy  and  sale  as  the  property  of  the  warrantee.^'^ 

(IV.)  Possession  Without  Title  or  Claim  Without  Possession.  ■ —  One  who 
has  the  bare  naked  legal  title  to  property  without  any  beneficial  inter- 
est or  possession  has  no  such  interest  as  is  subject  to  an  execution 
against  him.^^  Generally  possession  is  an  estate  subject  to  execution, 
and  its  sale  under  process  against  the  possessor  gives  the  purchaser 
all  the  rights  accruing  from  the  possession  of  the  defendant,^*  together 


to  execution  until  this  balance  is  paid. 
Jeffries  v.  Sherburn,  21  Ind.  112. 

21.  Ark. — Healy  v.  Conner,  40  Ark. 
352.  Cal.— Moore  v.  Besse,  43  Cal.  511. 
Mo. — Cravens  v.  Moore,  61  Mo.  178; 
Bray  v.  Eagsdale,  53  Mo.  170. 

22.  By  special  statute.  Hall  v. 
HefBy,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  444;  Heffly 
V.  Hall,  5  Humph.   (Tenn.)   581. 

[a]  An  entry  or  survey  for  land  is 
an  inchoate  legal  title,  and  may  be 
sold  by  execution.  Thomas  v.  Mar- 
shall, Hard.    (Ky.)    19. 

23.  Brown  v.  Massey,  3  Humph. 
(Tenn.)    470. 

[a]  But  the  right  to  land  acquired 
by  actual  settlement,  is  the  subject  of 
levy  and  sale  under  execution.  Myers 
V.  Myers,  8  Watts  (Pa.)  430. 

As  to  land  privately  owned,  see  the 
section  following. 

24.  Healey  v.  Conner,  40  Ark.  352; 
Hatfield  v.  Wallace,  7  Mo.t  112. 

[a]  Contra. — In  Switzer  v.  Skites,  8 
m.  529,  44  Am.  Dec.  723,  it  is  held 
that  improvements  of  settlers  upon  pub- 
lic lands  are  property  which  might  be 
sold  under  execution. 

[b]  Mere  possession  and  improve- 
ment of  land  belonging  to  the  United 
States,  however  valuable,  is  not  subject 
to  levy  under  an  execution.  Ehea, 
Conner  &  Co.  v.  Hughes,  1  Ala.  219,  34 
Am.  Dec.  772. 

[c]  Eight  to  recover  for  improve- 
ments made  by  a  person  in  possession 
having  no  other  interest  in  the  land, 
is  not  subject  to  sale  under  execution. 
Hendricks  v.  Snediker,  30  Tex.  296. 

25.  McKeon  v.  Bisbee,  9  Cal.  137,  70 
Am.  Dee.  642;  Phoenix  Min.  &  Mill. 
Co.  V.  Scott,  20  Wash.  48,  54  Pae.  777. 


26.  Kinter  v.  Jenks,  43  Pa.  445. 

[a]  "Before  survey  made,  such  a 
warrant  gives  no  interest  in  land:  .  .  . 
What  then  is  the  nature  of  such  a 
warrant,  or  of  the  right  conferred  by 
it?  It  is  a  mere  license-authority  to 
do  a  particular  thing  for  the  war- 
rantee's benefit;  it  is- an  order  to  per- 
form an  act  which  may  give  him  an 
estate  in  land,  but  in  the  meantime  it 
is  no  more  than  a  thing  in  action; 
and  though  equity  might  execute  an 
agreement  to  transfer  it,  it  is  not  as- 
signable at  law."  And  so  held  not 
subject  to  execution.  Heath  v.  Knapp, 
10  Watts  (Pa.)  405. 

27.  Osterman  v.  Baldwin,  6  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  116,  18  L.  ed.  730.  See  also 
cases  cited,  infra,  II,  B,  3,  h,  (II), 
(B). 

28.  m. — Thomas  v.  Bowman,  29  111. 
426;  Turney  v.  Saunders,  5  111.  527.- 
N.  H. — Murray  v.  Emmons,  19  N.  H. 
483.  N.  Y.— Kellogg  v.  Kellogg,  6 
Barb.  116;  Jackson  v.  Town,  4  Cow. 
599;  Dickinson  v.  Smith,  25  Barb.  102; 
Colvin  &  Johnson  v.  Baker,  2  Barb. 
206;  Talbot  v.  Chamberlin,  3  Paige 
219;  Jackson  v.  Parker,  9  Cow.-  73; 
GrifSn  v.  Spencer,  6  Hill  525.  Ohio. 
Miner  v.  Wallace,  10  Ohio  403;  Scott 
V.  Douglass,  7  Ohio  227;  Gray  v.  Tap- 
pan,  Wright  117.  Pa.— Scheetz  v.  Fitz- 
water,  5  Pa.  126.  >  Wis.— Swift  p.  Ag- 
nes, 33  Wis.  228;  Banker  v.  Eand,  19 
Wis.  253;  Dean  v.  Pyncheon,  3  Pin.  17. 

[a]  Possession  is  prima  facie  such 
an  interest  as  is  subject  to  execution. 
McCaskle  v.  Amarine,  12  Ala.  17. 

[b]  A  person  in  possession  of  the 
premises  is  presumed,  in  law,  to  be 
the  owner,  or  at  least  to  have  an  in- 
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with  the  right  to  enter  and  enjoy  the  possession  to  the  same  extent  as 
it  could  have  been-  lawfully  enjoyed  by  the  defendant  in  execution 
if  no  sale  had  been  made.^^  However,  if  it  appear  that  the  land  in 
question  is  public  land,^"  or  that  the  one  in  possession  holds  merely  as 
a  tenant  by  sufferance,  or  at  will,^^  a  sale  on  execution  against  him 
gives  the  purchaser  no  right  to  the  property.    , 

(V.)  Chattels  Real. — (A.)  Genekallt. — An  estate  for  years  in  real 
property  is  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  under  execution,^^  being  regarded 
as  a  chattel,'^ 

(B.)  Estates  by  Sitffekance  oe  at  Will.  —  The  interest  of  one  who 
holds  merely  as  a  tenant  at  sufferance  or  at  will  is  not  subject  to 
execution.'* 

(C.)  Leasehold  Interests.  — Leasehold  interests  are  generally  sub- 
ject to  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution  against  the  lessee,  as  chat- 
tels,'" even  though  the  lessee  has  sublet  the  premises  or  has  fraudulent- 


terest  which  is  the  subject  of  sale  on 
judgment  and  execution  against  him, 
and  in  an  action  of  ejectment  brought 
by  the  purchaser  at  a  aherifE's  sale,  or 
his  grantee,  against  such  defendant,  to 
recover  the  possession,  the  latter  can- 
not show  an  outstanding  title  in  an- 
other, to  defeat  the  action.  Dickinson 
V.  Smith,  25  Barb.   (N.  Y.)  102. 

29.  111.— Turney  v.  Saunders,  5  HI. 
527.  N.  H. — Murray  v.  Emmons,  19 
N.  H.  483.  N.  Y.— Kellogg  v.  Kellogg, 
6  Barb.  116. 

30.  See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  c,  (III). 

31.  Colvin  &  Johnson  v.  Baker,  2 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  206.  Supra,  II,  B,  3,  c, 
(V). 

S2.  Ind. — ^Barr  v.  Doe  ex  dem.  Bin- 
ford,  6  Blackf.  335,  38  Am.  Dec.  146. 
N.  H.— Adams  v.  French,  2  N.  H.  3S7. 
N.  Y.— Bigelow  v.  Finch,  17  Barb.  394. 
N.  C— Doe  V.  Peters,  44  N.  C.  457,  59 
Am.  Dec.  563.  Pa. — Sowers  v.  Vie,  14 
Pa.  99;  Lerew  v.  Einehart,  3  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  50.  Eng. — In  re  Newcastle,  L.  R. 
8  Eq.  700,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  68,  21  L.  T. 
Rep.  (N.  S.)  343,  18  Wkly.  Rep.  8. 

But  see  Duggan  v.  Kitson,  20  TJ.  C. 
Q.  B.  316. 

[a]  Reservation  of  minerals  and 
right  to  mine  for  a  period  of  years. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dow,  41  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
13,  2  N.  Y.  St.  170. 

33.  Williams  v.  Downing,  18  Pa.  60; 
Dalzell  V.  Lynch,  4  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.) 
255. 

34.  Miss. — ^Wildy  v.  Doe,  26  Miss. 
35.  N.  Y.— Bigelow  v.  Pinch,  17  Barb. 
394,  11  Barb.  498;  Colvin  &  Johnson  v. 
Baker,  2  Barb.  206.  Ohio.— Waggoner 
V.  Speck,  8  Ohio  292. 
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Contra,  G-erber  v,  Hartwig,  11  W.  N. 
C.   (Pa.)   197. 

35.  Conn. — See  Mun  v.  Carrington,  2 
Root  15.  G-a. — See  James  G.  Wilson 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Chamberlin-Johnson-Du 
Bose  Co.,  140  Ga.  593,  79  S.  E.  465. 
Ind. — Barr  v.  Doe  ex  dem.  Binford,  6 
Blackf.  335,  38  Am.  Dec.  146.  la. 
Strawhacker  v.  Ives,  114  Iowa  661,  87 
N.  W.  669.  Ky.— Smith  v.  Scanlon,  106  • 
Ky.  572,  51  S.  W.  152.  Md.— Coombs 
V.  Jordan,  3  Bland  284,  22  Am.  Dec. 
236.  Mass. — Shelton  v.  Codman,  3 
Cush.  318;  Chapman  v.  Gray,  15  Mass. 
489.  Mich.— Buhl  v.  Kenyon,  11  Mich. 
249,  83  Am.  Dec.  738.  N.  Y.— Bigelow 
V.  Finch,  17  Barb.  394.  N.  C— Doe 
V.  Peters,  44  N.  C.  457,  59  Am.  Dec. 
568.  Ohio. — See  Northern  Bank  v. 
Roosa,  13  Ohio  334;  Bisbee's  Lessee 
V.  Hall,  3  Ohio  449;  Acklin  v.  Walter- 
mier,  19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  372,  10  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  629.  Okla.— Powell  v.  Nichols,  26 
Okla.  734,  110  Pac.  762,  29  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  886.  Pa.— Bismarck  Bldg.,  etc. 
Assn.  V.  Bolster,  92  Pa.  123;  Williams 
V.  Downing,  18  Pa.  60;  Lefever  v.  Arm- 
strong, 15  Pa.  Super.  565;  Sterling  v. 
Com.,  2  Grant's  Cas.  162;  Dalzell  v. 
Lynch,  4  Watts  &  8.  255;  Lerew  v. 
Rinehart,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  50.  '  Tenn. 
Thomas'  Lessee  v.  Blackmore,  5  Yerg. 
113.  Eng. — Sparrow  v.  Bristol,  1 
Marsh.  10,  4  E.  C.  L.  454;  Taylor  v. 
Cole,  3  T.  R.  292,  100  Eng.  Reprint 
582. 

[a]  Lease  for  less  than  five  years 
cannot  be  levied  on  as  real  property 
under  the  New  York  statute.  United 
States  Oxygen  Co.  v.  Bernard  A.  Buge, 
ll36  N.  Y.  Supp.  297. 
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ly  assigned'  the  lease.^^  The  interest  of  a  person  under  an  agreement 
that  a  lease  shall  be  executed  is  not  subject  to  execution."  So  an 
equitable  interest  of  a  lessee,^^  or  the  equity  of  redemption  which  a 
lefssee  has  in  a  leasehold  estate,^^  cannot  be  seized  on  e::ecution.  The 
effect  of  a  provision  in  a  lease  against  subletting  or  assignment,  made 
pursuant  to  a  statutory  requirement  cannot  be  evaded  by  a  sale  under 
an  execution  against  the  lessee,*"  but  if  not  violative  of  a  statutory 
provision  against  subletting,  the  leasehold  may  be  sold  under  execu- 
tion even  though  there  be  a  covenant  in  th^  lease  against  subletting  or 
assignment,  provided  such  sale  be  not  merely  simulated  to  evade  the 
covenant.*^  A  lease  per  auter  vie  is  held  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale 
under  execution  as  personal  ^property.*^ 

(VI.)   Ground  Rents.  —  A  rent  reserved  upon  a  conveyance  in  fee  of 
land  is  not  liable  to  be  sold  on  execution.*^ 
d.    License,  Franchise,  Privilege,  or  Easement.  —  A  privilege**  or  li- 


[b]  lease  for  ninety -nine  years  sub- 
ject to  exeoiition  as  a  chattel.  Bisbee's 
Lessee  v.  Hall,  3  Ohio  449.  But  see 
Duggan  V.  Kitson,  20  U.  C.  Q.  B.  316 
(not  on  execution  from  inferior  court). 
Gontra,  under  statute.  Northern  Bank 
V.  Eoosa,  13  Ohio  335. 

[c]  Under  a  lease  for  nine  hundred 
and  ninety-nine  years,  the  interest  of 
the  lessee  is  subject  to  execution  as 
real  property  and  not  as  personalty. 
Mun  V.  Carrington,  2  Boot   (Conn.)   15. 

Attachment  of  leasehold  interests,  see 
3  Standard  Pboc.  319. 

As  to  garnishment  of  lessee  for  rent 
due  lessor,  see  10  Standard  Peoc. 
465. 

Garnishment  at  instance  of  creditors 
of  lessee,  see  10  Standard  Pboc.  466. 

Leasehold  estate  held  in  trust,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  3,  k,  (II),  (B). 

36.  Smith  v.  Scanlan,  106  Ky.  572, 
51  S.  W.  152. 

37.  Bigelow  v.  Finch,  17  Barb.  (N. 
T.)  394. 

38.  Tischler  v.  Eobinson,  56  Fla.  699, 
48  So.  45. 

39.  Loring  v.  Melendy,  11  Ohio  355. 

40.  U.  S. — Mexican  Nat.  Coal,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Frank,  154  Fed.  217.  Mo.— Hol- 
liday  v.  Aehle,  99  Mo.  273,  12  8.  W. 
797.  Tex. — Moser  v.  Tucker,  87  Tex. 
94,  26  S.  W.  1044. 

41.  Mass. — Smith  v.  Putnam,  3 
Pick.  221.  N.  Y.— See  Eiggs  v.  Pur- 
sell,  66  N.  T.  193;  Jackson  v.  Corliss, 
7  Johns.  531;  Jackson  v.  Silvernail,  15 
Johns.  278.  Okla. — Powell  v.  Nichols, 
26  Okla.  734,  110  Pac.  762,  29  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  886. 

[a]     "By  the  weight    of    authority, 


covenants  in  leases  against  assignment 
or  subletting,  where  intended  ,by  the 
parties  to  apply  only  to  the  voluntary 
acts  of  the  tenant,  the  lease  is  not 
forfeited  by  any  transfer  made  by 
operation  of  law,  including  sales  under 
execution.  A  holding  otherwise  would 
in  effect  permit  the  creation  of  valuable 
interests  in  lessees  which  may  be  held 
by  them  in  defiance  of  creditors." 
Powell  V.  Nichols,  26  Okla.  734,  110 
Pac.  762,  29  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  886. 

42.  Com.  V.  Allen,  2  Phila.  (Pa.)  22. 

43.  Payn  v.  Beal,  4  Denio  (N.  Y.) 
405,  overruling  People  v.  Haskins,  7 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  403.  Contra,  Hurst  v. 
Lithgrow,  2  Yeates  (Pa.)  24,  1  Am. 
Dec.  326.  See  also  White's  Estate, 
167  Pa.  206,  31  Atl.  569. 

44.  Heath  v.  Knapp,  10  Watts  (Pa.) 
405. 

[a]  A  perpetual  scholarship  in  a 
college  granted  in  recognition  of  a  do- 
nation, entitling  the  donor  to  keep  one 
pupil  in  the  college,  is  not  a  power 
over  or  interest  in  real  or  tangible 
property.  It  is  but  a  privilege  personal 
to  the  donor  and  not  subject  to  sale 
under  execution.  Cleveland  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Morrow,  99  Tenn.  527,  42  S.  W.  200, 
63  Am.  St.  Eep.  853,  38  L.  E.  A.  758. 

Option  to  purchase,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
3,  s,  (IV). 

Patent  rights  and  copyrights,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  3,  b,  (VI). 

Seat  on  stock  exchange,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  3,  b,   (XII). 

Trade-marks,  see  infra,  II,  B,  3,  b, 
(VII). 

Unpublished  manuscilpts,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  3,  b,  (VIII). 
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cense,*'  merely  personal,  gives  no  interest  whiehjan  be  sold  on  execution. 

Whether  the  right  to  mine  or  remove  minerals  from  land  may  be 
levied  on,  and,  if  so,  whether  as  personalty  or  realty,  depends  upon 
the  nature  of  the  right,  that  is,  whether  it  is  a  mere  license,*^  a  lease,*^ 
or  an  easement  or  profit  a  prendre.** 

Easements The  estate  or  interest  represented  by  an  easement  is 

subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  execution.*' 

A  franchise  being  a  mere  incorporeal  hereditament  is  not,  in  the 
absence  of  statute,  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  upon  execution.^"  A 
statute  subjecting  corporate  franchises  to  execution  in  satisfaction  of 


Sights  under  land  warrant,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  3,  c,  (III). 

45.  Heath  v.  Knapp,  10  Watts  (Pa.) 
405.  See  Meridian  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Coniea,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Ot.  442. 

[a]  A  license  to  enter  upon  land 
and  sever  and  remove  trees  therefrom 
is  a  personal  trust  and  not  subject  to 
levy  under  execution.  Potter  v.  Everett, 
40  Mo.  App.  152. 

Interest  in  standing  timber  to  be  re- 
moved during  a  .  certain  period,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  3,  tj  (III). 

46.  See  Meridian  Nat.  Bank  v.  Me- 
Conioa,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  442,  holding 
that  a  so-called  "oil  lease"  created 
merely  a  license  which  could  not  be 
levied  on  but  must  be  reached  by  ac- 
tion in  the  manner  provided  by  stat- 
ute. 

47.  See  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dow,  41 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  13,  2  N.  Y.  St.  170. 

As  to  levy  on  leasehold  Interests, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  3,  c,  (V),  (C).  Com- 
pare, supra,  II,  B,  3,  b,  (V). 

48.  See  Canadian  By.  Ace.  Co.  v. 
Williams,  21  Ont.  L.  E.  472,  holding 
that  certain  contracts  called  "oil 
leases,"  which  gave  the  exclusive 
right  to  mine  for  and  proi|uce  oil  and 
gas  during  a  specified  period,  were 
more  than  a  mere  license,  and  created 
a  profit  a  prendre,  which  must  be  levied 
on  and  sold  as  realty  and  not  as  per- 
sonalty. 

[a]  Under  a  deed  excepting  and 
reserving  all  the  oil,  gas  and  other 
minerals  in  and  beneath  the  surface  of 
the  premises,  with  the  exclusive  right 
to  dig,  mine,  bore  and  operate  for  the 
same  on  said  premises,  ingress  thereto 
and  egress  therefrom,  as  the  same  may 
be  necessary  or  convenient  for  such 
operations  for  a  period  of  twelve  years 
and  with  the  right  during  said  period 
to  use  so  much  of  said  premises  as  may 
be  convenient  or  necessary,  to  ereet  and 

Vol.  XV 


place  thereon  tanks,  engines,  derricks, 
etc.,  for  the  purpose  of  such  operations, 
and  at  any  time  to  remove  therefrom 
all  such  tanks,  etc.,  and  also  reserving 
the  right  to  take  water  off  said  prem- 
ises; the  interest  of  the  grantor  is  a 
chattel  real  and  subject  to  execution 
against  him.  Pirst  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dow, 
41  Hun  (N.  Y.)  13,  2  N.  Y.  St.  170. 
As  to  levy  on  chattels  real^  see  supra, 
II,  B,  3,  c,   (V). 

49.  Evangelical,  etc.  House  v.  Buffalo 
Hydraulic  Assn.,  64  N.  Y.  561,  affirrm'ng 

4  Hun  419,  6  Thomp.  &  C.  589. 

[a]  The  estate  or  interest  of  a  cor- 
poration in  real  property,  though  but 
an  easement,  is  the  subject  of  levy  and 
sale  as  property  distinct  from  the  in- 
corporeal franchise  of  the  corporation. 
Evangelical,  etc.  Home  v.  Buffalo,  etc. 
Assn.,  64  N.  Y.  561,  afflrming  4  Hun 
419,  6  Thomp.  &  C.  589. 

50.  Gregory  v.  Blanchard,  98  Cal. 
311,   33   Pac.   199:   Munroe  v,  Thomas, 

5  Cal.  470. 

[a]  "A  franchise  is  merely  a  priv- 
ilege, and  is  not  the  subject  to  sale 
and  transfer  without  the  consent  of  tho 
authority  by  which  it  was  granted. 
'The  persons  to  whom  such  privileges 
are  granted  hold  them  in  trust,  and, 
therefore,  they  cannot  be  transferred 
by  forced  sale  (Monroe  v.  Thomas,  7 
Cal.  470;  Thomas  v.  Armstrong,  7  Cal. 
286) ;  nor  by  voluntary  assignment,  un- 
less by  the  permission  of  government, 
and  even  then,  if  a  special  mode  of 
transfer  is  pointed  out,  that  mode  must 
be  followed.'  (Wood  v.  Truckee  Turn- 
pike Co.,  24  Cal.  487;  People  v.  Dun- 
can, 41  Cal.  509)."  Gregory  v.  Blanch- 
ard, 98  Cal.  311,  33  Pac.  199. 

Corporate  franchises,  see  5  Standard 
Proc.   672. 

Property  essential  to  enjoyment  of  a 
corporate  franchise,  see  5  Standard 
Pboc.  673. 
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the  debts  of  the  corporation  does  not  render  a  franchise  held  by  an  indi- 
vidual liable  to  an  execution  against  him.®^ 

e.  Public  Property  and  Institutions.^^  —  In  some  jurisdictions  in  the 
absence  of  statute  an  execution  may  not  issue  against  a  public  cor- 
poration or  quasi  corporation,^^  while  in  other  states  a  contrary  rule 
is  recognized.^*  But  in  any  event,  on  the  ground  of  public  policy, 
the  property  of  such  a  corporation^^  held  for  public  or  governmental 


51.  Gregory  «.  Blanchard,  98  Cal. 
311,  33  Pac.  199. 

52.  As  to  whether  property  of  cit- 
izens is  subject  to  levy  on  execution 
against  a  puWie  corporation,  see  infra, 
n,  B,  3,  f. 

53.  U.  S. — Amy  v.  City  of  Galena, 
10  Biss.  263,  7  Fed.  163.  HI.— Dolton 
V.  Dolton,  196  Dl.  154,  63  N.  E.  642; 
Pekin  v.  McMahon,  154  111.  141,  39  N. 
E.  484,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  114,  27  L.  E. 
A.  206;  .Morrison  v.  Hinkson,  87  111. 
587,  29  Am.  Eep.  77;  Bloomington  v. 
Brokaw,  77  111.  194;  Odell  v.  Schroeder, 
58  m.  353;  Elrod  v.  Bernadotte,  53  111. 
368;  Olney  v.  Harvey,  50  111.  453,  99 
Am.  Dec.  530;  Chicago  v.  Hasley,  25 
HI.  595.  Pa. — Monaghan  v.  Philadel- 
phia, 28  Pa.  207;  Fairbanks  Go.  v. 
Kirk,  12  Pa.  Super.  210.  Wis. — Crane 
V.  Pond  du  Lac,  16  Wis.  196. 

54.  Kan.  t-  Independence  u.  Trou- 
valle,  15  Kan.  70.  Ky. — Cook  v.  Lyon 
County,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  361.  Okla. 
Beadles  i>  Fry,  15  Okla.  428,  82  Pac. 
1041,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  855.  Tex. 
Gordon  v.  Thorp  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  53 
S.  W.  357.  But  see  McGregor  v.  Cook, 
16  S.  W.  936.  W.  Va. — ^Brown  ».  Gates, 
15  W.  Va.  131. 

55.  U.  S. — ^New  Orleans  v.  Louisiana 
Const.  Co.,  140  U.  S.  654,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
968,  35  L.  ed.  556;  New  Orleans  v. 
Morris,  105  U.  S.  600,  26  L.  ed.  1184; 
Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S.  472, 
26  L.  ed.  197;  Klein  v.  New  Orleans, 
99  U.  S.  149,  25  L.  ed.  430;  Weber  v. 
Lee  County,  6  Wall.  210,  18  L.  ed.  781; 
Kerr  v.  New  Orleans,  126  Fed.  920,  61 
C.  C.  A.  450;  United  States  v.  Board  of 
Auditors,  28  Fed.  407;  United  States 
V.  Hare,  4  Sawy.  653,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,303.  Ala. — Equitable  Loan  &  Se- 
curity Co.  V.  Edwardsville,  143  Ala.  182, 
38  So.  1016,  111  Am.  St.  Eep.  34;  Mur- 
phree  v.  Mobile,  104  jLla.  532,  16  So. 
544  (by  statute);  Birmingham  v.  Eum- 
sey,  63  Ala.  352.  Cal.— Tulare  Irr.  Dist. 
V.  Collins,  154  Cal.  440,  97  Pac.  1124; 
Oakland  v.  Oakland  Water-Front  Co., 
118   Cal.  160,  50  Pae.  277;    Sharp    v. 


County  of  Contra  Costa,  34  Cal.  284; 
Fulton  V.  Hanlow,  20  Cal.  450;  Hart  v. 
Burnett,  15  Cal.  530;  Wood  v.  San 
Francisco,  14  Cal.  190.  Ga. — Curry  v. 
Savannah,  64  Ga.  290,  37  Am.  Eep.  74; 
Fleishel  &  Kimsey  v.  Hightower,  62 
Ga.  324.  Ind. — School  Town  v.  Somer- 
ville,  181  Ind.  463,  104  N.  E.  859;  Lowe 
l!.  Howard  County,  94  Ind.  553;  In- 
dianapolis, etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Indianapolis, 
12  Ind.  620.  la. — Eansom  v.  Boal,  29 
Iowa  68,  4  Am.  Eep.  195.  Kan. — ^Yoxall 
V.  Osborne  County  Comr.,  20  Kan.  581. 
Ky. — Cook  V.  Lyon  County,  6  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  361.  La. — McKnight  v.  Grant,  30 
La.  Ann.  361,  31  Am.  Eep.  226;  Police 
Jury  V.  Foulhouze,  30  La.  Ann.  64; 
Police  Jury  v.  Michel,  4  La.  Ann.  84. 
Md. — ^Darling  v.  Baltimore,  51  Md.  1. 
Mo. — Catron  v.  Lafayette,  125  Mo.  67, 
28  S.  W.  331.  N.  J.— Lyon  v.  Elizabeth, 
43  N.  J.  L.  158.  N.  Y — Brinckerhoffi 
V.  Board  of  Education,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
S.)  428,  2  Daly  443,  37  How.  Pr.  499; 
Darlington  v.  New  York,  31  N.  T.  164, 
28  How.  Pr.  352,  88  Am.  Dec.  248. 
N.  C— Lilly  V.  Taylor,  88  N.  C.  489. 
Ohio. — City  of  Cincinnati  v.  Cameron, 
6  Ohio  Dec.  727,  7  Am.  Law  Eec.  592. 
Okla.— Beadles  v.  Fry,  15  Okla.  428,  82 
Pac.  1041,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  855. 
Utah. — Emery  v.  Burresen,  14  Utah 
328,  47  Pac.  91,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  898, 

37  L.  E.  A.  732.     Wis Crane  v.  Fond 

du  Lac,  16  Wis.  196. 

[a]  Police  Boat.— The  Protector,  20 
Fed.  207. 

[b]  Though  such  property  may  have 
been  used  temporarily  for  private  pur- 
poses. Murphree  v.  Mobile,  104  Ala. 
532,  16  So.  544. 

[e]  -  Pueblo  lands  of  city  of  San 
Francisco  not  subject.  Townsend  v. 
Greeley,  5  Wall.  (U.  S.)  326,  18  L.  ed. 
547;  Hart  v.  Burnett,  15  Cal.  530. 

[d]  Rents  of  public  property  not 
subject  to  execution.  Klein  v.  New 
Orleans,  99  U.  S.  149,  25  L.  ed.  430; 
Kline  v.  Parish  of  Ascension,  33  La. 
Ann.  562.  ; 
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purposes  cannot  be  levied  on.  Thus  public  buildings,*^  as  court 
houses,^^  school  buildings,^^  engines  and  engine  houses,*^  hospitalSj^" 
or  prisons;'^  cannot  be  taken  on  execution.  Nor  can  public  squares,"^ 
streets,*^  lands  held  for  school  purposes,^*  wharves, °^  v?ater  fronts,*® 
markets,®^  or  parks,*^  be  so  taken.  So  taxes  and  revenues  of  a  public 
corporation  cannot  be  taken  on  execution.^*    City  waterworks  may  not 


[e]  Insurance  money,  from  destroyed 
public  property,  the  destroyed  property 
not  being  subject  to  execution,  partakes 
of  the  character  of  the  property  de- 
stroyed and  cannot  be  taken  on  execu- 
tion. Ellis  V. .  Pratt,  111  Ala.  629,  20 
So.  649,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  76,  33  L.  E. 
A.  264. 

[f]  After  repeal  of  a  town  charter 
the  town  property  such  as  public  build- 
ings is  under  control  of  the  State  and 
not  subject  to  town  debts.  Lilly  v. 
Taylor,  88  N.  C.  489. 

[g]  Acquisition  Subject  to  Prior 
Execution  Lien. — Where  a  judgment 
was  obtained  against  one  who  owned 
a  mule,  and  execution  issued  thereon, 
the  fact  that  the  county  authorities 
subsequently  bought  the  mule  from  the 
defendant  in  execution  and  used  it  on 
the  county  roads,  did  not  destroy  the 
lien  of  the  execution  or  prevent  levy 
upon  the  mule.  Sumter  County  v. 
Hanes,  Jones  &  Cadbury  Co.,  143  6a. 
124,  84  S.  E.  425. 

[h]  Mandamus  js  the  remedy  in  case 
a  public  corporation  fails  to  pay  the 
judgment.  Emery  v.  Burresen,  14  Utah 
328,  47  Pac.  91,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  898, 
37  L.  E.  A.  732.  See  titles  "Man- 
damus;" "Municipal  Corporations." 

56.  .New  Orleans  v.  Morris,  3  Woods 
103,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,182;  Monroe 
V.  Johnson,  106  La.  350,  30  So.  840. 

57.  Toxall  V.  Osborne  County,  20 
Kan.  581;  Police  Jury  v.  Michel,  4  La. 
Ann.  84. 

58.  TJ.  S. — ^Featherman  v.  Louisiana 
State   Seminary,   2   Woods   71,   8    Fed. 

Cas.  No.  4,7i3.     Ga Fleishel  &  Kim- 

sey  V.  Hightower,  62  Ga.  324.  Mo. 
State  ex  vel.  Boajd  of  Education  v. 
Tiedemann,  69  Mo.  306,  33  Am.  Eep. 
498;  Allen  v.  Trustees  of  School  Dis- 
trict No.   1,  23   Mo.  418. 

59.  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S. 
472,  26  L.  ed.  197. 

[a]  In  New  York  the  Metropolitan 
Fire  Department,  being  created  by  act 
of  the  legislature,  including  the  cities 
of  New  York  and  Brooklyn,  which  are 
'  otherwise  independent  municipalities, 
and  having  extensive  powers,  which  it 
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can  exercise  without  interference  from 
those  cities,  the  property  of  that  de- 
partment, both  its  apparatus  and  its 
funds,  may  be  reached  by  execution  in 
satisfaction  of  judgments  against  the 
department.  Clarissy  v.  Metropolitan 
Fire  Dept.,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.)   352. 

60.  Davenport  v.  Peoria  M.  &  F. 
Ins.  Co.,  17  Iowa  276;  State  v.  Finlay, 
33  La.  Ann.   113. 

61.  New  Orleans  v.  Morris,  3  Woods 
103,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,182;  Police 
Jury  V.  Michel,  4  La.  Ann.  84. 

62.  XJ.  S. — Meriwether  v.  Garrett, 
102  U.  S.  472,  26  L.  ed.  197.,  Ihd. 
Lowe  V.  Howard  County  Comm.,  94  Ind. 
553.  la. — Eansom  v.  Boal,  29  Iowa  68, 
4  Am.  Eep.  195. 

63.  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  TT.  S. 
472,  26  L.  ed.  197;  Wood  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco, 14  Cal.  190. 

64.  State  ex  rel.  Eobbins  v.  County 
Court,  51  Mo.  82;  Allen  v.  Trustees  of 
School  District  No.  1,  23  Mo.  418. 

[a]  Not  subject  to  execution  for  a 
debt  incurred  in  building  a  school 
house.  Allen  v.  Trustees  of  School  Dis- 
trict No.  1,  23  Mo.  418. 

65.  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S. 
472,  26  L.  ed.  197. 

66.  Hitchcock  v.  Galveston  Wharf 
Co.,  50  Fed.  263;  Oakland  v.  Oakland 
Water-Front  Co.,  118  Cal.  160,  50  Pae. 
277. 

67.  New  Orleans  v.  Morris,  3  Woods 
103,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,182. 

[a]  A  market,  not  subject  to  execu- 
tion, is  a  place  where  vegetables,  fish 
and  meats  of  all  sorts  are  furnished 
for  the  daily  sustenance  of  the  popula- 
tion of  a  city.  It  being  an  incident, 
and  indeed  a  necessity  to  a  large  and 
populous  town.  A  market  bazaar,  that 
is  to  say,  a  place  in  which  merchan- 
dise is  sold  and  purchased,  but  from 
which  trafiSc  in  all  comestibles  is  ex- 
cluded, cannot  be  considered  a  market 
which  is  not  subject  to  execution.  New 
Orleans  v.  Morris,  3  Woods  103,  18 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,182. 

68.  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S. 
472,  26  L.  ed.  197. 

,    69,    U.  S.— Peterkin  v.  New  Orleans, 
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be  levied  on  in  those  jurisdictions  where  such  property  is  deemed  to 
be  held  by  the  city  in  its  governmental  capacity.'"  Property  dedicated 
to  charitable  -purposes  by  a  municipality  is  not  subject  to  execution.'^ 
In  some  jurisdictions,  however,  property  which  is  not  held  for  public 
purposes,  the  seizure  of  which  would  not  suspend  or  impair  the.  exer- 
cise of  governmental  functions,  is  subject  to  execution."  Under  this 
rule  bonds  or  stocks  held  by  a  miunicipal  corporation  are  subject  to 
levy  under  execution.'^ 


2  "Woods  100,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,026; 
New  Orleans  v.  Morris,  3  Woods  103, 
18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,182.  Cal.— Gilman 
V.  Contra  Costa  County,  8  Cal.  52,  68 
Am. 'Dee.  290.  Hl.^-Cliicago  v.  Hasley, 
25  HI.  485.  La. — New  Orleans,  etc. 
E.  Co.  V.  Municipality  No.  1,  7  La. 
Ann.  148;  Egerton  v.  Third  Municipal- 
ity of  New  Orleans,  1  La.  Ann.  435. 
Okla.— Beadles  v.  Fry,  15  Okla.  428,  82 
Pae.  1041,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  855. 
Tex. — Sherman  v.  Williams,  84  Tex. 
422,  19  S.  W.  606,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  66; 
Gordon  v.  Thorp  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  53 
S.  W.  357.  W.  Va. — Brown  v.  Gates, 
15  W.  Va.  131. 

[a]  Even  though  the  municipal  cor- 
poration is  in  debt  and  has  no  means 
of  payment  except  the  taxes  which  it 
is  authorized  to  collect.  Neither  the 
place  nor  the  manner  in  which  the 
revenues  bf  a  municipal  corporation  are 
kept  divests  them  of  their  public  char- 
acter or  subjects  them  to  be  diverted 
from  the  purposes  for  which  the  law 
authorized  them  to  be  collected.  Peter- 
kin  V.  New  Orleans,  2  Woods  100,  19 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,026. 

[b]  An  act  which  authorizes  tlie 
seizure  under  execution  of  "all  sums 
of  money  which  may  be  due  to  the 
debtor  in  whatsoever  right,"  must  be 
understood  as  referring  exclusively  to 
that  class  of  rights  defined  and  pro- 
tected as  the  rights  of  property.  Taxes 
imposed  for  the  protection  of  those 
rights  form  no  part  of  them.  Egerton 
V.  Third  Municipality  of  New  Orleans, 
1  La.  Ann.  435. 

[e]  Ground  rents  to  which  the  legis- 
lature has  given  a  destination  or  appro- 
priation, as  a  portion  of  the  permanent 
revenue  of  the  city  to  enable  the 
municipal  authority  to  exercise  its 
powers  of  police  and  government,  can- 
not be  seized.  New  Orleans,  etc.  B.  Co. 
V.  Municipality  No.  1,  7  La.  Ann.  148. 

70.  New  Orleans  v.  Morris,  105  TT.  S. 
600,  26  L.  ed.  1184;  Brockenbrough  v. 


Board  of  Water  Comrs.,   134  N.   C.   1, 
46  S.  E.  28. 

71.  Louisville  v.  Commonwealth,  1 
Duvall  (Ky.)  295,  85  Am.  Dec.  624. 

72.  TT.  S.— Kerr  v.  New  Orleans,  126 
Fed.  920,  61  C.  C.  A.  450;  Hart  v.  New 
Orleans,  12  Fed.  292.  Ala. — Murphree 
V.  Mobile,  108  Ala.  663,  18  So.  740; 
Birmingham  v.  Eumsey,  63  Ala.  352. 
Ind. — State  r.  Buckles,  8  Ind.  App.  282, 
35  N.  B.  846,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  476. 
Ky. — ^Louisville  v.  Com.,  1  Duvall  295, 
85  Am.  Dec.  624;  Cook  v.  Lyon  County, 
6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  361.  La. — New  Orleans 
V.  Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  23  La.  Ann. 
61.  N.  Y.— BrinckerhofE  v.  Board  of 
Education,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  428,  2 
Daly  443,  37  H6w.  Pr.  499.  OKla. 
Beadles  v.  Fry,  15  Okla.  428,  82  Pac. 
1041,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  855.  Tex. 
Laredo  v.  Benavides,  25  S.  W.  482; 
Sherman  v.  Williams,  84  Tex.  421,  19 
S.  W.  606,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  66. 

[a]  Where  land  owned  by  a  city 
and  claimed  by  it  to  be  exempt  from 
levy  and  sale  under  execution  because 
used  for  burial  purposes,  has  been 
ownefby  it  for  over  twenty-five  years, 
and  during  all  that  time  nobody  has 
been  buried  therein,  nor  has  the  land 
been  dedicated  or  appropriated  for 
cemetery  purposes,  such  land  is  subject 
to  execution.  Murphree  v.  Mobile,  104 
Ala.  532,  16  So.  544. 

[b]  An  acre  of  land  cut  off  from 
other  municipal  land  by  a  railroad 
and  not  held  by  the  city  for  any  gov- 
ernmental uses,  is  no  more  than  as  pri- 
vate property  held  by  an  individual  and 
is  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  execu- 
tion against  the  city.  Murphree  V. 
Mobile,  108  Ala.  663,  18  So.  740. 

[c]  The  temporary  use  of  land  as  a 
burial  place  years  before  does  not  pre- 
vent its  sale  under  execution,  it  never 
having  been  dedicated  either  expressly 
or  by^  acquiescence  to  aAy  public  use. 
McEnery  v.  Pargoud,  10  La.  Ann.  497. 

73.    Kerr  v.  New  Orleans,  126  Fed. 
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f.  Of  Citizen  When  Execution  Against  Public  Corporations.  —  The 
private  property  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  city  or  county  cannot  be  taken 
to  satisfy  an  execution  against  the  public  corporation/*  though  in  the 
New  England  states  a  contrary  rule  is  recognized.''^ 

\ 

920,  61  C.  C.  A.  450;  Orerich  v.  Pitts- 
burg, 5  Clark  485,  18  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
10,444. 

[a]  Bonds  owned  as  an  investment 
of  funds  of  a  city  are  subject  to 
execution.  New  Orleans  v.  Home  Mnt. 
Ins.  Co.,  23  La.  Ann.  61. 

[b]  Creditor's  bill  will  lie  to  reach 
bonds  and  mortgages  of  a  county. 
Lyell  V.  St.  Clair  County,  3  McLean  580, 
15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,621.  See  the  title 
"Creditor's  Suits,"  6  Standaed  Pboc. 
164. 


74.  U.  S. — Meriwether  '  v.  Garrett, 
102  U.  S.  472,  26  L.  ed.  197.  Ala, 
Miller  v.  McWilliams,  50  Ala.  427,  20 
Am.  Eep.  297.  Oal. — Emerio  v.  Gilman, 
10  Cal.  404,  70  Am.  Dec.  742.  Miss. 
Horner  v.  Coffey,  '25  Miss.  434.  Pa. 
North  Lebanon  v.  Arnold,  47  Pa.  488. 
Eng. — ^Eussell  v.  The  Men  of  Devon,  2 
T.  e:  667,  671,  100  Eng.  Eeprint  359. 

[a]  The  court  i  in  Emeric  v.  Gilman, 
10  Cal.  404,  70  Am.  Dec.  742,  says: 
"We  are  unable  to  find  any  adjudged 
case  in  the  other  states  going  to  the 
extent  of  the  court  in  New  England, 
and,  as  we  have  seen,  the  rule  is  there 
regarded  as  peculiar,  or  founded  on  im- 
memorial usage.  There  appear  to  us 
insurmountable  difieulties  in  the  way 
of  any  just  application  of  the  rule. 
The  inhabitants  of  a  county  are  con- 
stantly changing;  those  who  con- 
tributed to  the  debt  may  be  non-res' ' 
dents  upon  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment,  or   the   levy   of   the    execution; 

-those  who  opposed  the  creation  of  the 
liability  may  be  subjected  to  its  pay- 
ment, whilst  those  by  whose  fault  the 
burden  has  been  imposed  may  be  en- 
tirely relieved  of  responsibility.  Again, 
it  is  a  settled  principle  "that  whenever 
one  of  several  is  held  liable  for  their 
joint  debt,  he  may  have  recourse,  upon 
its  payment,  to  the  other  for  contri- 
bution. To  enforce  this  right  against 
the  inhabitants  of  a  county,  even  where 
its  population  is  small,  would  lead  to 
such  a  multiplicity  of  suits  as  to  render 
the  right  utterly  valueless." 

[b]  The  right  to  proceed  against 
the  private  property  of  the  citizen  was 
not  given  by  the  common  law.   Emeric 
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V.   Gilman,   10   Cal.   404,   70   Am.    Deo, 
742. 

[c]  After  repeal  of  a  town  charter 
property  of  individual  citizen  cannot 
be  subject  to  execution.  Lilly  v.  Tay- 
lor, -88  N.  C.  489, 

[d]  Taxation  is  method  of  reaching 
property  of  individual  citizen  for 
municipal  debt.  Meriwether  v.  Garrett, 
102  IT.  S.  472,  26  L,  ed.  197. 

[ej  "It  must  be  conceded  that  each 
citizen  of  the  borough,  whilst  he  .re- 
mains such,  is  liable  for  his  due  pro- 
portion of  these  debts,  according  to 
the  value  of  his  property  subject  to 
taxation.  But  it  is  by.  taxation  alone 
that  the  duty  can  be  enforced."  North 
Lebanon  v.  Arnold,  47  Pa.  488. 

75,  U.  S.— Bloomfield  «.  Charter  Oak 
Bank,  121  U.  S.  121,  7  Sup.  Ct.  865, 
30  L.  ed.  923.  Conn.— Bear dsley  v. 
Smith,  16  Conn.  368,  41  Am.  Dec.  148; 
McLoud  V.  Selby,  10  Conn.  390,  27  Am. 
Dec.  689;  Atwater  v.  Woodbridge,  6 
Conn.  223,  16  Am.  Dec.  46.  Me. — Eames 
V.  Savage,  77  Me.  212,  52  Am.  Eep.  751 
(by  statute) ;  Fernald  v.  Lewis,  6 
Greenl.  264;  Adams  v.  Wisoasset  Bank, 
1  Greenl.  361,  10  Am.  Dec.  88.  Mass. 
Gaskill  V.  Dudley,  6  Mete.  546,  39  Am. 
Dec.  750;  Chase  v.  Merrimack  Bank,  19 
Pick.  564,  31  Am.  Dec.  163;  Brewer  v. 
New  Gloucester,  14  Mass.  216. 

[a]  In  Beardsley  v.  Smith,  16  Conn. 
368,  41  Am.  Dec^  148,  a  judgment  was 
recovered  against  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion and  the  court  in  holding  that  the 
execution  issued  upon  the  judgment 
might  be  levied  upon  and  satisfied  out 
of  the  private  property  of  an  individual 
member  of  the  corporation,  says:  "We 
know  that  the  relation  in  which  mem- 
bers of  municipal  corporations  in  this 
state  have  been  supposed  to  stand,  in 
respect  to  the  corporation  itself,  as  well 
as  to  its  creditors,  has  elsewhere  been 
considered  in  some  respects  peculiar. 
We  have  treated  them,  for  some  pur- 
poses, as  parties  to  corporate  proceed- 
ings, and  their  individuality  lias  not 
been  considered  as  merged  in  their  cor- 
porate connection.  Though  corporators, 
they  have  been  holden  to  be  parties 
to  suits  by  or  against  the  corporation, 
and  individually  liable  for  its  debts." 
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g.  Mortgaged  Property.  —  (I.)  On  Execution  Against  Mortgagor.'e  — 
(A.)  Chattels. —  At  eommon  law  on  the  mortgage  of  personal  property 
title  passed  to  the  mortgagee  subject  to  the  equitable  right  of  the 
mortgagor  to  reclaim  it  and  in  the  absence  of  statute  many  courts  hold 
that  the  latter's  interest  cannot  be  subjected  to  execution.^^  Some 
courts  have  modified  this  rule  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the  mort- 
gagor's interest  cannot  be  taken  on  execution- unless  the  amount  of 
the  mortgage  debt  be  first  tendered  or  paid  the  mortgagee.''^  Where 
the  mortgagee  is  regarded  as  the  owner  and  entitled  to  possession  a 
provision  in  the  mortgage  giVing  the  mortgagor  possession  for  a  definite 
time  does  not  give  the  latter  such  an  interest  that  it  may  be  levied  on 
under  execution."  The  generally  recognized  rule  by  statute  or  other- 
wise is  that  where  the  mortgagor  is  entitled'  to  the  possession  as 
against  the  mortgagee  the  chattels  are  liable  to  be  sold  on  execution 
against  the  mortgagor  before  breach  of  the  condition,^"  or  before  the 


76.  As  subject  to  attachment,  see  3 
Standard  Peoc.  315. 

Garnishment  of  property  subject  to 
chattel  mortgage,  see  10  Standard 
Peoc.  443. 

77.  U.  S.— Van  Ness  v.  Hyatt,  13 
Pet.  294,  10  L.  ed.  168;  Lewis  v.  Dil- 
lard,  76  Fed.  688,  22  C.  C.  A.  488.  Ark. 
Jennings  v.  McIIroy,  42  Ark.  236,  48 
Am.  Eep.  61.  D.  C. — Mayse  v.  Gaddis, 
2  App.  Cas.  20.  la. — ^Deering  v.  Wheel- 
er, 76  Iowa  496,  41  N.  W.  200;  Me- 
Connell  v.  Denham,  72  Iowa  494,  34  N. 
W.  298;  Wells  v.  Chapman,  59  Iowa  658, 
18  N.  W.  841;  Vanslyek  v.  Mills,  34 
Iowa  375;  Gordon  v.  Hardin,  33  Iowa 
550;  Campbell  v.  Leonard,  11  Iowa  489. 
Mass. — Cochrane  v.  Eich,  142  Mass.  15, 
6  N.  E.  781;  Evans  v.  Warren,  122 
Mass.  303;  Prout  v.  Boot,  116  Mass. 
410;  Lamb  v.  Johnson,  10  Cush.  126; 
Lyon  V.  Coburn,  1  Cush.  278;  Braokett 
V.  BuUard,  12  Mete.  308;  Badlam  v. 
Tucker,  1  Pick.  389,  11  Am.  Dec.  202; 
Cantzon's  Lessee  v.  Dorr,  27  Miss.  245; 
Baldwin  v.  Jenkins,  23  Miss.  206;  Henry 
V.  FuUerton,  13  Smed.  &  M.  631;  Boar- 
man  V.  Catlett,  13  Smed.  &  M.  149; 
Wolfe  V.  Doe  ex  dem.  Dowell,  13  Smed. 
&  M.  103,  51  Am.  Dec.  147;  Thornhill 
V.  Gilmer,  4  Smed.  &  M.  153.  Mo. 
Spalding  v.  Taylor,  1  Mo.  App.  34. 
N.  H.— Haven  v.  Low,  2  N.  H.  13,  9 
Am.  Dec.  25.  S.  C. — Spriggs  v.  Camp, 
2  Spears  181.  W.  Va.— Doheny  v.  At- 
lantic Dynamite  Co.,  41  W.  Va.  1,  23 
S.  E.  525.  Eng. — ^Plunket  v.  Penson,  2 
Atk.  290,  26  Eng.  Reprint  577. 

78.  la. — Campbell  v.  Leonard,  11 
Iowa  489.  Me.— Smith  v.  Smith,  24 
Me.   555;    Wolf  v.   Dorr,   24   Me.   104; 


Holbrook  v.  Baker,  5  Greenl.  309,  17 
Am.  Dee.  236.  Okla. — Moore  v.  Cal- 
vert, 8  Okla.  358,  58  Pac.  627. 

79.  Des  Moines  Packing  Co.  V.  Un- 
eaphor  (Iowa),  156  N.  W.  171. 

80.  Ala.— O'Neal  i;.,  Wilson,  21  Ala. 
288;  Harbinson  v.  Harrell,  19  Ala.  753; 
Fontaine  &  Dent  v.  Beers  &  Smith,  19 
Ala.  722;  McDonald  v.  Foster,  5  Ala. 
664;  Magee  v.  Carpenter,  4  Ala.  469; 
Purnell  v.  Hogan,  5  Stew.  &  P.  192; 
McGregor  v.  Hall,  3  Stew.  &  P.  397. 
HI --Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gilbert,  174 
111.  485,  51  N.  E.  584,  66  Am.  St.  Eep. 
306  (reversing  70  111.  App.  251);  Sim- 
mons V.  Jenkins,  76  111.  479;  Durfee  v. 
Grinnell,  69  111.  371;  Pike  v.  Colvin,  67 
HI.  227;  Spaulding  v.  Mozier,  57  111. 
148;  Merritt  v.  Niles,  25  111.  282;  Peo- 
ple v.  Dickson,  65  111.  App.  99;  Hol- 
laday  v.  Bartholomae,  11  111.  App.  206. 
Ind. — ^Foster  v.  Bringham,  99  Ind.  505; 
Louthain  v.  Miller,  85  Ind.  161;  Em- 
mons V.  Hawn,  75  Ind.  356;  Hackleman 
V.  Goodman,  75  Ind.  202;  Manns  v. 
Brookville  Nat.  Bank,  73  Ind.  243; 
Sparks  v.  Compton,  70  Ind.  393;  Eay- 
mond  V.  Parisho,  70  Ind.  256;  Olds  v. 
Andrews,  66  Ind.  147;  Headrick  v. 
Brattain,  63  Ind.  438;  Landers  v. 
George,  49  Ind.  309;  Coe  v.  McBrown, 
22  Ind.  252;  Schrader  v.  Wolflin,  21 
Ind.  238;  Heimberger  v.  Boyd,  18  Ind. 
420.  la. — Eindskoff  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Ly- 
man, 16  Iowa  260.  Kan. — Eankine  v. 
Greer,  38  Kan.  343,  16  Pac.  680,  5  Am. 
St.  Eep.  751.  Ky. — Chisholm  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 5  J.  J.  Marsh.  361;  Jameson  v. 
Porter,  2  Mon.  71;  Squires  v.  Smith,  10 
B.  Mon.  33.  La. — ZollikofEer  v.  Briggs, 
19  La.  521.    Mass.— Prout  v.  Eoot,  116 

Vol.  XV 


§S6     JUDGMENTS  AND  DECBEES,  MFOBCEMMT  dff 


mortgage  is  foreclosed  in  equity  or  under  a  power  of  sale  contained 
in  the  mortgage,*^  being  sold  subject  of  course  to  the  lien  of  the 
mortgage  and  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee.*^  In  some  jurisdictions, 
though  the  mortgagor  be  in  possession,  where  the  mortgagee  may  take 
possessipn  at  his  pleasure,*^  or  the  mortgagor's  right  of  possession  is 
for  no  definite  time,'*  the  mortgagor  has  no  interest  which  is  sub- 
ject to  execution.    After  condition  broken,'^  notwithstanding  the  prop- 


Mass.  410.  Mich. — Haynes  1>.  Leppig, 
40  Mich.  602;  Nelson  v.  Ferris,  30  Mich. 
497;  Gary  v.  Hewitt,  26  Mich.  228. 
Minn. — Galde  v.  Forsyth,  72  Minn.  248, 
75  N.  W.  219.  Miss. — Hunter  v. 
Hunter,  Walk.  194.  Mo. — Pollock  v. 
Douglas,  56  ilo.  App.  487;  Springate 
V.  Koppelman  Furn.  Co.,  51  Mo.  App. 
1;  State  v.  Carroll,  24  Mo.  App.  358. 
N.  J. — ^Atkinson  v.  Hires,  43  N.  J.  L. 
297;  Woodside  v.  Adams,  40  N.  J.  L. 
417;  Doughten  &  Wilson  v.  Gray,  10 
N.  J.  Eq.  323.  N.  Y.— Hamill  v.  Gilles- 
pie, 48  N.  T.  556,  -559;  Hathaway  v. 
Brayman,  42  N.  T.  322,  1  Am.  Eep. 
524;  Hall  v.  Sampson,  35  N.  Y.  274, 
91  Am.  Dee.  56  {reversing  23  How.  Pr. 
84);  Manning  v.  Monaghan,  28  N.  Y. 
585  (affirming  10  Bosw.  231) ;  Goulet 
V.  Asseler,  22  N.  Y.  225;  Galen  v. 
Brown,  22  N.  Y.  37;  Hull  v.  Carnley, 
11  N.  Y.  501,  1  Abb.  Pr.  158  (reversing 
2  Duer  99);  Livor  v.  Orser,  5  Duer  501; 
Fairbanks  v.  Bloomfield,  5  Duer  434; 
Gelhaar  «;.  Eoss,  1  Hilt.  117;  Lyman  v. 
Bowe,  5  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  157,  12  Daly 
281,  66  How.  Pr.  481;  Lansingburgh 
Bank  V.  Crary,  1  Barb.  542;  Craft  v. 
Brandow,  61  App.  Div.  247,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  364;  Goodrich  v.  Bowe,  1  N.  Y. 
City  Ct.  338.  Ohio.— Kelly  v.  Pureell, 
6  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  920;  Curd  v. 
Wunder,  5  Ohio  St.  92.  R.  I.— Arnold 
V.  Chapman,  13  E.  I.  586.  Tex. — Eay- 
sor  V.  Eeid,  55  Tex.  266;  Wootton  v. 
Wheeler,  22  Tex.  338;  Blum  v.  Conrad, 
1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §1217;  Men- 
sing  V.  Axer,  2  Pos.  XJnrep.  Cas.  268. 
Wis.— Saxton  v.  Williams,  15  Wis.  292. 

[a]  In  Wilkerson  v.  Stasny  &  Holub 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  183  S.  W.  1191,  this 
is  declared  to  be  the  rule  both  at  com- 
mon law  and  under  statute. 

[b]  Where  the  estate  of  the  mort- 
gagor is  treated  as  a  legal  title  it  is 
subject  to  execution  against  him.  Gor- 
ham  V.  Arnold,  22  Mich.  247. 

[c]  Remedy  of  mortgagee  is  to  fol- 
low the  property  into  the  hands  of  the 
purchaser  and  require  its  delivery  to 
him  or  the  payment  of  his  mortgage 
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debt.     Hall  v.  Sampson,  35  N.  Y.  274, 
91  Am.  Dee.  56. 

81.  Ala. — Planters',  etc.  Bank  v. 
Willis,  5  Ala.  770;  Horton  i>.  Hovater, 
11  Ala.  App.  413,  66  So.  939;  Logan  v. 
Smith  Bros.  &  Co.,  9  Ala.  App.  459,  63 
So.  766.  m.— Pike  v.  Cplvin,  67  HI. 
227.  Ind. — Landers  v.  George,  49  Ind. 
309.  Wis. — Cotton  v.  Watkins,  6  Wis. 
629;  Cotton  v.  Marsh,  3  Wis.  221. 

[a]  By  statute  (1)  "at  any  time 
before  actual  foreclosure"  of  the  mort- 
gage may  be  taken  on  execution  against 
mortgagor.  Haynes  v.  Leppig,  40 
Mich.  602;  Gary  v.  Hewitt,  26  Mich. 
228;  Van  Brunt  v.  Wakelee,  11  Mich. 
1^7.  (2)  Mortgage  is  not  actually 
foreclosed  until  right  of  redemption  is 
lost.     Haynes  v.  Leppig,  40  Mich.  602. 

82.  m. — Spauldin^  v.  ]Vfozier,  57  111. 
148.  Ind. — Foster  v.  Bringham,  99  Ind. 
505;  Heimberger  v.  Boyd,  18  Ind.  420. 
Mich. — Nelson  v.  Ferris,  30  Mich.  497. 
N.  J. — Atkinson  v.  Hires,  43  N.  J.  L. 
297;  Woodside  v.  Adams,  40  N.  J.  L. 
417.  N,  y. — Lansingburgh  Bank  v. 
Crary,  1  Barb.  542.  Ohio. — Kelly  v. 
Pureell,  6  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  920,  8 
Am.  L.  Bee.  705.  Tex. — ^Wooten  v. 
Wheeler,  22  Tex.  338.  Wis.^Cotton  v. 
Marsh,  3  Wis.  221. 

83.  la. — Eindskoff  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
Lyman,  16  Iowa  260.  Mich. — ^Eggleston 
V.  Mundy,  4  Mich.  295^  Mo. — King  v. 
Bailey,  8  Mo.  332.  N.  Y.— Farrell  v. 
Hildreth,  38  Barb.  178. 

84.  la. — Eindskoff  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
Lyman,  16  Iowa  260.  Mich. — Eggleston 
V.  Mundy,  4  Mich.  295.  Neht — Peekin- 
baugh  V.  Quillin,  12  Neb.  586,  12  N.  W. 
r04.  N.  Y. — Mattison  v.  Baucus,  1  N. 
Y.  295,  4  How.  Pr.  367. 

[a]  In  order  to  bring  the  interest 
of  a  mortgagor  of  chattels  within  the 
power  of  an  execution,  there  must  be 
an  absolute  rignt  of  possession  for  a 
certain, and  definite  period,  at  the  time 
the  levy  is  made.  Farrell  v.  Hildreth, 
38  Barb.,  (N.  Y.)  178. 

85.  U.  S. — In  re  Moark-Nemo  Con. 
Min.  Co.,  219  Fed.  340.     Ala.— Thomp- 
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erty  has  been  suffered  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor,^' 
or  after  the  mortgagee  has  taken  possession  under  an  "insecurity" 
clause  in  the  mortgage,^'  the  mortgagor's  interest  is  not  subject  to 
sale  under  execution.  The  disproportion  between  the  mortgage  debt 
and  the  value  of  the  property  is  immaterial.^^ 

(B.)    Eeal  Propebtt.  — The  mortgagor's  interest  in  mortgaged  real 
property  may  be  sold  on  execution,  before^^  breach  of  condition,  but 


son  V.  Thornton,  21  Ala.  808;  Planters', 
etc.  Bank  v.  Willis,  5  Ala.  770;  Adams 
V.  Tanner,  5  Ala.  740;  Perkins  v.  May- 
field,  5  Port.  182.  Colo.— Metzler  v. 
James,  12  Colo.  322,  19  Pae.  885.  lU, 
Pike  V.  Colvin,  67  111.  227.  Ky. — ^New- 
man V.  Mantle,  109  Ky.  292,  58  S.  W. 
783,  95  Am.  St.  Eep.  372.  Mich. — Bacon 
V.  Kimmel,  14  Mich.  201;  Tannahill  v. 
J  Tuttle,  3  Mich.  104,  61  Am.  Dec.  480. 
Miss.— -See  Commercial  Bank  v.  "Waters, 
10  Smed.  &  M.  559.  Mo.— Yeldell  & 
Basnes  v.  Stemmons,  15  Mo.  443;  King 
V.  Bailey,  8  Mo.  332;  Burge  v.  Hunter, 
93  Mo.  App.  639,  67  S.  W.  697;  Pollock 
V.  Douglas,  56  Mo.  App.  487;  Springate 
■u.  Koppelman  Furn.  Co.,  51  Mo.  App. 
1;  State  v.  Carroll,  24  Mo.  App.  358; 
Eodgers  v.  Lidwell,  3  Mo.  App.  600; 
Spalding  ».  Taylor,  1  Mo.  -A.pp.  34. 
Neb. — Peckinbaugh  v.  Quillin,  12  Neb. 
586,  12  N.  W.  104.  N.  H.— See  Haven 
V.  Low,  2  N.  H.  13,  9  Am.  Dec.  25, 
not  subject  to  attachment.  N.  Y. 
Leadbetter  v.  Leadbetter,  125  N.  T. 
290,  26  N.  E.  265,  21  Am.  St.  Eep. 
738  {aHirming  11  N.  T.  Snpp.  228); 
Manchester  v.  Tibbetts,  121  N.  Y.  219, 
24  N.  E.  304,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  816; 
Nichols  V.  Mead,  47  N.  Y.  653  {aifirm- 
ing  2  Lans.  222);  Hall  v.  Sampson,  35 
N.  Y.  274,  91  Am.  Dec.  56;  Manning 
V.  Monaghan,  28  N.  Y.  585;  Galen  v. 
Brown,  22  N.  Y.  37;  Porter  v.  Parmley, 
'2  Jones  &  S.  398,  43  How.  Pr.  445; 
Champlin  v.  Johnson,  39  Barb.  606; 
Fairbanks  v.  Bloomfield,  5  Duer  434; 
Gelhaar  v.  Eoss,  1  Hilt.  117;  Baltes  v. 
Eipp,  1  Abb.  Dec.  78,  3  Keyes  210; 
Kleinberger  v.  Brown,  26  Jones  &  S. 
4,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  866;  Gelhaar  v.  Eoss, 
'I  1  Hilt.  117;  Baxter  v.  Gilbert,  12  Abb. 
Pr.  97;  Marsh  v.  Lawrence,  4  Cow.  461; 
Craft  V.  Brandow,  61  App.  Div.  247,  70 
N.  Y.  Supp.  364;  Biehler  v.  Irwin,  84 
N.  Y.  Supp.  574.  N.  C— Whitesides 
V.  Williams,  22  N.  G.  153.  S.  O.—Ex 
-parte  Lorenz,  32  S.  C.  365,  11  S.  B. 
206,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  862.  Vt.— Norris 
v.  Sowles,  57  Vt.  360. 

[a]     If  the  debt  intended  to  be  se- 
cured, becomes  due,  and  the  mortgage 


provides  that  in  such  event  the  mort- 
gagee shall  be  entitled  to  the  immediate 
possession  of  the  property,  or  be 
authorized  to  sell  the  same,  the  prop- 
erty cannot  then  be  sold  on  execution 
against  the  mortgagor.  Planters '  and 
Merchants'  Bank  v.  Willis  &  Co.,  5  Ala. 
770. 

[b]  Th'e  remedy  against  mortgagor 
after  condition  broken  and  mortgagee 
has  taken  possession  is  to  garnishee 
any  surplus  in  the  hands  of  mortgagee. 
Pike  V.  Colvin,  67  111.  227. 

Garnishment,  see  10  Standard  Pboc. 
365. 

[c]  Proceeding  in  equity  only  reme- 
dy against  mortgagor  after  default. 
Craft  V.  Brandow,  61  App.  Div.  247,  70 
N.  Y.  Supp.  364. 

[d]  But  in  Wisconsin  if  the  mort- 
gagor have  an  equity  of  redemption, 
though  it  be  after  the  debt  has  ma- 
tured that  interest  is  subject  to  execu- 
tion. J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Maoh.  Co. 
v..  Johnson,  152  Wis.  8,  139  N.  W. 
445. 

86.  Peckinbaugh  v.  Quillin,  12  Neb. 
586,  12  N.  W.  104;  Champlin  v.  John- 
son, 39  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  606;  Stewart  v. 
Slater,  6  Duer  83.  ; 

87.  lU. — Simmons  v.  Jenkins,  76  HI. 
479.     la. — ^Wells  v.  Chapman,  59  Iowa 

658,  13  N.  W.  841.      Minn Galde    v. 

Forsyth,  72  Minn.  248,  75  N.  W.  219. 
N.  Y, — Hathaway  v.  Brayman,  42  N.  Y. 
322,  1  Am.  Eep.  524;  Farrell  v.  Hil- 
dreth,  88  Barb.  178;  Hall  v.  Sampson, 
35  N.  Y.  274,  91  Am.  Dec.  56;  Mat- 
tison  V.  Bancus,  1  N.  Y.  295,  4  How. 
Pr.  367. 

[a]  Where  the  mortgagee  is  author- 
ized to  take  possession  if  the  property 
be  levied  on  or  he  shall  at  any  time 
feel  unsafe  or  insecure  it  is  only  with 
the  permission  or  non-action  of  the 
mortgagee  that  the  property  can  be  sold 
under  execution  against  the  mortgagor. 
Durfee  v.  Grinnell,  69  111.  371.  See 
also  Simmons  v.  Jenkins,  76  HI.  479. 

88.  Thompson  v.  Thornton,  21  Ala. 
808. 

89.  XJ.  S.— Van  Ness  v.  Hyatt,    13 
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not  after.^°  The  equity  of  redemption  of  the  mortgagor  in  land  was  not 
liable  to  execution  at  common  law,^^  but  the  rule  now  recognized  in 
many  jurisdictions  is  that  the  mortgagor's  equity  of  redemption  is 
such  an  interest  as  may  be  subjected  to  an  execution  against  him,*^ 
whether  mortgagor  or  mortgagee  be  in  possession,'^    After  the  equity 


Pet.  294,  10  L.  edi  168.  Ala.— Gassen- 
heimer  v.  Moulton,  80  Ala.  521,  2  So. 
6,52.  Kan. — Jenkins  v.  Green,  22  Kan. 
562.  Mass.— Prout  v.  Root,  116  Mass. 
410;  Blanchard  v.  Colburn,  16  Mass. 
345.  Miss. — Huntington  v.  Cotton,  31 
Miss.  253.  N.  J.— Doughten  &  Wilson 
V.  Gray,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  323;  Ketchum 
V.  Johnson,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  370.  Ohio. 
Farmers'  Bank  v.  Commercial  Bank,  10 
Ohio  71;  Phelps  v.  Butler,  2  Ohio  224; 
Ely's  Lessee  v.  McGuire,  2  Ohio  223. 

90.  Ketchum  v.  Johnson,  4  N.  J.  Eq. 
370. 

91.  U.  S.— Van  Ness  v.  Hyatt,  13 
Pet.  294,  10  L.  ed.  168;  Hill  v.  Smith, 
2  McLean  446,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,499. 
Miss. — ^Boarman  v.  Catlett,  13  Smed.  & 
M.  149.  Mo.— McNair  v.  O 'Fallon,  8 
Mo.  188.  N.  H.— Haven  v.  Low,  2  N. 
H.  13,  9  Am.  Dec.  25.  N.  C— Camp  v, 
Coxe,  18  N.  C.  52;  Allison  v.  Gregory, 
5  N.  C.  333.  Tenn.— Hurt  v.  Beeves,  5 
Hayw.  50. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
"the  equitable  title  or  claim  to  land 
or  other  real  estate"  shall  "be  liable 
to  the  payment  of  debts,  by  suit  in 
chancery  and  not  otherwise,"  an  equity 
of  redemption  in  mortgaged  lands  can- 
not be  sold  under  execution  at  law 
against  the  mortgagor,  issued  on  a  judg- 
ment which  was  rendered  after  the 
law-day  of  the  mortgage.  Paulling  v. 
Barron,  Meade  &  Co.,  32  Ala.  9. 

[b]  In  Tennessee  this  is  still  the 
rule.  Wilkins  v.  Johnson  (Tenn.  Ch.), 
54  S.  "W.  1001. 

92.  Ala. — Gassenheimer  v.  Moulton, 
80  Ala.  521,  2  So.  652;  Shaw  &  Cox 
V.  Lindsey,  60  Ala.  344;  Childress  v. 
Monette,  54  Ala.  317.  Cal. — Knight  v. 
Fair,  9  Cal.  117.  Colo. — Seaman  v. 
Hax,  14  Colo.  536,  24  Pac.  461,  9  L. 
E.  A.  341.  Conn. — Punderson  v.  Brown, 
1  Day  93,  2  Am.  Dec.  53.  111.— Walters 
V.  Defenbaugh,  90  111.  241;  Roberts  v. 
Hughes,  81  111.  130,  25  Am.  Rep.  270; 
Curtis  V.  Root,  20  111.  53;  Fitch  v. 
Pinckard,  5  ni.  69.  Ind. — Dean  v. 
Phillips,  17  Ind.  406;  Watkins  v.  Greg- 
ory, 6  Blackf.  113.  Ky.— Brace  v.  Shaw, 
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16  B.  Mon.  43;  Dougherty  v.  Linthieum, 
8  Dana  194.  Me. — Bodwell  Granite  Co. 
V.  Lane,  83  Me.  168,  21  Atl.  829;  Stew- 
art V.  Crosby,  50  Me.  130.  Md.— Ford 
V.  Philpot,  5  Harr.  &  J.  312.  Mass. 
Reed  v.  Bigelow,  5  Pick.  281;  Crane  v. 
March,  4  Pick.  131,  16  Am.  Dee.  329. 
Mich. — Gorman  v.  Arnold,  22  Mich.  247, 
estate  of  mortgagor  being  as  a  legal 
title.  Miss. — ^Byrd  v.  Clarke,  52  Miss. 
623.  Mo.— Benton  v.  O 'Fallon,  8  Mo. 
650;  McNair  v.  O 'Fallon,  8  Mo.  188. 
N.  Y.— Trimm  v.  Marsh,  54  N.  Y.  599, 
13  Am.  Rep.  623  {affirminig  3  Lans. 
509) ;  Jackson  v.  Rhodes,  8  Cow.  47; 
Waters  v.  Stewart,  1  Caines  Cas.  47. 
N.  C— Camp  v.  Coxe,  18  N.  C.  52. 
S.  D.— MuUer  v.  Flavin,  13  S.  D.  595, 
83  N.  W.  687. 

[a]  In  Reed  v.  Bigelow,  5  Pick. 
(Mass.)  281,  it  was  held  that  after 
a  sale  on  execution  of  an  equity  of  re- 
demption, the  mortgagor  has  an  inter- 
est remaining  in  him  which  he  piay 
convey  by  way  of  mortgagee,  and  his 
right  of  redeeming  this  second  mort- 
gage may  be  attached  and  sold  on 
execution. 

[b]  To  sell  the  entire  estate  when 
the  equity  of  redemption  is  levied  on, 
requires  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor, 
mortgagee  and  plaintiff  in  fieri  facias. 
Milner  v.  Pitts  &  Son,  117  Ga.  794,  45 
S.  E.  67. 

[c]  When  judgment  is  for  the  mort- 
gage debt  an  execution  thereunder  can- 
not be  levied  on  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty to  sell  the  equity  of  redemption 
of  the  mortgagor.  Preston  v.  Ryan,  45 
Mich.  174,  7  N.  W.  819;  Gale  v.  Ham- 
mond, 45  Mich.  147,  7  N.  W.  761. 

[d]  But  where  there  is  a  provision 
in  the  mortgage-deed  that  the  mort- 
gagee may  have  the  land  discharged  pf 
his  right  of  redemption  at  his  election 
on  paying  a  further  stipulated  sum, 
the  right  of  redemption  is  not  subject 
to  execution  sale.  Thompson  v.  Parker, 
55  N.  C.  475. 

93.  Gassenheimer  v.  Moulton,  80  Ala. 
521,  2  So.  652;  Watkins  v.  Gregory,  6 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  113. 
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of  redemption  has  been  cut  off  the  mortgagor  has  no  leviable  in- 
terest.^* 

(C.)  After  Mortgage  Satisfied.  —  If  the  mortgage  debt  has  been  paid 
the  property. is  liable  to  sale  under  execution  at  law  against  the 
mortgagor,^^  whether  the  property  be  real  or  personal.^®  So  when  the 
mortgagee  of  personal  property  has  sold  enough  of  it  to  satisfy  the 
mortgage  debt  and  expenses  of  sale,  the  residue  becomes  subject  to 
seizure  upon  execution  against  mortga,gor.^^ 

(n.)  On  Execution  Against  Mortgagee.  —  (A.)  Chattels.  —  While  the 
mortgagor  is  in  possession  before  condition  broken  the  interest  of  the 
mortgagee  in  the  mortgaged  chattels  is  not  subject  to  execution.'^ 
After  breach  of  condition,  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  mortgagee  has 
such  a  property  in  the  chattels  as  may  be  levied  on  under  execution,"* 
though  the  mortgagor  retain  possession,^  In  other  states  until  fore- 
closure the  mortgagee's  interest  cannot  be  so  levied  upon.^ 

(B.)  Real  Property.  —  The  interest  of  a  mortgagee  in  lands  is  not 
subject  to  execution  before  breach  of  condition.^  Even  though  there 
has  been  a  breach  of  condition,  the  mortgagee  before  foreclosure  and 


94.  If  the  levy  is  made  before  ex- 
piration of  the  equity  of  redemption 
which  expires  before  sale  under  the 
execution,  the  purchaser  acquires  nothr 
ing.  Shaw  &  Cox  v.  Lindsey,  60  Ala. 
344. 

95.  Boarman  v.  Catlett,  13  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  149;  Wolfe  v.  Doe,  13  Smed. 
&  M.  (Miss.)  103,  51  Am.  Dec.  147. 

96.  Wolfe  «.  Doe,  13  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)   103,  51  Am.  Dec.  147. 

97.  Johnson  v.  Seneca  State  Bank, 
59  Kan.  250,  52  Pac.  860. 

98.  Chapman  v.  Blunt,  13  N.  J.  Eq. 
370;  Doughten  &  Wilson  v.  Gray,  10  N. 
J.  Eq.  323. 

■  99.  Fla. — Phillips  v.  Hawkins,  1  Pla. 
262.  N.  Y.— Ferguson  v.  Lee,  9  Wend. 
255.  Neb. — Adams  v.  Nebraska  City 
Nat.  Bank,  4  Neb.  370. 

1.  Though  the  property  remain  in 
the  hands  of  the  mortgagor  after  for- 
feiture it  is  subject  to  execution 
against  the  mortgagee.  Ferguson  v. 
Lee,  9  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  258.   , 

2.  Mass. — ^Murphy  v.  GaJloupe,  143 
Mass.  123,  8  N.  E.  894;  Prout  v.  Boot, 
116  Mass.  410.  Ore. — Knowles  v.  Her- 
b,ert,  11  Ore.  54,  240,  4  Pac.  126.  Wash. 
Voorhies  v.  Hennessy,  Y  Wash.  243,  34 
Pac.  931. 

[a]  In  Murphy  v.  Galloupe,  143 
Mass.  123,  8  N.  E.  894,  it  is  held  that 
the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  cannot 
be  made  attachable  by  joining  the 
mortgagor   a;nd   mortgagee   as-  defend- 


ants  in  an   action   upon   a  joint   debt. 

[b]  While  the  mortgagor  has  an 
equity  of  redemption  which  is  subject 
to  execution  the  mortgagee's  interest 
is  not  also  subject,  for  such  a  rule 
would  give  different  officers  under  exe- 
cutions by  different  parties  equal  rights 
in  the  same  property.  Hunter  v. 
Hunter,  Walk.  (Miss.)  194. 

3.  la. — Scott  V.  MeWhirter,  49  Iowa 
487.  Miss.— See  Brooks  v.  Kelly,  63 
Miss.  616.  N.  J. — ^Doughten  &  Wilson 
V.  Gray,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  323. 

[a]  Where  land  is  conveyed  in  good 
faith,  and  in  consideration  of  the  agree- 
ment of  the  grantee,  the  performance 
of  which  is  secured  by  a  mortgage  on 
the  land,  to  furnish  the  grantor  with 
a  life  support,  the  land  is  not  subject 
to  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution 
issued  against  the  g^'antor.  Chandler 
V.  Parsons,  100  Mich.  313,  58  N.  W. 
1011. 

[b]  In  Biekert  v.  Madeira,  1  Bawle 
(Pa.)  325,  the  Pennsylvania  court  with- 
out undertaking  to  mark  the  extent 
of  the  doctrine  in  that  state  held  that 
the  interest  of  a  mortgagee,  whether 
the  mortgage  be  legal  or  equitable, 
cannot  be  taken  on  execution. 

[e]  Sale  on  execution  against  the 
vendee  of  the  mortgagee  gives  the  pur- 
chaser no  title  since  when  mortgagee 
conveys  land  the  vendee  gets  only  an 
equitahle  title.  Johnston  «.  Case,  131 
N.  C,  491,  42  S.  E.  957. 
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entry,*  has  no  interest  which  is  subject  to  execution,  whether  the 
execution  be  against  the  mortgagee  alone  or  an  attempt  is  made  to 
sell  the  etftire  estate  under  execution  against  mortgagor  and  mortgagee.^ 
However,  where  on  entry  or  foreclosure  the  mortgagee  acquires  the 
legal  title  it  becomes  the  subject  of  execution  against  him.^ 

h.  Conveyed  To  Secure  Indebtedness.  —  According  to  some  author- 
ities the  interest  of  one  who  makes  an  absolute  conveyance  of  real 
estate,'  or  an  absolute  transfer  of  personal  property*  to  secure  a  debt, 


4.  Ark. — Harman  v.  May,  40  Ark. 
146;  State  v.  Lawson,  6  Ark.  269.  Conn. 
Huntington  v.  Smith,  4  Conn.  235. 
Del.— Coach  v.  Geary,  3  Harr.  280;  111. 
Nicholson  v.  Walker,  4  HI.  App.  404. 
Ky. — Buck  V.  Sanders,  1  Dana  187; 
Cooper  V.  Martin,  1  Dana  23.  Me. 
Brown  v.  Bates,  55  Me.  520,  92  Am. 
Dec.  613;  Randall  v.  Farnham,  36  Me. 
86;  Coombs  v.  Warren,  34  Me.  89;  Mc- 
Laughlin V.  Shepherd,  32  Me.  143,  52 
Am.  Dec.  646.  Mass. — Prout  v.  Eoot, 
116  Mass.  410;  Blanchard  v.  Colburn, 
16  Mass.  345;  Eaton  v.  Whiting,  3  Pick. 
484;  Marsh  v.  Austin,  1  Allen  235. 
But  see  ■  Hooton  v.  Grout,  Quincy  343. 
N.  H.— Glass  V.  Ellison,  9  N.  H.  69; 
Kelly  V.  Burnham,  9  N.  H.  20.  N.  Y. 
Jackson  v.  Willard,  4  Johns.  41;  Jack- 
son V.  Dubois,  4  Johns.  216;  Morris 
V.  Mowatt,  2  Paige  Ch.  586,  22  Am. 
Dec.  661. 

[a]  Notwithstanding  the  mortgagee 
has  obtained  a  judgment  upon  the 
mortgage,  and  caused  a  writ  of  pos- 
session to  be  issued,  his  interest  is  not 
subject  to  execution.  Glass  v.  Ellison, 
9  N.  H.  69. 

[b]  Not  Before  Entry. — ^Morris  v. 
Barker,  82  Ala.  272,  2  So.  335;  State 
V.  Lawson,  6  Ark.  269. 

5.  Nicholson  v.  Walker,  4  HI'.  App. 
404;  Buck  v.  Sanders,  1  Dana  (Ky.) 
187. 

[a]  In  Kelly  v.  Burnham,  9  N.  H. 
20,  it  is  said:  "There  may,  perhaps, 
be  an  exception  to  this  rule,  where  the 
execution  is  for  the  joint  debt  of  the 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee;  and,  on  due 
notice  being  given,  they  concur  in 
choosing  an  appraiser. ' ' 

6.  Ketohum  v.  Johnson,  4  N.  J.  Eq. 
370. 

7.  Ga. — Parker  v.  Home  Mut.  Bldg., 
etc.  Assn.,  114,  Ga.  702,  40  S.  E.  724. 
N.  J.— Williams  v.  Baker,  62  N.  J.  Eq. 
563,  51  Atl.  201.  Ohio.— Loring  v. 
Melendy,  11  Ohio  356;  Baird  v.  Kirt- 
land,  8  Ohio  21. 

[b]  The   possessory   interest   of   a 
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grantor  which  may  be  sold  undef  execu- 
tion, is  a  certain  ascertained  possession, 
for  a  definite  period,  and  not  a  per- 
missive possession  which  may  be  ter- 
minated at  the  pleasure  of  the  grantee, 
whenever  he  considers  it  necessary  for 
his  security,  and  which  is  in  fact 
terminated  by  the  interposition  of  a 
claim.     Hawkins  v.  May,  12  Ala.  673. 

[c]  The  equitable  right  of  a  debtor 
to  redeem  from  an  absolute  convey- 
ance, made  in  good  faith,  but  by  way 
of  security,  cannot  be  taken  on  execu- 
tion, unless  the  land  is  held  "on  a 
trust  for  him  whereby  he  is  entitled 
to  a  present  conveyance,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  The  debtor 
is  not  entitled  to  a  present  conveyance 
"until  he  pays  the  debt."  Eawson  v. 
Plaisted,  151  Mass.  71,  23  N.  E.  722. 

Interest  of  mortgagor  in  "mortgaged 
property  set  supra,  II,  B,  3,  g,  (I). 

Interest  of  grantor  under  a  deed  of 
trust,  see  infra,  II,  B,  3,  k,  (II),  (A). 

8.  Miss. — Trice  r.  Walker,  71  Miss. 
968,  15  So.  787;  Marlow  v.  Johnson,  31 
Miss.  128;  Thornhill  v.  Gilmer,  4  Smed. 
&  M.  153.  Hr.  Y.— Wilkes  v.  Ferris,  5 
Johns.  335,  4  Am.  Dec.  364;  Hendricks 
V.  Robinson,  2  Johns.  Ch.  283,  followed 
in  Hendricks  v.  Walden,  17  Johns.  438. 
N.  C— Griffin  v.  Richardson,  33  N.  C. 
439;  Thompson  v.  Ford,  29  N.  C.  418; 
Burgin  v.  Burgin,  23  N.  C.  160.  Pa. 
Early's  Appeal,  89  Pa.  411. 

[a]  A  being  indebted  to  B,  deliv- 
ered to  him  a  quantity  of  lumber  as 
security  for  payment  of  the  debt,  with 
the  understanding  that  B  should  pro- 
ceed and  sell  the  lumber,  and  pay  his 
debt  out  of  the  proceeds.  The  lumber 
was  not  subject  to  seizure  under  an 
execution  against  A,  without  payment 
in  the  first  place,  of  his  indebtedness 
to  B.  Swanston  &  Taylor  v.  Sublette, 
1  Cal.  123.  ' 

[b]  If  a  person  who  advances  the 
price  of  a  slave,  take  the  bill  of  sale 
in  his  own  name  for  his  security,  he 
cannot  be  disturbed  by  the  creditpis  of 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     861 

is  not  subject  to  execution.  In  other  states  personal  property  so  trans- 
ferred,® or  real  estate  so  conveyed,^"  may  be  sold  on  execution  against 
the  transferor  or  grantor,  his  interest  being  regarded  as  that  of  a 
mortgagor.  Where  the  grantor's  interest  is  so  regarded  and  is  liable 
to  execution,  the  grantee 's  interest  is  not  leviable.^^ 

i.  Joint  and  Several  Interests.  —  The  interest  in  lands  of  one  ten- 
ant in  common  before  the  time  for  division  may  be  sold  under  execu- 
tion,^^ as  may  the  interest  of  a  joint  tenant.^^  These  rules  apply  to 
personal  property  as  well  as  realty,^*  and  even  though  partition  pro- 


the  person  for  whom  the  purchase  was 
made  till  he  be  reimbursed.  Villars  11. 
Morgan,  3  Mart.  l(r.  S.   (La.)   529. 

9.  Ala. — McConeghy  v.  MeCaw,  31 
Ala.  447.  Mich. — ^Mueller  v.  Prove,  80 
Mich.  475,  45  N.  W.  498,  20  Am.  St. 
Eep.  525;  McMillan  v.  Larned,  41  Mich. 
521,  2  N.  W.  662.  N.  Y.— Smith  v. 
Beattie,  31  N.  T.  542. 

10.  Ark. — Turner  r.  Watkins,  31 
Ark.  429-  State  v.  Lawson,  6  Ark.  269. 
m.— Vallette  v.  Bennett,  69  111.  632. 
Ind.— Coe  v.  McBrown,  22  Ind.  252; 
Coe  V.  Johnson,  18  Ind.  218.  la. — Clin- 
ton Nat.  Bank  v.  Manwarring,  39  Iowa 
281;  Cook  v.  Dillon,  9  Iowa  407,  74 
Am.  Dec.  354.  Mo. — Evans  v.  Wilder, 
5  Mo.  313.  Pa.— Eberly  v.  Shirk,  206 
Pa.  414,  55  Atl.  1071;  Fredericks  v. 
Corcoran,  100  Pa.  413.  Wis. — Second 
Ward  Bank  v.  Upmanu,  12  Wis.  499. 

11.  Ark. — ^Harman  v.  May,  40  Ark. 
146.  la. — Eherke  v.  Hecht,  96  Iowa  96, 
64  N.  W.  652.  Minn. — ^Butman  v. 
James,  34  Minn.  547,  27  N.  W.  66. 

[a]  In  Georgia  land  held  by  abso- 
lute deed  as  security  for  a  debt  still 
unpaid,  is  subject  to  levy  and  sale  as 
1  the  property  of  the  vendee,  under  a 
judgment  against  him,  no  matter 
whether  the  judgment  creditor  gave 
credit  on  the  faith  of  the  property  so 
held  or  not.  Parrott  v.  Baker,  82  Ga. 
364,  9  S.  E.  1068. 

12.  Ala.— Hill  V.  Jones,  65  Ala.  214. 
HI.— Smith  V.  Crawford,  81  111.  296; 
Neary  v.  Cahill,  20  111.  214.  Mass. 
Melville  v.  Brown,  15  Mass.  82.  Mich. 
Michigan  State  Bank  v.  Kern,  155  N. 
W.  502.  N.  H.— Davis  v.  Barnard,  60 
N.  H.  550;  Thompson  v.  Barber,  12  N. 
H.  563;  Pettiugill  v.  Bartlett,  1  N.  H. 
87.  N.  Y. — Mersereau  v.  Norton,  15 
Johns.  179.  N.  C— ;Blevins  v.  Baker, 
33  N.  C.  291.  Tex. — Brown  v.  Eenfro, 
63  Tex.  600,  670;  Aycock  v.  Kimbrough, 
61  Tex.  543.  Vt.— Galusha  v.  Sinclear, 
3  Vt.  394, 


[a]  Mere  authority  given  by  one 
tenant  in  common  to  another  to  sell 
the  joint  property  does  not  divest  the 
former  of  the  right  to  its  possession, 
nor  exempt  it  from  levy  and  sale  under 
execution  against  him.  Thompson  v. 
Mawhinney,  17  Ala.  362,  52  Am.  Dec. 
176. 

[b]  The  levy  does  not  affect  the 
rights  of  the  other  tenants  in  common. 
Davis  V.  Barnard,  60  N.  H.  550: 

As  subject  to  attachment,  see  3 
Standard  Prog.  322. 

13.  Cal. — Waldman  v.  Broder,  10 
Cal.  378.  Conn. — Johnson  v.  Con- 
necticut Bank,  21  Conn.  148.,  HI. 
James  v.  Stratton,  32  111.  202;  White  v. 
Jones,  38  Dl.  160.  Ind. — Thornberg  v. 
Wiggins,  135  Ind.  178,  34  N.  B.  999, 
41  Am.  St.  Eep.  422,  22  L.  E.  A.  42. 
Md. — McElderry  v.  Plannagan,  1  Harr. 
&  G.  308.  Mich.— Midgeley  v.  Walker, 
101  Mich.  583,  60  N.  W.  296,  45  Am. 
St.  Eep.  431.  N.  H.— Pettingill  v. 
Bartlett,  1  N.  H.  87.  N.  C— Islay  v. 
Stewart,  20  N.  C.  160.  S.  C— Eiley  v. 
Gaines,  14  S.  C.  454.  Tenn. — Eains  v. 
McNairy,  4  Humph.  356,  40  Am.  Dec. 
651.  Tex. — Schley  v.  Hale,  1  White  & 
W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §930. 

G-arnishment  of  joint  interests,  see 
10  Standard  Prog.  412. 

As  subject  to  attachment,  see  3 
Standard  Prog.  321. 

14.  Ga. — Leonard  v.  Scarborough,  2 
Ga.  T'S.  Mass. — Hayden  v.  Binney,  7 
Gray  416.  N.  Y.— Pilro  v.  Betts,  2 
Barb.  633.  N.  C— Islay  v.  Stewart,  20 
N.  C.  160.  Vt. — Burton  v.  Kennedy, 
63  Vt.  350,  21  Atl.  529,  25  Am.  St. 
Eep.   769. 

[a]  But  one  who  has  no  present 
interest  in  certain  personalty  untif  it 
is  sold,  but  at  the  expiration  of  each 
year  is  to  receive  half  the  profits  has 
no  interest  subject  to  levy  on  execu- 
tion before  di\rision  of  profits.  Barnett 
V.  Totly,  Dudley  (Ga.)  175. 
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ceedings  be  pending,  the  lien  of  the  execution,  after  partition,  being 
transferred  to  the  interest  of  the  property  assi^ed  to  him,  or  to  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale." 

The  interest  of  ^  tenant  by  the  entirety  in  lands  is  not  subject  to 
execution.^" 

j.  Partnership  Property.  —  The  interest  of  a  partner  in  the  firm 
property  is  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  under  an  execution  against  him 
individually,"  but  only  the  interest  the  individual  partner  would  have 


[b]  In  Cloe  &  Sons  v.  Davis,  15  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  399,  it  is  held  that  where  an 
officer  has  levied  an  execution  upon 
personal  property  jointly  owned  by  the 
execution'  defendant  with  another,  he 
has  no  right  to  sell  the  interest  of  the 
execution  defendant,  as  the  lien  must 
be  enforced  by  an  action  in  equity. 

15.  Me. — Argyle  v.  Dwinel,  29  Me. 
29.  S.  C— Eiley  v.  Gaines,  14  S.  G. 
454.  Tex.— Brown  v.  Benfro,  63  Tex. 
600. 

16.  Thornberg  v.  Wiggins,  135  Ind. 
178,  34  N.  E.  999,  41  Am.  St.  Bep. 
422,  22  L.'E.  A.  42. 

17.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  McLean  236,  28  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
16,719.  Ala.— Andrews  v.  Keith,  34 
Ala.  722;  Moore  fe^Go.  v.  Sample,  3 
Ala.    319.  Ark. — Jones    v.    Fletcher,    42 

V  Ark.  .422.  Cal.— Robinson  v.  Tevis,  38 
Gal.  611;  JoneS  v.  Thompson,  12  Gal. 
191.  Conn.— Filley  v.  Phelps,  18  Gonn. 
294.  m.— Weber  v.  Hertz,  188  ni.  68, 
58  N.  E.  676,  affirming  87  HI.  App. 
601;  White  v.  Jones,  38  HI.  159;  James 
V.  Stratton,  32  111.  202;  Newhall  v. 
Buckingham,  14  111.  405.  Ind. — Hardy 
V.  Donellan,  33  Ind.  501;  Ferguson  v. 
Day,  6  Ind.  App.  138,  33  N.  E.  213. 
La. — Ghoppin  v.  Wilson,  27  La.  Ann. 
444;  Croft  v.  McKneely,  1  La.  101; 
Gucullu  V.  Manzenal,  4  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
183.  Me. — Moore  v.  Pennell,  52  Me. 
162,  83  Am.  Dec.  500;  Thompson  v. 
Lewis,  34  Me.  167.  Mass. — Peck  v. 
Fisher,  7  Cush.  386;  Fisk  v.  Herrick, 
,6  Mass.  271.  Miss.— Sitler  v.  Walker, 
1  Freem'.  Gh.  77.  Mo. — Wiles  v.  Mad- 
dox,  26  Mo.  77.  Neb; — Biehards  v. 
Leveille,  44  Neb.  38,  62  N.  W.  304. 
N.  H.— Dow  V.  Sayward,  14  N.  H.  9. 
N.  J. — Clements  v.  Jessup,  36  N.  J.  Eq. 
569.  N.  Y.— Wad  dell  v.  Cook,  2  Hill 
47,  37  Am.  Dec.  372;  Sterrett  v.  Third 
Nat.  Bank,  46  Hun  22,  10  N.  Y.  St. 
818;  Mowbray  v.  Lawrence,  13  Abb. 
Pr.  317,  22  How.  Pr.  107.  N.  C— Me- 
Pherson  v.  Pemberton,  46  N.  C.  378. 
Ohio. — Nixon  &  Chatfield  v.  Nash,  12 

Vol,  XV 


Ohio  St.  647,  80  Am.  Dec.  390;  Place 
V.  Sweetzer,  16  Ohio  142.  Pa. — ^Knerr 
V.  Hoffman,  65  Pa.  126;  Lothrop  v. 
Wightman,  41  Pa.  297.  S.  C— Knox 
V.  Schepler,  2  Hill  595.  Tenn. — Has- 
kins  V.  Everett,  4  Sneed  531;  Knight 
V.  Ogden,  2  Tenn.  Oh.  473.  Tex. — Weav- 
er V.  Ashcroft,  50  Tex.  427;  De  Forrest 
V.  Miller,  42  Tex.  34;  Grant  v.  Wil- 
liams, 1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Gas.,  §363; 
Schley  v.  Hale,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Gas., 
§930.  Vt.— Buss  V.  Fay,  29  Vt.  381. 
Wash. — Graden  v.  Turner,  15  Wash.  136, 
45  Pac.  733. 

[a]  Until  a  failure  or  insolvency. 
Croft  V.  McKneely,  1  La.  101. 

[b]  Whethe,r  partnership  be  com- 
mercial or  ordinary.  Gucullu  v.  Man- 
zenal, 4  Mart.  N.  S.  (La.)   183. 

[c]  One  may  be  a  partner  in  the 
profits  of  a  business  without  being 
partner  in  the  property  with  which  it 
is  carried  on,  and  in  such  case  he  has 
no  interest  in  the  property  itself  which 
is  subject  to  execution.  Hankey  v. 
Becht,  25  Minn.  212. 

[d]  Interest  of  partner  in  the  oc- 
cupation license  of  the  firm  is  not  sub- 
ject to  execution  as  this  license  is  es- 
sential to  the  carrying  on  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  firm,  and  it  could  not  be 
divided  and  a  sale  of  such  an  interest 
would  not  affect  the  firm's  right  to 
carry  on  its  business.  Nelson  v.  Cockrell, 
3  Wils.  Civ.  Cas.,  §448. 

[e]  In  Georgia  by  statute  partner- 
ship property  can  only  be  reached  by 
garnishment.  Anderson  &  Co.  ■».  Chen- 
ney,  51  Ga.  372. 

Grarnishment  of  debts  due  partner- 
ship, see  10  Standard  Proc.  413. 

Attachment  of  partnership  property, 
see  3  Standard  Peoc.  323. 

[f]  A  judgment  belonging  to  the 
partnership  cannot  be  subjected  to  an 
execution  against  an  individual  part- 
ner. Beauchamp  v.  Chachere,  12  La. 
Ann.  851;  Smith  v.  McMicken,  3  La. 
Ann.  3l9.  Compare,  supra,  II,  B,  3,'b, 
(III),  (B). 
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after  the  partnership  accounts  are  settled  is  reached  by  such  seizure.^' 
Hence  any  sale  is  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  partnership  creditors 
and  the  other  members.^^  The  whole  property  of  the  partnership  can- 
not be  sold  on  execution  against  one  member  and  the  entire  proceeds 
thereof  applied  to  the  payment  of  his  individual  debt.^° 

k.  Equitable  Estates  and  Interests.  —  (I.)  General  Statement.  — At 
common  law  and  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provision  an  equitable 
interest  in  personal  property,^^  or  real  property,  is  held  not  subject 
to  execution.^^    Such  an  interest  must  be  reached  by  appropriate  pro- 


18.  tr.  S. — Lyndon  v.  Gorham,  1 
Gall.  367,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,640.  Mass. 
Fisk  V.  Herrick,  6  Mass.  271.  Mo. 
Wiles   V.   Maddox,   26   Mo.   77.     N.  H. 

-Morrison  v.  Blodgett,  8  N.  H.  238,  29 
Am.  Deo.  653;  Gibson  v.  Stevens,  7  N. 
H.  352.  N.  J. — Clements  v.  Jessup,  36 
N.  J.  Eq.  569.  N.  Y.— Menagh  v.  Whit- 
well,  52  N.  Y.  146,  11  Am.  Eep.  683; 
Mowbray  v.  Lawrence,  13  Abb.  Pr.  317, 
22  How.  Pr.  107;  Berry  v.  Kelly,  4 
Eobt.  106.  Pa. — Bank  v.  Allen,  1  Del. 
Co.  E.  277.  Tenn. — Haskins  v.  Everett, 
4  Sneed  531. 

[a]  "The  interes-t  of  the  partner  is 
subject  to  the  rights  of  the  other 
partners,  and  also  to  the  contingency 
thatan  accounting  may  show  that  such 
execution  defendant  has  no  beneficial 
or  valuable  interest."  Ferguson  v. 
Day,   6   Ind.   App.    138,   33   N.   E.    213. 

[b]  Neither  a  particular  asset  of 
the  partnership,  nor  the  interest  of  an 
individual  partner  in  a  particular  part- 
nership asset,  can  be  seized  on  execu- 
tion by  an  individual  creditor  of  the 
partner.  Smith  v.  McMicken,  3  La. 
Ann.  319. 

19.  Cal. — Jones  v.  Thompson,  12  Cal. 
191.  Conn. — Filley  v.  Phelps,  18  Conn. 
294.  Ohio.— Sutclifee  v.  Dohrman,  18 
Ohio  181,  51  Am.  Dec.  450.  Pa. 
Lothrop  V.  Wightman,  41  Pa.  297. 

20.  Ind. — ^Ferguson  v.  Day,  6  Ind. 
App.  138,  33  N.  E.  213.  N.  Y.— Berry 
V.  Kelly,  4  Eobt.  106.  Pa. — Bogue  v. 
Steel,  1  Phila.  90,  7  Leg.  Int.   162. 

21.  Md.— Martin  v.  Jewell,  37  Md. 
530;  Myers  v.  Amey,  21  Md.  302;  Eose 
V.  Bevan,  10  Md.  466,  69  Am.  Dec. 
170;  Harris  v.  Alcock,  10  Gill  &  J. 
226,  32  Am.  Dec.  158.  Mass. — Badlam 
V.  Tucker,  1  Pick.  389,  11  Am.  Dec. 
202.  Mich.^ — Van  Norman  v.  Jackson 
Cir.  Judge,  45  Mich.  204,  7  N.  W.  796. 
Miss. — Commercial  Bank  v.  Thompson, 
7  Smed.  &  M.  443.  Mo.— Boyce  v. 
Smith's  Admr.,  16  Mo.  317;  Teldell  v. 


Stemmons,  15  Mo.  443.  N.  J. — Dis- 
borough  V.  Outcalt,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  298. 
N.  Y. — Wilkes  v.  Ferris,  5  Johns.  335, 
4  Am.  Dec.  364;  Hendricks  v.  Eobia- 
son,  2  Johns.  Ch.  283.  N.  C— Mc- 
Keithan  &  Sons  v.  'Walker,  66  N.  C. 
95;  Sprinkle  v.  Marti,n,  66  N.  G.  55. 
S.  C. — Dargan  v.  Bichardson,  Dudley 
62;  Wylie  v.  White,  10  Eich.  Eq.  294; 
Brown  v.  Wood,  6  Eich.  Eq.  155.  Tenn. 
Benton  v.  Pope,  5  Humph.  392;  Mc- 
Nairy  v.  Eastland,  10  Yerg.  310;  Childs 
V.  Derrick,  1  Yerg.  79;  Wilson  v.  Car- 
ver, 4  Hayw.  90.  Eng.- — Scott  v.  Scholey, 
8  East  467,  9  Eev^  Eep.  487;  Metcalf 
V.  Scholey,  2  B.  &  P.  N.  E.  461. 

[a]  "A  mere  equitable  interest  can- 
not be  taken  and  sold  on  execution; 
for  where  there  is  no  legal  right  there 
is  no  legal  remedy.  .  .  .  It  is  only  by 
statute,  that  equities,  or  rights  to  re- 
deem, are  subject  to  attachment  by 
ordinary  process."  Badlam  v.  Tucker, 
1  Pick.  (Mass.)   389,  11  Am.  Dec.  202. 

[b]  The  reriiaining  trust,  or  resid- 
uary interest,  remaining  to  the  assign- 
or, after  the  purposes  of  an  assign- 
ment for  the  payment  of  debts,  are 
satisfied,  is  not  suGh  an  interest  as  can 
be  taken  and  sold  on  execution.  Wilkes 
V.  Ferris,  5  Johns.  335,  4  Am.  Dec.  364. 

[c]  Not  Subject  to  Attachment. 
Gypsum,  etc.  Co.  v.  Kent  Cir.  Judge, 
97  Mich.  631,  57  N.  W.  191.  See  3 
Standard  Pkoc.  287,  et  seq. 

22.  U.  S.— Potter  v.  Couch,  141  U.  S. 
296,  11  Sup.  Ct.  1005,  %5  L.  ed.  721; 
Lenox  v.  Notrebe,  1  Hempst.  251,  15 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,246c;  Sawyer  v.  Morte, 
3  Cranch  C.  C.  331,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,401.  Ark. — Pettit  v.  Johnson,  15 
Ark.  55.  Ga. — Colvard  v.  Coxe,  Dudley 
99.  m. — Baker  v.  Copenbarger,  15  111. 
103,  58  Am.  Dec.  600.  Ind.— Hutchina 
V.  Hanna,  8  Ind.  533.  Ky.— Schmaus 
V.  Wittemore,  155  Ky.  338,  159  8.  W. 
947;  Goodwin  v.  Wilson,  114  Ky.  716. 
71  S.  W.  866j  Newsom  v.  Kurtz,  86  Ky. 
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eeedings  in  a  court  of  equity.^'  It  has  been  held  in  some  states  where 
the  distinctions  between  courts  of  law  and  equity  are  no  longer  ob- 
served, that  apart  from  statute  equitable  interests  are  subject  to 
execution,^*  and  in  many  other  states  the  same  result  has  been  reached 


277,  5  S.  W.'575;  Blight's  Heira  v. 
Banks,  6  Mon.  192,  17  Am.  Dec.  136; 
McDermid's  Heirs  v.  Morrison,  1  A.  K. 
Marsh.  173;  January  v.  Bradford,  4 
Bibb  56p;  Hancock  v.  Brinker,  3  Bibb 
249;  Allen  v.  Sanders,  2  Bibb  94.  Mass. 
Enssell  v.  Lewis,  2  Pick.  508.  Mich. 
Gorham  v.  Arnold,  22  Mich.  247  (ap- 
proving Gorham  v.  Wing,  10  Mich.  486) ; 
Trask  v.  Green,  9  Mich.  358.  Miss. 
Hopkins  v.  Carey,  23  Miss.  54;  Good- 
win V.  Anderson,  5  Smed.  &  M.  730. 
Mo.— Broadwell  v.  Tantis,  10  Mo.  398. 
Neb.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tighe,  49 
Neb.  299,  68  N.  W.  490.  N.  J.— Smith 
V.  Collins,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  348,  86  Atl.  957; 
Cairns  v.  Hay,  21  N.  J.  L.  174;  Halsted 
V.  Davison,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  290;  Ketchuip 
V.  Johnson,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  370;  VancJeve  v. 
Groves,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  330;  Disborough 
V.  Outcault,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  298.  ^N.  Y. 
Bates  V.  Ledgerwood  Mfg.  Co.,  130 
N.  Y.  200,  29  N.  E..102  (affirmmg  4 
N.  Y.  Supp.  524);  "Wilkes  v.  Ferris,  5 
Johns.  Ch.  335,  4  Am.  Dec.  364;  Bogart 
V.  Perry,  1  Johns.  Ch.  52.  N.  C. — Johnson 
V.  Whilden,  166  N.  C.  104,  81  S.  E. 
1057.  Ohio.— Morris  v.  Way,  16  Ohio 
469;  Baird  v.  Kirtland,  8  Ohio  21,  24; 
Haynes  v.  Baker,  5  Ohio  St.  253;  Mc- 
Leary  v.  Snider  &  Co.,  2  Ohio  Dec.  59; 
Jaekman  v.  Hallook,  1  Ohio  318,  13  Am. 
Dec.  627;  Eoads  v.  Symmes,  1  Ohio  281, 
13  Am.  Dec.  621;  Cutler  v.  Brinker, 
Tapp.  343.  Ore. — Holmes  v.  Wolfard, 
47  Ore.  93,  81  Pac.  819;  Smith  v.  Ingles, 
2  Ore.  43.  S.  C— White  v.  Kavanagh, 
8  Rich.  L.  377.  Tenn.— Pratt  v.  Phil- 
lips, 1  Sneed  543,  60  Am.  Dec.  162; 
Henderson  v.  Hill,  9  Lea  25;  McNairy 
V.  Eastland,  10  Yerg.  310;  Springer  v. 
Smith,  3  Lea  737;  Shute  «.  Harder,  1 
Yerg.  3,  24  Am.  Dec.  427.  Tex.— Ed- 
wards V.  Norton,  55  Tex.  405;  Wallace 
&  Co.  V.  Campbell  &  Maxey,  53  Tex. 
229;  Hendricks  v.  Snediker,  30  Tex. 
296. 

[a]  A  contingent  and  uncertain 
equitable  title  cannot  be  sold  under 
execution.  Baker  v.  Copenbarger,  15 
HI.  103,  58  Am.  Dec.  600. 

[b]  "There  must  be  ari  interest  in 
land  which  a  court  of  law  can  protect 
or  enforce,  in  order  that  it  may  be 
subject  to  the  lien  of  a  judgment  and 
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execution,"  and  "a  mere  equity  un- 
accompanied with  possession,  is  not 
such  an  interest."  Broadwell  v.  Yantis, 
10  Mo.  398,  403. 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Proc. 
288. 

23.  U.  S. — Smith's  Lessee  v.  Mc- 
Cann,  24  How.  398,  16  L.  ed.  714.  Ala. 
Davis  V.  McKinney,  5  Ala.  719,  by 
statute.  Kan. — Kiser  v.  Sawyer,  4  Kan. 
503,  by  appointment  of  a  receiver  under 
the  code.  Mass. — Badlam  v.  Tucker,  1 
Pick.  389,  11  Am.  Dec.  202.  Miss. 
Hopkins  v.  Carey,  23  Miss.  54.  Neb. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tighe,  49  Neb.  299, 
68  N.  W.  490.  N.  Y.— Edmeston  v. 
Lyde,  1  Paige  637,  19  Am.  Dec.  454. 
N.  C. — McKeithan  &  Sons  v.  Walker, 
66  N.  C.  95.  S.  C— Wylie  v.  White,  10 
Rich.  Eq.  294.  Tenn. — Planter's  Bank 
V.  Henderson,  4  Humph.  75. 

See  the  titles  "Bills  To  Enforce  De- 
crees," 4  Standard  Pkoc.  459;  "Cred- 
itors' Suits,"  6  Standard  Proc.  164; 
"Receivers. " 

24.  Del.- — Flanagin  v.  Daws,  2  Houst. 
476.  Md. — See  Hopkins  v.  Stump,  2 
Harr.  &  J.  301.  Minn. — Atwater  v.  Man- 
chester Savings  Bank,  45  Minn.  341,  48 
N.  W.  187,  12  L.  E.  A.  741.  Pa. 
Drake  v.  Brown,  68  Pa.  223;  Auwerter 
V.  Mathiot,  9  Serg.  &  E.  397;  Hum- 
phreys v.  Humphreys,  1  Yeates  427; 
Burd  V.  Dansdale,  2  Binn.  80,  91. 

[a]  The  Minnesota  rule  is  stated  in 
Atwater  v.  Manchester  Savings  Bank, 
45  Minn.  341,  48  N.  W.  187,  12  L.  E. 
A.  741,  where  the  court  says:  "In  tjiis 
state  there  is  no  express  statute  declar- 
ing that  a  judgment  shall  be  a  lien 
on  an  equitable  estate;  but  when  we 
consider  that  the  common-law  rule  on 
the  subject  was  purely  technical,  and 
arose  out  of  the  supposed  inability  of 
courts  of  law  to  deal  with  equitable 
estates,  and  that  in  this  state  all  dis- 
tinctions between  courts  of  law  and 
courts  of  equity  has  been  done  away 
with,  and  that  the  same  court  now  ad- 
ministers both  legal  and  equitable 
remedies  in  the  same  action,  it  must 
be  evident  that  all  reasons  for  the  old 
rule  have  ceased  to  exist.'' 

[b]  The  rule  in  Pennsylvania  is  ex- 
plained in  Antwerter  v,  Mathiot,  9  Serg. 
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by  statute.25     Some  eases  hold  that  an  equitable  title  coupled  with  a 
lawful  possession  is  liable  to  sale  on  execution.^^ 

(II.) _  Property  Held  in  Trust.27  —  (A.)  Interest  of  Gbantoe.  —  After  the 
execution  of  a  deed  of  trust,  as  no  estate  remains  in  the  grantor,^^  he 
has  no  interest  in  the  trust  property  subject  to  execution.^^    But  where 


&  E.  397,  where  tie  eouit  says:  "At 
common  law,  an  equitable  estate  is  not 
bound  by  a  judgment  or  subject  to  an 
execution.  But  the  creditor  may  have 
relief  in  chancery.  We  have  no  court 
of  chancery,  and  have  therefore  estab- 
lished it  as  a  principle,  that  both  judg- 
ments and  execution  have  an  im- 
mediate operation  on  equitable  es- 
tates." 

25.  XT.  S.— Lynch  v.  Burt,  132  Fed. 
417,  67  C.  C.  A.  305,  law  of  North 
Dakota.  Ark. — Pettit  v.  Johnson,  15 
Ark.  55.  Cal.— Fish  v.  Fowlie,  58Cal. 
■  373;  Kennedy  v.  Nunan,  52  Cal.  326. 
Colo. — Stock-Growers'  Bank  v.  Newton, 
13  Colo.  245,  22  Pac.  444.  Conn.— Dav- 
enport V.  Lacon,  17  Conn.  278.  HI. 
Whiteford  v.  Hootman,  104  HI.  App. 
562.  Ind. — Pennington  v.  Clifton,  11 
Ind.  162.  la. — Crosby  v.  Elkader  Lodge, 
16  Iowa  399;  Harrison  v.  Kramer,  3 
Iowa  543.  Kan. — Poole  v.  French,  71 
Kan.  391,  80  Pac.  997.  Md.— Mc- 
Mechen  v.  Marman,  8  Gill  &  J.  57,  67; 
Coombs  V.  Jordan,  3  Bland  284.  Miss. 
Thompson  v.  Wheatley,  5  Smed.  &  M. 
499.  Mo. — Hammond  v.  Horton,  137 
Mo.  151,  37  S.  W.  825;  Eneberg  v.  Car- 
ter, 98  Mo.  647,  12  S.  W.  522,  14  Am. 
St.  Eep.  664;  Hammond  v.  Johnson,  93 
Mo.  198,  6  S.  W.  83  (appeal  dismissed, 
142  V.  8.  73,  12  Sup.  Ct.  141,  35  L. 
ed.  941);  Street  v.  Goss,  62  Mo.  226; 
Morgan  v.  Bouse,  53  Mo.  2i9;  Bobb  v. 
Woodward,  50  Mo.  95.  Wash.— Cal- 
houn V.  Leary,  6  Wash.  17,  32  Pac. 
1070. 

[a]  Equitable  interest  in  shares  of 
stock  held  subject  to  execution.  Mid- 
dletown  Sav.  Bank  v.  Jarvis,  33  Conn. 
372. 

[b]  In  Alabama  (1)  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  only  "perfect  equities" 
shall  be  liable  to  execution.  Smith's 
Exr.  V.  Cockrell,  66  Ala.  64;  Shaw  & 
Cox  V.  Lindsey,  60  Ala.  344;  Wilson  v. 
Beard*  19  Ala.  629;  Elmore  v.  Harris, 
13  Ala.  360;  Davis  v.  McKinney,  5 
Ala.  719.  (2)  This  "perfect  equity" 
is  of  one  class  only— that  of  a  vendee 
who  has  paid  the  purchase-money. 
Shaw  &  Cox  V.  Lindsay,  60  Ala.  344. 


Also,  Smith's  Exr.  v.  Cockrell,  66  Ala. 
64. 

26.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tighe,  49 
Neb.  299,  68  N.  W.  490;  Dworak  v. 
More,  25  Neb.  735,  41  N.  W.  777; 
Eosenfield  v.  Chada,  12  Neb.  25,  10 
N.  W.  465;  Miner  v.  Wallace,  10  Ohio 
403;  Haynes  v.  Baker,  5  Ohio  St.  253. 
But  see  Davis  v.  McKinney,  5  Ala. 
719. 

27.  Attachment  oi,  see  3  Standakd 
Peoc.  289. 

Garnishment  of  trustees,  see  10 
Standard  Peoc.  458. 

28.  Pope's  Heirs  v.  Boyd's  Admx., 
22  Ark.  535. 

29.  U.  S. — King  v.  Tuscumbia,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  14  Fed.  Gas.  No.  7,808,  over- 
ruling Williams  v.  Jones,  2  Ala.  314,  318. 
Ark.— Pope  v.  Boyd,  22  Ark.  535;  Pet- 
tit  V.  Johnson,  15  Ark.  55;  Biscoe  v. 
Eoyston,  18  Ark.  508.  Mass. — John- 
son V.  Whiton,  118  Mass.  340.  Miss. 
Carpenter  v.  Bowen,  42  Miss.  28;  Mc- 
Intyre  v.  Agricultural  Bank,  Freeman 
Ch.  105.  N.  C. — Eobinson  v.  Ingram, 
126-  N.  C.  327,  35  S.  E.  612;  Mc- 
Keithan  &  Sons  v.  Walker,  66  N.  C. 
95;  Sprinkle  v.  Martin,  66  N.  C.  ,55; 
Harrison  v.  Battle,  16  N.  C.  537;  Mor- 
decai  v.  Parker,  14  N.  C.  425;  Brown 
V.  Graves,  11  N.  C.  342.  Tenn. — Lipe 
V.  Mitchell,  2  Terg.  400.  Va.— Clayton 
V.  Anthony,  6  Band.  285. 

[a] .  But  see  Pool  v.  Glover,  24  N.  C. 
129,  holding  that  where  a  debtor  'has 
made  a  conveyance  of  his  land  to  a 
trustee  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors  at  a  certain  time,  if  the  debts 
are  not  previously  paid,  and  there  is 
a  resulting  trust  to  himself,  his  equit- 
able interest  in  the  land  may  be  sold 
under  an  execution,  even  before  the 
day,  when,  by  the  terms  of  the  deed, 
the  trustee  was  authorized  to  sell  his 
legal  interest. 

[b.]  In  Alabama  execution  creditor 
has  the  right  to  pay  off  the  debts  se- 
cured by  the  trust  and  thus  to  be 
placed  in  the  situation  of,  or  substi- 
tuted to  the  rights  secured  to,  the 
beneficiaries  under  it.  And  in  such 
event,  the  trustee  would  be  compelled 
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the  deed  of  trust  leaves  an  interest  in  the  property  in  the  grantor,  this 
interest  has  been  held  subject  to  an  execution  a^inst  him.^" 

(B.)    Interest  op  Trustee.  —  The  dry  naked  legal  title  held  by  a  trustee 
cannot  be  sold  under  an  execution  against  him,'^  as  an  interest  in 


to  execute  the  trust  for  him  in  the 
same  manner,  thus  tacking  as  it  were, 
his  execution  debt  to  the  trust  deed. 
O'Neal  i;.  Wilson,  ,21  Ala.  288. 

[e]  Where  mortgaged  property  is 
foreclosed  and  the  mortgagor  on  re- 
deeming has  the  purchaser  at  the  fore- 
closure sale  convey  the  property  to  a 
trustee  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
wife  of  the  redeeming  mortgagor,  the 
latter  has  no  interest  in  the  property 
subject  to  an  execution  at  law,  his 
interest  can  only  be  reached  by  a  pro- 
ceeding in'  equity.  Wilson  v.  Beard,  19 
Ala.  629. 

[d]  Interest  of  grantor  in  deed  of 
trust  not  analogous  to  the  interest  of 
a  mortgagor  and  is  not  subject  to  execu- 
tion at  law.  Mclntyre  v.  Agricultural 
Bank,  Freeman  Ch.   (Miss.)   105. 

30.  Cal. — ^Brown  v.  Campbell,  100 
Gal.  635,  35  Pac.  433,  38  Am.  St.  Eep. 
314;  Kennedy  v.  Nunan,  52  Cal.  326. 
Minn. — Atwater  v.  Manchester  Sav. 
Bank,  45  Minn.  341,  48  N.  W.  187,  12 
L.  E.  A.  741.  Tex. — Wright  v.  Hender- 
son, 12  Tex.  43. 

[a]  Warner  v.  Eice,  66  Md.  436,  8 
Atl.  84,  where  the  grantor  conveyed 
his  property  in  trust  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  himself  and  his  immediate 
family,  free  from  liability  for  any  of 
his  debts;  and  when  if  so  by  the 
trustee  found  requisite,  by  him  deemed 
proper,  to  apply  the  uses,  rents,  income 
and  profits  to  the  support  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  grantor,  and  his  said 
family  during  the  grantor's  life;  and 
after  his  decease  to  go  as  he  by  last 
will  directed.  The  court  held  this  prop- 
erty liable  to  levy  in  satisfaction  of 
the  debts  of  the  grantor,  saying:  "It 
is  wholly  against  the  policy  of  the  law 
to  allow  property,  whether  legal  ^  or 
equitable,  to  be  fettered  by  restraints 
upon  alienation,  and  generally  when- 
ever property  is  subject  to  alienation 
by  the  owner  it  is  subject  to  his 
debts." 

31.  Ga. — Hurst  V.  De  Kalb  County, 
'  110  Ga.  33,  35  S.  E.  294.     lU.— Baker 

V.  Copenbarger,  15  111.  103,  58  Am.  Dec. 
600.  Ind. — Hollingsworth  v.  Trueblood, 
59  Ind.  542;  Elliott  v.  Armstrong,  2 
Blackf.    198.      Kan. — Harrison    v.    An- 
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drews,  18  Kan.  535.  Ky. — ^Booker  v. 
Carlile,  14  Bush  lff4.  Md,— Cooke  v. 
Briee,  20  Md.  397.  Me. — Eastman  v. 
Fletcher,  45  Me.  302,  one  having  actual 
notice  of  trust  acquires  no  rights 
against  beneficiary.  Md. — Houston  v. 
Nowland,  7  Gill  &  J.  480.  Miss.— Han- 
cock V.  Titus,  39  Miss.  224.  Mo.^Mor- 
rison  v.  Herrington,  120  Mo.  665,  25 
S.  W.  568.  Mont. — Princeton  Min.  Co. 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  7  Mont.  530,  19 
Pae.  210;  Chumasero  v.  Vial,  3  Mont.  376. 
N.  H.— Cutting  V.  Pike,  21  N.  H.  347. 
N.  J. — Campfield  v.  Johnson,  5  N.  J. 
Eq.  245.  N.  Y.— Sieman  v.  Sehur^jk,  29 
N.  T.  59''8,  affirming  33  Barb.  9;  Louns- 
bury  V.  Purdy,  11  Barb.  490;  Mallory 
V.  Clark,  9  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  T.)  358.  S.  C. 
Giles  V.  Pratt,  Dudley  54.  Tex. — Haw- 
kins V.  Willard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  38 
S.  W.  365.  Vt. — Hart  v.  Farmers',  etc. 
Bank,  33  Yt.  252. 

[a]  If  two  persons  receive  a  sum 
of  money  belonging  to  a  minor  and 
invest  the  same  in  land,  taking  title 
to  themselves,  they  have  no  beneficial 
interest  in  the  property,  but  hold  it  as 
trustees  for  the  minor,  and  it  is  not 
subject  to  an  execution  against  such' 
persons  as  principal  and  surety  on  a 
bond,  notwithstanding  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  bond  the  trustees 
were  the  apparent  owners  of  the  land. 
Hurst  V.  Commissioners  of  De  Kalb 
County,  110  Ga.  33,  35  S.  E.  294. 

[b]  The  lien  of  a  judgment  attaches 
not  to  the  naked  legal  title,  but  to  the 
judgment  debtor's  interest  in  the  land. 
If  he  has  no  interest  then  no  lien  at- 
taches. Thomas  v.  Kennedy,  24  Iowa 
397,  95  Am.  Dec.  740;  Harrison  &  Wil- 
lis v:  Andrews,  18  Kan.  535.  , 

[c]  Property  purchased  by  a  trustee 
with  trust  funds  will  not  be  liable  to 
a  judgment  against  him,  merely  be- 
cause he  took  the  title  in  his  own- 
name,  if  he  always  treated  it  as  trust 
property.  Hancock  v.  Titus,  39  Miss. 
224. 

[d]  A  and  B  entered  into  a  eon- 
tract  of  purchase.  After  paying  for 
the  land  to  prevent  it  from  being  at- 
tached, instead  of  a  deed,  A  took  a 
written  contract  to  convey  and  re- 
mained in  possession.    It  was  held  that 
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-operty  which  is  not  a  beneficial  one  is  n,ot  proper  subject-matter  for 
the  levy  of  an  execution.^^  But  if  the  trustee  have  a  beneficial  interest 
in  the  property  a  sale  of  that  interest  is  proper.'^ 

(C.)  Interest  op  Beneficiaby  oe  Cestui  Que  Teust.— The  interest  of 
the  cestui  que  trust  or  beneficiary  being  an  equitable  one,  would  not, 
in  the  absence  of  statute  and  by  the  principles  of  the  eommpn  law, 
be  subject  to  execution,^*  though  irrespective  of  statutory  provision 
some  courts  hold  such  an  interest  subject  to  execution.^^  By  the  tenth 
section  of  the  English  statute  of  frauds  trust  estates  were  made  liable 
to  exeeultion  for  the  debts  of  the  cestui  que  trust,^^  but  this  statute  did 
not  extend  to  the  provinces."     The  English  courts    construing    this 


in  equity  A  was  the  owner  and  the 
land  was  not  subject  to  an  execution 
against  B.  Cutting  v.  Pike,  21  i^.  H. 
347. 

[e]  A  legacy  to  one  in  trust  for 
another  cannot  be  subjected  to  an 
execution  against  the  trustee  as  an  in- 
dividual.    Jasper   v.   Howard,   12   Ala. 

,652. 

[f]  Though  Trustee  Is  In  Posses- 
sion.— Cooke  V.  Brice,  20  Md.  397. 

[g]  Leasehold  estates  held  in  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  another  cannot  be 
sold  on  execution  against  the  trustee. 
Hollingsworth  v.  Trueblood,  59  Ind. 
542.  Leasehold  estates  generally,  see 
II,  B,  3,  c,  (V),  (C). 

[h]  Injunction  To  Prevent. — A  judg- 
ment creditor  of  a  trustee  may  be  re- 
strained from  selling  his  interest  in 
the  trust  property  by  execution.  Caimp- 
field  V.  Johnson,  5  N.  J.  Eq.  245;  Haw- 
kins V.  Willard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  38 
8,  W.  365.  See  infra,  IV,  as  to  relief 
against  enforcement  of  judgment. 

In  case  of  resulting  trust,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  3,  k,  (II),  (D). 

32.  Houston  v.  Nowland,  7  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  480;  Morrison  v.  Herrington,  120 
Mo.  665,  25  S.  W.  568. 

[a]  "It  is  not,  however,  every  legal 
interest  that  is  made  liable  to  sale  on 
a  fieri  facias.  The  debtor  must  have 
a  beneficial  interest  in  the  ,property. " 
Smith's  Lessee  v.  McCann,  24  How.  (IT. 
S.)  398,  16  L.  ed.  714. 

33.  U.  S.— French  v.  Edwards,  5 
Sawy.  266,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,098.  D.  0. 
See  Nelson  v.  Henry,  2  Mackey  259. 
Ky. — ^Booker  v.  Oarlile,  14  Bush  154. 
N.  J.— Boiled  t7.  State  Trust  Co.,  27  N. 
J.  Eq.  308. 

[a]  "Where  there  is  a  devise  to 
trustees,  one  of  whom  is  to  take  a 
beneficial  interest  in  the  '  trust  prop- 
erty,  he   takes  a  legal  estate   to   the 


extent  of  such  interest,  .  .  .  which 
may  be  seized  and  sold  under  execu- 
tion." BoUes  V.  State  Trust  Co.,  27 
N.  J.  Eq.  308. 

34.  Mass. — Eussell  v.  Lewis,  2  Pick. 
508.  Mich. — Gorham  v.  Arnold,  22 
Mich.  247;  Gorham  v.  Wing,  10  Mich. 
486.  Miss. — Goodwin  «.  Anderson,  5 
Smed.  &  M.  730.  N.  J.— Hogan  v. 
Jaques,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  123,  97  Am.  Dee. 
644.  Tenn. — Ross  v.  Young,  5  Sneed 
627.  Tex.— Wallace  &  Co.  v.  Campbell 
&  Maxey,  53  Tex.  229.  Va. — Johnston 
V.  Zane,  11  Gratt.  552. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  k,  (I). 

35.  Conn. — Davenport  v.  Lacon,  17 
Conn.  278.  Del. — Doe  v.  Lank,  4  Houst. 
648;  Flauagin  v.  Daws,  2  Houst.  476 
(not  if  the  trust  be  an  active  one). 
N.  H. — Hutching  v.  Heywood,  50  N.  H. 
491;  Upham  v.  Varuey,  15  N.  H.  462; 
Pritchard  v..  Brown,  4  N.  H.  397,  17 
Am.  Dec.  431. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  k,  (I). 

[a]  Where  Beneficiary  in  Possession. 
The  interest  of  one  in  possession  of 
personal  property  may  be  sold  under 
execution  at  law,  though  the  legal  title 
is  outstanding  in  a  trustee.  Clarke  v. 
Windham,  12  Ala.  798;  Cook,  v.  Ken- 
nerly,  12  Ala!  42;  O'Neil  v.  Teague,  8 
Ala.  345;  Bank  «.'  Wilkins,  7  Ala.  592; 
Carleton  &  Co.  v.  Banks,  7  Ala.  32. 

36.  Eussell  v.  Lewis,  2  Pick.  (Mass.) 
508;  Doe  v.  Greenhill,  4  Barn.  &  Aid. 
684,  6  B.  C.  L.  653,  106  Eng.  Reprint 
1087;  Doe  v.  Evans,  3  Tyrw.  339;  King 
V.  Ballett,  2  Vern.  248,  23  Eng.  Re- 
print 760;  Forth  v.  Duke  of  Norfolk, 
4  Madd.  508,  53  Eng.  Reprint  791.  See 
29  Car.  II.,  c.  3. 

[a]  In  Georgia,  this  statute  has 
been  expressly  adopted.  Pitts  v.  Mc- 
Whorter,  3  Ga.  5,  46  Am.  Dee.  405. 

37.  Del. — ^Flanagin  v.  Daws,  2  Houst. 
476.     Mass. — Eussell  v.  Lewis,  2  Pick. 
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statute  have  held  that  it  only  applied  to  hare  and  simple  trusts  not  of 
a  complicated  nature  and  where  the  interests  of  no  other  party  were 
mixed  up  with  the  debtor's  title.^*  So  American  courts,  in  those 
jurisdictions  where  this  or  similar  statutes  are  in  force,  adopt  this 
construction  of  the  English  courts ;  thus  where  the  trustee  has  nothing 
but  the  naked,  dry,  legal  title,  with  the  whole  beneficial  interest  in 
the  cestui  que  trust  the  trust  property  may  be  sold  on  execution 
against  the  latter,^'  but  where  the  cestui  que  trust  has  not  the  entire 


508.     Mich.— Trask  v.   Green,  9  Mich. 
358. 

38.  Preslfey  v.  Eodgers,  24  Miss.  520; 
Goodwin  V.  Anderson,  5  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  730;  Harris  v.  Pugh,  4  Bing. 
335,  13  E.  C.  L.  530,  130  Eng.  Reprint 
797;  Harris  v.  Booker,  4  Bing.  96,  130 
Eng.  Reprint  705;  Hall  v.  Greenhill,  4 
Barn.  &  Aid.  684,  6  E.  C.  L.  656,  106 
Eng.  Reprint  1087. 

[a]  "It  has  uniformly  been  held 
not  to  apply  where  the  lands  in  which 
the  debtor  had  an  equitable  interest 
were  encumbered  with  other  unexecuted 
trusts."  Lynch  v.  Utica  Ins.  Co.,  18 
Wend.   (N.  T.>  236. 

[b]  "The  object  of  the  statute,  in 
the  language  of  the  late  chief  justice 
of  England,  was  merely  to  remove  the 
technical  objection  arising  from  the 
interest  in  land  being  legally  vested  in 
another  person,  where  it  is  so  vested, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor  only." 
Kellogg  V.  Wood,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  578. 

39.  Ga. — Rountree  v.  Williams,  99 
Ga.  222,  25  S.  E.  323;  Pitts  v.  Mc- 
Whorter,  3  Ga.  5,  46  Am.  Dec.  405. 
Ind. — State  Bank  v.  Macy,  4  Ind.  362. 
And  see  Zimmerman  i).  Makepeace,  152 
Ind.  199,  52  N.  E.  992.  Ky.— Blanch- 
ard  V.  Taylor,  7  B.  Mon.  645;  Johnson 
V.  Barnes,  8  Ky.  L.  Rep.  956,  4  S.  W. 
176.  Mass. — Peterson  v.  Farnum,  121 
Mass.  476.  Miss. — Presley  v.  Rodgers, 
24  Miss.  520;  Hopkins  v.  Carey,  23 
Miss.  -54;  Wolfe  v.  Dowell,  13  Smed.  & 
M.  103,  51  Am.  Dec.  147;  Boarman  v. 
Catlett,  13  Smed.  &  M.  149;  Goodwin 
V.  Anderson,  5  Smed.  &  M.  730.  N.  Y. 
Lynch  v.  Utica  Ins.  Co.,  18  Wend.  236; 
Jackson  v.  Bateman,  2  Wend.  570; 
Kellogg  V.  Wood,  4  Paige  578;  Ontario 
Bank  V.  Root,  3  Paige  478;  Bogart  v. 
Perry,  1  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  52.  N.  C. 
Williams  v.  Council,  49  N.  C.  206; 
Battle  V.  Petway,  27  N.  C.  576,  44  Am. 
Dec.  59.  S.  C. — Rice  v.  Burnett,  Speers 
Eq.  579,  42  Am.  Dec.  336.  Tenn. — Hen- 
derson V.  Hill,  9  Lea  25;  Russell  v. 
Stinson,   3  Hayw.  1. 
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[a]  Lands  conveyed  to  a  trustee  to 
be  sold  and  the  proceeds  accounted  for 
are  subject  to  sale  upon  execution  on 
a  judgment  against  the  cestui  que  trust. 
State  Banlj  v.  Macy,  4  Ind.  362. 

[b]  Property  or  funds  cannot  be 
vested  in  trustees  for  the  use  of  an- 
other without  subjecting  them  to  the 
debts  of  the  cestui  que  trust.  Samuel 
V.  Salter^  3  Mete.   (Ky.)   259. 

[c]  The  Statute  of  Uses-  (1)  ren- 
dering lands  liable  to  execution  against 
the  cestui  que  trust,  applies  only  to 
those  fraudulent  and  covinous  trusts, 
in  which  the  cestui  que  trust  has  the 
whole  real  beneficial  interest  in  the 
land,  and  the  trustee  the  mere  naked, 
and  formal  legal  title.  Bogart  i).  Perry, 
1  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  52.  (2)  It  is 
not  applicable  to  a  case  where  one 
person  enters  into  a  contract  for  the 
sale  and  conveyance  of  land  to  an- 
other, and  the  vendee  pays  part  of  the 
consideration  and  enters  into  posses- 
sion of  the  land,  but  neglects  to  pay 
the  residue  of  the  purchase  money; 
for  the  vendor  is  not  seized  to  the 
use  of  the  vendee  until  the  whole  con- 
sideration is  paid,  and  until  then  the 
vendee  has  a  mere  equitable  interest 
which  cannot  be  sold  on  execution. 
Bogart  V.  Perry,  17  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  851, 
8  Am.  Dec.  411. 

[d]  The  North  Carolina  statute 
authorizing  the  sale  of  trust  estates 
by  execution  only  relates  to  trusts 
which  would  be  enforced  between  the 
cestui  que  trust  and  trustee,  an  honest 
trust,  and  not  one  affected  with  fraud, 
in  respect  to  which  the  court  would 
not  act  at  -  the  instance  of  either 
party.     Page  v.  Goodman,  43  N.  C.  16. 

[e]  Under  a  devise  in  trust  to  per- 
mit the  cestui  que  trust  to  occupy  land 
and  receive  the  income  thereof,  the 
trustees  not  being  required  to  do  any 
act,  or  exercise  any  control  over  the 
land,  or  the  income,  the  property  may 
be  sold  on  execution  against  the  cestui 
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beneficial  inte;-est,  the  trust  being  complicated,*"  or  an  active  trust  is 
created,*!  even  though  the  cestui  que  trust  be  in  possession,*^  the 
rule  is  otherwise.  If  the  interest  of  the  cestui  que  trust  in  such  case 
can  be  reached  at  all  it  must  be  in  a  court  of  equity.*^  Though  chattel 
interests  held  in  trust  were  not  within  the  purview  of  the  English 
statute,**  some  American  courts  have  applied  the  same  principles  to 
such  trust  interests.*^    A  fund  or  property  given  to  trustees  for  the 


H. 


que  trust.    Upham  v.  Varney,  15  N. 
462. 

40.  U.  S.— Potter  v.  Couch,  141  U.  S. 
296,  11  Sup.  Ct.  1005,  35  L.  ed.  721 
(law  of  Ulinois) ;  Brooks  v.  Eaynolds, 
59  Fed.  923,  8  C.  0.  A.  370. 
Ga. — ^Pitts  V.  MdWhorter,  3  Ga. 
6,  46  Am.  Dee.  405.  Mo.  —  Mc- 
Hvaine  v.  Smith,  42  Mo.  45,  97  Am. 
Deo.  295.  N.  Y.— Lynch  v.  Utiea  Ins. 
Co.,  18  Wend.  236;  Bogart  v.  Perry,  17 
Johns.  351,  8  Am.  Dec.  411;  Bogart  v. 
Perry,  1  Johns.  Ch.  52;  Ontario  Bank 
V.  Boot,  3  Paige  478.  N.  C. — Love  v. 
Smathers,  82  N.  C.  369;  Tally  v.  Eeed, 
72  N.  C.  336;  Melton  v.  Davidson,  41 
N.  C.  194;  Battle  v.  Petway,  27  N.  C. 
576,  44  Am.  Dee.  59;  Gillis  v.  McKay, 
15  N.  C.  172;  Hawkins  v.  Sneed,  10  N. 
C.  149.  Pa. — Ashurst  v.  Given,, 5  Watts 
&  8.  323.  S.  C— Bristow  v.  McCall,  16 
S.  C.  545;  White  v.  Kavanagh,  8  Eich. 
L.  377;  Eice  v.  Burnett,  '  Speers  Eq. 
579,  42  Am.  Dec.  336.  Tenn.— Shute 
V.  Harder,  1  Terg.  3,  24  Am.  Dec.  427. 
Va.— Coutts  V.  Walker,  2  Leigh  268. 

[a]  When  the  cestui  que  trust  has 
no  seizin  or  possession  of  land,  no 
power  to  dispose  of  any  estate  in  the 
land,  or  to  enjoy  the  occupancy,  or  to 
collect  the  rents  and  profits,  nor  power 
to  call  upon  the  trustee  for  a  convey- 
ance to  himself,  he  has  no  estate  in 
law  and  equity  subject  to  an  execution. 
MeHvaine  v.  Smith,  42  Mo.  45,  97  Am. 
Dee.  295. 

[b]  Bemaiuder  Over  of  Beneficial 
Interest. — Where  a  trust  is  divided  by 
giving  a  particular  estate  to  A,  with 
the  remainder  or  reversion  to  B,  the 
trust-estate  of  A  cannot  be  sold  by 
execution.  Williams  v.  Council,  49  N. 
C.  206;  Freeman  v.  Perry,  17  N.  C. 
243. 

[c]  "While  a  pure  simple  trust 
eould  be  sold  under  execution,  jet  a 
mixed  trust  could  not  be.  For  if  the 
purchaser  of  a  mixed  trust  sued  the 
trustee  for  the  legal  title,  the  land 
itself,  the  trustee  could!  defend  by 
saying,  I  am  obliged  to  hold  the  legal 


title     in     order     to     perform     another 
trust."    Tally  v.  Eeed,  72  N.  C.  336. 

41.  Miss. — Presley  v.  Eodgers,  24 
Miss.  520.  N.  C. — Eouse  v.  Eouse,  167 
N.  C.  208,  83  S.  E.  305;  Lummus  v. 
Davidson,  160  N.  C.  484,  76  S.  E.  474; 
McGee  v.  Hussey,  27  N.  C.  255;  Davis 
V.  Garrett,  25  N.  C.  459;  Den  v.  Eich, 
23  N.  C.  553;  Freeman  v.  Perry,  17 
N.  C.  243;  Harrison  v.  Battle,  16  N.  C. 
537;  Gillis  v.  McKay,  15  N.  C.  172. 
Pa.— Still  V.  Spear,  3  Grant's  Cas.  306. 

[a]  Where  the  legal  title  is  devised 
to  trustees  for  the  support  of  a 
beneficiary  until  in  their  judgment  the 
beneficiary  is  competent  to  hold  the 
property  when  they  may  transfer  it  to 
him,  the  trust  property  is  not  liable  to 
an  execution  against  the  -beneficiary. 
Meek  v.  Briggs,  87  Iowa  610,  54  N.  W. 
456,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  410. 

42.  White  v.  Kavanagh,  8  Eich.  L. 
(S.  C.)   377. 

43.  Miss. — Presley  v.  Eodgers,  24 
Miss.  520;  Goodwin  v.  Anderson,  5 
Smed.  &.  M.  730.  Tex.— Gamble  v. 
Dabney,  20  Tex.  69.  Va. — Coutts  v. 
Walker,  2  Leigh  268. 

[a]  The  remedy  of  the  creditor  is 
in  equity,  but  on  a  different  principle, 
and  that  is,  the  right  in  equity  to 
follow  the  funds  of  the  debtor.  Den 
V.  Eich,  23  N.  C.  553. 

[b]  AjLive  trust  cannot  be  sub- 
jected in  equity.  Hooberry  v.  Harding, 
3   Tenn.  Ch.  677. 

44.  Eice  v.  Burnett,  Speers  Eq.  (S. 
C.)  579,  42  Am.  Dee.  336;  Scott  v. 
Scholey,  8  East  467,  103  Eng.  Reprint 
423. 

[a]  Trust  of  a  term  of  years  not 
included.  King  v.  Ballett,  2  Vern.  248, 
23  Eng.  Eeprint  760. 

45.  Pitts  V.  McWhorter,  3  Ga.  5,  46 
Am.  Dec.  405. 

[a]  Where  the  legal  title  of  certain 
slaves  is  given  to  trustees  for  the  use 
of  the  wife  during  her  life  with  re- 
mainder to  certain  persons  the  trust  is 
not  a  naked  legal  title  in  the  trustee 
in  which  the  sole  beneficial  interest  is 

Vol.  XV 


8tO    JVDGMmTS  AND  BtlCHEES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

benefit  of  one  during  his  life  cannot  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of 
the  latter 's  debts,*^  even  though  the  cestui  que  trust  gq  into  possession.^^ 
Howev;er,  it  is  held  that  as  a  rule  equitable  estates  cannot  be  effectually 
created  with  a  proviso  that  they  shall  not  be  liable  to  the  debts  of' the 
cestui  que  trust,  except;  in  the  case  of  trusts  created  for  the  protection 
and  benefit  of  married  women.** 


in  the  debtor,  but  is  a  trust  in  ^whieh 
the  rights  and  interests  of  -  others  are 
mixed  up  with  the  debtor's  title  and 
it,  is  not  subject  to  execution  against 
the  wife.  Presley  v.  Eodgers,  24  Miss. 
520. 

[b]  To  same  effect,  Gamble  v.  Dab- 
ney,  20  Tex.  69. 

[c]  A  conveyance  of  slaves  to  a 
trustee  "to  be  kept,  hired  out,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of,"  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  0  does  not  render  the  prop- 
erty liable  to  execution  against  C.  The 
legal  estate  is  not  to  be  transferred  or 
divested  out  of  the  trustee  by  an 
execution,  unless  that  can  be  done  with- 
out affecting  any  rightful  purpose  for 
which  that  was  created  or  exists.  Mc- 
Gee  V.  Hussey,  27  N.  C.  255. 

[d]  The  equity  of  a  debtor  in 
shares  of  stock  may  be  levied  on  under 
execution,  though  such  shares  stood  on 
the  books  of  the  corporation  in  the 
name  of  another.  Tufts  v.  Volkening, 
122  Mo.  631,  27  S.  W.  522;  Foster  v. 
Potter,  37  Mo.  525;  Appleman  v.  Amer- 
ican Sporting  Goods  Co.,  64  Mo.  App. 
71. 

[e]  In  Kentucky,  by  statute  where 
slaves  were  conveyed  to  trustees  for 
the  maintenance  of  a  person  during  his 
life,  the  interest  of  the  cestui  que  trust 
could  be  sold  on  execution.  Eastland 
V.  Jordan,  3  Bibb  (Ky.)  186.     See  >also 

-Strode  v.  Churchill,  2  Litt.  (Ky.)  75. 
46.  N.  Y. — Bogert  v.  Perry,  17 
Johns.  351,  8  Am.  Dec.  411.  N.  J. 
See  Linn  v.  Davis,  58  N.  J.  L.  29,  32 
Atl.  129.  N.  C. — Robinson  v.  Ingram, 
126  N.  C.  327,  35  S.  E.  612.  Pa. 
Ashurst  V.  Given,  5  Watts  &  S.  323. 
S.  C— Bristow  v.  McCall,  16  S.  C.  545. 
Tex.— Gamble  v.  Dabney,  20  Tex.  69. 

[a]  Property  devised  to  trustees 
for  the  support  of  a  person  and  his 
family  during  his  life  but  giving  him 
no  estate  or  interest  in  his  individual 
right  cannot  be  taken  on  execution 
against  him.  Zimmerman  v.  Makepfeace, 
152  Ind.  199,  52  N.  E.  992. 

[b]  Under  a  devise  to  the  mother 
of  use  and  income  of  property  for  life, 
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to  be  used  for  support  of  mother  and 
son,  the  interest  of  the  mother  is  not 
subject  to  execution.  Macomber  v. 
Bank  of  Batavia,  12  Hun  (N.  Y.)  294. 

[c]  Slaves  conveyed  to  trustees  in 
trust,  out  of  the  rents,  issues  and 
profits  to  maintain  and  support  the 
grantor's  daughter  and  her  children 
during  her  life,  remainder  over  to  her 
children,  is  not  subject  to  execution 
on  judgment  against  her.  Gamble  v. 
Dabney,  20  Tex.  69. 

[d]  Where  a  trust  gives  the  grantor 
and  his  wife  a  bare  maintenance,  for 
his  life,  and  provides  that  the  prop- 
erty shall  not  be  subject  to  his  debts 
thereafter  contracted,  the  grantor  has 
no  interest  which  can  be  sold  on 
execution  to  satisfy  such  after  con- 
tracted debts.  Johnston  v.  Zane's 
Trustees,  11  Gratt.  (52  Va.)  552.   , 

[e]  Contra,  where  no  provision 
against  alienation  and  liability.^  for 
debts.  Girard  L.  '  Ins.,  etc.  Co.  V. 
Chambers,  46  Pa.  485,  86  Am.  Dec. 
513. 

[f]  Surplus. — "It  would  seem  from 
the  authorities  upon  this  point  that  the 
surplus  of  such  fund,  above  the  amount 
necessary  for  the  support  of  cestui  que 
trust,  may  he  reached  by  bill  in  equity, 
but  not  otherwise."  Hexter  v.  Clifford, 
5  Colo.  168;  Locke  v.  Mabbett,  41  N.  Y. 
i57,  3  Abb.  Dec.  68;  Campbell  v.  Pos- 
ter, 35  N.  Y.  361;  Graff  v.  Bennett,  31 
N.  Y.  9,  88  Am.  Dec.  236. 

47.  Bristow  v.  McCall,  16  S.  C.  545. 

48.  Anderson  v.  Briscoe,  12  Bush 
(Ky.)  344;  Warner  v.  Eice,  66  Md. 
436,  8  Atl.  84. 

[a]  A  deed  containing  a  clause, 
"Subject  to  his  management  and  con- 
trol, but  not  subject  to  any  execution  or 
executions,  debts  or  liabilities  in  any 
manner  whatever,"  does  not  prevent 
the  estate  of  the  life  tenant  from 
levy  and  sale  under  execution.  Frank- 
lin V.  Blackshear  Mfg.  Co.  (Ga.),  86 
S.'E.  536. 

[b]  "Though  such  be  the  general 
rule  upon  the  subject,  property  may  be 
so  devised  or  conveyed  for  the  special 
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(D.)  Ee^ulting  Teust.  — If  an  estate  •be  purchased  in  the  name  of 
one  person,  and  the  price  paid  with  money  belonging  to  another,  it 
will  be  subject  to  a  trust  for  him  by  whom  the  money  was  advanced. 
Such  resulting  trust  is  liable  to  sale  under  execution  against  the 
beneficiary,*"  though  a  few  courts  hold  to  the  contrary.^"  The  property 
cannot  be  soU  on  execution  against  the  trustee  or  the  one  in  whom 
legal  title  is.^^ 

(III.)  Where  Legal  and  EquitaWe  Estates  Intermingled.  —  When  legal  and 
equitable  estates  are  intermingled  the  estates  cannot  be  reached  by  an 
execution.^^ 

1.  Life  Estates.  —  (I.)  In  Real  Property. —  (A.)  In  General.  — A  life 
estate  in  lands  is  such  an  estate  as  to  be  subject  to  levy  under  an  execu- 
tion,^^ even,  it  has  been  held,  though  the  instrument  creating  the  estate 


benefit  of  a  party  that  it  cannot  be 
alienated  by  him  and  creditors  and 
assignees  in  bankruptcy  cannot  seize 
and  appropriate  it  to  the  payment  of 
debts."  Warner  v.  Eice,  66  Md.  436, 
8  Atl.  84. 

[c]  By  the  use  of  no  terms  or  art  can 
property  be  given  to  a  man,  or  to  an- 
other for  him,  so  that  he  may  continue 
to  enjoy  it,  or  derive  any  benefit  from 
it,  as  the  interest,  or  his  maintenance 
thereout,  and  at  the  same  time  defy 
his  creditors  and  deny  them  satisfac- 
tion. The  only ,  manner  in  which  cred- 
itors can  be  excluded,  is  to  exclude  the 
debtor  also  from  the  benefit  from,  or 
interest  in,  the  property,  by  such  a 
limitation,  upon  the  contingency  of  his 
bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  as  will  de- 
termine his  interest,  and  make  it  go  to 
some  other  person.  Mebane  v.  Mebane, 
39  N.  C.  131,  44  Am.  Dee.  102. 

See  the  title  "Fraudulent  Convey- 
ances." 

49.  Colo. — ^Hexter  v.  Clifford,  5  Colo. 
168  (under  statutory  proceedings).  Ind. 
Tevis  V.  Doe,  3  Ind.  129.  Mass. — Peter- 
son V.  Farnum,  121  Mass.  4T6.  N.  Y. 
Guthrie  v.  Gardner,  19 -Wend.  414; 
Jackson  v.  Bateman,  2  Wend.  570; 
Jackson  v.  Walker,  4  Wend.  462;  Foote 
V.  Colvin,  3  Johns.  216,  3  Am.  Dec. 
478.  Tenn. — Thomas  v.  Walker,  6 
Humph.  93;  Smitheal  v.  Gray,  1  Humph. 
491,  34  Am.  Dec.  664;  Butler  v.  Eut- 
led,ge,  2  Coldw.    (Tenn.)   4. 

Resulting  trust  fraudulently  made, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  3,  o. 

50.  Trask  v.  Green,  9  Mich.  358; 
Mayer  Bros.  v.  Wilkins,  37  Fla.  244,  19 
So.  632;  Eobinson  v.  Springfield  Co.,  21 
Fla.  203. 

May  Be  Reached  in  Equity. — Gray  v. 


Chase,  57  Me.  558;  Low  v.  Marco,  53 
Me.   45. 

In  New  York  can  only  be  reached 
in  equity.  Garfield  v.  Hatmaker,  15  N. 
Y.  475;  Donovan  v.  Sheridan,  37  N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.  256. 

Under  a  fieri  facias  a  resulting  trust 
cannot  be  sold.  White  v.  Kavanagh,  8 
Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)   377. 

51.  Anderson  &  Thompson  i>.  Bid- 
die,  10  Mo.  23;  Baker  r.  ■  Hardin,  10 
Heisk.  300;  Sandford  v.  Weeden,  2 
Heisk.  71.  See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  k,  (II), 
(B). 

injunction  may  be  had  to  prevent 
such  a  sale.  Anderson  &  Thompson  v. 
Biddle,  lO.Mo. -23.     See  infra,  lY. 

But  If  the  trust  was  not  disclosed, 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  at  a  sale  umder 
an  execution  against  the  trustee,  hold- 
ing the  legal  title,  would  obtain  a  good 
title.     Emmons   v.   Moore,   85   111.   304. 

52.  A  lease  with  the  option  to  pur- 
chase and  providing  that  if  the  option 
is  not  exercised  the  lessee  shall  be 
paid  one-half  of  the  valuation  of 
the  improvements  placed  on  tjie  land, 
does  not  give  the  lessee  such,  an  in- 
terest in  the  leased  premises  as  can  be 
subjected  to  sale  under  an  execution  at 
law.  This  contemporaneous  intermix- 
ture and  mingling'  of  legal  and  equit- 
able interests  creates  an  amalgam  that 
can  only  be  properly  disposed  of  and 
sold  under  a  decree  in  equity.  Thal- 
heimer  Bros.  v.  Tischler,  55  Fla.  796, 
46  So.  514,  131  Am.  St.  Eep.  179,  17 
L..  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  841. 

53.  Ala. — Montgomery  Branch  Bank 
V.  Wilkins,  7  Ala.  589;  Harkins  v.  Coal- 
ter,  2  Port.  463;  Mendenhall  v.  Ean- 
don,  3  Stew.  &  P.  251.  Conn.— Hitch- 
cock V.   Hotchkiss,   1   Conn.  470.     Ga. 
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provides  that  it  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  life-tenant 's 
debts.^*  But  a  provision  that  the  tenant  shall  not  have  the  power  of 
alienating  the  estate  renders  it  immune  from  exeeution.^^ 

(B.)  Ctjetest.  —  The  estate  of  the  husband  during  the  life  of  the 
■wife,  known  as  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  is  held  subject  to  levy 
under  execution,^^  and  a  fortiori  the  life  estate  of  the  husband  after 
the  death  of  the  wife,  or  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  consummate,  is  subject 
to  levy.^^  Statutory  provisions  in  several  states  have  prevented  the 
subjecting  of  any  estate  by  curtesy  to  execution  before  the  death  ,of 
the  wife.^^    The  property  taken  by  the  husband  by  virtue  of  his  right 


I'ranklin  v.  Blaekshear  Mfg.  Co.,  144 
Ga.  208,  86  S.  E.  536;  North  Georgia 
Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Leming,  138  Ga.  775, 
76  S.  E.  95;  Hatcher  v.  Smith,  103  Ga. 
843,  31  S.  E.  447;  Bozeman  v.  Bishop, 
94  Ga.  459,  20  S.  E.  11.  lU.— Hender- 
son V.  Harness,  176  III.  302,  52  N.  E. 
68;  Newman  v.  Willetts,  52  111.  98. 
tind. — Thompson  v.  Murphy,  10  Ind. 
App.  464,  37  N.  E.  1094.  Ky.— Boyce 
'V.  "Waller,  2  B.  Mon.  91.  Me.— Me- 
Keen  v.  Gammon,  33  Me.  187.  N.  H. 
McClure  v.  Melendy,  44  N.  H.  469.  Pa. 
[Du  Four  V.  Bubb,  199  Pa.  107,  48  Atl. 
900;  Henry  v.  McClellan,  146  Pa.  34, 
g3  Atl.  385;  Eeigart  v.  Small,  2  Pa. 
487;  Parget  v.  Stambaugh,  2  Pa.  485; 
Near  v.  Watts,  8  Watts  319;  Moyer  v. 
Casper,  7  Pa.  Dist.  720. 

As  to  execution,  against  real  prop- 
erty, generally,  see  supra,  II,  B,  3,  c. 

£a]  Where  the  life-tenant's  interest 
was  contingent  upon,  and  subject  to  be 
diminished  by  .after-born  children 
whose  rights  would  be  the  same  as 
|;hose  in  life  when  the  levy  was  made 
the  life  estate  was  held  too  indefinite 
to  be  subject  to  levy  under  execution. 
Hatcher  v.  Smith  103  Ga.  843,  31  S.  E. 
447. 

[b]  In  Illinois  except  by  the  inter- 
vention of  trustees  an  estate  cannot  be 
devised  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatee 
in  such  a  manner  that  it  cannot  be 
seized  for  the  debts  of  one  having  a 
life  estate  therein.  Henderson  v.  Har- 
ness, 176  111.  302,  52  N.  E.  68. 

54.  Where  the  right  of  possession 
and  control  of  the  property  is  given 
directly  to  the  life-tenant,  no  trust  be- 
ing created,  a  provision  in  the  devise 
creating  such  estate  that  the  same  shall 
not  be  subject  to  payment  of  the  life- 
tenant's  debts  does  not  prevent  the 
estate  from  being  subjected  to  execu- 
tion. Thompson  v.  Murphy,  10  Ind. 
App.  464,  37  N.  E.  1094. 
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55.  Emerson  v.  Marks,  24  HI.  App. 
642.  See  also  Bunch  v.  Hardy,  3  Lea 
(Tenn.)   543. 

56.  D.  C. — National  Metropolitan 
Bank  v.  Hitz,  1  Mackey  111.  111. 
Shortall  V.  Hinckley,  31  111.  219.  Md. 
See  Eiee  v.  Hoffman,  35  Md.  344.  Mass. 
Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Williams,  17  Pick. 
438.  Miss. — Day  v.  Cochran,  24  Miss. 
261.  N.  Y. — Schermerhorn  v.  Miller,  2 
Cow.  439;  In  re  Winne,  ,1  Lans.  508, 
514;  Sleight  v.  Eeed,  18  Barb.  159; 
Ellsworth  V.  Cooi,  8  Paige  643;  Van 
Duzer  v.  Van  Duzer,  6  Paige  366.  Ohio. 
Ganby's  Lessee  v.  Porter,  12  Ohio  79. 
Vt. — Mattocks  V.  Stearns,  9  Vt.  326. 

[a]  Where  an  estate  by  the  curtesy 
initiate  vested  in  the  husband  before 
the  passage  of  an  act  eienipting  the 
property  of  the  wife  from  liability  for 
the  debts  of  the  husband,  such  estate 
is  liable  for  the  husband's  debts, 
whether  the  credit  was  given  before  or 
after  the  passage  of  the  act.  National 
Metropolitan  Bank  v.  Hitz,  1  Mackey 
(D.  C.)  111. 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Prog. 
307. 

57.  Ark. — Stanley  v.  Bonham,  52 
Ark.  354,  12  S.  W.  706.  Mass.— Litch- 
field V.  Cudworth,  15  Pick.  23.  N.  Y. 
See  In  re  Winne,  1  Laus.  508,  514. 
N.  C— McCaskill  v.  McCormac,  99  N. 
0.  548,  6  S.  E.  423.  Va.— Campbell  v. 
McBee,  92  Va.  68,  22  S.  B.  807. 

[a]  A  statute  pro^ading  that  no  in- 
terest of  the  husbana  in  the  wife's 
realty  shall  be  subject  to  execution 
"does  not  prevent  the  interest  of  a  ten- 
ant by  the  curtesy  consummate  from 
being  taken  on  execution.  McCaskill 
V.  McCormac,  99  N.  C.  548,  6  S.  E. 
423. 

58.  Md.— Eice  v.  HofEman,  35  Md. 
344;  Schindel  v.  Schindel,  12  Md.  294, 
299;  Anderson  v.  Tydings,  8  Md.  427, 
63  A15.  Dec.  708.     Mo.— Ball  v.  Wool- 
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to  curtesy  is  not  subject  to  an  execution  in  favor  of  the  creditors  of 
the  widow.*^ 

(C.)  Dower.  — A  mere  right  of  dower  before  assignment  thereof  is 
not  such  property  as  to  be  subject  to  levy  under  execution,^"  though  a 
statute  may  change  this  rule.°^  After  dower  is  assigned,  however,  it 
becomes  subject  to  execution.*^  If  the  dower  be  but  an  equitable  in- 
terest it  cannot  be  reached  by  an  execution  at  law  against  the  widow."^ 
The  widow's  dower  estate  cannot  -be  subjected  to  execution  in  satis- 
faction of  the  debts  of  the  deceased  husband.** 

(II.)  In  Chattels.  —  An  estate  for  life  in  a  chattel  is  subject  to  sale 
under  execution.*^ 


folk,  175  Mo.  278,  75  S.  "W.  410;  White 
r.  Dorris,  35  Mo.  181.  N.  C. — Bruce  v. 
Nicholson,  109  N.  C.  202,  13  S.  E.  790, 
26  Am.  St.  Eep.  562;  MeCaskill  v.  Mc- 
Cormac,  99  N.  C.  548,  6  S.  E.  423.  Va. 
Campbell  v.  McBee,  92  Va.  68,  32  S.  E. 
807,  the  court  saying:  "The  husband 
has  no  interest,  during  the  wife's  life- 
time, in  the  estate  of  the  wif^  .  .  . 
and  judgments  against  him  cannot  at- 
tach to  what  does  not  exist." 

[a]  But  a  statute  exempting  the 
separate  property  of  the  wife  from 
liability  for  debts  of  the  husband  does 
not  prevent  his  estate  by  the  curtesy 
from  being  sold  under  execution. 
XJhler  V.  Adams,  1  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.) 
392. 

59.  Hampton  v.  Cook,  64  Ark.  353, 
42  S.  "W.  535,  62  Am.  St.  Eep.  194. 

60.  Ark.  —  Pennington's  Exrs.  v. 
Yell,  11  Ark.  212,  52  Am.  Dec.  262. 
DeL — Graham  v.  Moore,  5  Harr.  318. 
m.— Newman  v.  Willetts,  48  111.  534; 
Summers  v.  Babb,  13  HI.  483;  Blain  v. 
Harrison,  11  HI.  384;  Petefish  v.  Buck, 
56  111.  App.  149.  Ky.— Shields'  Heirs 
V.  Batts,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  12;  Petty  v. 
Malier,  15  B.  Mon.  591.  Me. — Nason 
V.  Allen,  5  Greenl.  479.  Md.— See  Har- 
per V.  Clayton,  84  Md.  346,  35  Atl. 
1083,  57  Am.  St.  Eep.  407,  35  L.  E.  A. 
211.  Mass. — McMahon  v.  Gray,  150 
Mass.  289,  22  N.  B.  923,  15  Am.  St. 
Eep.  202,  5  L.  E.  A.  748;  Goooh  v. 
Atkins,  14  Mass.  378.  Miss.— Falkner 
V.  Thurmond,  23  So.  877;  Ligon  v. 
Spencer,  58  Miss.  37;  Wallis  v.  Doe,  2 
Smed.  &  M.  220;  Torrey  v.  Minor, 
Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  489.  Mo.— Waller  v. 
Mardus,  29  Mo.  25;  Stokes  v.  McAl- 
lister, 2  Mo.  163.  N.  Y.— Tompkins  v. 
Fonda,  4  Paige  448.  Ore.— Baer  v. 
Ballingall,  37  Ore.  416,  61  Pac.  852. 
Can. — Canadian  Bank  v.  Eolston,  4 
Ont.  L.  Eep.  106. 


[a]  This  rule  is  not  changed  by  a 
statute  giving  a  married  woman  one- 
third  part  for  life  of  all  the  lands  of 
which  her  husband  died  seized  and  al- 
lows her  to  retain  possession  of  the 
plantation,  dwelling  house,  etc.,  of  the 
deceased  husband,  until  her  dower  is 
assigned.  Ligon  v.  Spencer,  58  Miss. 
37. 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Pboc. 
307. 

61.  Statute  subjecting  any  interest 
in  any  claim  or  chose  iij  action,  due 
or  to  become  due  to  execution,  includes 
unassigned  dower  interest.  Gildehaus 
V.  Fidelity  Bldg.  &  Sav.  Co.,  24  Ohio 
C.  C.  110.  See  also  Peebles  v.  Bunting, 
103  Iowa  489,  73  N.  W.  882. 

[a]  Though  the  statute  permit  a 
voluntary  transfer  by  the  widow  of  her 
unassigned  right  this  does  not  author- 
ize an  involuntary  assignment  under 
execution.  Young  v.  Thrasher,  61  Mo. 
App;  413. 

62.  Petefish  v.  Buck,  56  HI.  App. 
149. 

[a]  "The  estate  in  dower  is  there- 
fore simply  a  life  estate,  and  subject 
to  he  dealt  with  as  any  other  life  es- 
tate. The  interest  of  the  life-tenant, 
or  dowress,  is  subject  to  levy  and  sale 
at  the  instance  of  her  creditors." 
Pitts  V.  Hendrix,  6  Ga.  452.  See  also 
Eusk  V.  Hill,  121  Ga.  378,  49  S.  B. 
261. 

63.  As  where  the  husband  at  the 
time  of  his  death  has  an  equitable  title 
only  to  the  land.  Garretson  v.  Brien, 
3  Heisk.   (Tenn.)   534. 

64.  Combs  v.  Young,  4  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
218,  26  Am.  Dec,  225. 

65.  Estate  for  life  in  a  slave.  Sale 
V.  Saunders,  24  Miss.  24,  57  Am.  Deo. 
157;  De  Miller  v.  McAlliley,  2  McMuU 
(S.  C.)   499. 
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m.  Future  Estates.  —  (I.)  In  Real  Property.  —  (A.)  Generally.  — A 
bare  possibility  or  expectation/^  such  as  thait  of  an  heir  apparent,"^ 
cannot  be  sold  under  execution,  neither  may  a  purely  contingent  in- 
terest,** unless  the  statute  permits  it."^  Yet  any  estate  in  real  prop- 
,  erty,  if  there  be  a  real  interest  in  the  execution  defendant,  may  be 
taken  on  execution  even  though  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  that 
estate  be  postponed.'" 

(B.;    Remainders. —  (1.)    Vested  Bemainder.  —  A    vested    remainder    is 
subject  to  execution  against  the  remainderman,'^  and  the  interests  of 


66.  Brown  v.  Gale,  5  N.  H.  416. 

[a]  Conditional  limitation  not  liable 
to  be  sold  on  execution.  Watson  v. 
Dodd,  68  N.  C.  528. 

67.  Brown  v.  Gale,  5  N.  H.  416. 

68.  Watson  v.  Dodd,  68  N.  C.  528. 
Contingent  executory  devise,  see  in- 
fra, XI,  B,  3,  n,  (I),  (D). 

Contingent  remainder,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  3,  m,   (I),   (B),,  (2).   . 

69.  See  Holland  v.  Cruft,  3  Gray 
(Mass.)  162  (estate  tail) ;  Cohalan  v. 
Parker,  138  App.  Div.  847,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  343  (expectant  estate  is  sub- 
ject). 

[a]  But  a  remainder  in  tail  is  ijot 
subject  to  execution  against  remainder 
man  under  statute  inaking  estates  tail 
"subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
of  the  tenant  in  tail,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  other  real  estates."  Holland  ». 
Cruft,  3  Gray  (Mass.)  162. 

70.  Drake  v.  Brown,  68  Pa.  223; 
Eickert  v.  Madeira,  1  Eawle  (Pa.)  825; 
Hurst  V.  Lithgrow,  2  Yeates  (Pa.)  24, 
1  Am.  Dec.  326;  Roe  v.  Humphreys,  1 
Yeates  (Pa.)  427.  See  Patterson  v. 
Caldwell,  124  Pa.  455,  17  Atl.  18,  10 
Am.  St.  Rep.  598,  where  it  is  said: 
"That  which  has  a  present  and  certain 
existence  although  its  possession  and 
enjoyment  may  be  postponed  for  a 
time,  may  be  seized,  but  not  expect- 
ancies or  contingent  interests.',' 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Peoc. 
300. 

71.  U.  S.  —  Humphreys  v.  Hum- 
phreys, 2  Dall.  223,  1  L.  ed.  357.  Cal. 
Shirran  v.  Dallas,  21  Cal.  App.  405,  132 
Pac.  454,  462.  Ga.— Shipp  v.  Gibbs,  88 
Ga.  184,  14  S.  B.  196;  Luf burrow  v. 
Koch,  75  Ga.  448;  Wilkinson  &  Wil- 
son V.  Chew,  54  Ga.  602.  HI. — ^Deadman 
V.  Yantis,  230  111.  243,  82  N.  E.  592, 
120  Am.  St.  Rep.  291;  Ducker  v.  Burn- 
ham,  146  HI.  9,  34  N.  E.  558;  37  Am. 
St.  Rep.  135;  R^ilsback  v.  Lovejoy,  116 
111.  442,  6  N.  E.  504.  Ky.— Pedigo's 
Exrx,  V.  Botts,  28  Ey.  L.  Kep.  196,  89 
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S.  W.  164;  Roach  v.  Dance,  26  Ky. 
h.  Rep.  157,  80  S.  W.  1097;  Ernst's 
Exrs.  V.  Northern  Bank,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
1334,  49  S.  W.  333.  Md.— Armiger  v. 
Reitz,  91  Md.  334,  46  Atl.  990.  Mass. 
Atkins  V.  Bean,  14  Mass.  404;  Williams 
V.  Amory,  14  Mass.  20;  Pennimq,n  v. 
Hollis,  13  Mass.  429.  Mo.^Williams  v. 
Lobban,  206  Mo.  399,  104  S.  W.  58; 
White  V.  McPheeters,  75  Mo.  286.  N.  H. 
Brown  v.  Gale,  5  N.  H.  416.  N.  J. 
Den  ex  dem.  Rickey  v.  Hillman,  7  N.  J. 
L.  180.  N.  Y.— Sheridan  v.  House,  4 
Abb.  Dec.  218.  See  also  Moore  v. 
Littel,  41  N.  Y.  66.  N.  C— Stern  v. 
Lee,  115  N.  C.  426,  20  S.  E.  736,  26 
L.  E.  A.  814;  Ellwood  v.  Plummer,  78 
N.  C.  392.  Ohio.— See  National  Bank 
of  Columbus  V.  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  & 
Railroad  Co.,  62  Ohio  St.  564,  57  N.  E. 
450,  holding  all  vested  interests  sub- 
ject to  execution.  S.  C. — Walker  v.  Al- 
verson,  87  S.  C.  55,  68  S.' E.  966;  Bon- 
ham  V.  Bishop,  23  S.  C.  96;  Harrison 
V.  Maxwell,  2  Nott  &  McC.  347,  10  Am. 
Dee.  611.  Tenu. — ^Brett  v.  Williamson, 
12  Lea  659;  Wiley  v.  Bridgeman,  1 
Head  68;  Davis  v.  Goforth,  1  Lea  31; 
Puryear  v.  Edmondson,  4  Heisk.  43; 
Lockwood  V.  Nye,  2  Swan  515,  58  Am. 
Dec.  73;  Kissom  v.  Nelson,  2  Heisk. 
4;  Kelly  i>.  Morgan,  3  Yerg.  437.  Tex. 
Caples  V.  Ward,  179  S,  W;.  856.  Va. 
Roanes  v.  Archer,  4  Leigh  (31  Va.)  550; 

[a]  Interest  of  remainderman  en- 
cumbered by  a  homestead  right  may  be 
sold  on  execution  subject  to  the  home' 
stead  right.  Brokaw  v.  Ogle,  170  HI. 
115,  48  N.  E.  394. 

[b]  Although  liable  to  be  defeated 
by  a  subseoLuent  event,  a  vested  re- 
mainder is  a  legal  estate,  assignable 
and  subject  to  sale  on  execution.  Sher- 
idan V.  House,  4  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.) 
218. 

[c]  It  may  be  levied  on  and  sold 
during  the  continuance  of  a  life  estate, 
and  while  the  tenant  for  life  is  in 
pOBsessiou,     Harrison    v.    Maxwell,    2 
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remaindermen  are  subject  to  levy  even  though  undivided/^ 

(2.)    Contingent  Remainder.  —  The  rule  is  that  a  contingent  reniainder 

is  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  execution,'^  though  under  some 

statute^  the  rule  is  otherwise.'* 

(C.)    Reversions.  —  A  reversionary  interest  in  lands  is  subject  to  sale 

under  exeeution.'^ 


Nott  &  McC.  (S.  C.)  347,  10  Am.  Dec. 
611. 

[d]  A  devise  of  real  property  to 
executors  iH  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
the  testator's  son  until  he  arrive  at 
the  age  of  fifty  years  and  in  case  of 
the  son's  prior  death  to  be  subject  to 
disposition  by  his  will,  is  an  expectant 
estate  in  remainder  which  may  be  sold 
under  execution  against  the  son.  Hig- 
gins  V.  Douns,  101  App.  Div.  119,  91 
N.  Y.  Supp.  937. 

[e]  EcLuitable  vested  remainder 
crejated  by  a  trust  deed  is  subject  to 
execution.  Dunkerson  v.  Goldberg,i  162 
Fed.  120,  89  C.  C.  A.  120. 

[f]  Vested  remainder  in  tan  may 
be  taken.  Humphreys  v.  Humphreys,  2 
Ball.  (U.  S.)  223,  1  Yeates  427,  1  L. 
ed.  357. 

[g]  "A  remainder  is  vested  where 
there. is  a  person  in  being  who  would 
have  an  immediate  right  to  the  pos- 
session upon  the  termination  of  the 
intermediate  estate.  It  is  an  immediate 
right  of  present  enjoyment,  or  a  pres- 
ent right  of  future  enjoyment,  a  fixed 
interest,  with  only  the  right  of  pos- 
sessiou  postponed  until  the  ending  of 
a  particular  estate."  Caples  v.  Ward 
(Tex.),  179  8.  W.  857. 

Attachment  of  remainders,  see  3 
Standard  Pboo.  300. 

72.  HI. — Deadman  v.  Tantis,  230  HI. 
•243,  82  N.  E.  592,  120  Am.  St.  Eep. 
291.  Ky.— Pedigo's  Exrx.  v.  Botts,  28 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  196,  89  S.  W.  164.  Mass. 
Atkins  V.  Bean,  14  Mass.  404.  Mo. 
Williams  v.  Lobban,  206  Mo.  399,  104 
S.   W.   58. 

Levy  on  joint  interest,  see  supra,  H, 
B,  3,  i. 

[a]  Where  land  is  devised  to  O  in 
trust  for  two  of  the  testatrix's  daugh- 
ters during  their  natural  life,  to  be 
equally  divided,  and  after  the  death 
of  either,  in  trust  in  part  for  her  three 
grand-children,  until  the  death  of  t]a.e 
other  daughter,  "at  which  time"  said 
land  is  to  be  "equally  divided"  be- 
tween the  said  three  grand-children,  of 
whom  the  defendant  P  was  one;  the 


interest  of  P  is  a  vested  remainder  and 
liable  to  sale  under  an  execution  dur- 
ing the  term  of  the  life-tenants.  Ell- 
wood  V.  Plummer,  78  N.  C.  392. 

73.  Ark. — Plumlee  v.  Bounds,  118 
Ark.  '274,  176  S.  W.  140.  HI.— Hull 
V.  Ensinger,  257  111.  160,  100  N.  B. 
513;  Ducker  v.  Buruham,  146  111.  9,  34 
N.  E.  5o8,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  135;  Haward 
V.  Peavy,  128  111.  430,  21  N.  -E.  503, 
15  Am.  St.  Eep.  120.  la. — Taylor  «. 
Taylor,  118  Iowa  407,  92-  N.  W.  71. 
Ky. — Mudd  v.  Durham,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1202,  33  S.  W.  1116,  though  the  statute 
provides  that  any  land  to  which  the 
debtor  has  a  legal  title,  whether  in 
possession,  reversion  or  remainder,  is 
subject  to  execution.  N.  Y. — Jackson 
V.  Middleton,  52  Barb.  9.  But  see 
Sheridan  v.  House,  4  Abl>.  Dec.  218. 
N.  C— Watson  v.  Dodd,  68  N.  0.  528, 
affirmed,  72  N.  C.  240.  Pa. — Patter- 
son V.  Caldwell,  124  Pa.  455,  17  Atl. 
18,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  598.  S.  C— Eound- 
tree  v.  Eoundtree,  26  S.  C.  450,  2  S.  E. 
474;  Allston  v.  State  Bank,  2  Hill  Eq. 
235.  Tenn. — Nichols  v.  Guthrie,  109 
Tenn.  535,  73  S.  W.  107;  Henderson  v. 
Hill,  9  Lea  25. 

[a]  As  a  contingent  remainder 
could  not,  before  the  happening  of  the 
contingency,  be  conveyed,  it  is  not 
subject  to  execution.  Nichols  v.  Guth- 
rie, 109  Tenp.  535,  73  S.  W.  107.    ,      ' 

[b]  Not  subject  to  attachment,  see 
Young  V.  Young,  89  Va.  675,  17  S.  B. 
470,  23  L.  E.  A.  642.  And  3  Standard 
Peoc.   216. 

74.  White  v.  McPheeters,  75  Mo. 
286,  292  (under  a  'statute  providing 
that  all  real  estate  of  a  defendant 
whereof  he  is  seized  either  in  law  or 
equity  shall  be  subject  to  seizure  and 
sale  under  execution) ;  Cohalan  v.  Par- 
ker, 138  App.  Div.  849,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
343,  the  statute  providing  that  an  ex- 
pectant estate  is  descendible,  devisible 
and  alienable  in  the  same  manner  as 
an  estate  in  possession.  See  also  Hig- 
gins  V.  Downs,  101  App.  Div.  119,  91 
N.  Y.  Supp.  937. 

75.  Ga.— Eusk  V.  Hill,  121  Ga.  378, 
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(D.)  ExECTJTOET  Devise. — An  executory  devise  is  subject  to  execu- 
tion/^ though  the  contrary  has  been  held  where  the  executory  devise 
is  contingent/' 

(II.)   In  Personal  Property.  — An  interest  in  personal  property  must' 
be  a  vested  one  at  the  time  of  levy  to  be  subject  to  execution.'*    A 
remainder'*  or  a  reversionary  interest*"  in  chattels  may  be  subjected 
to  execution,  unless  it  is  purely  contingent.*^ 

n.    Estates  of  Deceased  Persons  and  Interests  Therein.  — (I.)   For 
Debts  of  Deceasecl.82  —  At  common  law  and  in  many  jurisdictions  only 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  deceased  in  the  hands  of  the  personal 
representative  could  be  reached  by  execution,  lands,*^  unless  the  per- 


49  S.  E.  261;  Shipp  v.  Gibbs,  88  Ga. 
184,  14  S.  E.  196;  Wilkinson  &  Wil- 
son V.  Chew,  54  Ga.  602.  Mass. — Wil- 
liams V.  Amory,  14  Mass.  20;  Atkins 
V.  Bean,  14  Mass.  404;  Penniman  v. 
HoUis,  13  Mass.  429.  N.  Y.— Wood-- 
gate  V.  Fleet,  44  N.  Y.  1,  11  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  41.     N.  C— Murrell  v.  Boberts, 

33  N.  C.  424,  53  Am.  Dec.  419.  Pa. 
Eoe  V.  Humphreys,  1  Yeates  427.  Tenn. 
Wiley  V.  Bridgpian,  1  Head  68. 

[a]  In  Wilkinson  &  Wilson  v. 
Chew,  54  Ga.  602,  it  is  said:  "Upon 
principle  as  well  as  authority^  sub- 
jection to  levy  and  sale  should  rest  on 
two  questions  only.  Is  there  a  vested 
interest  and  is  it  so ,  definite  as  to  be 
susceptible  of  description  in  terms  of 
legal  certainty?"  Accordingly  the  re- 
versionary interest  of  an  heir  held  sub- 
ject to  execution. 

[b]  In  Clairk  v.  HiUis,  134  Ind.  421, 

34  N.  E.  13,  here  the  reversioner  died 
before  reversion  took  effect  in  posses- 
sion and  it  was  held  that  his  heirs  took' 
his  interest  subject  to  execution  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts. 

[c]  Though  the  extent  of  the  inter- 
est cannot  be  ascertained  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  and  the  whole  reversion  is 
contingent  upon  the  happening  of 
events  which  may  never  occur,  the  re- 
versionary interest  is  subject  to  execu- 
tion. WoOdgate  v.  Fleet,  44  N.  Y.  1, 
11  Abb.  Pr.   (N.  S.)   41. 

Attachment     of     reversion,     see     3 

STANDAKD  PBGC.   300. 

76.  De  Haas  v.  Bunn,  2  Pa.  335,  44 
Am.  Dec.  201.  ^ 

Vested  remainders,  see  swpra,  II,  B, 
3,  m,  (I),  (B),   (1). 

77.  Watson  v.  Dodd,  68  N.  C.  528. 
Contra,  De  Haas  v.  Bunn,  2  Pa.  335, 
44  Am.  Dec.  201. 

Contingent  remainders,  see  swpra,  XL, 
B,  3,  m,  (I),  (B),  (2;. 
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78.  Lemmon  v.  Beattie,  41  Colo.  68, 
91  Pac.  1102. 

79.  Burns  v.  Bay,  18  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
392;  Carter  v.  Spencer,  29  N.  C.  14; 
Knight  V.  Leak,  19  N.  C.  133. 

80.  Carter  v.  Spencer,  29  N.  H.  14. 

81.  Dargan  v.  Eichardson,  Dudley 
(S.  0.)  62;  State  Bank  v.  Nelson,  3 
Head  (Tenn.)  634;  Lockwood  v.  Nye, 
2  Swan  (Tenn.)  515,  58  Am.  Dec.  73; 
Allen  V.  Scurry,  1  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  36,  24 
Am.  Dec.  436.    ' 

[a]  Live  Chattel. — The  remainder  or 
reversion  of  a  live  chattel  "is  a  pure 
contingency,  a  bare  possibility,  whether 
it  will  ever  exist  or  not;  on  the  part 
of  the  purchaser  it  is  a  perfect  hazard; 
the  thing  acquired  may  be  of  some 
value,  or  it  may  be  of  no  value, 
for  the  data  by  which  this  may 
be  discovered  is  not  given  to  men  to 
know,  ...  a  sale  would  in  its  prin- 
ciple, be  quite  a  gaming  transaction, 
subversive  of  good  morals,  and  ruinous 
in  its  consequences."  Allen  ».  Scurry, 
1  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  36',  24  Am.  Dec.  436. 
But  see  cases  under  preceding  note 
holding  that  a  remainder  or  reversion 
in  slaves  is  not  a  contingent  inter- 
est. 

Garnishment  of  eostingent  debts  and 
interests,  see  10  Standard  Proc.  418. 

82.  Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard 
Proc.  297. 

Garnishment  of  executors,  adminis- 
trators and  estate  debtors,  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  460. 

83.  Conn. — Flynn  v.  Morgan,  55 
Conn.  130,  10  Atl.  466.  lU.— Greenwood 
V.  Spiller,  3  Dl.  502.  Mass. — ^Thayer 
V.  Hollis,  3  Mete.  369,;  Clarke  v.  Tu|ts, 

5  Pick.  337;  Ex  parte  Allen,  15  Mass. 
58.  Miss. — Buckingham  v.  Nelson,  42 
Miss.  417;   Foster  v.  Sumner,  3  Smed. 

6  M.  606.  N.  Y.—In  re  Hesdra,  4  Misc. 
37,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  842,  846,  54  N.  T. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     877 

« 

sonal  assets  be  exhausted  or  insufficient,^*  or  credits  of  the  deeeased,^^ 
not  being  subject.  In  other  states  the  real  property  is  subject  to  levy 
equally  With  the  personalty.^"  "Where  the  testator  directs  his  realty 
to  be  sold  it  is  held  that  until  the  actual  sale  is  made  the  property 
cannot  be  levied  upon  either  as  land  or  as  personalty.^'' 

A  judgment  quando  acciderint  only  binds  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant's testator  or  intestate,  which  is  not  in  the  hands  of  the  representa- 
tive at  the  time  of  the  judgment,  or  has  not  been  previously  admin- 
istered,*^ so  an  execution  under  such  a  judgment  cannot  be  levied  on 
land  which  has  been  in  possession  of  the  administrator  ever  since  the 
death  of  the  intestate.*^ 

(II.)  Execution  Against  Devisee  or  Legatee.  —  (A.)  Generallt. —  The  in- 
terest of  a  devisee  or  legatee  being  the  subject  of  transfer  is  subject 
to  execution,®"  though  it  is  held  by  some  courts  that  until  the  legacy 


St.  275».  Ohio. — Gray's  Lessee  v.  As- 
kew, 3  Ohio  466.  Tenn. — Saunders  v. 
Wilder,  2  Head  577. 

As  to  whether  execution  may  issue 
against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  judg- 
ment debtor  and  the  rules  governing 
its  issuance,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  h, 
(IV). 

What  property  subject  to  execution 
when  judgment  is  against  personal 
representative  as  such,  see  infra,  II,  B, 
3,  r. 

Eeal  property  in  general,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  3,  c. 

84.  Ky.— Litsey  v.  Smith,  10  B.  Mon. 
74.  N.  J. — See  Warwick  v.  Hunt,  11 
N.  J.  L.  1.  N.  C— Cardwell  v.  Brodie, 
5  N.  C.  97. 

[a]  In  Indiana  there  is  a  statutory- 
proceeding  by  which  the  real  property 
may  be  reached  in  such  event.  Sefe 
Pauley  v.  Langdon,  83  Ind.  353;  Allen 
V.  Vestal,  60  Ind.  245;  Berry  v.  Bullard, 
8  Blackf.  399;  Brownfield  v.  Vail,  7 
Blackf.  203;  Williams  v.  Morehouse,  6 
Blackf.  215.  i 

[b]  In  Pennsylvania  prior  to  1834 
judgment  against  administrator  bound 
lands  of  deceased  without  notice  to 
heirs.  Since  that  time  unless  heirs, 
etc.,  are  made  parties  or  the  judgment 
is  revived  Against  them  by  scire  facias, 

,land  is  not  bound.  Leiper  v.  Thompson, 
60  Pa.  177;  Payne  v.  Craft,  7  Watts  & 
S.  458. 

[e]  In  Tennessee  where  there  has 
been  a  plea  of  fully  administered  by 
the  administrator,  the  land  of  the  in- 
testate may  be  reached  to  satisfy  the 
judgment.  Brown  ii.  Eoceo,  9  Heisk. 
187;  Peck  v.  Wheaton,  Mart.  &  T.  353; 
Woolridge  v.  Page,  1  Lea  135;  Henry 


V.  Mills,  1  Lea  144.  This  rule  applies 
to  domestic  judgm,ents  only.  Gilman  v. 
Tilsdale,  1  Yerg.  285. 

85.  Greenwood  v.  Spiller,  3  HI.  502; 
Hartshorne  v.  Henderson,  3  Clark  (Pa.) 
511. 

86.  Me. — Nowell  v.  Bragdon,  14  Me. 
320.  Md.— Beall  v.  Osbourn,  30  Md.  8. 
S.  C— Brock  V.  Kirkpatrick,  60  S.  C. 
322,  38  S.  E.  779,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  847; 
D'TJrphey  v.  Nelson,  1  Brev.  289. 

87.  Clifton-  V.  Owens,  70  N.  C.  607, 
87  S.  E.  502,  because  of  the  distinction 
between  a  levy  on  realty  and  one  upon 
personalty,  and  also  because  of  the 
peculiar  and  intangible  nature  of  the 
property;  when  considered  merely  as 
converted  without  being  actually  so. 

Interest  of  legatee  where  will  directs 
conversion  of  property,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  3,  n,  (II),  (B). 

88.  Allen  v.  Matthews,  7  Ga.  149. 

89.  Smith  «.  Smith,  59  Ga;  550. 

90.  Ala. — Mcintosh  v.  Walker,  17 
Ala.  20.  Ga. — Du  Bose  v.  Cleghorn,  65 
Ga.  302.  La. — Brown  v.  Cougot,  8  Eob. 
14.  Mass. — Procter  v.  Newhall,  17 
Mass.  81.  Mich. — Hewitt  v.  Durant, 
78  Mich.  186,  44  N.  W.  318.  N.  J. 
Hardenburgh  v.  Blair,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  645. 
Pa. — Thomas  v.  Simpson,  3  Pa.  60. 
W.  Va.— Park  v.  McCauley,  67  W.  V^. 
104,  67  S.  E,  174. 

[a]  A  legacy  may  be  seized  on 
execution  before  any  settlement  of  the 
estate  of  the  decedent.  Lorenz's  Admr. 
V.  King,  38  Pa.  93. 

[b]  A  creditor  of  one  of  several  co- 
heirs, attached  the  purparty  of  such 
co-heir  immediately  upon  the  death  of 
the  ancestor,  and  within  thirty  days 
from  the  rendition    of    judgment,    ex- 
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has  vested  in  the  legatee,  that  is  after  the  executor  has  assented  to  it,'^ 
or  at  least  until  all  claims  against  the  estate  of  a  higher  rank  have 
been  paid/^  or  pending  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  a  legacy,  what- 
ever its  character,'^  is  not  subject  to  execution.  In  some  juris- 
dictions the  undivided  interest  of  a  legatee  or  devisee  in  any  one 
portion  of  the  estate  cannot  be  subjected  to  the  levy  of  an  execution.^* 

(B.)  Where  Will  Directs  Conversion  of  Property.  —  Where  the  will  di- 
rects that  land  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  given  to  certain  legatees  the 
latter  have  no  interest  in  the  land  which  can  be  subjected  to  execution.^^ 

(III.)  Execution  Against  Heir.  —  The  interest  of  one  of  several  heirs 
before  distribution  is  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  execution,^*  but 


tended  his  execution;  and  his  title  was 
held  good  against  a  co-heir,  to  whom 
the  debtor's  purparty  had  been  regular- 
ly assigned  by  due  proceedings  in  the 
probate  court.  Procter  v.  Newhall,  17 
Mass.  81. 

[o]  Testator's  Real  Property. 
Where  the  testator  does  not  leave  suffi- 
cient personalty  to  satisfy  legacies,  and 
designates  no  realty  out  of  which  they 
are  to  be  paid,  the  designation  must 
be  made  by  the  court  and  before  such 
designation  has  been  made  the  tes- 
tator 's  realty  cannot  be  subjected  to 
execution  against  the  legatee.  Hiscock 
V.  Tulton,  63  Hun  624,  17  N.,  Y.  Supp. 
408,  43  N.  Y.  St.  738. 

Execution  for  debts  of  deceased  can- 
not be  levied  on  property  in  hands  of 
legatees  of  distributees  after  distribu- 
tion.    Se.e  II,  B,  3,  r. 

91.  Suggs  V.  Sapp,  20  Ga.  100.  See 
also  Wilkinson  &  Wilson  v.  Chew,  54 
Ga.  602;  Mayo  v.  Merritt,  107  Mass. 
505. 

[a]  Until  the  time  for  division 
aniong  the  devisees  has  arrived  the  in- 
terest of  one  devisee  in  property  de- 
vised to  several  cannot  be  taken  on 
execution.  Johnson  v.  Culbreath,  19 
Ala.  348. 

[b]  Legacy  chargeable  upon  real  es- 
tate, where  the  real  estate  has  been 
devised  to  others,  cannot  be  reached 
on  execution  against  the  legatee  until 
after  judgment  of  a  competent  court 
adjudicating  that  the  legacy  is  charge- 
able upon  the  real  estate.  Hiscock  v. 
Fulton,  63  Hun  624,  17  N.  Y.  Supp. 
408,  43  N.  Y.  St.  738. 

92.  Suggs  V.  Sapp,  20  Ga.  100. 

93.  Stout  V.  La  Follette,  64  Ind. 
365;  Morrow  v.  Brenizer,  2  Eawle  185. 
See  also  Donovan  v.  Finn;  Hopk.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)  59,  14  Am.  Dec.  531. 

[a]     Estate    Need     Not    Be     Fully 
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Closed. — It  is  not  necessary  that  the 
executor  shall  have  fully  closed  up  the 
administration,  if  he  has  assented  to 
the  legacy  and  the  interest  of  the 
legatee  in  the  particular  property  is 
clearly  defined.  Wilkinson  &  Wilson 
V.  Chew,  54  Ga.  602. 

94.  To  permit  this  would  defeat, 
without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the 
other  legatees  or  devisees,  the  right 
which  they  have  to  a  distribution  in 
kind.  Clarke  v.  Harker,  48  Ga.  596, 
criticised  in  Wilkinson  &  Wilson  v. 
Chew,  54  Ga.  602. 

95.  Ky. — Cropper  v.  Gaar  's  Exr.,  151 
K'y.  376,  151  S.  W.  913;  Mudd  v.  Dur- 
ham, 17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1202,  33  S.  W. 
1116.  Md.— Paisley  ii.  Holzshu,  83  Md. 
325,  34  Atl.  832.  N.  Y.— Sayles  v.  Best, 
66  Hun  628,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  951,  49 
N.  Y.  St.  460.  Pa.— Roland  v.  Miller, 
100  Pa.  47;  Jones  v.  Caldwell,  97  Pa. 
42;  Evans'  Appeal,  63  Pa.  183;  Bro- 
lasky  V.  Gaily,  51  Pa.  509;  Stuck  v. 
Mackey,  4  Watts  &  S.  196;  Allison  v. 
Wilson,  13  Serg.  &  R.  330;  Morrow  v. 
Brenizer,  2  Kawle  185.  S.  C— See 
Walker  v.  Killian,  62  S.  C.  482,  40  S.  E. 
887. 

Contra,  Brett  v.  Williamson,  12  Lea 
(Tenn.)   659. 

[a]  Land  devised  to  executors  to  be 
sold  and  the  proceeds  to  be  divided' 
amongst  the  legatee,  is  not  the  subject 
of  a  lien  or  execution  against  the 
legatees,  but  they  may  elect  t»  take 
the  land  instead  cf  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  it,  and  after  such  election 
it  becomes  the  subject  of  lien,  and  may 
be  sold  upon  a  judgment  and  execution 
against  the  legatee.  Stuck  v.  Mackey, 
4  Watts  &"K  (Pa.)  196.     ■ 

96.  Ga.— Pitts  v.  Heudrix,  6  Ga.  452. 
111. — Dinsmoor  v.  Eowse,  200  111.  555, 
65  N.  E.  1079;  Hardy  v.  Wallis,  103 
HI.    App.    141.      Kan. — Trowbridge    v. 
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the  right  of  the  heir  to  a  specific  part  of  the  property  inherited  by 
him  cannot  be  seized,  the  whole  of  his  right  in  the  succession  must 
be  taken.^'  Such  sale  is  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  administrator  in 
case  the  property  is  needed  for  the  payment  of  the  ancestor's  debts.'^ 
In  some  jurisdictions  the  rule  is  that  until  the  distributive  share  is  set 
aside  or  admeasured  execution  cannot  be  levied  thereon."^ 

o.     Property       Fraudulently       Conveyed.  — (I.)     General    Statement. 
"When  property  has  been  fraudulently  conveyed  so  that  the  conveyance 
is  void  as  to  creditors  of  the  grantor,  it  may  be  levied  on  and  sold- 
under  execution  against  the  fraudulent  grantor  without  attempting  to 
vacate  the  conveyance.^     This  is  an  express  statutory  rule  in  some 


Cunningham,  63  Kan.  847,  66  Pac.  1015. 
Iia. — ^Fly's  Heirs  r.  Noble,  37  La.  Ann. 
667;  Noble  v.  Nettles,  3  Rob.  152; 
Mayo  V.  Stroud,  12  Eob.  105.  This 
was  formerly  prohibited  by  statute. 
Phillips  V.  Flint,  3  La.  146;  Flower  v. 
Griffith,  6  Mart.  (N.  S.)  89;  Been  v. 
Morgan,  5  Mart.  (N.  8.)  701.  Mass. 
Procter  v.  Newhall,  17  Mass.  81;  Pea- 
body  V.  Minot,  24  Pick.  329;  Wheeler 
V.  Bowen,  20  Pick.  563.  Mich. — Butler 
V.  Eoys,  25  Mich.  53,  12  Am.  Eep.  218. 
Ohio. — ^Douglas's  Lessee  v.  Massie,  16 
Ohio  271,  47  Am.  Dec.  375.  Pa.— Thom- 
as V.  Simpson,  3  Pa.  60.  S.  C— Black 
1}.  Steel,  1  Bailey  307. 

[a]  The  fact  that  upon  partition 
among  the  heirs,  to  which  the  execu- 
tion purchasers  are  not  made  parties, 
the  property  sold  be  set  off  to  others 
of  the  heirs  than  him  whose  interest 
has  been  so  sold,  cannot  prejudice  the 
rights  of  such  purchasers.  Butler  v. 
Eoys,  25  Mich.  53,  12  Am.  Eep.  218. 

[b]  Sale  at  execution  is  subject  to 
the  right  of  thb  'co-dlstributees  to  have 
the  land  sold  for  partition,  and  if  a 
sale  be  made  for  partition  before  a  sale 
under  execution,  the  lien  of  the  judg- 
ment is  lost.  Black  v.  Steel,  1  Bailey 
(S.  C.)  307. 

[e]  After  distribution,  a  fortiori, 
the  interest  of  the  heir  is  subject  to 
execution.  Du  Bose  v.  Cleghorn,  65 
6a.  302. 

97.  Miller  v.  Jones,  29  Ala.  174  (de- 
claring this  to  be  the  rule  in  Louisi- 
ana); Mayo  V.  Stroud,  12  Eob.  (La.) 
105. 

98.  lU.— Hardy  v.  Wallis,  103  111. 
App.  141.  La.— Mayo  v.  Stroud,  12  Eob. 
105.  Ohio. — Douglas's  Lessee  v.  Mas- 
sie, 16  Ohio  271,  47  Am.  Dec.  375. 

99.  Brightman  v.  Morgan,  111  Iowa 
481,  82  N.  W.  954 j  Penn's  Admrs.  v. 


Spencer,  17  Gratt.  (58  Va.)  85,  91  Am. 
Dec.  375. 

[a]  And  see  Hancock  v.  Titus,  39 
Miss.  224,  where  it  is  held  that  pend- 
ing distribution  a  judgment  creditor  of 
a  distributee  cannot  ]ev}  his  execution 
upon  a  portion  of  the  undistributed 
personalty  of  the  estate,  merely  be- 
cause the  interest  of  his  debtor  in  the 
estate  is  of  greater  value  than  the 
property  seized. 

1.  U.  S. — Lynch  v.  Burt,  132  Fed. 
417,  67  C.  C.  A.  305.  Ala.— Howard  v. 
Corey,  126  Ala.  283,  28  So.  682;  Gilli- 
land  V.  Tenn,  90  Ala.  230,  8  So.  15,  9 
L.  E.  A.  413;  Eeed  v.  Smith,  14  Ala. 
380;  High  v.  Nelms,  14  Ala. 
350,  48  Am.  Dec.  103,  48  Ala.  555; 
Carville  v.  Stout,  10  Ala.  796.  Ariz. 
Eountree  v.  Marshall,  6  Ariz.  413,  59 
Pac.  109.  Ari. — ^Hershy  v.  Latham,  42 
Ark.  305.  OaL — Judson  v.  Lyford,  84 
Cal.  505,  24  Pac.  286;  Bull  v.  Ford,  66 
Cal.  176, '4  Pac.  1175.  Conn.— Price  v. 
Heubler,  63  Conn.  374,  28  Atl.  524; 
Owen  V.  Dixon,  17  Conn.  492.  D.  C. 
Hayes  v.  Johnson,  6  D.  C.  174.  Ga. 
Gormerly  v.  Chapman,  51  Ga.  421; 
Feagan  v.  Curetou,  19  Ga.  4®4.  111. 
WiUard  v.  Masterson,  160  111.  443,  43 
N.  E.  771;  Gould  v.  Steinburg,  84  111. 
170;  Dobson  v.  More,  70  111.  App.  89. 
Ind. — Hanna  v.  Aebker,  84  Ind.  411; 
Stevens  v.  Works,  81  Ind.  445;  Eve  v. 
Louis,  91  Ind.  457.  la. — McCaffrey  v. 
Eickey,-48  Iowa  711.  Ky. — Smith  v. 
Scanlau,  106  Ky.  572,  51  S.  W.  152; 
Scott's  Exr.  V.  Scott,  85  Ky.  385,  3 
S.  W.  598,  5  S.  W.  423;  Worland  v. 
Outten,  3  Dana  477;  Howard  v.  Duke, 
19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2008,  45  S.  W.  69;  Mt. 
Vernon  Banking  Co.  v.  Henderson  Hom- 
iny Mills,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  333;  Snapp 
V.  Orr,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  355.  La.— Vict- 
ors V.  Block,  31  La.  Ann.  672;  Mora 
V.  Avery,  22  La.  Ann.  417;  Southern 
Bank  v.  Wood,  14  La.  Ann.  554,  74 
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states.^  A  few  courts  have  held  that  where  the  fraudulent  convey- 
ance was  made  before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  under  which  the 
execution  against  the  grantor  issued,^  the  property  is  not  subject  to 


Am.  Dec.  446;  Emswiler  v.  Barham,  6 
La.  Ann.  710;  Verges  v.  Cier,  2  Mc- 
Gloin  93;  Hughes  v.  Winfrey,  5  La. 
Ann.  668;  Maxwell  v.  Mallard,  5  La. 
Ann.  702;  Kimble  v.  Kimble,  1  Mart. 
N.  8.  633.  Me.— Wyman  v.  Eiohardson, 
62  Me.  293;  Wymau  v.  Fox,  59  Me. 
100;  Low  V.  Marco,  53  Me.  45;  Brown 
V.  Snell,  46  Me.  490.  IVid.— Spindler  v. 
Atkinson,  3  Md.'  409,  56  Am.  Dee.  755. 
Mass. — Sherman  v.  Davis,  137  Mass. 
132.  Mich.— Pierce  v.  Hill,  35  Mich. 
194,  24  Am.  Eep.  541.  Minn.-^Brasie 
V.  Minneapolis  Brewing  Co.,  87  Minn. 
456,  92  N.  W.  340,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  709, 
67  L.  E.  A.  865;  Jackson  v.  Holbraok, 
36  Minn.  494,  32  N.  W.  852,  1  Am. 
St.  Eep.  683;  Campbell  v.  Jones,  25 
Minn.  155.  Miss, — Johnson  v.  Ingram, 
9  So.  822.  Mo.— Woodard  v.  Mastin, 
106  Mo.  324,  17  S.  W.  308;  Eyland  v. 
Callison,  54  Mo.  513;  Peyton  v.  Ease, 
41  Mo.  257;  Kinealy  v.  Macklin,  2  Mo. 
App.  241.  Neb.— Hall  v.  Hart,  52  Neb. 
4,  71  N.  W.  1009.  N.  Y.— Smith  v. 
Eeid,  134  N.  T.  568,  31  N.  E.  1082; 
Bergen  v.  Carman,  79  N.  Y.  146,  8  Abb. 
N.  C.  50,  reversing  18  Hun  355.  N.  C. 
Burgin  v.  Burgin,  23  N.  C.  160.  N.  B. 
Salemonson  v.  Thompson,  13  N.  B.  182, 
101  N.  W.  320.  Ohio.— Fowler  v.  Tre- 
bein,  16  Ohio  St.  493,  91  Am.  Dec. 
95.  Pa.— Heath  v.  Page,  63  Pa.  108,  3 
Am.  Eep.  533;  Stewart  v.  Coder,  11  Pa. 
90;  Hays  v.  Heidelberg,  9  Pa.  203;  Ir- 
win V.  Hess,  12  Pa.  Super.  163.  S.  0. 
Paris  V.  Du  Pre,  17  S.  C.  282;  Jones  v. 
Crawford,  1  MoMuU.  373.  Tenn.— Tubb 
V.  Williams,  7  Humph.  367;  Eussell  v. 
Stinson,  3  Hayw.  1.  See  also  Eichards 
V.  Ewing,  11  Humph.  327.  Tex. — Lynn 
V.  Le  Gierse,  48  Tex.  138.  Utah.— Mc- 
Kibbon  v.  Brigham,  18  Utah  78,  55  Pac. 
66.  Va. — Wilson  v.  Buchanan,  7  Gratt. 
(48  Va.)  334.  Wis.— See  Eastman  v. 
Schettler,  13  Wis.  324. 

[a]  "This  is  the  common-law  reme- 
dy, which  has  existed  since  the  statute 
of  13  Eliz.,  chap.  5."  Scoville  v. 
Halladay,  16  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  43. 

fb]  "As  to  purchasers  at  a  sale 
under  execution  against  a  grantor  who 
has  made  a  fraudulent  conveyance,  the 
rule  is  clear  and  well  established.  The 
title  thus  acquired  under  legal  pro- 
ceedings instituted  by  a  creditor  is  un- 
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questionably  good,  although  the  pur- 
chaser may  have  had  notice  of  the 
fraud;  for  his  knowledge  of  the  fraud 
likewise  imports  a  knowledge  that  it 
was  the  precise  thing  that  rendered  the 
conveyance  void  as  to  creditors  and 
purchasers."  Gilliland  v.  Fenn,  90 
Ala.  230,  8  So.  15,  9  L.  E.  A.  413. 

[c]  "Where  a  sale  is  made  to  delay, 
hinder,  and  defraud  creditors,  the 
proper  manner  to  test  the  validity  of 
the  transaction  is  by  a  judicial  sale  at 
the  suit  of  one  or  more  of  the  cred- 
itors. This  does  justice  to  the  rights 
of  all."     Stewart  v.  Coder,  11  Pa.  90. 

Remedies  available  ^  judgment  cred- 
itor, see  10  Standard  Proc.  95,  et  seq., 
and  particularly  note  28,  p.  97. 

[d]  Fraudulent  conveyance  of  a 
leasehold  interest  does  not  prevent  its 
sale  under  execution  against  the  ten- 
ant. Smith  V.  Scanlan,  106  Ky.  572,  51 
S.  W.  152. 

[e]  The  fact  that  benefit  wUl  ac- 
crue to  debtor  dees  not  prevent  the 
creditor  from  condemning  property 
fraudulently  conveyed  by  the  debtor. 
Feagan  ■;;.  Cureton,  19  Ga.  404. 

[f  ]  Fraudulent  transfer  of  a  stock 
in  trade  does  not  prevent  levy  under 
execution  against  the  debtor.  Aspinall 
V.  Jones,  17  Mo.  209. 

[g]  Against  Personal  Representa- 
tive.— A  creditor  having  a  judgment 
against  the  administrator  of  a  fraud- 
ulent grantor,  may  levy  upon  and  sell 
the  land  without  notice  to  the  widow 
and  heirs.  Brum  v.  Painter,  27  Pa. 
148. 

Attachment  of  property  fraudulently 
conveyed  or  proceeds  of  resale  thereof, 
see  3  Standabd  Pboo.  286;  10  Standard 
Proc.  100. 

Garnishment  of,  see  10  Standard 
Pkoc.  100,  448. 

2.  Ind. — Pennington  «'.  Clifton,  11 
Ind.  162.  Mass. — ^Berry  v.  Gates,  175 
Mass.  373,  56  N.  E.  581.  Mich.— Tra^k 
V.  Green,  9  Mich.  358. 

[a]  Statute  must  be  strictly  com- 
plied with.  Jenison  v. ,  Eankin,  57 
Mich.  49,   23  N.  W.  482. 

3.  U.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Eisen- 
beis,  88  Fed.  4  (rule  in  Washington) ; 
In  re  Estes  &  Carter,  3  Fed.  134,  6 
Sawy.  459,  where  the  lien  of  judgment 
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the  execution,  though  such  qualification  is  not  generally  made.*  The 
fact  that  the  sale  was  ef5Eected  through  judicial  processes  or  proceed- 
ings does  not  change  the  rule,^  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  -fraud- 
ulent grantor  has  other  property  sufficient  to  satisfy  and  liable  to  the 
judgment."  But,  according  to  the  weight  of  authority,  the  grantor 
must  have  had  the  legal  title  to  the  property  before  the  conveyance,^ 
and  in  some  jurisdictions  the  courts  do  not  regard  with  favor  the 
practice  of  subjecting  property  fraudulently  conveyed  to  execution.^ 
Position  of  Purchaser.  —  The  title  acquired  by  the  purchaser  at  the 
execution  sale  is  the  legal  title  itself,  not  a  me,re  equity  or  right  to 


is  limited  to  all  property  of  defendant 
"from  the  date  of  the  docketing  of  the 
judgment."  Ark. — Doster  v.  Manistee 
Nat.  Bank,  67  Ark.  325,  55  S.  W.  137, 
77  Am.  St.  Eep.  116,  48  L.  E.  A.  334. 
Ind.  Ter. — Parrott  v.  Crawford,  5  Ind. 
Ter.  103,  82  S.  W.  688. 

[a]  In  Doster  v.  Manistee  Nat. 
Bank,  67  Ark.  325,  55  S.  W.  137,  77 
Am.  St.  Eep.  116,  48  L.  E.  A.  334,  the 
court  saying:  "All  the  authorities 
which  hold  that  a  judgment  creditor 
has  a  judgment  lien  upon  land  which 
haa  been  fraudulently  conveyed  by  the 
debtor  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment  are  grounded  upon  the 
egregious  fallacy  that  a  fraudulent  con- 
veyance is  not  voidable  merely,  tut  ab- 
solutely void.  Slattery  v.  Jones,  96  Mo. 
216;  Jackson  v.  Holbrook,  36  Minn. 
494." 

[b]  A  fraudulent  conveyance  of 
lands  is  good  as  between  the  parties 
and  passes  title,  so  that  a  subsequent 
judgment  creditor  acquires  no  lien  on 
the  lands  thus  fraudulently  conveyed, 
for  the  reason  that  no  interest  in  such 
lands  remains  in  the  grantor  upon 
which  a  judgment  lien  can  attach. 
Preston-Parton  Milling  Co.  v.  Dexter, 
Horton  &  Co.,  22  "Wash.  236,  60  Pac. 
412,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  928. 

4.  See  cases  in  preceding  notes,  and 
Smith  V.  Eeid,  134  N.  Y.  568,  31  N.  B. 
1082;  Gilbert  v.  Stockman,  81  Wis.  602, 
51  N.  W.  1076,  29  Am.  St.  Eep.  922; 
Eastman  v.  Schettler,  13  "Wis.  324. 

[a]  It  is  not  necessary  to  seek  an 
equitable  remedy  instead  of  a  legal 
one  because  the  fraudulent  conveyance 
was  made  prior  to  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment. Smith  V.  Eeid,  134  N.  Y.-568,  31 
N.  E.  1082. 

5.  Lynch  v.  Burt,  132  Fed.  417,  67 
C.  C.v  A.  305.  Compare,  10  Standard 
Peoc.  95,  note  24. 

6.  Ga.— Gormerly    v.    Chapman,    51 

69 


Ga.  421.  Miss. — Yasser  v.  Henderson, 
40  Miss.  519,  90  Am.  Dec.  351.  S.  0. 
Paris  V.  Du  Pre,  17  S.  C.  282. 

7.  See  infra,  II,  B,  3,  o,  (III). 

[a]  Where  legal  title  has  once 
vested  in  a  person  and  he  subsequently 
conveys  it  in  fraud  of  creditors  the 
latter  may  subject  it  to  execution,  but 
if  the  legal  title  never  vests  in  the 
debtor  the  property  must  be  reached  in 
equity.  Goodbar  v.  Daniel,  88  Ala.  583, 
7  So.  254,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  76;  Low  v. 
Marco,  53  Me.  45. 

8.  See  10  Standard  Proc.  97,  note 
27. 

[a]  "We  do  not  hesitate  ...  to 
say  that  the  method  of  attacking  a 
fraudulent  conveyance  of  land  by  levy- 
ing an  execution  on  same,  and  then 
proceeding  to  sell  the  same  under  the 
writ,  leaving  the  purchaser  to  contest 
the  validity  of  the  conveyance  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  against  the  fraud- 
ulent ven,dee,  is  not  to  be  encouraged. 
It  is  circuitous  and  cumbersome,  and 
at  last  leaves  a  cloud  upon  the  record 
title;  'for  a  court  of  law  can  never 
cancel  and  set  aside  a  fraudulent  con- 
veyance." Doster  v.  Manistee  Nat. 
Bank,  67  Ark.  325,  555  S.  W.  137,  77 
Am.  St.  Eep.  116,  48  L.  E.  A.  334. 

[b]  Proceedings  in  Equity  Give  Bet- 
ter Title. — A  judgment  creditor  who  by 
a  suit  in  equity  has  a  deed  by  his 
judgment  debtor  to  another  set  aside 
as  fraudulent  against  himself  as  a 
creditor,  and  obtains  a  decree  subject- 
ing the  property  to  sale  under  his 
judgment,  and  bids  it  in  under  such 
sale,  obtains  thereby  a  title  superior 
to  that  of  a  prior  judgment  creditor 
who  treats  the  fraudulent  conveyance 
as  void  and  purchases  the  property  at 
a  sale  under  execution  upon  his  prior 
judgment.  Preston-Parton  Mill  Co.  v. 
Dexter,  Horton  &  Co.,  22  Wash.  236. 
60  Pae.  412,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  928. 
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have  the  fraudulent  conveyance  vacated  by  appropriate  proceedings," 
so  if  title  be  withl;ield  from  the  purchaser  he  may  recover  the  property 
in  replevin  or  ejectment,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  property," 
though  (in  some  jurisdictions  it  would  seem  to  be  necessary  for  him 
to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  clear  his  title.^^ 

(II.)  Property  Purchased  in  Name  of  Another.  — When  one  purchases 
property  causing  title  to  be  vested  in  a  third  person  with  a  view  to 
defraud  his  creditors,  there  is  a  resulting  trust  to  himself  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  which,  according  to  some  courts,  renders  the 
property  subject  to  an  execution  in  favor  of  the  creditors.^^ 

But,  by  the  weight  of  authority, ^^  property  so  held  is  not  liable  to 


9.  Cal. — Judson  V.  Lyford,  84  Cal. 
505,  24  Pac.  286.  lU.— Gould  v.  Stein- 
burg,  84  111.  170.  Ky.— Scott's  Bxr. 
V.  Scott,  85  Ky.  385,  3  8.  W.  598,  5 
S.'W.  423.  Me. — ^Wyman  v.  Eichardson, 
62  Me.  293.  Md.— Spindler  v.  Atkin- 
son, 3  Md.  409,  56  Am.  Dee.  755. 

10.  Hinn. — ^Brasie  v.  Minneapolis 
Brewing  Co.,  87  Minn.  456,  92  N.  W. 
340,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  709,  67  L.  E.  A. 
865;  Jackson  v.  Holbrook,  36  Minn. 
494,  32  N.  W.  852,  1  Am.  St.  .Eep.  683. 
Mo. — Potter  v.  Adams,  125  Mo.  118,  28 
S.  W.  490,  46  Am.  St.,Eep.  478.  N.  Y. 
Smith  V.  Eeid,  134  N.  T.  568,  31  N.  E. 
1082;  Scoville  v.  Halladay,  16  Abb.  N. 
C.  43. 

See  also  10  Standaed  Peoc.  95,  et  seq. 

11.  See  Doster  v.  Manistee  Nat. 
Bank,  67  Ark.  325,  55  S.  W.  137,  77 
Am.  St.  Eep.  116,  48  L.  E.  A.  834; 
Lynn  v.  La  Giersei  48  Tex.  138;  and  10 
Standard  Pkoc.  97,  note  27. 

12.  Ind.— Eve  v.  Louis,  91  Ind.  457; 
Tevis  V.  Doe,  3  Ind.  129.  Mass. — Clark 
V.  Chamberlain^  13  Allen  257.  Rule 
contra,  prior  to  statute  of  1844.  Howe 
V.  Bishop,  3  Mete.  26;  Hamilton  v. 
Cone,  99  Mass.  478.  Mo. — Dunnica  '«'. 
Coy,  28  Mo.  525,.  75  Am.  Dec.  133; 
Herrington  v.  Herrington,  27  Mo.  560; 
Dunnica  v.  Coy,  24  Mo.  167,  69  Am. 
Dec.  420;  Eddy  v.  Baldwin,  23  'Mo. 
588;  Rankin  v.  Harper,  23  Mo.  579. 

■    Resulting  trust  in  general,  see- supra, 
II,  B,  3,  k,   (II),   (D). 

[a]  "A  party  cannot  tie  up  his 
own  property,  under  a  trust,  in  such 
manner  that  he  may  be  enabled  to  en- 
joy the  income  thereof  and  set  his 
creditors  at  defiance."  Mcllvaine  v. 
Smith,  42  Mo.  45,  97  Am.  Dec.  295. 

13.  Ark. — Doster  v.  Manistee  Nat. 
Bank,  67  Ark.  325,  55  S.  W.  137,  77  Am. 
St.  Rep.  116,  48  L.  B.  A.  334,  the  court 
saying:  "Where  a  conveyance  is  made 
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to  defraud  creditors,  a  resulting  trust 
never  arises  in  favor  of  the  fraudulent 
debtor."  Miss. — Carlisle  v.  Tindall,  49 
Miss.  229;  Eerguson  v.  Bobo,  54  Miss. 
121.  N.  J. — Haggerty  v.  Nixon,  26  N. 
J.  Eq.  42.  N.  Y. — Brewster  v.  Power, 
10  Paige  562.  But  an  earlier  case  un- 
der a  different  statute  holds  that  if 
the  object  of  the  husband  in  purchas- 
ing land  and  having  the  title  in  the 
name  of  the  wife  is  to  defraud  cred- 
itors, he  will  be  deemed  to  hav?  a 
resulting  interest  in  the.  premises,  wliieh 
may  be  sold  by  execution.  Guthrie  v. 
Gardner,  19  Wend.  414.  N.  0. — Everett 
V.  Raby,  104  N.  C.  479,  10  S.  E.  526, 
17  Am.  St.  Rep.  685;  Gentry  v.  Harper, 
55  N.  C.  177;  Gowing  v.  Rich,  23  N.  C. 
553.  S.  C— Bauskett  v.  Holsonback,  2 
Rich.  L.  624.  Tenn. — Smith  v.  Hinson, 
4  Heisk.  250.  Vt.— Buck  v.  Gilson,  37 
Vt.   653. 

fa]  Only  the  equitable  title  would 
be  conveyed  by  such  a  sale  under  exe- 
cution.    Dewey  v.  Long,  25  Vt.  564. 

[b]  Where  A  contracts  for  land  and 
pays'  for  the  same,  but  has  the  title 
made  to  B  with  a  fraudulent  intent  to 
hinder  and  delay  his  creditors,  and 
afterwards,  with  the  same  intent  on 
the  part  of  A,  by  his  direction,  conveys 
the  land  to  C,  who  sells  and  conveys 
the  same  for  a  chattel,  this  chattel 
cannot  be  taken  by  execution  for  the 
debt  of  A.  Parris  v.  Thompson,  46 
N.  C.  57. 

[c]  A  statute  permitting  execution 
against  property  fraudulently  conveyed 
has  no  application  to  lands  purchased 
by  the  debtor  in  the  name  of  a  third 
person  although  the  purpose  was  to  pre- 
vent creditors  from  reaching  it.  Trask 
V.  Green,  9  Mich.  358;  Maynard  v. 
Ho&kins,  9  Mich.  485. 

[d]  But  where  the  judgment  debtor 
purchases  the  property  at  the  executioii 
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an  execution  at  law,  the  creditors  proper  remedy  being  in  equity." 
(III.)  Transfer  by  Grantee  or  Assignee.  — Though  the  property  be  in 
the  possession  of  a  subsequent  purchaser  from  the  fraudulent  grantee, 
it  will  be  subject  to  execution  against  the  fraudulent  grantor,^^  except 
when  in  the  possession  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  fraudulent 
grantee.^^  Property  conveyed  by  the  fraudulent  grantee  to  another 
with  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  such  grantee  is  subject  to  execution 
against  the  grantor.^^  Where,  however,  the  grantee  has  converted  the 
property  into  money,^^  or  the  conveyed  property  has  been  sold  by  the 
grantee  and  its  identity  lost,^^  the  property  received  by  the  grantee 
in  exchange,^"  or  the  proceeds  of  the  property  fraudulently  conveyed,^'- 
are  not  subject  to  execution  against  the  fraudulent  grantor. 

p.  Property  Purchased  at  Judicial  Sale.  —  (I.)  Interest  of  Purchaser. 
The  interest  of  the  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  until  the  period  for 
redemption  has  expired  is  merely  equitable  and  is  for  that  reason  not 
subject  to  levy  on  execution  before  the  expiration  of  that  period, ^^ 


sale  through  or  in  the  name  of  a  third 
person,  to  defraud  his  other  creditors, 
it  is  nevertheless  subject  to  execution 
against  him.  Dobson  v.  Erwin,  18  N. 
C.  569;  Eiehardson  v.  Mounce,  19  S.  0. 
477. 

14.  N.  C. — Gentry  v.  Harper,  55  N. 
C.  177.  Ore. — Silver  v.  Lee,  38  Ore". 
508,  63  Pao.  882.  Vt. — ^Dewey  v.  Long, 
25  Vt.  564. 

[a]  In  McCartney  v.  Bostwick,  32 
N.  T.  53,  reversing  31  Barb.  390,  the 
courts  hold  that  under  the  New  York 
statute  where  consideration  is  paid  by 
one  and  title  taken  in  name  of  another 
an  independent  resulting  trust  is  de- 
clared in  favor  of  creditors,  which  may 
be  enforced  in  the  first  instance  in 
a  court  of  equity,  where  the  design 
and  efEect  of  the  transaction  is  to  de- 
fraud them. 

[b]  Action  in  nature  of  a  creditor's 
bill  to  subject  property  to  payment  of 
debts.  Everett  v.  Eaby,  104  N.  0.  479, 
10  S.  E.  5^6,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  685.  See 
titles  "Creditors'  Suits;"  "BiUs  To 
Enforce  Decrees."        '  , 

15.  Eeed  v.  Smith,  14  Ala.  380;  Mt. 
Vernon  Banking  Co.  v.  Henderson  Hom- 
iny Mills,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  333. 

[a]  One  who  purchases  the  property 
from  the  fraudulent  purchaser  between 
the  date  at  which  the  writ  goes  ii),to 
,  the  officer's  hands  and  the  date  of  the 
levy  takes  subject  to  the  execution  lien 
and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  last 
purchaser  had  notice  of  the  fraud.  Mt. 
Vernon  Banking  Co.  V.  Henderson  Hom- 
iny Mills,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  333. 
jq.    Anderson  v,  Koberts  &  Boyd,  18 


Johns.  (N.  Y.)   515,  9  Am.  Dee.  235. 

17.  If  property  be  fraudulently  con- 
veyed by  a  debtor  to  his  wife,  who 
makes  a  similar  conveyance  thereof  to 
her  brother  in  trust  for  herself,  the 
creditor  thus  defrauded  may  extend  his 
execution  issued  upon  the  judgment  re- 
covered upon  his  debt  upon  the  land 
thus  fraudulently  conveyed  and  protect 
his  title  by  a  bill  in  equity  against 
the  wife  and  her  grantee.  Wyman  v. 
Pox,  59  Me.  100. 

18.  In  Lanning  v.  Streeter,  57  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  33,  it  is  held  that  where  prop- 
erty fraudulently  assigiied  has  been 
converted  into  money  by  the  assignee, 
or  the  money  has  been  converted  into 
other  property  which  is  claimed  by  the 
assignee  to  belong  to  him,  before  an 
attachment  in  an  action  by  the  cred- 
itor is  issued,  the  attachment  cannot 
be  levied  upon  the  money  or  property 
so  held  as  the  proceeds  of  that  as- 
signed. 

19.  Post  V.  Bird,  28  Pla.  1,  9  So. 
888. 

20.  Eutledge  v.  Evans,  11  Iowa  287; 
Henderson  v.  Hoke,  21  N.  C.  119. 
Contra,  Carville  v.  Stout,  10  Ala.  796; 
Abney  v.  Kingsland,  10  Ala.  355,  44 
Am    Dec.  491. 

2i.  Post  V.  Bird,  28  Fla.  1,  9  So. 
888;  Eichards  v.  Ewing,  11  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  327;  Tubb  v.  Williams,  7 
Humph.   (Tenn.)  367. 

Attachment  of  proceeds  of  re-sale  by 
fraudulent  assignee,  see  3  Standard' 
Pkoc.  287. 

22.  HI.— Strauss  v.  Tuckhorn,,  200  111. 
75,  65  N,  B.  683;  Bowman  v.  People,  82 
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and  until  the  delivery  of  the  deed  to  the  purchaser/^  though  it  has 
been  held  that  after  the  ^period  for  redemption  has  expired  the  fact 
that  the  sheriff's  deed  has  not  been  executed  or  delivered  does  not 
prevent  execution.^*  Obviously  these  rules  would  not  apply  where 
equitable  interests  are  subject  to  execution.^^ 

(11.)  Interest  of  Debtor.  —Where  the  debtor  has  no  interest  in  the 
property  after  it  is  sold  the  fact  that  the  purchaser  permits  him  to 
retain  possession  of  the  property  sold  will  not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
give  the  debtor  any  interest  therein  subject  to  execution,^^  though 
under  certain  circumstances  he  may  have.^^  The  equity  of  redemption 
of  a  judgment  debtor  in  lands  sold  by  execution  has  been  held  subject 
to  execution.^^    "Where  the  debtor  has  a  right  to  redeem  but  it  is  re- 


m.  246,  25  Am.  Eep.  316.  Ky.— Torian 
V.  Caldwell,  167  Ky.  670,  181  S.  "W. 
373.  .  Me.— Kidder  v.  Orcutt,  40  Me. 
589. 

[a]  An  execution  levied  on  such  an 
interest  will  be  unavailing  though  the 
land  is  never  redeemed.  Kidder  v.  Or- 
cutt, 40  Me.  589. 

Equitable  interests  in  general,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  3,  j. 

23.  Ky. — Goodin  v.  Wilson,  114  Ky. 
716,  71  S.  W.  866.  N.  J.— Den  ex  dem. 
Green  v.  Steelman,  10  N.  J.  L.  193. 
Ohio. — Gorrell  v.  Kelsey,  40  Ohio  St. 
117. 

[a]  Deed  takes  effect  only  from 
date  of  delivery.  Den  ex  dem.  Green 
V.  Steelman,  10  N.  J.  L.  193. 

[b]  Where  deed  executed  but  not 
delivered,  interest  of  purchaser  held 
subject  to  execution  ■where  purchaser 
had  possession  of  the  property.  Hart- 
man  V.  Stahl,  2  Penr.  &  W.  (Pa.)   223. 

24.  Page  v.  Eogers,  31  Gal.  293; 
Pogue  V.  Simon,  47  Ore.  6,  81  Pae. 
566. 

25.  See  supra,  11,  B,  3,  k,  and  Page 
V.  Rogers,  31  Gal.  293. 

26.  In  the  following  case  the  prop- 
erty in  question  was  personalty.  Cal. 
Matteucci  v.  Whelan,  123  Cal.  312,  55 
Pac.  990,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  60.  N.  Y. 
Masten  v.  Webb,  60  How.  Pr.  302. 
N.  C— Smith  v.  Fore,  46  N.  C.  488. 
Pa.— Stoddart  v.  Price,  143  Pa.  537,  22 
Atl.  811;  Bisbing  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank, 
93  Pa.  79,  39  Am.  Eep.  726;  Miller  v. 
Irvine,  94  Pa.  405;  Dick  v.  Lindsay,  2 
Grant's  Cas.  431;  Lippincott  v.  Long- 
bottom,  6  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  503.  Eng.— Lat- 
imer V.  Batsen,  4  B.  &  0.  652,  7  D.  & 
E.  106,  4  L.  J.  K.  B.  (O.  S.)  25,  10 
E.  C.  L.  742;  Woodham  v.  Baldock, 
Gow.  35  note,  3  Moore  C.  P.  11,  5  E. 
C.  L.  859. 
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27.  Where  a  chattel  capable  of  con- 
sumption is  left  with  the  defendant  by 
a  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale,  for  his  own 
use  and  consumption,  or  the  same  chat- 
tel is  not  to  be  returned  to  the  lender, 
it  will  be  liable  to  execution  as  the 
property  of  the  defendant;  but  if  left 
without  any  agreement  that  the  defend- 
ant is  to  have  it  for  his  own  use  and 
consumption,  it  will  not  be  so  liable. 
Heitzman  v.  Divil,  11  Pa.  264.  To 
same  effect  Dick  v.  Cooper,  24  Pa.  217, 
64  Am.  Deo.  65C.  See  also  Schott  v. 
Chancellor,  20  Pa.  195. 

28.  Davenport  v.  Lacon,  17  Conn. 
278,  where  the  court  says:  "So  too 
an  equity  of  redemption,  as  well  after 
as  before  the  law  day,  has  also  been 
considered  as  subject  to  attachment  and 
execution.  So  far  as  we  are  informed, 
it  was  practiced  from  time  immemorial, 
notwithstanding  the  sage  dictum,  that 
an  equity  of  redemption  is  a  thing  of 
no  value  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  and 
not  to  be  regarded.  The  question  in 
1802,  came  directly  before  this  court; 
and  it  was  said,  that  such  an  interest 
was  real  estate,  and  often  of  great 
value.  It  descends  to  heirs,  and  does 
not  go  to  executors.  It  passes  by 
words  in  a  devise,  as  real  estate;  and 
it  would  operate  great  injustice  to  give 
this  statute  a  construction,  by  which 
equities  of  redemption  should  be  ex- 
empt from  the  payment  of  debts.  .  .  . 
Punderson  v.  Brown,  1  Day  93. " 

[a]  Contra,  it  being  but  an  equitable 
interest.  Smith  v.  Taylor,  11  Lea 
(Tenn.)  738. 

As  to  when  equitable  estates  are  sub- 
ject, see  supra,  III,  B,  3,  k. 

Eight  of  mortgagor,  see  supra,  III, 
B,  3,  g. 

Attachment  of  equity  of  redemption, 
see  3  Standabp  Pboc.  891, 
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garded  as  a  personal  privilege  and  not  a,  property  right,  it  cannot  be 
sold  on  exeeution.^^ 

q.  Property  Held  Adversely.  —  According  to  the  weight  of  author- 
ity the  debtor's  interest  in  land  held  adversely  to  him  may  be  sold 
on  exeeutio,n,3"  though  in  some  jurisdictions  a  contrary  rule  is  recog- 
nized.^^ The  right  of  property  in  chattels  where  the  possession  is 
held  adversely,  being  a  mere  chose  in  action,  cannot  be  sold  on 
execution.^^ 

r.  Property  of  One  Other  Than  Execution  Debtor.  —  (I.)  Generally. 
Only  the  property  of  the  execution  debtor  or  in  which  he  has  a 
leviable  interest  is  subject  to  execution  against  him.^^  For  example 
the  individual  property  of  a  personal  representative  cannot  be  taken 
on  execution  against  the  goods  in  his  hands  to  be  administered,^*  noth- 
ing but  the  assets  of  the  decedent  being  subject  to  levy  under  execution 
against  the  representative  in  his  administrative  capacity.^^  Property 
of  the  estate  cannot  be  reached  by  an  execution  against  the  executor 


29.  Hamilton  ■».  Hamilton,  51  Mont. 
509,  154  Pac.  717. 

Privilege,  see  supra,  II,  B,  3,  d. 

30.  Mo. — Eogers  ».  Brown,  61  Mo. 
187.  N.  Y. — See  Tuttle  v.  Jackson 
ex  dem.  Hills,  6  Wend.  213,  21  Am. 
Dec.  306,  reversing  9  Cowan  233.  N.  0. 
Carson's  Heirs  v.  Smart,  34  N.  C.  369. 
Pa. — Jarrett  v.  Tomlinson,  3  Watts  & 
S.  114.  Tenn. — Park's  Lessee  v.  Lar- 
kin,  1  Overt.  101. 

31.  Ky. — Eing  v.  Gray,  6  B.  Mon. 
368;  Myers  v.  Sanders,  7  Dana  506; 
Griffith  V.  Huston,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  385; 
Shephard  v.  Mclntire,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
110;  McConnell  v.  Brown,  5  Mon.  478; 
Dubois  V.  Marshall,  3  Dana  336;."Violett 
V.  Violett,  2  Dana  323;  Frizzle  v.  Veach, 
1  Dana  211;  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Pryse, 
25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  807,  76  S.  W.  358  (by 
statute);  Carlisle  v.  Cassady,  20  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  562,  46  S.  W.  490;  Arnold  v. 
Stephens,  13  Ky.  L.  Eep.  622,  17  S.  W. 
859;  Kenton  Furnace  B.  Co.  v.  Lowder, 
1  Ky.  L.  Eep.  399.  K.  I.— Campbell  v. 
Point  St.  Iron  Works,  12  E.  I.  452, 
the  reason  being  that  at  common  law 
a  conveyance  of  land  of  which  the 
grantor  was  not  in  possession  was  void, 
and  the  same  rule  was  applied  to  a 
sale  under  an  execution. 

[a]  Objection  on  this  ground  can- 
not be  made  by  the  defendant  in  exe- 
cution to  defeat  a  seizure  of  his  prop- 
erty in  the  adverse  possession  of  an- 
other. State  ex  ret  Presbry  v.  Judge, 
48  La.  Ann.  667,  19  So.  666. 

32.  Carlos  v.  Ansley,  8  Ala.  900; 
Horton  v.  Smith,  8  Ala.  73,  42  Am. 
Dee.  628;  Wier  v.  Davis,  4  Ala.  442; 


Com.  V.  Abell,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 
476;  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  430. 

Where  a  chose  in  action  is  subject 
it  would  seem  that  personalty  held  ad- 
versely would  Be  subject  to  execution. 
As  to  when  chose  in  action  is  subject, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  3,  b,  (III). 

33.  Property  of  citizen  on  execution 
against  public  corporation,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  3,  f. 

Joint  and  several  interests,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  3,  i. 

Partnership  property,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  3,  j. 

Property  consigned  for  sale,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  3,  b,   (IV),   (C). 

Intermingled  goods,  see  infra,  II,  B, 
3,  b,   (XV). 

'  Property  fraudulently  conveyed,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  3,  o. 

Interest  of  debtor  in  property  sold  at 
judicial   sale,   see   infra,   II,   B,     3,    p, 

Property  held  adversely,  see  mfra, 
II,  B,  3,  q. 

Wife's  property  for  debts  of  hus- 
band, see  11  Standard  Proc.  805,  et 
seq. 

Execution  against  infant's  property 
on  judgment  against  guardian,  see  12 
Standard  Proc.  791. 

Necessity  for  ownership  or  possession 
of  property  by  debtor  in  attachment, 
see  3  Standard  Proc.  300. 

34.  Jones  v.  Miles,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
50. 

35.  Mead  v.  Kilday,  2  Watts  (Pa.) 
110. 
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de  bonis  propriis,''^  only  the  interest  of  the  executor  as  an  individual 
and  not  the  interests  of  other  devisees  being  subject  to  such  a  writ.^^ 
After  the  executor  has  assented  to  a  specific  legacy  or  distribution 
among  the  legatees  the  property  so  acquired  by  the  legatees  cannot 
be  subjected  to  an  execution  against  the  executor.^* 

(II.)  Property  Conveyed  Prior  to  Judgment  or  Levy.—  Property  which  has 
been  sold  and  possession  given  to  the  vendee  before  the  rendition  of 
judgment  against  the  vendor,^^  or  prior  to  the  issuance  and  levy  of 
the  execution,*"  cannot  be  subjected  to  an  execution  on  such  judg- 
ment against  the  vendor.  The  rule  would  be  otherwise  if  the  sale 
was  merely  simulated.*^ 

s.  Interests  Under  Contracts,  — (I.)  Generally.  —  Whether  an  inter- 
est under  a  contract  is  subject  to  levy  depends  entirely  upon  the 
character  of  the  interest,  that  is,  whether  it  is    merely    a    personal 


36.  Thomas  v.  Tanner,  6  Mon.  (Ky.) 
52. 

37.  Small  v.  Small,  16  S.  C.  64. 

38.  Miss. — Turner  v.  Chambers,  10 
Smed.  &  M.  308,  48  Am.  Dec.  751. 
N.  C— Hostler  v.  Smith,  3  N.  C.  305. 
Va. — Randolph  v.  Eandolph,  6  Rand. 
(.27  Va.)  194;  Burnley  v.  Lambert,  1 
Wash.  (1  Va.)  308. 

[a]  But  see  Brooks  v.  Lewis,  1  How. 
(Miss.)  207,  holding  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  a  deceased  debtor  in  the  hands 
of  a  distributee,  after  distribution 
made,  to  be  liable  in  satisfaction  of 
a  judgment  against  the  administrator. 

[b]  Eemedy  is  in  equity  to  compel 
legatees  to  refund.  Turner  v.  Cham- 
bers, 10  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  308,  48 
Am.  Dec.  751. 

39.  U.  S.— Stockton  v.  Ford,  11  How. 

232,  13  L.  ed.  676.      Ala Downing  v. 

Mann,  43  Ala.  266.  Ga. — Hirsch  v. 
Fleming,  77  Ga.  594,  3  S.  E.  9.  See 
also  Eawson  v.  Cofin,  55  Ga.  348.  La. 
Boisse  V.  Dickson,  31  La.  Ann.  741, 
753;  Edwards  v.  Fairbanks,  27  La. 
Ann.  449;  Chidester  v.  Simonds,  22  La. 
Ann.  374;  Weld  v.  Peters,  1  La.  Ann. 
432.  Mich.— Keeler  v.  TJUrieh,  32  Mich. 
88.  Miss.— Goodman  v.  Burford,  10 
Smed.  &  M.  385. 

■'[a]  Where  a  judgment  has  been 
recorded  and  thus  made  equivalent  to 
a  mortgage  on  property  of  the  debtor, 
and  the  plaintiff  assigns  this  judgment, 
his  rights  under  this  judgment  cannot 
be  subjected  to  an  execution  issued  in 
an  action  subsequently  commenced. 
Stockton  V.  Ford,  11  How.  (TJ.  S.)  232, 
13  Ll  ed.  676. 

[b]  The  seizure  of  tlie  interest  of 
an  heir  in  a  succession  cannot  embrace 
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that  portion  of  her  interest  which  the 
heir  has  previously  received  and  dis- 
posed of.  Boisse  V.  Dickson,  31  La. 
-Ann.  741,  753. 

[c]  Though,  a  corporation  have  no 
power  to  purchase  the  property  this 
does  not  make  the  property  liable  to 
an  execution  for  the  vendor 's  debts,  the 
purchase  money  having  been  paid  be- 
fore institution  of  suit  in  which  execu- 
tion is  issued.  Edwards  v.  Fairbanks 
&  Oilman,  27  La.  Ann.  449. 

[d]  Where  invalid  preference  has 
been  made  another  creditor  cannot  sell 
the  property  under  execution  for  this 
is  but  an  attempt  to  substitute  an  en- 
forced preference  for  the  previous  vol- 
untary preference  made  by  the  debtor. 
Butler  V.  Harrison  Land  &  Miu.  Co., 
139  Mo.  467,  41  S.  W.  234,  61  Am.  St. 
Eep.  464. 

[e]  Property  conveyed  by  mutual 
mistake  may  be  reached  on  execution 
according  to  Fallen  v.  Weatherford 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  158  S.  W.  1174. 

[f]  Injunction  will  lie  to  prevent 
sale  under  the  execution  in  suc,h  a 
case.  Chidester  v.  Simonds,  22  La.  Ann. 
374;  Goodman  v.  Burford,  10  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)   385., 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Peoc. 
313. 

40.  Mo.— See  Houck  v.  Patty,  100 
Mo.  App.  302,  73  S.  W.  389.  N.  Y. 
Hyde  v.  Lathrop,  2  Abb.  Dec.  436,  24 
N.  y.  597.  Pa.— Bayer  v.  Walsh,  166 
Pa.  38,  30  Atl.  1039;  Eundle  v.  Ett- 
wein,  2  Yeates  23;  Keil  v.  Harris,  1  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  171. 

41.  Chidester  v.  Simonds,  22  La. 
Ann.  374:  Weld  v.  Peters,  1  La.  Ann. 
432. 
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privilege  not  transferable,*^  whether  it  is  wholly  contingent  and  un- 
certain,*^ whether  it  is  an  intangible  or  incorporeal,  right,**  and 
whether  the  interest  created  is  legal  or  equitable.*^ 

(II.)  Contracts  for  Services.  — Before  the  completion  of  a  contract 
for  personal  services,  an  inchoate  contingent  claim  or  right  of  a  party 
to  compensation  is  not  subject  to  execution.*^ 

(III.)  Insurance  Contracts,  —  The  right  of  an  insured  to  surrender 
a  policy  for  cash  is  a  chose  in  action,  and  therefore  not  subject  to 
execution  where  choses  in  action  cannot  be  levied  on.*^  The  mere 
contingent  right' of  the  insured  under  a  fire  policy,  to  compensation  in 
the  event  of  a  loss  or  to  the  return  of  unearned  premium  in  the 
event  of  cancellation,  is  not  subject  to  execution.*^  Nor  is  the  con- 
tingent interest  of  one  in  a  policy  taken  out  on  the  life  of  another 
subject.*^ 

(IV.)  Unaccepted  Offer.  — An  unaccepted  offer  creates  na  interest 
which  may  be  levied  orL.^" 

(V.)  Option  To  Purchase  Land.  —  An  option  to  purchase  real  property 
does  not  vest  in  the  holder  of  such  option  any  interest  in  the  property 
which  can  be  sold  under  execution.^^ 


Execution  on  property  fraudulently 
conveyed,  see  II,  B,  3,  o. 

42.  Idcense,  see  supra,  II,  B,  3,  d. 
Personal  privilege,  see  supra,  II,  B, 

3,  d. 

Seat  on  stock  exchange,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  3,  b,  (XII). 

Trade  marks,  see  infra,  II,  B,  3,  b, 
(VII). 

43.  Cropper's  interest,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  3,  t,  (VI). 

Contingent,  remainder,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  3,  m,   (I),   (B),   (2). 

Inchoate  right  to  compensation  under 
contract  for  personal  services,  see  the 
following  section. 

44.  Choses  in  action,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  3,  b,  (III). 

Patent  rights  and  copyrights,  see 
supra,  n,  B,  3,  b,  (VI). 

45.  Equitable  estates  generally,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  3,  k. 

Interests  under  trust  deeds,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  3,  k,   (II). 

Interests  under  mortgages,  see  infra, 
"'  ^'  3,  g. 

46.  Minn.^Pame  v.  Gunniss,  60 
Minn.  257,  62  N.  W.  280.  N.  Y.— Has- 
brouck  V.  Bouton,  60  Barb.  413.  N.  C. 
Griffin  v.  "Williams,  44.  N.  C.  292.  See 
however.  Weaver  v.  Daiby,  42  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  411. 

See  the  title  "Garnishment." 

[a]     In  Case  v.  Taylor,  23  La.  Ann. 

497,  a  contract  whereby  a  person  was 

to  be  compensated  for  his  services  in 

keeping    up    certain    roads,    by    tolls 


which  he  collected,  was  held  to  create 
no  interest  which  could  be  levied  on. 
,  [F]  But  in  Weaver  v.  Darby,  42 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  411,  where  an  agree- 
ment was  made  between  B  and  D  by 
which  B  lyas  to  furnish  the  money  to 
purchase  certain  lumber  to  be  selected 
by  D  and  cut,  hewn,  rafted  and  deliv- 
ered by  him  to  B  at  a  certain  place  for 
which  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  sum 
per  cubic  foot,  it  was  held  that  D's 
interest  under  the  contract  was  the 
subject  of  levy  and  sale  under  execu- 
tion against  him. 

47.  Kratzenstein  v.  Lehman,  18 
Misc.  590,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  237. 

Choses  in  action  in  general,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  3,  b,  (III). 

G-arnishment  of  interest  under  insur- 
ance contracts,  see  10  Standard  Prog 
435. 

Attachment  of  interests  under  insur 
anee  contracts,  see  3  Standard  Proc, 
296. 

48.  Tradesmen's  Bldg.  &  L.  Assn 
V.  Maher,  9  Pa.  Super.  340,  43  W.  N, 
0.  422. 

49.  Settle  v.  Hill,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep 
691. 

50.  An  offer  to  sell  land  upon  the 
fulfillment  of  certain  conditions  where 
such  offer  is  never  accepted  nor  the 
conditions  performed  gives  no  interest 
in  the  land  which  is  liable  to  execu- 
tion. Chadbourne  v.  Stockton  Sav.  & 
Loan  Soc,  101  Gal.  xvii,  86  Pac.  127. 

51.  Provident  Life   &  Trust  Co.  v. 
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(VI.)  Contract  of  Sale. —  (A.)  Vendor's  Interest. —  (1.)  Bedl  Property. 
(a.)  Generally.  —  The  interest  of  a  vendor  under  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  lands  where  the  vendee  has  been  put  in  possession  is  subject 
to  execution,^^  though  a  sale  under  such  execution  is  subordinate  to 
the  right  of  the  vendee  to  a  conveyance  on  completion  of  payment.^^ 
But  after  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  though  a  conveyance  has  not 
been  executed,^*  or  after  a  deed  has  been  delivered,  although  the  pur- 
chase money  has  not  been  paid,*'  an  execution  against  the  vendor 
cannot  be  levied  on  the  property. 

(b.)  Oral  Contract.  —  The  vendor  under  an  unenforceable  oral  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  land  has  an  interest  subject  to  execution.*^ 

^  (c.)  Where  Bond  for  Title  Given.  —  Where  a  bond  for  title  has  been 
given,  according  to  some  courts,  the  interest  of  a  vendor  of  land  is 
not  subject  to  sale  under  execution  against  him.*'  In  other  jurisdic- 
tions, however,  until  the  whole  of  the  purchase  price  is  paid,  title  still 
remains  in  the  vendor  whose  interest  in  the  land  is  subject  to  levy  and 
sale  under  execution.'^ 

(d.)  Vendor's  Lien. — The  lien  of  a  vendor  after  conveyance  of  real 
property  is  not,  nor  does  it  give  an  interest  in  the  property  which  is, 
subject  to  execution  against  him.** 

(e.)   Bight  of  Be-Entry — The  right  of  re-entry  for  a  breach  of  con- 


Mills,  91  Fed.  435,  distinguishing  such 
a  unilateral  contract  from  a  contract 
by  which  the  vendee  binds  himself  to 
purchase. 

Lease  with  option  to  purchase,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  3,  j. 

52.  U.  S.— Green  v.  Daniels,  115  Fed. 
449,  53  C.  C.  A.  379,  under  Colorado 
statute  subjecting  "every  interest  in 
land  legal  and  equitable."  Ill.^-Mc- 
Laurie  v.  Barnes,  72  111.  73.  Ky. — Doe 
V.  Million,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  395.  Mich. 
Doak  V.  Eunyan,  33  Mich.  75.  N.  C. 
liinch  V.  Gibson,  4  N.  C.  676.  Pa. 
Leiper's  Exrs.  v.  Irvine,  26  Pa.  §4. 

[a]  Veudee  in  Possession. — But  in 
Tally  V.  Reed,  72  N.  C.  336,  it  was 
held  that  where  A  contracted  in  writ- 
ing to  convey  a  tract  of  land  to  B, 
who  paid  part  of  the  purchase  money, 
entered  upon  the  land  and  then  con- 
veyed his  interest  to  C,  the  land  was 
not  liable  to  execution  against  A. 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Pboc. 
303. 

Garnishment  of  vendor  and  vendee, 
see  10  Standard  Pboc.  465. 

53.  Ky. — Eussell's  Exr.  v.  Moore's 
Heirs,  3  Met.  436.  Mich. — Doak  v. 
Eunyan,  33  Mich.  75.  N.  C. — Linch  v. 
Gibson,  4  N.  C.  676. 

54.  N.  H.— Cutting  v.  Pike,  21  N.  H. 
347.     Ohio. — Manley  V.  Hunt,  1  Ohio 
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257.  S.  0. — Massey  v.  Mcllwain,  2  Hill 
Eq.  421.  Tex. — ^Brotherton  v.  Ander- 
son, 27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  587,  66  8.  "W. 
682. 

55.  Eemedy  of  creditor  is  to  reach 
money  owing,  by  attachment  or  other 
proper  proceeding.  Pryor  v.  Warford, 
21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1311^  54  S.  W.  838. 

56.  Ashley  v.  Millett,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
536. 

57.  Ark.— Strauss  v.  White,  66  Ark. 
167,  51  S.  W.  64.  Ky. — Cooper  v.  Ar- 
nett,  95  Ky.  603,  26  S.  W.  811.  Miss. 
Chisholm  v.  Andrews,  57  Miss.  636; 
Money  v.  Dorsey,  7  Smed.  &  M.  15. 
N.  C— Folger  v.  Bowles,  72  N.  C.  603; 
Edney  v.  Wilson,  27  N.  C.  233.  S.  C. 
Adickes  v.  Lowry,  15  S.  C.  128. 

58.  Brown  v.  Hardee,  75  Ga.  457; 
Bell  V.  McDuffie,  71  Ga.  264;  Hardee 
V.  McMichael,  68  Ga.  678;  "Welles,  «. 
Baldwin,  28  Minn.  408,  10  N.  W.  427; 
Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Wilson, 
25  Minn.  382. 

59.  Ark. — State  Bank  v.  Sanders,  114 
Ark.  440,  170  S.  W.  86.  Cal.— Eoss  v. 
Heintzen,  36  Gal.  313.  Colo.— Fallon  v. 
Worthington,  13  Colo.  559,  22  Pac.  960, 
16  Am.  St.  Eep.  231,  6  L.  E.  A.  708. 
Tex. — P.  J.  Willis  &  Bro.  v.  Sommer- 
ville,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  509,  22  S.  W. 
781. 
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dition  in  a  conveyance  of  land  pertains  only  to  the  grantor  and  his 
legal  representatives  and  cannot  be  taken  on  execution."" 

(2.)  Personal  Property.  — The  vendor  under  an  executory  contract 
for  the  sale  of  personalty,  where  the  vendee  takes  possession,  until  a 
neglect  or  refusal  of  the  vendee  to  complete  the  purchase  has  not 
such  an  interest  in  the  property  as  to  render  it  subject  to  an  execution 
against  him,"^  unless  the  contract  be  in  fraud  of  creditors.'^ 

(B.)  Vendee's  I>fTEREST.  —  (1.)  Beat  Property. —  (a.)  Ge»era%.  -Accord- 
ing to  many  authorities  the  equitable  right  of  a  vendee  under  a  con- 
tract to  purchase  land,  before  the  purchase  money  has  been  fully  paid 
and  the  conditions  of  the  contract  performed,  cannot  be  subjected  to 
execution  against  him,"^  even  though,  it  has  been  held,  a  portion  of 
the  purchase  money  be  paid  and  the  vendee  has  gone  into  possession.** 


60.  Bangor  v.  Warren,  34  Me.  324, 
56  Am.  Dec.  657. 

[a]  After  breach  of  condition  sub- 
sequent the  estate  is  not  subject  to 
execution  against  the  vendor  unless 
there  be  entry  by  him.  Edmondson  v. 
Leach,  56  Ga.  461. 

61.  BickerstafE  v.  Doub,  19  Cal.  109, 
79  Am.  Dee.  204;  Vickery  v.  Ward,  2 
Tex.  212. 

[a]  Creditor's  remedy  is  by  injunc- 
tion and  petition  enjoining  vendee  from 
paying  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money  to  the  vendor  and  praying  that 
the  vendee  be  decreed  to  pay  the 
money  to,  or  that  the  property  be  sold 
for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  in 
execution.  Vickery  v.  Ward,  2  Tex. 
212. 

[b]  In  Spicks  V.  Prospect  Brewing 
Co.,  19  Pa.  Super.  399,  where  the  de- 
fendant in  an  execution  had  agreed  to 
sell  personal  property  to  another,  but 
had  not  delivered  it  until  after  the 
hour  at  which  a  writ  of  fieri  facias 
was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff 
and  indorsed  by  him,  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  in  execution  acquired  a 
lien  upon  the  property,  the  levy  being 
made  before  the  return  day  of  the 
writ. 

Attacliment  of,  see  3  Standard  Pboc. 
304. 

Gamislunent,  see  10  Standard  Peoc. 
465. 

62.  See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  o. 

[a]  As  where  property  is  not  deliv- 
ered or  vendor  afterwards  comes  into 
possession  of  it.  Taylor  v.  Plunkett,  4 
Penne.   (Del.)   467,  56  Atl.  384. 

63.  N.  J. — Dodge  v.  Brokaw,  32  N.  J. 
Eq.  154;  Van  Cleve  v.  Groves,  4  N.  J. 
Eq.  330;  Disborough  v.  Outcalt,  1  N.  J. 
Eq.   298.     N.  Y.— Sage  v.   Cartwright, 


9  N.  Y.  49;  Bigelow  v.  Pinch,  17  Barb. 
394;  Grifan  v.  Spencer,  6  Hill  525;  Bogert 
V.  Perry,  17  Johns.  351,  8  Am.  Dec.  411; 
Boughton  V.  Bank  of  Orleans,  2  Barb. 
Ch.  458;  Brewster  v.  Power,  10  Paige 
562;  Talbot  v.  Chamberlin,  3  Paige 
219;  Bogart  v.  Perry,  1  Johns.  Ch.  52. 
N.  C— Hinsdale  v.  Thornton,  74  N.  C. 
167;  Frost  v.  Eeynolds,  39  N.  C.  494; 
Badham  v.  Cox,  33  N.  C.  456.  Pa. 
Deitzler  v.  Mishler,  37  Pa.  82.  Tenn. 
Kissom  V.  Nelson,  2  Heisk.  4.   ■ 

[a]  Where  the  vendee  does  not  go 
into  possession.  Haynes  v.  Baker,  5 
Ohio  St.  253. 

[b]  Assignee  of  vendee  under  such 
a  contract  has  no  interest  liable  on 
execution.  Bogart  v.  Perry,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)   52. 

Attachmeut  of,  see  3  Standard  Peoc. 
303. 

Garnishment  of  vendor  and  vendee, 
see  10  Stanbaed  Peoc.  465. 

Equitable  interests  and  estates  in  gen- 
eral, see  supra,  II,  B,  3,  j. 

64.  Ala. — Opelika  Bank  v.  Kiser,  119 
Ala.  194,  24  So.  11.  Ind.— Hutchins  v. 
Hanua,  8  Ind.  533.  N.  Y.— Bates  v. 
Lidgerwood  Mfg.  Co.,  51  Hun  644,  4 
N.  Y.  Supp.  524.  But  see  Jackson  v. 
Scott,  18  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  94,  holding 
that  a  person  in  the  possession  of  land 
under  a  contract  for  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  it,  has  an  interest  in  the  land 
which  may  be  sold  on  execution.  N.  C. 
Hinsdale  v.  Thornton,  75  N.  C.  381; 
Frost  V.  Reynolds,  39  N.  C.  494;  Bad- 
ham  V.  Cox,  33  N.  C.  456. 

[a]  Assignee  of  the  vendee  who  as- 
sumes purchase,  goes  into  possession 
and  pays  on  the  price,  has  no  interest 
subjefet  to  execution.  Bates  v.  Lidger- 
wood Mfg.  Co.,  51  Hun  644,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  524,  22  N.  Y.  St.  395. 
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So  if  a  vendee  who  has  paid  no  part  of  the  purchase-money,  with  the 
consent  of  the  vendor  cancels  and  destroys  the  contract,  he  has  there- 
after no  estate  in  the  land  subject  to  exeeution.^^  In  other  states  the 
equitable  interest  or  right  of  the  vendee  under  a  contract  for  sale  of 
lands,''^  especially  where  the  vendee  has  gone  into  possession,^'  made 
improvements,  and  paid  part  of  the  purchase-money,^*  is  subject  to 
levy  and  sale  under  execution.  When  the  purchaser  has  paid  the 
entire  purchase  price,^^  taken  possession,'"  and  made  improvements,'^ 
or  the  land  ^las  been  actually  conveyed  to  the  vendee,  the  vendor 
reserving  a  lien  for  the  unpaid  purchase  priee,'^  the  vendee's  interest 
is  liable  on  execution. 

(b.)    Under  Oral  Contract.  —  It  has  been  held  that  the  vendee  under 


65.  Eaffensberger  v.  CuUison,  28  Pa. 
426.  See  also  Davis  v.  Inscoe,  84  N.  C. 
396. 

[a]  If  contract  be  rescinded  vendee 
has  no  interest  in  property  subject  to 
execution.  Mount  v.  Harris,  1  Sihed. 
&  M.  (Miss.)  185,  40  Am.  Dec.  89; 
Lanyon  v.  Toogood,  13  L.  J.  Exch.  273, 
13  M.  &  W.  27. 

66.  U.  S. — McWilliams  v.  Withing- 
ton,  7  Sawy.  205,  7  Fed.  326.  Cal. 
Fish  V.  Fowlie,  58  Cal.  373;  Logan  v. 
Hale,  42  Cal.  645.  Colo.— Salisbury  v. 
La  Fitte,  57  Colo.  358,  141  Pac.  484, 
affirming  21  Colo.  App.  13,  121  Pac. 
952.  la. — Twogood  v.  Stephens,  19 
Iowa  405.  Ky. — Hintou  v.  Mitchell,  1 
Duvall  382.  La. — Prater  v.  Pritchard, 
6  La.  Ann.  729.  Mo. — Brant  v.  Rob- 
ertson, 16  Mo.  129.  Ohio.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Logue,  89  Ohio  288,  106  N.  E. 
21,  under  Gen.  Code,  §11,655.  Pa.— Cat- 
lin  V.  Robinson,  2  Watts  373.  Tex. 
Mooring  v.  McBride,  62  Tex.  309. 

[a]  Contract  With  State. — The  in- 
terest which  a  person  has  under  a  time 
purchase  from  the  state,  while  the  con- 
tract remains  in  force,  is  property  sub- 
ject to  sale  upon  execution.  McWil- 
liams V.  Withington,  7  Sawy.  205,  7 
Fed.  326. 

[b]  Where  Vendee  Has  Eight  to  the 
Use  and  Possession. — Ivey    v.    Coston, 

.134  Ala.  259,  32  So.  664. 

[c]  Vendor  Is  Trustee  for  Vendee. 
Where  there  is  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land  the  vendor  becomes  the  trustee 
of  the  land  for  the  vendee  whose  in- 
terest in  the  land  may  be  sold  under 
execution.  Block  v.  Morrison,  112  Mo. 
343,  20  S.  W.  340;  Morgan  v.  Bouse,  53 
Mo.  219;  Hart  V.  Logan,  49  Mo.  47; 
Papin  V.  Massey,  27  Mo.  445. 

67.  Logan    v.    Hale,    42    Cal.    645  j 
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Rosenfield  v.  Chada,  12  Neb.  25,  10  N. 
W.  465. 

68.  Hook  V.  N.  W.  Thresher  Co.,  91 
Minn.  482,  98  N.  W.  463;  Reynolds  v. 
Fleming,  43  Minn.  513,  45  N.  JV.  1099; 
Forrester  v.  Hslnaway,.  82  Pa.  218;  Vier- 
heller's  Appeal,  24  Pa.  105,  62  Am. 
Dec.  365;  Russell's  Appeal,  15  Pa.  319.' 

69.  Ala.— Shaw  &  Cox  v.  Lindsey,  60 
Ala.  344;  Fawcetts  v.  Kimmey,  33  Ala. 
261  (rule  was  contra  prior  to  adoption 
of  code).  See  Hogan  v.  Smith,  16  Ala. 
600;  Elmore  &  Willis  V:  Harris,  13  Ala. 
360.  Conn.^See  Bunnell  v.  Read,  21 
Conn.  586.  Ga. — Adams  v.  Cauthen,  113 
Ga.  1166,  39  S.  E.  479;  Pitts  v.  Mc- 
Whorter,  3  Ga.  5,  46  Am.  Dec.  405. 
Miss^ — Moody  v.  Farr,,  6  Smed.  &  M. 
100;  Thompson  v.  Wheatley,  5  Smed.  & 
M.  499.  Mo. — Neef  v.  Seely,  49  Mo. 
209.  N.  C. — Davis  v.  Inscoe,  84  N.  C. 
396;  Hinsdale  v.  Thornton,  75  N.  C. 
381;  Phillips  v.  Davis,  69  N.  C.  117; 
Frost  V.  Reynolds,  39  N.  C.  494. 

[a]  Transfer  of  Note  Given  for  Pur- 
chase Price. — Where  land  is  sold  and 
three  promissory  notes,  payable  to 
bearer  given  for  purchase  price,  vendee 
receiving  bond  for  titles,  vendor  re- 
serving title  in  himself,  and  two  of  the 
notes  are  paid  off  and  the  other  trans- 
ferred without  indorsement  or  guaranty 
this  operates  as  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money  and  vendee 's  equity  be- 
comes complete,  and  land  is  subject  to 
levy  and  sale  under  execution  against 
him.  Adams  v.  Cauthen,  113  Ga.  1166, 
39  S.  B.  479. 

.   70.    Morgan  v.  Bouse,  53    Mo.    219; 
Neef  V.  Seely,  49  Mo.  209. 

71.  Neef  v.  Seely,  49  Mo.  209. 

72.  Ament  v.  Brennan,  1  Tenn.  Ch. 
431;  Chitwood  V.  Trimble,  2  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)   78. 
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an  unenforceable  oral  contract  for  the  purchase  of  lands  has  no  in- 
terest subject  to  execution/^ 

(c.)  Where  Bond  for  Title  Given.  — In  some  states  where  bond  for  title 
has  been  given  until  the  'vendee  is  invested  with  title  the  land  is  not 
subject  to  execution  against  him.'*  In  other  jurisdictions  the  interest 
of  the  vendee,'^  or  his  assignee,'^  where  a  bond  for  title  has  been 
given  may  be  taken  on  execution. 

(2.)  Personal  Property.  —  Personal  property  held  by  the  vendee  under 
contract,  by  which  title  remains  in  the  vendor  until  the  purchase 
money  is  paid,  is  not  liable  to  an    execution    against    the   vendee." 


73.  Patterson  v.  Bodehamer,  31  N. 
C.  96;  Le  Gierse  v.  Getzendaner,  2 
Posey  Unrep.  Cas.  (Tex.)  380. 

74.  Ala. — Collins  v.  Eobinson,  33 
Ala.  91;  Hogan  v.  Smith,  16  Ala.  600; 
Driver  v.  Clark,  13  Ala.  192;  Elmore 
& 'Willis  V.  Harris,  13  Ala.  360.  Ga. 
Bradwell  v.  Bainbridge  Bank,  103  Ga. 
242,  29  S.  E.  756;  Green  &  Col  well  v. 
Hill,  101  Ga.  258,  28  S.  B.  692;  Goldman 
V.  Dent,  102  Ga.  9,  29  S.  E.  138.  ,But 
see  McEntire  v.  Berry,  85  Ga.  474,  11 
S.  E.  799;  Eawson  v.  Cofan,  55  Ga. 
348;  Estes  v.  Ivey,  53  Ga.  52.  Ind. 
State  Bank  v.  Macy,  4  Ind.  362;  Modi- 
sett  V.  Johnson,  2  Blaekf.  431.  Ky. 
Allen  V.  Sand'ers,  2  Bibb  94;  Buford  v. 
Bnford,  1  Bibb  305.  JI.  C— Ledbetter 
V.  Anderson,  62   N.   C.   323;   Justice  v. 

'  Carroll,  57  N.  C.  429;  Melton  v.  David- 
son, 41  N.  C.  194.  S.  C— Barton  v. 
Eushton,  4  Desaus.  373.  Tenn. — Nor- 
ris  V.  Ellis,  7  Humph.  463;  Shute  v. 
Harder,  1  Yerg.  3,  24  Am.  Dec.  427. 
Tex. — Daugherty  v.  Cox's  Admr.,  13 
Tex.  209. 

75.  Ark.— Totfng  v.  Mitchell,  33  Ark. 
222;  Hardy  v.  Heard,  15  Ark.  184. 
Del. — ^Flanagin  &  Sons  v.  Daws,  2 
Houst.  476.  Me. — ^Houston  v.  Jordan, 
35  Me.  520;  Stevens  v.  Legrow,  19  Me. 
95;  Jameson  v.  Head,  14  Me.  34.  Miss. 
Adams  v.  Harris,  47  Miss.  144,  though 
rule  was  contra  previous  to  statute  sub- 
jecting equitable  interests;  Ellis  v. 
Ward,  7  Smed.  &  M.  651;  Delafield  v. 
Anderson,  7  Smed.  &  M.  630;  Goodwin 
V.  Anderson,  5  Smed.  &  M.  730;  Thomp- 
son V.  McGill,  Freeman  Ch.  401.  Mo. 
Hammond  v.  Johnston,  93  Mo.  198,  6 
S.  W.  83;  Lumley  v.  Eobinson,  26  Mo. 
364.  See  also  Bartlett  v.  Glasscock,  4 
Mo.  62.  Vt.— Woods  v.  Scott,  14  Vt. 
518. 

[a]  Where  a  debtor  takes  a  bond  to 
a  third  person,  for  a  deed  of  certain 
lands,  on  his  paying  a    sum    therein 


mentioned,  and  erects  buildings  there- 
on. The  interest  of  the  debtor  in  the 
land  may  be  levied  on,  unless  such 
third  person  shows  legal  or  equitable 
claim  thereto.  Woods  v.  Scott,  14  Vt. 
518. 

[b]  "In  some  .  .  .  cases  the 
vendee  has  been  put  in  possession,  and 
in  others  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the 
purchase  money  has  been  paid;  these 
circumstances  may  make  out  a  stronger 
case,  but  the  principle  still  stands  that 
the  vendee  in  a  title  bond  has  an  in- 
terest in  the  land  .  .  .  which  is  Sub- 
ject to  sale  under  execution."  Block 
V.  Morrison,  112  Mo.  343,  20  S.  W^ 
340. 

[c]  Payment  of  the  interest  on  pur- 
chase money  notes  is  not  payment  of 
any  of  the  purchase  price  so  as  to  ren- 
der land  held  under  bond  for  title 
subject  to  execution  as  the  property  of 
the  holder.  McEntire  v.  Berry,  85  Ga. 
474,  11  S.  E.  799. 

76.  Houston  V.  Jordan,  35  Me.  520. 

77.  TJ.  S. — Harkness  v.  Eussell,  118 
V.  S.  663,  7  Sup.  Ct.  51,  30  L.  ed.  285. 
Cal. — Eodgers  v.  Baokman,  109  Cal.  552, 
42  Pac.  448;  Stokes  v.  Balaam,  73  Cal. 
154,  14  Pac.  574.  Ind.— McGirr  v.  Sell, 
60  Ind.  249;  Bradshaw  v.  Warner-,  54 
Ind.  58;  Keck  v.  State,  12  Ind.  App. 
119,  39  N.  E.  899.  Mass. — Barrett  v. 
Pritchard,  2  Pick.  512,  13  Am.  Dec. 
449.  N.  Y. — Herring  v.  Hoppock,  15 
N.  T.  409;  Strong  v.  Taylor,  2  Hill 
326;  Burchell  v.  Green,  6  Misc.  236,  27 
N.  Y.  Supp.  82.  Ohio. — Sage  v.  Sleutz, 
23  Ohio  St.  1.  Pa. — Edwards'  Appeal, 
105  Pa.  103. 

[a]  When  personal  property  is  sold 
on  time  th,e  vendor  retaining  the.  title 
until  the  purchase-money  is  paid,  but 
delivering  possession  to  the  purchaser; 
if  the  money  is  not  paid  on  the  day 
appointed,  the  purchaser  'afterwards 
holds  as  the  bailee  of  the  vendor,  and 
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A  fortiori  if  the  vendor  resume  possession  of  property  so  sold  the 
vendee  has  no  interest  which  can  be  reached  on  execution.''' 

t.  Crops,  Plants,  Trees,  etc.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —The  manner  as 
well  as  purpose  of  planting  is  to  be  considered  in  determining  whether 
crops  are  realty  or  personalty,  and  so  subject  to  execution  as  such.'* 

(II.)  Fructus  Industrlales.  —  Generally  annual  produce  and  crops 
raised  by  industry,  fructus  industrials,  are  subject  to  levy  and  sale 
under  execution  as  personal  property;*"  where  a  growing  crop  of 
peaches  or  other  fruit  requiring  periodical  cultivation  is  regarded  as 


has  no  interest  in  the  property  subject 
to  levy  and  sale  under  execution.  Fields 
V.  Williams,  91  Ala.  502,  8  So.  808. 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standaed  Proc. 
304. 

78.  Sage  v.  Sleutz,  23  Ohio  St.  1. 

79.  Sparrow  v.  Pond,  49  Minn.  412, 
52  N.  W.  3.6,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  571,  16 
L.  E.  A.  103. 

80.  Ala. — Booker  v.  Jones,  55  Ala. 
266;  McKenzie  &  Son  v.  Lampley,  31 
Ala.  526.  See  Evans  v.  Lamar,  21  Ala. 
333;  Adams  v.  Tanner,  5  Ala.  740.   Ga. 

'  Crine  v.  Tifts,  65  Ga.  644.  Ind.— Favor- 
ite V.  Deardorfi,  84  Ind.  555;  Lindley 
V.  Kelley,  42  Ind.  294;  Matlock  v.  Fry, 
15  Ind.  483;  Northern  v.  State',  1  Ind. 
113.  Kan. — Polley  v.  Johnson,  52  Kan. 
478,  35  Pac.  8,  23  L.  E.  A.  258;  Throop 
V.  Maiden,  52  Kan.  258,  34  Pac.  801; 
Coughlin  V.  Coughlin,  26  Kan.  116; 
Veils  V.  Battin,  6  Kan.  App.  742,  50 
Pac.  940.  Ky. — Thompson  v.  Craig- 
myle,  4  B.  Mon.  391,  41  Am.  Dec.  240; 
Craddock  v.  Eiddlesbarger,  2  Dana  205; 
Parkham  v:  Thompson,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 
159.  La. — Pickens  v.  "Webster,  31  La. 
Ahn.  870;  Porche  v.  Bodin,  28  La.  Ann. 
761.  Md. — Coombs  v.  Jordan,  3  Bland 
284,  22  Am.  Dee.  236.  Mass. — Penhal- 
low  V.  Dwightj  7  Mass.  34,  5  Am.  Dec. 
21.  Mich. — Preston  v.  Eyan,  45  Mich. 
174,  7  N.  W.  819.  Minn. — Sparrow  v. 
Pond,  49  Minn.  412,  52  N.  W.  36,  32 
Am.  St.  Eep.  571,  16  L.  E.  A.  103; 
Erickson  v.  Paterson,  47  Minn.  525,  50 
N.  W.  699;  Gillitt  v.  Truax,  27  Minn. 
528,  8  N.  W.  767.  Miss. — Cayce  v.  Sto- 
vall,  50  Miss.  396.  Mo. — Selecmau  v. 
Kinnard,  55  Mo.  App.  635.  Neb. — Johns 
V.  Kamarad,  96  N.  W.  118;  Sims  v. 
Jones,  54  Neb.  769,  75  N.  W.  150,  69 
Am.  St.  Eep.  749;  Johnson  v.  Walker, 
23  Neb.  736,  37  N,  W.  639.  N.  H. 
Howe  V.  Batchelder,  49  N.  H.  204; 
Kingsley  v.  Hqlbrook,  45  N.  H.  313,  86 
Am.  Dec.  173.  N.  J. — Bloom  v.  Welch, 
27  N.  J.  L.  177;  Westbrook  v.  Eager, 
16  N.  J.  L.  81.    N.  Y.— Frank  v.  Har- 
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rington,  36  Barb.  415;  Bank  of  Lan- 
singburgh  v.  Crary,  1  Barb.  542;  Shep- 
ard  V.  Philbriek,  2  Denio  174;  Green  v. 
Armstrong,  1  Denio  (N.  T.)  550;  Hart- - 
well  V.  Bissell,  17  Johns.  128;  Stewart 
V.  Doughty,  9  Johns.  108;  Whipple  v. 
Foot,  2  Johns.  418,  3  Am.  Dee.  442; 
Newcomb  v.  Eaynor,  21  Wend.  108,  34 
Am.  Dec.  219;  Austin  v.  Sawyer,  9  Cow. 
39;  Harder  v.  Plass,  57  Hun  540,  11  N. 
Y.  Supp.  226,  33  N.  Y.  St.  186.  N.  0. 
Bond  V.  Coke,  71  N.  C.  97,  100;  Flynt 
V.  Conrad,  61  N.  C.  190,  93  Am.  Dee. 
588;  Shannon  v.  Jones,  34  N.  C.  206; 
Brittain  v.  MdKay,  23  N.  C.  265,  35 
Am.  Dec.  738;  Smith  v.  Tritt,  18  N.  C. 
241,  28  Am.  Dec.  565.  Pa. — Long  v. 
Seavers,  103  Pa.  517;  Hershey  v.  Metz- 
gar,  90  Pa.  217;  Pattison's  Appeal,  61 
Pa.  294,  100  Am.  Dec.  637;  Stambaugh 
V.  Yeates,  2  Eawle  161;  Gordon  v.  Gor- 
don, 45  Pa.  Super.  95.  S.  0. — ^Devore 
V.  Kemp,  3  Hill  259.  Tenn.— Edwards 
V.  Thompson,  85  Tenn.  720,  4  S.  W. 
913,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  807.  Tex.— Willis 
V.  Moore,  59  Tex.  628,  46  Am.  Eep.  284; 
Cook  V.  Steel,  etc.  Co.,  42  Tex.  53; 
Ellis  V.  Bingham  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  150 

5  W.   602;   Home  v.  Gambrell,  White 

6  W.  Civ.  Gas.,  §996.  Vt.— Hamblet 
V.  Bliss,  55  Vt.  535.  Eng. — Jones  v. 
Flint,  10  Ad.  &  El.  753,  37  E.  0.  L. 
396,  113  Eng.  Eeprint  285. 

[a]  "A  growing  crop,  however  im- 
mature its  state,  and  whatever  of  labor 
may  be  required  for  its  cultivation  to 
maturity,  and  its  severance  from  the 
soil,  is  a  personal  chattel,  subject  at 
common  law  to  execution  against  the 
tenant."  Booker  v.  Jones,  5o  Ala. 
266. 

[b]  Manure  on  a  farm  is  part  of 
the  annual  produce  and  subject  to 
execution.  Staples  v.  Emery,  7  Greenl. 
(Me.)  201. 

[e]  Hops  growing  on  vines  being 
raised  by  manual  cultivation  are  per- 
sonalty and  subject    to    execution    as 
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fruetus  industriales,  it  is  subject  to  levy,*^  though  the  weight  of 
authority  places  fruit  trees  and  their  fruit  in  the  class  known  as 
"fruetus  naturales,"  which  are  not  leviable.'^  By  statute  in  some 
states  a  crop  is  not  subject  to  execution  until  it  has  matured.*^  And 
in  other  jurisdictions,  independent  of  statute,  it  is  held  that  immature 
crops  are  not  subject  to  levy  under  execution  as  personalty.^* 

(III.)  Fruetus  Naturales  —Trees,  fruit  of  trees,  bushes  and  grasses 
growing  from  perennial  roots,  are  generally  regarded  as  "fruetus 
naturales,"  and  while  unsevered  from  the  soil  are  part  of  the  realty 
and  not  subject  to  execution.^^  But  where  fruit  is  regarded  as 
fruetus  industriales  because  annual  labor  is  necessary  for  its  pro- 
duction, it  is  subject  to  levy.^°  , 

Standing  Timber.  —  The  interest  of  a  grantee  in  a  deed  to  standing 
timber  to  be  cut  and  removed  during  a  certain  period  is  subject  to 
execution.^'  ' 

(iV.)  Crops  on  Leased  lands. —  (A.)  Lessor's  Interest. -,- As  a  rule  un- 
less the  parties  are  tenants  in  common  the  lessor's  interest  in  a  crop 
grown  on  leased  lands  is  not  subject  to  execution  even  though  the  rent 
is  to  be  paid  by  a  share  of  the  crop.^* 


such.     Frank  v.  Harrington,  36  Barb, 
(N.  Y.)  415. 

[d]  A  crop  of  mature  and  uugath- 
ered  cotton  is  not,  by  reason  of  its 
status,  exempt  from  execution  or  other 
forcible  seizure  for  debt.  Ellis  v.  Bing- 
ham  (Tex.   Civ.  App.),  150  S.  W.  602. 

81.  State  V.  Fowler,  88  Md.  601,  42 
Atl.  201,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  452,  42  L. 
E.  A.  849.  See  also  Smock  v.  Smock, 
37  Mo.  App.  56. 

82.  See  infra,  II,  B,  3,  t,   (III). 

83.  ScoUey  v.  Pollock,  65  Ga.  339; 
Edwards  v.  Thompson,  85  Tenn.  720,  4 
S.  W.  913,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  807. 

[a]  Formerly  in  Alabama,  see  Evans 
V.  Lamar,  21  Ala.  333. 

[b]  Where  the  statute  exempts 
"growing"  crops,  a  standing  crop 
which  has  matured  is  subject  to  execu- 
tion. Shannon  v.  Jones,  34  N.  C.  206. 
See  also  Wooten  v.  Hill,  98  N.  C.  48, 
52,  3  S.  E.  846. 

84.  EUithorpe  v.  Eeidesil,  71  Iowa 
315,  32  N".  W.  238;-  Burleigh  v.  Piper, 
51  Iowa  649,  2  N.  W.  520;  Penhallow 
V.  Dwight,  7  Mass.  34,  5  Am.  Dee.  21. 
See  also  Tipton  v.  Martzell,  21  Wash. 
273,  57  Pac.  806,  75  Am.  St.  Eep.  838. 

85.  Del. — State  v.  Gemmill,  1  Houst. 
9.  HI.— Adams  v.  Smith,  1~  111.  283. 
Ky. — Craddock  v.  Eiddlesbarger,  2  Dana 
205.  Minn. — Sparrow  v.  Pond,  49  Minn. 
412,  52  N.  W.  36,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  571, 
16  L.  E.  A.  103.  N.  H.— Eogers  v. 
Elliott,   69   N,  H.   201,  47   Am.   Kep. 


192;  Norris  «.  "Watson,  22  N.  H.  364, 
55  Am.  Dec.  160.  N.  J. — Slocum  v. 
Seymour,  36  N.  J.  L.  138,  13  Am.  Eep. 
432.  N.  J. — ^Lansingburgh  Bank  v. 
Crary,  1  Barb.  542;  Smith  v.  Jenks,  1 
Denio  580;  Green  v.  Armstrong,  1  Denio 
550.  Eng. — Eodwell  v.  Phillips,  9  Mees. 
&  W.  501. 

[a]  Unpicked  blackberries  cannot  be 
taken  as  personal  property.  Sparrow 
V.  Pond,  49  Minn.  412,  52  N.  W.  36, 
32  Am.  St.  Eep.  571,  16  L.  E.  A.  103. 

86.  See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  t,  (I). 

87.  Williams  v.  Parsons,  167  N.  C. 
529,  83  S.  E.  914.  See  also  Caldwell 
V.  Fifield,  24  N.  J.  L.  150. 

License  to  remove  trees  and  minerals, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  3,  d. 

88.  HI. — Hansen  v.  Dennison,  7  111. 
App.  73.  Ind. — ^Williams  v.  Smith,  7 
Ind.  559.  N.  C. — Waltson  v.  Bryan,  64 
N.  C.  764;  Gordon  v.  Armstrong,  27  N. 
C.  409;  Deaver  v.  Eiee,  20  N.  C.  567, 
34  Am.  Dec.  388. 

[a]  But  in  Lindley  v.  Kelley,  42 
Ind.  294,  it  was  held  that  where  it 
was  contracted  that  the  lessor  was  to 
receive  a  portion  of  the  crop  when  it 
matured,  but  each  party  was  to  save 
and  take  care  of  his  own  share,  the. 
lessor's  interest  was  subject  to  an  exe- 
cution against  him. 

Cropper's  Contract. — See  infra,  II,  B, 
3,  t,   (VI). 

Where  Parties  Are  Tenants  in  Com- 
mon,— See  infra,  II,  S,  3,  t,  (V). 
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<(B.)  Lessee's  Interest.  — Where  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant 
exists,  although  the  rent  is  to  lie  paid  by  a  portion  of  the  crop,  the 
parties  are  not  tenants  in  common.  The  title  to  the  whole  is  in  the 
tenant  until  division  is  made,  and  is  subject  to  an  execution  against 
him.^^  If  by  statute  the  landlord  has  a  lien  on  the  crop  for  rent  the 
interest  of  the  tenant  cannot  be  levied  on  while  the  crop  is  still  im- 
mature,^" but  it  has  been  held  that  a  levy  upon  the  tenant's  interest, 
where  the  crop  is  not  removed  from  the  premises,  is  valid.^^  After 
the  share  of  the  landlord  has  been  delivered  to  nim  that  portion  is  no 
longer  subject  to  an  execution  against  the  tenant.®^ 

(V.)  Tenants  in  Cammon.  —  The  undivided  interest  of  on,e  tenant  in 
common  in  a  crop  may  be  sold  under  execution  against  him,^'  before 
division,®*  and  the  sheriff  for  the  purpose  of  such  sale*  may  take  pos- 
session of  the  entire  quantity.®* 

(VI.)  Cropper's  Interest.  — A  mere  cropper  is  regarded  not  as  a 
lessee  or  tenant,  but  as  a  mere  servant  of  the  owner,  and,  while  the 
crop  remains  en  masse,  his  interest  is  not  liable  to  execution;®®  but 


89.  Del.  —  Truitt  v.  Warrington 
(Del.),  84  Atl.  9.  111.— Sargent  v.  Cour- 
rier,  66  111.  245.  La. — Pickens  v. 
Webster,  31  La.  Ann.  870,  875;  Porche 
V.  Bodin,  28  La.  Ann.  761.  Me. 
Staples  V.  Emery,  7  Greenl.  201.  N.  Y. 
Hawkins  v.  Giles,  45  Hun  318,  12  N.  Y. 
St.  426;  McCombs  v.  Becker,  3  Hun 
342;'  Johnson  v.  Crofoot,  53  Barb.  574, 
37  How.  Pr.  59.  Tex.— See  Pace  v. 
Sparks,  1  Posey  Unrep.  Oas.  402. 

[a]  An  agreement  between  the  ten- 
ant and  the  landlord,  after  the  levy  of 
an  execution  against  the  tenant,  that 
the  latter  shall  receive  his  share  in 
the  field  will  not  be  allowed  to  defeat 
the  levy.  Sargent  v.  Courrier,  66  HI. 
245. 

[b]  Where  there  is  a  renting,  and 
the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant 
exist?,  an  older  judgment  will  subject 
the  renter's  crop,  although  the  land- 
lord may  have  a  parol  contract  with 
the  tenant  by  which  it  is  stipulated 
that  the  cro;^  is  to  be  the  landlord's 
until  the  debt  for  supplies  is  paid. 
Almand  v.  Scott  &  Company,  80  Ga.  95, 
4  S.  E.  92. 

90.  Selecman  v.  Kinnard,  55  Mo. 
App.  635.  Also,  Case  v.  Hart,  11  Ohio 
364.  But  see  Pace  v.  Sparks,  1  Posey 
Unrep.  Cas.   (Tex.)   402. 

91.  Groesbeek  v.  Evans,  40  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  216,-  83  S.  W.  430,  88  S.  W.  889. 

92.  Durdin  v.  Hill,  75  Ga.  228,  58 
Am.  Kep.  467. 

93.  'Thompson  v.  Mawhinney,  17  Ala. 
362,    52    Am.    Dec.    176;    Bernal    v. 


Hovious,  17  Cal.  541,  79  Am.  Dec.  147. 
Del. — Currey  v.  Davis,  1  Houst.  598. 
111. — Hansen  v.  Dennison,  7  111.  App. 
73.  Neb.— Sims  v.  Jones,  54  Neb.  769, 
75  N.  W.  150,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  749. 

94.  Hansen  v.  Dennison,  7  HI.  App. 
73. 

95.  Bernal  v.  Hovious,  17  Cal.  541, 
79  Am.  Deo.  147.  See  more  fully 
infra,  II,  B,  5. 

96.  Ariz. — Gray  v.  Robinson,  4  Ariz. 
24,  33  Pac.  712.  N.  C. — Brazier  ». 
Ansley,  33  N.  C.  12,  51  Am.  Dec.  408. 
S.  C. — See  Rogers  v.  Collier,  2  Bailey 
581,  23  Am.  Dec.  153. 

[a]  But  see  Truitt  «.  ,  Warrington 
(Del.),  84  Atl.  9,  where  it  is  held  that 
a  person  growing  a  crop  on  shares,  has 
such  a  property  in  his  share  of  the 
crop,  as  may  be  bought,  and  may  be 
sold,  under  due  process  of  law  or  other- 
wise. The  nature  of  the  contract  does 
not  appear,  however,  and  it  may  have 
created  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant. 

[b]  Title  in  Owner  of  Land.^Until 
a  division  is  made  the  whole  is  the 
property  of  the  landlord  or  owner. 
Brazier  v.  Ansley,  33  N.  C.,12,  51  Am. 
Dec.  408. 

[c]  Where  an  owner  of  land  fur- 
nishes it  with  supplies  and  other  like 
necessaries,  keeping  general  supervision 
over  the  farm,  and  agrees  to  pay  a  cer- 
tain portion  of  the  crop  to  the  laborer 
for  his  work,  the  laborer  is  a  cropper, 
and  judgments  or  liens  cannot  see  his 
part  of  the  crop  until  the  lEindlord  U 
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after  the  crop  is  divided  the  share  of  the  cropper  |s  liable  to  be  sold 
on  execution  against  him  though  it  was  levied  on  before  the  division.^^ 
u.  Property  in  Custodia  Legis  or  in  Possession  of  Public  Officer. 
(I.)  Generally.  —  As  a  general  rule  property  which  is  in  the  custody  of 
ofScers  of  the  court  or  government  cannot  be  reached  on  execujion.^^ 
However,  the  officer  must  hold  the  property  in  his  official  capacity.^' 
Whiskey  held  in  bond  under  the  control  of  federal  officers  as  security 
for  taxes  thereon,^  a  note  which  has  been  filed  in  a  court  of  justice 
by  a  party  litigant  in  a  suit,^  personal  property,^  or  real  estate  in  the 
cus|;ody  of  a  receiver,*  cannot  be  subjected  to  execution.  Where  a 
comptroller  of  the  currency  has  put  an  examiner  in  charge  of  a  bank 
but  no  receiver  has  been  appointed  the  tangible  assets  of  the  bank  are 
liable  to  execution.^ 

(II.)  Property  Held  Under  Prior  Writ.  —  (A.)  Peesonal  Pbopektt. 
Personal  property  once  levied  on  is  in  the  custody  of  the  law  and 
cannot  be  subjected  to  execution,*  though  in  the  possession  of  the  de- 


fuUy  paid.     Almand  v.  Seott   &   Com- 
pany, 80  Ga.  95,  4  S.  E.  892. 

[d]  The  mere  fact,  however,  that 
rent  is  payable  by  a  share  of  the  crop 
does  not  make  the  tenant  a  mere  crop- 
per. Hicks  V.  Butterworth,  30  Cal.  App. 
562,  159  Pae.  224;  Ee6ves  v.  Hannan, 
65  N.  J.  L.  249,  48  Atl.  1018. 
.      97.    Hare  v.  Pearson,  26  N.  C.  76. 

98.  U.  S. — Wiswall  v.  Sampsbn,  14 
How.  52,  14  L.  ed.  322;  MeCuUough  v. 
Large,  20  Fed.  309.  Ala. — Kemp  & 
Buckey  v.  Porter,  7  Ala.  138 ;  Lindsay 
V.  King,  3  Port.  406.  Ga. — Latham  & 
Sons  V.  Stringer,  17  Ga.  App.  585,  87 
S.  B.  840.  Ky.— May  v.  Hoaglan,  9 
Bush  171;  Fletcher  v.  Ferrel,  9  Dana 
372,  35  Am.  Dec.  143.  La.— Staubor- 
ough  V.  McCall,  8  La.  Ann.  9;  Price  v. 
Emerson,  7  La.  Ann.  237.  Me. — Hardy 
V.  Tilton,  68  Me.  195,  28  Am.  Bep.  34. 
Mich. — Campau  v.  Detroit  Driving  Club, 
130  Mich.  417,  90  N.  W.  49.  Pa. 
Robinson  v.  Atlantic,  etc.  B.  Co.,  66 
Pa.  160.'  Tex. — Taylor  v.  Gillean,  23 
Tex.  508.  Eng. — Masters  v.  Stanley,  8 
Dowl.  P.  C.  169,  4  Jur.  28;  France  v. 
Campbell,  6  Jur.  105. 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Peoc. 
280. 

Garnishment  of,  see  10  Standard 
Peoc.  450. 

99.  Where  an  execution  is  levied  on 
property  and  a  third  party  claims  them, 
but  by  an  agreement  between  the 
plaintiff  in  execution  and  the  claim- 
ant the  execution  of  a  bond  by  the 
claimant  is  dispensed  with  and  the 
property  left  in  the  hands  of  the  mar- 
shal; a  levy  on  property  while  thus  in 


the  hands  of  the  marsha,l,  by  a  sheriff^ 
creates  no  conflict  of  jurisdiction.  The 
marshal  held  the  property  not  as  an 
oflS.cer  but  as  agent  of  the  parties. 
Planters'  Bank  v.  Black,  11  Smed.  & 
M.    (Miss.)   43. 

1.  McCullough  V.  Large,  20  Fed.  309; 
May  V.  Hoaglan,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  171. 

2.  Stanborough  v.  McCall,  8  La. 
Ann.  9;  Price  v.  Emerson,  7  La.  Ann. 
237. 

3.  U.  S. — Wiswall  v.  Sampson,  14 
How.  52,  14  L.  ed.  322.  Mich. — Campau 
V.  Detroit  Driving  Club,  130  Mich.  417, 
90  N.  W.  49.  N.  Y.— Gouverneur  v. 
Warren,  2  Sandfi  624;  Fox  v.  Union 
Turnpike  Co.,  37  Misc.  308,  75  N.  Y. 
Supp.  464;  Albany  City  Bank  v.  Scher- 
merhorn,  9  Paige  372,  377,  38  Am.  Dec. 
551.  Pa. — Robinson  v.  Atlantic,  etc.  B. 
Co.,  66  Pa.  160.  S.  D.— Hundley  Dry 
Goods  Co.  V.  Albien,  32  S.  D.  60,  142 
N.  W,  49.  Tex. — Edwards  v.  Norton, 
55  Tex.  405;  Taylor  v.  Gillean,  23  Tex. 
508. 

Garnishment  of  receiver,  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  457. 

4.  Wiswall  V.  Sampson,  14  How.  (U. 
S.)  52,  14  L.  ed.  322. 

5.  Kimball  v.  Dunn,  89  Fed.  782. 

6.  V.  S. — Taylor  v.  Carryl,  20  How. 
583,  15  L.  ed.  1028;  Brown  v.  Clarke,  4 
How.  4,  11  L.  ed.  850;  Hagan  v.  Lucas, 
35  U.  S.  400,  9  L.  ed.  470.  Cal.— Yuba 
County  V.  Adams,  7  Cal.  35,  Ga. — Cainp 
V.  Williams,  119  Ga.  152,  46  S.  E.  66; 
Brown  v.  Warren,  57  Ga.  214.  Kan. 
Overton  v.  Warner,  68  Kan.  96,  74  Pao. 
651;  J.  M.  W.  Jones  Stationery  Co.  v. 
Case,  26  Kan.  299,  40  Am.  Rep.   310. 
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fendant  in  the  first  execution.''  But  in  some  jurisdictions  by  reason 
of  statutory  enactment  property  in  custodia  legis  may  be  taken  on 
execution,*  while  in  other  states  the  property  may  be  levied  upon  sub- 
ject to  the  first  levy,»  at  least  if  the  levy  is  made  by  the  same  of&cer 


Ky. — Kane  v.  Pileher,  7  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
651;    Hackley's    Exrs.    v.     Swigert,     5 

B.  Mon.  86,  41  Am.  Dec.  256; 
Oljham  v.  Scrivener,  3  B.  Mon. 
579.  La.— Bayly  &  Pond  v.  Weil,  28 
La.  Ann.  264.  Me.— Fuller  v.  Field,  39 
Me.  297.  Mo.— Metzner  v.  Graham,  57 
Mo.  404.  Nel).— Beagle  v.  Smith,  50 
Neb.  446,  69  N.  "W.  956.  N.  Y.— Os- 
wego First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dunn,  97  N. 
T.  149,  49  Am.  Eep.  517;  Tremaine  v. 
Mortimer,  25  Jones  &  S.  340,  7  N.  Y. 
Supp.  681;  Seymour  v.  Newton,  17  Hun 
30;  Dubois  v.  Harcourt,  20  Wend.  41. 
Ohio. — Smead  v.  Diss,  1  Ohio  Dec.  (Ee- 
print)  200,  4  West.  L.  J.  4.  Pa.— Wine- 
gardner  v.  Hafer,  15  Pa.  144;  Nealon 
V.  Flynn,  1  Kulp  149;  Ward  v.  Whit- 
ney, 13  Phila.  7.  Tenn.^— Bradley  v. 
Kesee,  5  Coldw.  223,  94  Am.  Dec.  246. 
Wis.— Knapp  v.  White,  40  Wis.  143.  •  Eng. 
Wood  V.  Wood,  4  Q.  B.  397,  3  G.  &  D. 
532,  7  Jur.  325,  12  L.  J.  Q.  B.  141,  45  E. 

C.  L.  397;  CoUingridge  v.  Paxton,  11 
C.  B.  683,  16  Jur.  18,  21  L.  J.  C.  P. 
39,  2  L.  M.  &  P.  654,  73  B.  C.  L.  683. 

[a]  By  garnishment  of  a  mortgagee 
in  possession  of  mortgaged  chattels 
such  chattels  are  placed  in  custody  of 
the  law  and  thenceforward  are  no  more 
Bub'Ject  to  actual  seizure  and  appropria- 
tion to  the  satisfaction  of  another 
execution  than  if  they  had  actually 
been  levied  upon  when  the  garnish- 
ment took  place.  Grand  Island  Bank- 
ing Co.  V.  Costello,  45  Neb.  119,  63  N. 
W.  376. 

[b]  Where  a  sherifE  levied  an  execu- 
tion in  favor  of  A  on  goods  as  property 
of  X  he  has  no  authority  while  the 
goods  are  in  his  possession  under  the 
first  levy  to  levy  the  execution  of  K 
upon  the  same  goods  as  the  property 
of  Y.    Knapp  v.  White,  40  Wis.  143. 

[c]  Pendency  of  foreclosure  suit  of 
mortgagee  on  property  in  which  a 
temporary  injunction  has  been  granted 
restraining  the  defendant  from  selling, 
consuming  or  disposing  of  the  property 
in  controversy  during  the  pendency  of 
the  action,  does  not  withdraw  the  prop- 
erty from  pursuit  by  creditors  of  the 
mortgagor  in  another  court  by  means 
of  execution.  In  such  ease  the  prop- 
erty is  not  in  the  custody  of  the  law, 
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but  the  principles  applicable  are  those 
of  the  doctrine  of  lis  pendens.  Eyau 
n.  Donley,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  6,  96  N.  W. 
49. 

[d]  Injunction  will  lie  to  prevent 
sale  of  property  in  custodia  legis  under 
execution.  Overton  v.  Warner,  68  Kan. 
96,  74  Pac.  651. 

[e]  Kemedy  of  Creditot.  —  Where 
property  replevied  was  sought  to  be 
reached  by  execution  the  court  said: 
"The  creditor  .  .  .  must  pursue  a 
remedy  consistent  with  the  sheriff's 
duty  under  the  replevin,  and  with  the 
hold  which  the  law  has  upon  the  prop- 
erty. .  .  .  We  see  no  reason  why  he 
may  not  proceed  in  equity,  making  all 
the  rival  claimants  parties,  preventing 
if  need  be  a  transfer  of  the  property 
by  the  plaintiff  in  replevin,  avoiding 
a  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  so  determin- 
ing in  one  action  the  whole  contro- 
versy. First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dunn,  97 
N.  Y.  149,  49  Am.  Eep.  517. 

Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Pboc. 
282. 

Garnishment  of,  see  10  Standard 
Peoc.  450. 

7.  Acker  v.  White,  25  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
614.  Property  levied  upon  and  seized 
by  virtue  of  an  execution,  and  then 
delivered  upon  a  writ  of  replevin  to  a 
third  person,  cannot  subsequently  be 
levied  upon  by  virtue  of  another  exe- 
cution against  the  defendant  in  the  first 
execution,  although  the  property  be 
permitted  by  the  plaintiff  in  replevin 
to  continue  in  his  possession  and  oc- 
cupation; until  the  claim  under  the 
first  execution  is  disposed  of,  a  second 
levy  cannot  be  made. 

8.  White  V.  Culter,  12  111.  App.  38; 
Patterson  v.  Pratt,  19  Iowa  358. 

9.  Ky. — See  Darnaby  v.  Eogers,  4 
B.  Mon.  238,  holding  that  an  officer  is 
not  bound  to  levy  upon  property  al- 
ready levied  on  by  a  valid  execution. 
La. — See  Henry  v.  Tricou,  36  La.  Ann. 
519.  Ohio. — Davidson  &  Co.  v.  Kuhn, 
1  Disn.  405,  12  Ohio  Dec.  699.  Pa. 
Battersby  v.  Haubert,  14  Phila.  112; 
Taylor  v.  Bonaffon,  17  W.  N.  C.  425. 
See  McGinnis  v.  Prieson,  85  Pa.  Ill; 
Croman's  Case,  11  Pa,  Co.  Ct.  44, 
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or  ■with  his  consent."  And  goods  permitted  to  remain  in  possession 
of  the  defendant  an  -unreasonable  length  of  time  are  subject  to  a 
subsequent  execution."  It  is  only  where  the  property  is  lawfully 
taken  by  legal  process  that  it  is  considered  in  the  custody  of  the  law  ;^^ 
so  a  levy  under  a  void  judgment  will  not  prevent  a  subsequent  levy 
of  execution  on  the  property.^'' 

(B.)  Eeal  Estate.  — Real  estate  taken  under  one  writ  may  be  sub- 
sequently levied  on  under  execution  but  not  so  as  to  defeat  the  prior 
levy." 

(m.)  When  Released  Under  Bond.  — Where  after  an  officer  has  levied 
on  property  and  taken  possession,  a  bond  to  try  title,  or  forthcoming 
bond,  is  given,  the  property  is  still  regarded,  in  some  jurisdictions, 
as  in  the  custody  of  the  law  and  not  subject  to  execution,^^  uhless  some 
new  title  has  been  acquired  by  the  defendant.^®  In  other  jurisdictions 
the  property  is  regarded  as  no  longer  subject  to  the  previous  execution 
and  may  be  taken  under  a  second  levy.^' 


10.  The  rule  that  property  in  the 
hands  of  an  officer,  under  judicial  pro- 
cess, is  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and 
not  subject  to  further  seizure  under 
process  by  another  officer,  is  only 
adopted  for  the  protection  of  the  ofS- 
eer  making  the  first  seizure,  and  to 
avoid  collisions  of  authority  and  con- 
flicts of  title.  The  same  goods  may  be 
taken  on  a  second  writ  by  the  same 
officer,  and  where,  having  the  goods  in 
his  possession,  he  consents  or  submits 
to  a  levy  upon  other  writs  by  other 
officers,  and  to  hold  the  goods  as  trus- 
tee or  bailee  for  them,  after  the  satis- 
faction of  his  own  writs,  the  rule  does 
not  apply,  and  the  subsequent  levies 
are  valid,  binding  the  proceeds  of  a 
sale  in  his  hands.  Tyler,  Davidson  & 
Co.  V.  Kuhn,  1  Disn.  (Ohio)  405. 

[a]  A  constable  canndt  levy  upon 
goods  subject  to  prior  levy  of  a  sheriff, 
if  the  creditor  who  obtains  judgment 
before  justice  of  the  peace  desires  to 
reach  the  property  levied  on  by  the 
sheriff  he  should  file  a  transcript  in 
the  court  of  common  pleas  and  have  a 
fieri  facias  issued  to  the  sheriff  before 
the  sale.  He  will  then  be  in  a  position 
to  order  the  money  into  court  and  to 
participate  in  the  distribution.  Cro- 
man's  Case,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  44. 

[b]  where  there  is  no  other  prop- 
erty available  and  the  first  levying 
officer  consents  to  the  levy  of  the  sec- 
ond execution.  Tyler  v.  Dunton,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  361. 

11.  United  States  v.  Conyngham,  4 
Dall.   (U.  8.)   358,  1  L.  ed.  865.     See 
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also  Gilbert  v.  Moody,  17  "Wend.  (N-.  T.) 
354. 

12.  Burr  v.  Mathers,  51  Mo.  App. 
471;  Gilman  v.  Williams,  7  Wis.  329, 
76  Am.  Dec.  219. 

13.  Burr  v.  Mathers,  51  Mo.  App. 
471. 

14.  Ky. — Husbands  v.  Jones, -9  Bush 
218;  Oldham  v.  Scrivener,  3  B.  Mon. 
579.  La. — Henry  v.  Tricou,  36  La. 
Ann.  519;  Denton  v.  Woods,  19  La.  Ann. 
356.  Vt.— Jewett  v.  Guyer,  38  Vt.  209, 
subject  to  attachment. 

Eeal  estate  in  custody  of  a  receiver 
not  subject,  see  supra,  II,  B,  3,  u,  (I). 

15.  Ala. — McLemore  v.  Benbow,  19 
Ala.  76;  Hobson  v.  Kissam,  8  Ala.  357. 
111.— Eoberts  v.  Dunn,  71  111.  46;  EJiines 
V.  Phelps,  8  HI.  455;  Goodheart  v. 
Bowen,  2  HI.  App.  578.  Ind. — Pipher  v. 
Tordyce,  88  Ind.  436.  Kan.— Overton 
V.  Warner,  68  Kan.  96,  74  Pae.  651; 
McKinney  v.  Purcell,  28  Kan.  446.  Mo. 
Bates  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Owen,  79 
Mo.  429;  Fleming  v.  Clark,  22  Mo. 
App.  218.  Neb.— Beagle  v.  Smith,  50 
Neb.  446,  69  N.  W.  956.  Pa. — Ware  v. 
Deacon,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  368;  Ward  v. 
Whitney,  7  W.  N.  C.  95;  Moore  v. 
Whitney,  10  Lane.  Bar  122.  Te«^— Le 
Gierse  &  Co.  v.  Pierce,  2  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §89;  Bailey  v.  Miears,  White  & 
W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §84. 

See  10  Standard  Pkoc.  15. 
Attachment  of,  see  3  Standard  Pkoc. 
285.  ' 

16.  Ehines  v.  Phelps,  8  111.  455. 

17.  See  10  Standard  Proo.  15,  and 
Frey  v.  Leeper,  2  Dall.  131,  1  L.  ed. 
319. 
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_j(IV.)  Money  in  Hands  of  Court  or  Officer,  —  Money  which  is  in  the 
possession  of  an  officer  received  by  virtue  of  an  execution  is  not  sub- 
ject to  an  execution  against  the  creditor  in  the  first  execution,^^  though 
it  has  been  held  to  the  contrary;^*  nor,  according  to  some  authorities, 
can  such  money  be  reached  on  execution  against  the  debtor  in  the 
first  execution,'^''  though  in  other  jurisdictions  a  contrary  rule  prevails 


18..  XT.  S. — Eeno  v:  Wilson,  Hempst. 
91,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,700a;  Boss  v. 
^  Clarke,  1  Dall.  354,  1  L.  ed.  173.  Ala. 
Zurcher  v.  Magee,  2  Ala.  253,  not  sub- 
ject to  garnishment.  Cal. — Clymer  v. 
"Willis,  3  Cal.  363,  58  Am.  Dec.  414, 
not  subject  to  attaehment  or  garnish- 
ment. Conn. — Willes  v.-  Pitkin,  1  Boot 
47.  HI.— Campbell  v.  Hasbrook,  24  111. 
243;  Eeddick  v.  Smith,  4  111.  451.  Ind. 
Hooks  V.  York,  4  Ind.  636;  Sibert  v. 
Humphries,  4  Ind.  481.  Kan. — Baton 
V.  McElhone,  6  Kan.  App.  225,  49  Pao. 
695.  Ky.— First  v.  Miller,  4  Bibb  311. 
Me.— Hardy  v.  Tilton,  68  Me.  195,  28 
Am.  Eep.  34.  Md. — ^Farmers'  Bank  v. 
Beaston,  7  Gill  &  J.  421,  28  Am.  Dec. 
226  (cannot  be  attached) ;  Jones  v. 
Jones,  1  Bland  443,  18  Am.  Dec.  327. 
Mass. — Thompson  v.  Brown,  17  Pick. 
462;  Wilder  13.  Bailey,  3  Mass.  289. 
Minn. — Davis  v.  Seymour,  16  Minn.  210. 
Mo.— State  «.  Boothe,  68  Mo.  546;  Mx 
parte  Pearle,  13  Mo.  467,  53  Am.  Deo. 
155.  N.  J. — Crane  v.  Freese,  16  N.  J. 
L.  305;  Manly  v.  McCarty,  5  N.  J.  L.  J. 
218.  N.  Y.— Baker  v.  Kenworthy,  41 
N.  Y.  215;  Betts  v.  Hoyt,  19  Barb.  412; 
Adams  v.  Welsh,  11  Jones  &  S.  52; 
Muscott  V.  Woolworth,  14  How.  Pr.  477; 
Dubois  V.  Dubois,  6  Cow.  494.  N.  C. 
Smith  V.  McMillan,  84  N.  C.  593;  State 
V.  Lea,  30  N.  C.  94.  Ohio. — ^Dawson  v. 
Holcomb,  1  Ohio  275,  13  Am.  Dec.  618. 
Gontra,  Renner  v.  Burke,  11  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  268,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  361.  Pa. 
Hooke  V.  Freeman,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  310; 
Worrell  v.  Van  Dusen  Oil  Co.,  1  Leg. 
Gaz.  53.  But  see  Monongahela  Naviga- 
tion Co.  V.  Ledlie,  1  Clark  490,  3  Pa. 
L.  G.  179,  holding  a  sheriff  has  returned 
to  a  fieri  facias  "money  made"  if  ap- 
plication be  made  to  the  court  for  leave 
to  the  sheriff  to  apply  the  plaintiff's 
money,  to  an  execution  held  by  the 
sheriff  against  him,  it  will  be  granted 
of  course,  unless  some  bona  fide  as- 
signee interferes  with  a  prior  claim. 
Also  Bayard  v.  Bayard,  5  Pa.  L.  J.  160, 
3  Clark  261.  S.  C— Burrell  v.  Letson, 
1  Strob.  239  (cannot  be  attached) ; 
Blair  «)  Cantey,  2  Spears  34,  42  Am. 
Dec.  360   (not  subject  to  attachment); 
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Adams  t).  Crimager,  1  McMuUen  309; 
Johnston  v.  Shubert,  2  Hill  502;  South- 
ern Western  E.  Co.  v.  Watkins,  2  Eich. 
328.  See  also  Eeid  v.  Eamey,  2  Eich. 
L.  4.  But  see  Summers  v.  Caldwell,  2 
Nott.  &  McC.  341,  holding  that  where 
the  sheriff  has  collected  money  on 
execution  for  a  plaintiff,  the  court  can 
order  it  to  be  paid  over  on  an  execu- 
tion in  the  sheriff's  hands  against  the 
plaintiff.  Vt. — ^Prentiss  v.  Bliss,  4  Vt. 
513,  24  Am.  Dec.  631;  Conant  v.  Bick- 
nell,  1  D.  Chip.  50.  Eng.— Wood  v. 
Wood,  4  Q.  B.  397,  3  G.  &  D.  532,  7 
Jur.  325,  12  L.  J.  Q.  B.  141,  45  E.  C. 
L.  397. 

[a]  Money  bona  fide  lent  to  a  sher- 
iff, and  applied  by  him  to  his  own 
use,  prior  to  his  receiving  a  writ  of 
execution  against  the  lender  is  not 
liable  to  satisfy  such  execution,  either 
at  law  or  in  equity,  notwithstanding 
the  same  money  was  originally  de- 
posited in  his  hands  as  a  pledge  for 
certain  purposes.  Price  v.  Crump,  2 
Hen.  &  M.  (Va.)  89. 

19.  Ga. — Eogers  v.  Bullen,  Charlt.  196, 
holding  that  money  received  by  the  sher- 
iff under  one  execution  will  be  paid  over 
to  an  execution  creditor  of  the  first 
creditor,  there  being  no  interfering  or 
conflicting  claims  and  this  second  exe- 
cution being  the  eldest  against  the  first 
creditor).  See  also  Columbus  Factory 
V.  Herndon,  59  Ga.  209.  La.— See  Gou- 
beau  v.  New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  Co.,  6 
Eob.  345.  Tenn. — Dolby  v.  MuUins,  3 
Humph.  437,  39  Am.  Dec.  180.  Tex. 
Mann  v.  Kelsey,  71  Tex.  609,  12  S.  W. 
43,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  800;  Hamilton  v. 
Ward,  4  Tex.  356. 

[a]  In  Dolby  v.  Mullins,  3  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  435,  39  Am.  Dec.  180,  the  court 
says:  "We  understand  the  uniform 
practice  has  been  to  appropriate  money 
in  the  hands  of  an  ofScer,  in  discharge 
of  an  execution  against  the  plaintiff, 
and  we  think  it  is  supported  by  prin- 
ciple, and  the  opinion  under  review 
admits  that  it  is  wise  and  just  that 
such  a  remedy  should  exist." 

20.  U.  S. — Turner  v.  ,  Fendall,  1 
Cranch    117,   2   L.   ed.   53,   affirming   8 
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as  to  any -surplus  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  officer.^*  Money 
deposited  with  the  sheriff  or  coming  into  his  hands  in  his  ofScial 
capacity,  is  not  subject  to  seizure  under  an  execution  against  him.^^ 
A  sheriff  having  levied  on  the  defendant's  real  estate  cannot,  while 
that  levy  remains  undisposed  of,  seize  in  execution  of  the  same  writ 
a  sum  of  money  voluntarily  paid  to  him  by  the  defendant  with 
directions  to  apply  it  on  a  junior  writ.^' 

Money  Deposited  as  Bail.  —  Where  one  person  deposits  money  as  bail 
for  another,  the  money  does  not  thereby  become  the  property  of  the 
latter  so  as  to  be  subject  to  an  execution  against  him  not  connected 
in  any  way  with  the  criminal  proceedings.^* 

V.  Wife's  Property  for  Debts  of  Husband.  —  The  liability  of  the 
wife's  property  for  the  debts  of  the  husband  is  treated  elsewhere  in 
this  work.^^ 

Church  Property.  —  According  to  some  courts  church  property 


w. 


may  not  be  subjected  to  execution,^^  though  there  is  authority  to  the 


Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,727,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  35. 
Ind.— Winton  v.  State,  4  Ind.  321.  La. 
Marini  v.  Mourain,  5  La.  Ann.  133. 
Pa.— Bosset  v.  Miller,  2  "Woodw.  40. 
Eng. — Fieldhouse  v.  Croft,  4  East  510, 
102  Eng.  Eeprint  926. 

[a]  Unless  the  sheriff  who  has  sold 
property  under  the  first  execution  has 

I  appropriated  and  set  apart  specific 
money  from  such  sale  for  the  payment 
of  the  balance  to  be  paid  under  the 
first  execution.  Wood  v.  Wood,  4  Q.  B. 
397,  7  Jur.  325,  3  G.  &  D.  532,  12  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  141,  45  E.  C.  L.  397. 

[b]  In  Carhart  &  Bro.  "v.  Grier,  56 
Ga.  383,  where  property  offered  for  sale 
by  the  sheriff  was  withdrawn  on  the 
promise  of  the  defendant  that  he  would 
pay  off  the  execution  levied  thereon, 
and  this  payment  was  voluntarily  made, 
the  court  held  the  money  in  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff  not  subject  to  an  older 
execution  against  such  defendant,  stat- 
ing that  if  the  money  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff  had  been  raised  by'  a  sale 
of  the  defendant's  property  that  would 
have  presented  a  different  question. 

21.  Ala. — Langdon  v.  Lockett,  6  Ala. 
727,  41  Am.  Dec.  78;  King  v.  Moore,  6 
Ala.  160,  41  Am.  Dec.  44.  lU.— Lar- 
son V.  Ditto,  90  111.  App.  384.  Tex. 
Turner  v.  Gibson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152 
S.  W.  839. 

[a]  The  right  of  a  former  owner  to 
excess  of  proceeds  of  sale  of  land  for- 
feited is  property  which  is  liable  to 
execution  against  him.  Wiant  v.  Hays, 
38  W.  Va.  681,  18  S.  E.  807,  23  L.  K. 
A.  82.      . 

[b]  Surplus  From   Mortgage   Fore- 


closure.— Where  a  sheriff  foreclosed  a 
mortgage  and  after  the  satisfaction  of 
the  mortgage  debt  retained  a  balance 
in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  mort- 
gagor, it  was  held  that  under  the  stat- 
ute such  overplus  could  be  legally  ap- 
plied on  executions  against  the  mort: 
gagor,  then  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff. 
Payne  v.  Billingham,  10  Iowa  360. 

22.  Folger  v.  Marigney,  11  La.  Ann. 
727. 

Levy  on  property  "of  one  other  than 
debtor,  see  supra,  II,  B,  3,  r. 

23.  Eudy  u.  Com.,  35  Pa.  166,  78  Am. 
Dec.  330. 

24.  People  v.  Gould,  75  App.  Div. 
524,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  279;  McShane  v. 
Pinkham,  22  Civ.  Proc.  173,  19  N.  Y. 
Supp.  969,  46  N.  Y.  St.  65. 

Garnishment  of  money  or  property 
taken  from  prisoners,  see  10  Standard 
Peoc.  464. 

25.  See  title  "Husband  and  Wife," 
11  Standard  Proc.  808. 

26.  Bigelow  v.  Middletown  Cong. 
Soc,  11  Vt.  283. 

[a]  Where  a  corporation  has  built 
a  meetinghouse,  and  sold  the  pews  to 
individuals,  an  execution  against  the 
corporation  cannot  be  levied  on  the  pul- 
pit. Eevere  v.  Gannett,  1  Pick.  (Mass.) 
169. 

[b]  The  communion  service  of  a 
church  is  not  subject  to  execution  on  a 
judgment  recovered  by  the  pastor 
against  the  trustees  of  the  church  for 
an  amount  due  'on  his  salary.  Lord  v. 
Hardie,  82  N.  C.  241,  33  Am.  Eep. 
682, 
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contrary .2'  The  right  of  a  person  to  a  pew  may  be  levied  on  under 
-execution  as  real  estate,^*  ' 

X.  Fixtures.  —  Fixtures  which  the  owner  may  rightfully  remove 
from  the  realty  to  which  they  are  annexed  may  be  taken  on  execution 
as  personalty,^^  but  those  articles  which  are  considered  part  of  the 
realty  cannot  be  so  taken  as  personalty.^"  Those  fixtures  which  are 
regarded  as  part  of  the  realty  will  of  course  pass  with  an  execution 
against  the  realty.^^ 

Trade  Fixtures.  —  Fixtures  erected  by  a  tenant  for  trade  purposes 
are  subject  to  an  execution  against  him.'^ 


27.  Presbyterian  Congregation  Of 
Erie  v.  Colt's  Exrs.,  2  Grant's  Cas. 
(Pa.)  75.     . 

28.  Barnard  v.  Whipple,  29  Vt.  401, 
70  Am.  Dec.  422.  See  also  Perrin  v. 
Leverett,  13  Mass.  128. 

29.  Conn. — Morey  v.  Hoyt,  62  Conn. 
542,  26  Atl.  127,  19  L.  E.  A.  611.  HI. 
Titus  V.  M&bee,  25  HI.  232.  Ind.— Test 
V.  Eobinson,  20  Ind.  251 ;  State  v.  Bon- 
ham,  18  Ind.  231.  Me.— Fifield  v.  Maine 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  62  Me.  77.  Mass.— Doty 
V.  Grorham,  5  Pick.  487,  16  Am.  Dec. 
417.    N.  Y.— Cresson  v.  Stout,  17  Johns. 

116,  8  Am.  Dee.  373.     Pa Heffner  v. 

Lewis,  78  Pa.  302. 

[a]  Side  tracks  fastened  to  main 
tracks  and  used  temporarily  by  a  rail- 
road company  with  consent  of  the 
owners  are  subject  to' execution  against 
the  latter.  Fifield  v.  Maine  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  62  Me.  77. 

[b]  Potash  kettles,  set  in  arches  in 
the  usual  way  for  use,  are  liable  to  be 
levied  upon  and  sold  as  personal  prop- 
erty.    Wetherby  v.  Foster, '  5  Vt.   136. 

30.  Del. — Eice  v.  Adams,  4  Harr.  332. 
HI. — Titus  V.  Ginheimer,  27  HI.  462; 
Titus  V.  Mabee,  25  111.  232;  Moore  v. 
Cunningham,  23  111.  268,  328.  la. 
Congregational  Soc.  of  Dubuque  v. 
Fleming,  11  Iowa  533,  79  Am.  Dec.  511. 
La. — Poche  ».  Theriot,  23  La.  Ann.  137. 
Mont. — Switzer  v.  Allen,  11  Mont.  160, 
27  Pac.  408.  Neb.— Friedlander  v.  Ey- 
der,  30  Neb.  783,  47  N.  "W.  83,  9  L.  K. 
A.  700.  N.  C— Pemberton  v.  King,  13 
N.  C.  376.  Pa. — Voorhis  v.  Freeman,  2 
Watts  &  S.  116,  37  Am.  Dec.  490; 
Hillard  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Amity  Coal 
Co.,  2  Lane.  L.  Rev.  241.  Vt.— New- 
hall  V.  Kinney,  56  Vt.  591. 

[a]  An  owner  of  a  steam-mill  prop- 
erty and  land,  encumbefpd  to  an 
amount  greater  than  their  value  by 
dower  and  by  judgment  liens,  cannot 
sever  and  remove  the  steam-engine  or 
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other  constituent  parts  of  the  machin- 
ery, so^^that  as  personalty,  they  may  be 
levied  upon  and  sold  upon  the  execu- 
tion of  a  subsequent  judgment  creditor. 
Appeal  of  Witmer,  45  Pa.  455,  84  Am. 
Dee.  505.- 

[b]  Church  Bell.  —  Congregational 
Soc.  of  Dubuque  v.  Fleming,  11  Iowa 
533,  79  Am.  Dec.  511,  though  not  yet 
placed  in  tower,  it  being  the  intention 
so  to  do. 

[c]  Bricks  in  the  wall  of  a  building 
cannot  be  taken  on  execution  against 
the  contractor  placing  them  there. 
Moore  v.  Cunningham,  23  Dl.  268,  328. 

Materials  of  contractor  generally,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  3,  b,  .(XI). 

[d]  Locomotive  or  Freight  Car  on 
the  Tracks. — Titus  v.  Ginheimer,  27  HI. 
462;  Titus  v.  Mabee,  25  Bl.  232.  But 
as  to  the  right  to  levy  on  rolling  stock 
of  a  corporation  being  subject,  see  5 
Standard  Pboc.  675. 

[e]  Injunction  will  lie  to  prevent 
removal  of  such  fixtures  by  purchaser 
at  execution  sale.  Poche  v.  Theriot,  23 
La.  Ann.  137.        ' 

31.  MoNally  v.  Connolly,  70  Cal.  3, 
11  Pac.  320;  Goddard  v.  Chase,  7  Mass. 
432  (stoves  which  are  part  of  a  house). 

[a]  An  execution  against  the  inter- 
est of  the  lessees  in  a  lot  of  land  and 
the  premises  leased,  includes  fixtures 
erected  thereon  by  the  lessees  even 
though  there  was  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  lessor  and  the  lessees  that 
the  latter  could  remove  such  fixtures 
at  the  ■  expiration  of  the  lease.  Me- 
Nally  V.  Connolly,  70  Cal.  3,  11  Pac. 
320. 

[b]  After  conveyance  of  real  prop- 
erty, fixtures  which  have  become  part 
of  it  cannot  be  taken  on  execution 
against  the  grantor.  Taylor  v.  Plunkett, 
4  Penne.  (Del.)  467,  56  Atl.  384. 

32.  Ind.— Taffe  v.  Warnick,  3  Blackf . 
Ill,  23   Am.  Dec.   383,  a  carding  ma- 
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4.  Levy.  —  a.  Definition,  Object  and  Distinctions.  —  The  levy  of 
an  execution  is  such  action  by  a  proper  officer  as  sets  apart  and  ap- 
propriates, for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  writ,  a  part  or  the  whole 
of  the  property  of  a  judgment  debtor.^^  The  delivery  of  the  writ  to 
an  officer  with  instructions  to  levy  upon  certain  property  does  nat 
constitute  a  levy.^* 

A  levy  of  an  execution  is  something  different  from  service'^  of  an 


chine  erected  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing on  carding.  N.  Y. — Ombony  v. 
Jones,  19  N.  Y.  234  (dance  hall  ad- 
joining an  inn').  Also  Cresson  v.  Stout, 
17  Johns.  116,  8  Am.  Dec.  373.  Pa. 
Hey  V.  Bruner,  61  Pa.  87;  Lemar  v. 
Miles,  4  "Watts  330.  Tenn.— Pillow  v. 
Love,  5  Hayw.  109.  Eng. — Poole's 
Case,  1  Salk.  368,  91  Eng.  Beprint  320. 

[a]  The  fact  that  by  an  agreement 
between  the  landlord  and  tenant,  the 
fixtures,  in  a  certain  event,  is  to  be- 
come the  .property  of  the  landlord,  un- 
less that  event  has  actually  happened, 
does  not  affect  the  rule.  Lemar  v. 
Miles,  4  Watts  (Pa.)   330. 

[b]  A  still  set  upon  the  lands  of 
the  lessor  by  the  lessee  may  be  seized 
on  execution  and  sold  as  property  of 
the  lessee.  Pillow  v.  Love,  5  Hayw. 
(Tenn.)   109. 

33.  Cal. — Lehnhardt  v.  Jennings,  119 
Cal.  192,  48  Pac.  56,  51  Pae.  195;  South- 
em  California  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Ocean 
Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pac. 
627,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  115.  Mass.— See 
Hall  V.  Crocker,  3  Mete.  245.  Minn. 
Horgan  v.  Lyons,  59  Minn.  217,  60  N. 
W.  1099.  Mo.— Butler  v.  Imhoff,  238 
Mo.  584,  142  S.  W.  287.  Neb.— Burkett 
V.  Clark,  46  Neb.  466,  64  N.  "W.  1113. 
N.  J.— Lloyd  V.  Wyokoff,  11  N.  J.  L. 
218.  N.  C— Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N. 
C.  122.  Va.— Humphrey  v.  Hitt,  6 
Gratt.  (47  Va.)  509,  526,  52  Am.  Dec. 
133. 

[a]  Other  Definitions. — A  levy  means 
nothing  more  than  the  taking  posses- 
sion of  property  by  an  ofS.eer.  Praoht 
V.  Pister,  30  Kan.  568,  573,  1  Pac. 
638. 

[b]  '^The  levy  is  the  assertion  of 
title  by  the  sheriff."  Duncan's  Ap- 
peal, 37  Pa.  500;  Samuel  v.  Knight  & 
Co.,  9  Pa.  Super.  352. 

[e]  A  Levy  (1)  Is  a  Seizure. — Ayers 
V.  State,  3  Ga.  App.  305,  59  S.  E.  924; 
Weidensaul  v.  Reynolds,  49  Pa.  73; 
Welsh  V.  Bell,  32  Pa.  12;  Schuylkill 
County's  Appeal,  30  Pa.  358.     (2)  The 


word  levy  means  actual  seizure,  that 
is,  the  officer  must  take  actual  pos- 
session of  the  goods.  Douglas  v.  Orr, 
58  Mo.  473;  Hobbs  v.  Williams,  175  Mo. 
App.  409,   162  S.  W.  334. 

[d]  The  essence  of  a  levy  ia  the 
sheriff's  getting  power  over  the  prop- 
erty such 'as  will  enable  him  to  sell 
at  the  proper  time  and  place.  Eoebuck 
V.  Thornton,  19  Ga.  149;  Pugh  V.  Callo- 
way, 10  Ohio  St.  488. 

[e]  Possession  is  the  essence  of  a 
seizure.  Goubeau  v.  New  Orleans  & 
N.  B.  E.  Co.,  6  Bob.  (La.)  345. 

[f]  A  levy  of  a  general  execution 
"is  but  a  seizure  or  designation,  by 
the  sheriff,  of  so  much  of  the  property 
of  the  defendant  in  the  execution  as 
is  intended  to  be  applied,  by  a  sale, 
to  the  liquidation  of  the  judgment 
debt."  Karnes  v.  Alexander,  92  Mo. 
660,   672,   4   S.   W.   518. 

[g]  The  taking  may  be  by  laying 
hold  of,  grasping,  seizing  or  by  gain- 
ing control  or  possession  in  any  way. 
Butler  V.  Imhoff,  238  Mo.  584,  142  S.  W. 
287. 

[h]  "Any  act  on  the  part  of  the 
officer  showing  an  intent  to  sell  the 
specific  land,  and  subject  it  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  judgment,  followed  by 
a  sale,  constitutes  a  levying  of  the 
execution  as  against  the  defendant." 
Blood  V.  Light,  38  Cal.  649,  99  Am. 
Dec.  441. 

[i]  "Any  act  by  which  the  sheriff, 
acting  under  the  fieri  facias  gets  the 
defendant's  property  into  his  own 
hands,  or  any  act  by  which  he  gets 
the  defendant's  property  into  the 
hands  of  any  other,  not  excepting  the 
defendant  himself,  as  his,  the  sheriff's, 
agent,  amounts  to  a  levy."  Eoebuck 
V.  Thornton,  19  Ga.  149. 

34.  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  133  Pa. 
399,  410,  19  Atl.  424,  25  W.  N.  C.  557. 

35.  Terrell  v.  State,  66  Ind.  570. 
[a]    The    service    of    an    execution 

may  be  said  to  be  the  communication 
of   its   contents  to   the   execution   de- 
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execution,  from  an  indorsement  of  levy,^^  from  a  selling"  and  re- 
turn/^ and  from  service  of  a  garnishment.^^ 

The  object  of  a  levy  is  to  bring  the  property  within  the  custody  of 
the  law  and  prevent  the  judgment  debtor  from  disposing  of  it  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  creditor  before  sale  can  be  made,  so  as  to  make  out  of 
it  the  amount  recovered,  by  the  judgment.*" 

b.  Necessity  for  Levy.  —  (I.)  in  General.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that 
a  previous  valid  levy  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  sale  of  property 
by  the  officer  under  an  execution,  whether  the  property  be  real*^  or 


fendant,  accompanied  by,  or  followed 
\  with,  a  demand  for  its  satisfaction, 
and  in  its  natural  order  precedes  the 
levy  of  an  execution.  Terrell  v.  State, 
66  Ind.  570. 

[b]  "Service  of  an  execution  in- 
cludes every  act  and  proceeding  neces- 
sary to  be  taken  by  the  sheriff  to 
make  the  money,  and  includes  a  sale 
of  the  property  when  necessary." 
Peck  V.  City  Nat.  Bank,  $1  Mich.  353, 
16  N.  W.  681,  47  Am.  Eep:  577,  quoted 
in  In  re  Tengwall  Co.,  201  Fed.  82,  119 
C.  C.  A.  420. 

36.  Duncan's  Appeal,  37  Pa.  500. 
[a]     An  indorsement  of  a  levy  upon 

(1)  personal  (Duncan's  Appeal,  37  Pa. 
500),  or  (2)  real  (Jones  v.  Olson,  17 
Colo.  App.  144,  67  Pac.  349;  Hear  v. 
Broadwell,  5  Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pac. 
70),  property  is  in  itself  no  levy;  it 
is  but  evidence  of  it.  (3)  But  it  has 
been  held  that  in  the,  case  of  a  levy 
upon  real  estate  the  indorsement  is  the 
levy  itself.  Keaton  v.  Farkas,  136  Ga. 
188,  70  S,  E.  1110;  Scolly  &  Co.  v. 
Butler,  59  Ga.  849;  Anderson  v.  Lee, 
53  Ga.  189;  Ansley  v.  Wilson,  50  Ga. 
418,  423;  Isam  v.  Hooks,  46  Ga.  309; 
Hutchins  v.  Carver  Co.,  16  Minn.  13. 

37.  Lehnhardt  v.  Jennings,  119  Cal. 
192,  48  Pac.  56,  51  Pac.  195. 

38.  Douglas  v.  Whiting,  28  111.  362. 

39.  Beaumont  v.  Eason,  12  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  417,  difference  is  in  the  power 
of  sale  which  goes  with  levy  of  execu- 
tion. 

As  to  garnishment  generally,  see  10 
Standard  Peoc.  365. 

40.  Cal. — Southern  California  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Ocean  Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal. 
217,  29  Pac.  627,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  115. 
HI.— Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Byram,  131 
HI.  92,  22  N.  E.  842.  Minn. — Hutch- 
ins V.  Carver  Co.,  16  Minn.  13;  Tullis 
V.  Brawley,  3  Minn.  277.  Mont. 
Britannia  Co.  v.  United  States  F.  &  G. 
Co.,  43  Mont.  93,  100,  115  Pac.  46. 
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Effect  of  levy  as  bringing  property 
into  the  custody  of  the  law,  see  infra, 

II,  B,  4,  s,  (I). 

41.  Ala.— White  v.  Farley,  81  Ala. 
563,  8  So.  215;  Ware  v.  Bradford,  2 
Ala.  676,  36  Am.  Deo.  427.  Ark. 
Hughes  V.  Watt,  26  Ark.  228;  Whiting 
&  Slark  V.  Beebe,  12  Ark.  421,  542. 
Cal.— Herron  v.  Hughes,  25  Cal.  555. 
Ga. — Yoemans  v.  Bird,  81  Ga.  340,  6 
8.  E.  179;  Kellogg  &  Co.  v.  Buckler 
&  Short,  17  Ga.  187.  Haw.— Ferry  v. 
Hakalau  Plantation  Co.,  21  Hawaii 
745.     la— Goss  Mfg.  Co.  v.  People,  4 

III.  App.  510.  Ky. — Leath  v.  Deweese, 
162  Ky.  227,  173  S.  W.  516;  Addison 
V.  Crow  &  Jarvis,  5  Dana  271.  La. 
Williams  v.  Clark,  11  La.  Ann.  761; 
Gaines  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  4  La.  Ann. 
369.  Me.— Benson  v.  Smith,  42  Me. 
414,  66  Am.  Dec.  285.  Md.— Jarboe  v. 
Hall,  37  Md.  345;  Langley  v.  Jones,  33 
Md.  171;  Dorsey's  Lessee  v.  Dorsey,  28 
Md.  388;  Wright  v.  Orrell,  19  Md.  151; 
Elliott  V.  Knott,  14  Md.  121,  74  Am. 
Dec.  519;  Waters  v.  Duvall,  11  Gill  & 
J.  37,  33  Am.  Dec.  693;  Berry  v.  Grif- 
fith, 2  Harr.  &  G.  337,  345,  18  Am. 
Dec.  309.  Mass. — Wright  v.  Morley, 
150  Mass.  513,  23  N.  B.  232.  Miss. 
Hamblen  v.  Hamblen,  33  Miss.  455,  69 
Am.  Dec.  358.  Mo. — Newman  v.  Hook, 
37  Mo.  207,  90  Am.  Dec.  378;  Yeldell 
&  Barnes  v.  Stemmons,  15  Mo.  443; 
Hobbs  V.  Williams,  175  Mo.  App.  409, 
162  S.  W.  334;  Caffery  v.  Choctaw  Coal 
&  M.  Co.,  95  Mo.  App.  174,  68  S.  W. 
1049.  N.  J.— Cook  V.  Wood,  16  N.  J. 
L.  254;  Matthews  v.  Warne,  11  N.  J. 
L.  295;  Nelson  v.  Van  Gazelle  V.  Mfg. 
Co.,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  594,  17  Atl.  943.  N.  Y. 
Walker  v.  Henry,  85  N.  Y.  130;  Hath- 
away V.  Howell,  54  N.  Y.  97;  Van  Gel- 
der  V.  Van  Gelder,  26  Hun  356;  Hart- 
well  V.  Root,  19  Johns.  345,  10  Am. 
Dec.  232;  Smith  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.  656. 
N,  C. — Doe  ex  dem.  Brazier  v.  Thomas, 
44  N.  C.  28;  Borden  v.  Smith,  20  N.  0. 
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personal,  or  to  enable  him  to  bring  an  action  for  the  goods.'*^  In 
many  states,  a  levy  is  necessary  to  establish  or  preserve  a  lien  on  the 
property  of  the  defendant  and  create  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  sale 
thereof.*^ 

Where  Judgment  Is  a  Lien.  —  In  a  number  of  jurisdictions  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  officer  to  make  a  formal  levy  on  real  estate  when 
the  judgment  is  a  lien  upon  it,**  or  when  the  property  has  been  seized 


27,  34;  Knight  v.  Leak,  19  N.  C.  133. 
Compare,  Doe  ex  dem.  McEntire  v.  Dur- 
ham, 29  N.  C.  151,  45  Am.  Dec.  512, 
holding  there  is  no  law  which  re- 
quires a  purchaser  of  land  at  a  sheriff's 
sale  to  show  that  the  execution  has 
been  levied  on  the  same.  N.  D. — Eev. 
Codes,  1905,  §7110.  Ore.— Lord's  Laws, 
eh.  i,  §233.  Pa — Braden's  Estate,  165 
Pa.  184,  30  Atl.  746;  Sturges's  Ap- 
peal, 86  Pa.  413;  Buehler  v.  Eogers, 
68  Pa.  9;  Samuel  v.  Knight  &  Co.,  9 
Pa.  Super.  352;  Knelly  v.  Bachert,  28 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  446.  See  Lippincott  v. 
Tanner,  1  Miles  286.  R.  I. — Lynch  v. 
Earle,  18  E.  L  531,  28  Atl.  763.  S.  C. 
Manning  v.  Dove,  10  Eich.  L.  395. 
S.  D.— Black  Hills  Brew.  Co.  v.  Mid- 
dle West  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  31  S.  D.  318, 
140  N.  W.  687.  Tex.— Borden  v.  Mc- 
Eae,  46  Tex.  396;  Hayes  v.  Gallaher, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  88,  51  S.  "W.  280. 
Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2985;  Brown  v.  Pratt, 
4  Wis.  513,  65  Am.  Dec.  330. 

42.  lU. — Persels  v.  McConnell,  16 
HI.  App.  526.  Mo.— Hobbs  v.  Wil- 
liams, 175  Mo.  App.  409,  162  S.  W. 
334.  N.  J.— Lloyd  v.  Wyckoff,  11  N.  J. 
L.  2l8;  Wintermute  v.  Hankinson,  6 
N.  J.  L.  140.  N.  Y.— Hathaway  v. 
Howell,  54  N.  Y.  97;  Hotchkiss  v. 
M'Vickar,  12  Johns.  403;  ,  Marsh  v. 
Lawrence,  4  Cow.  461.  Pa. — Cluley  v. 
Lockhart,  59  Pa.  376,  98  Am.  Dec.  350; 
Lewis  V.  Carsaw,  15  Pa.  31.  S.  C. 
Brian  v.  Strait,  Dudley  19. 

[a]  The  officer  does  not  acquire  a 
title  enabling  him  to  sue  for  the  goods, 
bv  virtue  of  the  writ  itself.  Lloyd  v. 
Wyckoff,  11  N.  J.  L.  218;  Wintermute 
V.  Hankinson,  6  N.  J.  L.  140;  Marsh 
V.  Lawrence,   4   Cow.    (N.   Y.)    461. 

[b]  In  Hotchkiss  v.  M'Vickar,  12 
Johns.  (N. .  Y.)  403,  it  was  held  that 
a  sheriff  cannot  maintain  trover  for 
goods  tortiously  taken  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  party  against  whom  the 
execution  issued  after  the  teste  but 
before  the  delivery  of  the  execution 
to  and  seizure  of  them  by  him. 

As  to  right  of  officer  to  sue^for  prop- 


erty levied  on,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  t, 

43.  Ha-w.  —  Everett  v.  Bolles,  6 
Hawaii  153.  la.— Eeeves  &  Co.  v. 
Sebern,  16  Iowa  234,  85  Am.  Dec.  513. 
Mo. — ^Hopke  V.  Lindsay,  83  Mo.  App. 
85.  N.  Y. — Abeel  v.  Anderson,  39  Hun 
514,  3  How.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  489,  9  Civ. 
Proc.  274;  Hendricks  v.  Eobinson,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  283,  312;  Butler  v.  May- 
nard,  11  Wend.  548,  27  Am.  Dec.  100. 
S.  D. — McLaughlin  v.  Alexander,  2  S. 
D.  226,  49  N.  W.  99.  Va.— See  Hum- 
phrey V.  Hitt,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  509, 
527,  52  Am.  Dec.  133. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
goods  and  chattels  are  bound  by  the 
execution  from  the  time  of  its  deliv- 
ery to  the  sheriff,  there  must  be  an 
actual  levy  otherwise  the  lien  of  the 
execution  is  lost.  Abeel  v.  Anderson, 
39  Hun  (N.  Y.)  514,  3  How.  Pr.  (N. 
S.)  489,  9  Civ.  Pr6c.  274.  ,  See  also 
Hotchkiss  V.  M'Vickar,  12  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)   403.   '' 

Effect  of  levy  as  creating  a  lien,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  4,  s,   (III). 

44.  Cal. — Lean  ■;;.  Givens,  146  Cal. 
739,  81  Pac.  128,  106  Am.  St.  Eep. 
79;  Summerville  v.  Stockton  Milling 
Co.,  142  Cal.  529,  540,  76  Pac.  243; 
Lehnhardt  v.  Jennings,  119  Cal.  192, 
48  Pac.  56;  Utter  v.  Chapman,  38  Cal. 
659,  99  Am.  Dec.  441;  Bagley  v.  Ward, 
37  Cal.  121,  99  Am.  Dec.  256.  Minn. 
Carlson  v.  '  Smith,  127  Minn.  203,  149 
N.  W.  199;  Knox  v.  Eandall,  24  Minn. 
479,  496;  Hutchins  v.  Carver  Co.,  16 
Minn.  13;  Lockwood  v.  Bigelow,  11 
Minn.  113;  Bidwell  v.  Coleman,  11 
Minn.  78;  Folsom  v.  Carli,  5  Minn.  333, 
80  Am.  Dec.  429;  TuUis  v.  Brawley, 
3  Minn.  277.  Mont. — Britania  Co.  v. 
United  States  F.  &  G.  Co.,  43  Mont. 
93,  115  Pac.  46.  Neb.— Burkett  v. 
Clark,  46  Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113. 
N.  Y.— Van  Gelder  v.  Van  Gelder,  26 
Hun  356;  Wood  v.  Colvin,  5  Hill  228. 
N.  C— Farrior  v.  Houston,  100  N.  C. 
369,  6  S.  E.  72,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  1 597; 
Surratt  V.  Crawford,  87  N.  C.  372;  Doe 
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under  a  writ  of  attachment,*^  but  it  is  not  improper  to  do  so.*^  But 
where  the  judgment  is  not  a  liten,  the  property  is  not  taken  on  execu- 
tion until  a  levy.*'  ^ 

When  the  judgment  itself  designates  the  property  which'  is  to  he  sold, 
there  is  na  occasion  for  a  levy.*'  Thus,  a  levy  is  not  necessary  before 
selling  premises  upon  a  decree  foreclosing  a  lien  upon  them.*® 

(II.)  Waiver  of  Levy.  —  The  judgment  defendant  may  waive  a  levy 
upon  the  property  and  where  there  is  such  a  waiver  the  sale  passes  such 
defendant's  title  as  effectually  as  if  a  levy  had  been  actually  made.^" 


ex  dem.  McEntire  v.  Burham,  29  N.  C. 
151,  45  Am.  Dec.  512;  Shambiirger  v. 
Kennedy,  12  N.  C.  1.  Ore. — Smith  v. 
Dwight,  156  Pac.  573;  Bank  of  British 
Columbia  V.  Page,  7  Ore.  454. 

[a]  Beason  for  the  Eule. — The  great 
object  of  a  levy  is  to  take  property 
into  the  custody  of  the  law  and,  by 
this  act,  render  it  liable  to  the  lien 
of  the  execution,  thus  putting  it  out 
of  the  power  of  the  debtor  to  divert 
it  to  any  other  purpose.  Where  the 
property  is  subject  to  the  lien  of  the 
judgment  and  already  beyond  the  con- 
trol of  the  debtor,  the  result  to  be 
attained  by  a  levy  is  accomplished  and 
the  levy  is  therefore  unnecessary. 
TuUis  V.  Brawley,  3  Minn.  277. 

[b]  Effect  of  the  Statute.— (1)  A 
statutory  provision  that  "until  a  levy, 
property  shall  not  be  affected  by  .the 
execution,"  does  not  require  a  levy 
to  pass  title.  Its  purpose  is  merely 
to  annul  a  mischievous  rule  of  the 
common  law.  "By  the  common  law 
all  judgments  had  relation  to  the  first 
day  of  the  term  at  which  they  were 
rendered,  and  an  execution  could  be 
issued  and  tested  as  of  that  day;  and 
also  by  the  common  law  the  goods  of 
the  defendant  were  bound  by  the 
execution  from  its  date.  Under  this 
rule  the  title  of  the  sheriff  was  bet- 
ter than  that  of  a  bona  flde  purchaser 
who  may  have  purchased  the  goods  of 
the  defendant  in  the  execution  even 
before  any  judgment  was  in  fact  en- 
tered against  him,  or  an  execution 
awarded."  This  was  avoided  some- 
what by  the  statute  of  frauds  and 
completely  by  the  provision  under  con- 
sideration. Blood  V.  Light,  38  Cal.  649, 
99  Am.  Dec.  441.  (2)  In  Tullis  v. 
Brawley,  3  Minn.  277,  it  was  held  that 
this  clause  referred  to  personal  prop- 
erty only.  See-  also  Knox  v.  Eandall, 
24  Minn.  479,  496;  Hutchins  v.  Carver 
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Co.,   16   Minn.   13;   Folsom  v.   Carli,   5 
Minn.  333,  80  Am.  Dec.  429. 

[c]  Property  affixed  to  the  realty  is 
real  property  and  need  not  be  levied 
upon,  as  the  judgment  is  a  lien  upon 
it.  Britannia  Min.  Co.  v.  United 
States  Fid.  &  Guar.  Co.,  43  Mont.  93, 
115  Pac.  46. 

45.  Lehnhardt  v.  Jennings,  119  Cal. 
192,  48  Pac.  56,  51  Pac.  195;  Holter 
Hdw.  Co.  V.  Ontario  Min.  Co.,  24  Mont. 
184,  61  Pae.  3. 

As  to  manner  of  levy  on  property 
seized  on  attachment,  see  infra,  II,  B, 
,4,  g,  (XIV),  (A). 

46.  Bagley  v.  Ward,  37  Cal.  121,  99 
Am.  Dec.  256;  Knox  v.  Eandall,  24 
Minn.  479,  496. 

47.  Lean  v.  Givens,'146  Cal.  739,  81 
Pac.  128,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  79;  Summer- 
ville  V.  Stockton  Milling  Co.,  142  Cal. 
529,  540,  76  Pac.  243. 

48.  Cal. — Southern  California  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Ocean  Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal. 
217,  29  Pac.  627,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  115. 
Ind. — Ewing  v.  Hatfield,  17  Ind.  513. 
la.— Croft  v.  Colfax  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  113 
Iowa  455,  85  N.  W.  761.  \ 

49.  Ind.— See  Ewing  v.  Hatfield,  17 
Ind.  513.  la.— Croft  v.  Colfax  E.  L.' 
&  P.  Co.,  113  Iowa  455,  85  N.  W.  761. 
Kan. — Smith  «.  Burnes,  8  Kan.  197. 
Ore. — ^Bank  of  British  Columbia  v. 
Page,  7  Ore.  454.  Tex. — ^Patton  v.  Col- 
lier, 13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  544,  38  S.  W. 
53. 

50.  Greer  v.  Wintersmith,  85  Ky. 
516,  4  S.  W.  232,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  613; 
Harlan  v.  Harlan,  14  Lea  (Tenn.)   107. 

[a]  Waiver  Not  a  Levy — A  defend- 
ant may  waive  a  levy  so  as  to  dis- 
pense with  it  altogether,  but  his  waiv- 
er is  not  a  levy  at  all.  Eay  v.  Har- 
court,  19  Wend.  495. 

[b]  Effect  of  Waiver  on  Sheriff's 
Status. — This  waiver  on  the  part  of  the 
execution    defendant,     however,     does 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     905 

(III.)  Presumption  as  to  Levy.  —  Where  an  ofScer  sells  property 
under  a  valid  judgment  and  execution,  it  vail  be  presumed  that  there 
has  been  a  valid  levy  upon  it.®^ 

c.  Control  of  Writ  and  Instructions  to  Officer?^  —  A  plaintiff  in 
an  execution  at  law  or  his  attorney,  has  a  right  to  control  the  same, 
and  direct  what  proceeding  shall  or  shall  not  be  taken  thereunder,^^ 


not  convert  the  sheriff  into  a  mere 
private  agent  of  the  defendant.  The 
sheriff,  notwithstanding  the  waiver, 
still  acts,  in  making  the  sale,  in  his 
of&cial  capacity.  Greer  v.  Winter- 
smith,  85  Ky.  5l6,  520,  4  S.  W.  232. 

[c]  Waiver  a  Question  of  Fact. 
The  question  whether  there  has  been  a 
waiver  of  the  levy  is  for  the  jury. 
Vanosdall  v.  Hamilton,  118  Mich.  533, 
77  N.  W.  9. 

As  to  waiver  of  actual  seizure  of 
personal  property,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4, 
g,   (X),  (C),  (5). 

51.  Colo. — Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo. 
App.  467,  39  Pao.  70.  Ky.— Scott's 
Exr.  V.  Scott,  85  Ky.  385,  9  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  363,  3  S.  W.  598,  5  S.  W.  423; 
Evans  v.  Davis,  3  B.  Mon.  344;  Greer 
V.  Howard,  4  "Ky.  L.  Eep.  850.  Miss. 
Hamblen  v.  Hamblen,  33  Miss.  455,  as 
to  levy  on  land.  N.  .Y. — Smith  v.  Hill, 
22  Barb.  656;  McCombes  v.  Becker,  3 
Hun  342,  5  Thomp.  &  C.  550  (personal 
property) ;  Hartwell  v.  Root,  19  Johns. 
345,  10  Am.  Dec.  232  (personal  prop- 
erty); Jackson  ex  dem.  Sternberg  v. 
Shaffer,  11  Johns.  513. 

As  to  presumptions  as  to  perform- 
ance of  duty  by  officers  generally,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  4,  q. 

52.  As  to  who  may  cause  issuance 
of  writ,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  d. 

Directions  in  the  writ,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  2,  f,  (H). 

53.  Ala. — Patton  v.  Hamner,  28  Ala. 
618;  Robertson  v.  Coker,  11  Ala.  466; 
Crenshaw  v.  Harrison,  8  Ala.  342.  Ark. 
Burnside  v.  Pendleton,  132  S.  W.  221; 
Bickham  v.  Kosminsky,  74  Ark.  413, 
86  8.  W.  292;  Black  v.  Nettles,  25  Ark. 
606;  Fowler  v.  Pearce,  7  Ark.  28,  44 
Am.  Dec.  526.  Del. — State  to  use  of 
Eoe  V.  Gemmill,  1  Houst.  9.  Fla. 
Lawyers'  Co-operative  Pub.  Co.  v.  Ben- 
nett, 34  ria.  302,  16  So.  185.  Ga. 
Lancaster  v.  Hill,  136  Ga.  405,  71  S. 
E.  731;  Smith  v.  Martin,  54  Ga.  600. 
m.— -Morgan  v.  People,  59  111.  58;  Eed- 
dick  V.  Cloud,  7  HI.  670;  Seheubert  v. 
Honel,  50  HI.  App.  597;  Colburn  v. 
Barton,    17    HI.    App.    391;     Koran    v. 


Roemheld,  6  HI.  App.  275.  la. — Mer- 
ritt  V.  Grover,  61  Iowa  99,  15  N.  W. 
860;  McWilliams  v.  Myers,  10  Iowa 
325.  La. — Sevey  v.  Chappius  Co.,  116 
La.  759,  41  So.  62.  Me. — Bingham  v. 
Smith,  64  Me.  450.  Mass. — Tobey  v. 
Leonard,  15  Mass.  200.  Miss. — Garrett 
V.  Hamblin,  11  Smed.  &  M.  219,  49  Am. 
Dee.    53;    Osgood    &    Co.     v.     Brown, 

Freem.  Ch.  392.    N.  H Rogers  v.  i/La- 

Dearmid,  7  N.  H.  506.  N.  J.— Cum- 
berland Bank  v.  Hann,  19  N.  J.  L.  166. 
N.  M.— Comp.  Laws,  1897,  §3117.  N.  Y. 
Smith  V.  Erwin,  77  N.  Y.  466,  471; 
Ansonia  Brass  &  Copper  Co.  v.  Bab- 
bitt; 74  N.  Y.  395;  Boot  v.  Wagner,  30 
N.  Y.  9,  86  Am.  Dec.  348;  ^Walters  v. 
Sykes,  22  Wend.  566;  Gorham  v.  Gale, 
7  Cow.  739,  17  Am.  Dec.  549;  Crossitt 
V.  Wiles,  13  Civ.  Pro.  327.  N.  C. 
Atkin  V.  Mooney,  6  N.  C.  31.  Pa.— Mc- 
Laughlin V.  McLaughlin,  85  Pa.  317; 
Dorrance's  Admrs.  v.  Com.,  13  Pa.  IbO. 
See  Stern's  Appeal,  64  Pa.  447.  S.  C. 
Farrar  &  Hays  v.  Wingate,  4  Eich.  L. 
35,  53  Am.  Dee.  709.  Tenn.— Bank  of 
Tennessee  v.  Turney,  7  Humph.  271; 
Parrish  v.  Saunders,  3  Humph.  431. 
Tex. — ^Daugherty  v.  Moon,  59  Tex.  397. 
Va. — Eowe's  Admr.  v.  Hardy's  Admr., 
97  Va.  674,  34  S.  E.  625;  Humphrey 
V.  Hitt,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  509,  528,  52 
Am.  Dec.  133. 

[a]  Where  an  execution  Is  issued 
by  the  equitable  owner  of  a  judgment 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  on  the 
record,  the  court  will  not  permit  the 
plaintiff  to  control  such  execution. 
Eeinhard,  Meyer  &  Co.  v.  Baker,  13 
W.  Va.  805,  distinguisMng.  Wallop's 
Admr.  v.  Scarburgh,  5  Gratt*  (46 
Va.)    1. 

[b]  A  surety  may  acquire  control 
of  the  execution  by  paying  the  debt 
and  obtaining  an  assignment  from  the 
creditor.  Jones  v.  Spencer,  1  Ky.  ^  L. 
Eep.  344.  Control  by  assignee,  see 
infra,  this  section. 

[e]  If  the  plaintiff  in  execution  die 
after  issuance  of  the  execution,  the 
administrator,  executor  or  it  may  be 
the   heirs   at   law   or   any   person   who 
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even  after  return  day;^*  but  he  is  not  required  to  direct  or  advise 
the  sheriff  what  to  do  or  how  to  proceed.^' 

The  plaintiff  may,  if  he  chooses,  release  the  debt,^*  or  direct  its  col- 
lection in  a  particular  manner. ^^  He  may  order  the  execution  to  pro- 
ceed forthwith,^^  to  be  stayed,^'  withdrawn,™  returned,^^  or  he  may 
order  it  to  be  suspended  after  levy."^  The  plaintiff  in  execution  may 
waive  the  levy,*^  postpone  the  sale,^*  or  he  may  even  forbid  it  al- 
together.^^ Where  an  execution  is  against  several;  persons,  the  plain- 
tiff' may  direct  that  the  whole  amount  or  less  be  collected  out  of  the 
>  property  of  any  of  them.^^ 

But  after  the  office  of  the  execution  has  been  fully  performed,  and 
the  sale  has  been  made,  the  writ  of  execution  is  functus  ofiScio  and 
there  is  nothing  remaining  which  the  plaintiff  can  control.^' 


owns  the  execution  may  have  the  exe- 
cution levied.  Rogers  v.  Truett,  73  Ga. 
386. 

[d]  Over  a  fee  bill,  the  plaintiff 
has  no  control.  Eeddick  v.  Cloud,  7 
111.  670. 

As  to  duty  of  sheriff  to  obey  in- 
structions, see  infra,  II,  B,  i,  e,  (III). 

54.  Fowler  v.  Pearce,  7  Ark.  28,  44 
Am.  Dec.  526;  Dorrance's  Admrs.  v. 
Com.,  13  Pa.  160. 

55.  In  re  Tengwall  Co.,  210  Fed. 
82,  119  C.  C.  A.  420;  Keren  v.  Eoem; 
held,  6  m.  App.  275. 

[a]  A  refusal  of  the  plaintiff  to 
give  directions  is  not  a  waiver  of  the 
duty  resting  upon  the  sheriff  to  obey 
the  commands  of  the  writ.  In  re  Teng- 
wall, 210  Fed.  82,  119  C.  C.  A.  420. 

58.  Dorrance's  Admrs.  v.  Com.,  13 
Pa.  160. 

57.  Atkin  v.  Mooney,  ^1  N.  C.  31, 
collection  in  specie.  / 

58.  Tucker  v.  Bradley,  15  Conn.  46; 
Smith  V.  Martin,  54  Ga.  600. 

59.  State  to  use  ef  Roe  v.  Gemmill, 
1  Houst.  (Del.)  9;  McLaughlin  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin, 85  Pa.  317;  Shryock  v.  Jones, 
22  Pa.  303. 

[a]  Writing  Required. — Under  Ky. 
St.,  1903,  §1713,  the  officer  should  not 
stay  proceedings  unless  plaintiff  con- 
sents to,  or  requires,  the  stay  in  writ- 
ing. Davis  ».  Gott,  130  Ky.  486,  113 
S.  W.  826. 

[b]  A  mere  statement  by  the  party 
delivering  the  execution,  in  reply  to 
the  question  "what  he  wanted  done 
with  it?"  "Nothing  that  I  know 
of"  is  not  sufficient  direction  to  war- 
rant the  sheriff  in  holding  the  execu- 
tion, and  failing  to  make  a  levy  ac- 
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cording  to  the  mandate  of  the  writ. 
Keren  v.  Roemheld,  6  111.  App.  275. 

60.  N.  y. — Brown  v.  Ferguson,  2 
How.  Pr.  178.  N.  C. — Isler  v.  Colgrove, 
75  N.  C.  334.  Pa. — McLaughlin  v.  Me- 
JJaughlin,  85  Pa.  317;  Shryock  v.  Jones, 
22  Pa.  303.  Tenn. — Parrish  p.  Saun- 
ders, 3  Humph.  431.  Va. — Humphrey 
V.  Hitt,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  509y  527,  52 
Am.  Dec.  133. 

61..  Fowler  v.  Pearce,  7  Ark.  28,  44 
Am.  Dec.  526;  McWilliams  v.  Myers,  10 
Iowa  325. 

62.  Smith  v.  Martin,  54  6a.  600; 
Humphrey  v.  Hitt,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.) 
509,  527,  52  Am.  Dec.  133. 

63.  As  to  waiver,  abandonment  or 
release  of  levy,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  u. 

64.  Morgan  v.  People,  59  111.  58; 
Dorrance's  Admr.  v.  Com.,  13  Pa.  160. 

65.  Ark.— Fowler  v.  Pearce,  7  Ark. 
28,  44  Am.  Dee.  526.  N.  C — Seawell 
V.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear,  14  N.  C.  279, 
22  Am.  Dec.  722.  Pa — Dorrance's 
Admrs.  v.  Com.,  13  Pa.  160.  Tenn. 
Bank  of  Tennessee  v.  Turney,  7  Humph. 
271. 

[a]  A  parol  order,  without  with- 
drawing the  writ,  is  sufficient.  Seawell 
V.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear,  14  N.  C.  279,  22 
Am.  Bee.  722. 

66.  Ind. — Starry  v.  Johnson,  32  Ind. 
438.  N.  Y.— Root  v.  Wagner,  30  N.  Y. 
9,  86  Am.  Dec.  348;  Flanders  v.  Bat- 
ten, 50  Hun  542,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  728; 
Godfrey  v.  Gibbons,  22  Wend.  569; 
Crossitt  V.  Wiles,  13  Civ.  Pro.  327. 
Ohio. — Dunn  &  Co.  v.  Springmeier,  7 
Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  339,  2  Wkly.  L. 
Bui.  127.  Wis.— Hyde  v.  Rodgers,  59 
Wis.  154,  17  N.  W.   127. 

67.  U.  S.— Smith  v.  Bank  of  Colum- 
bia, 4  Cranoh  C.  C.  143,  22  Fed.  Cas. 
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Since  it  is  also  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  act  under  the  command 
of  the  writ,  the  plaintiff  cannot  hasten  the  time  of  its  execution  sooner 
than  is  prescribed  by  the  statute,"*^  or  authorize  the  sheriff  to  do  any 
other  acts  contrary  to  the  statutes.^*"  A  party  having  an  execution 
which  is  a  lien  on  property,  has  no  legal  right  to  extend  the  time  for 
its  collection,  to  the  injury  of  other  creditors/" 

If  the  plaintiff  instructs  the  officer  as  to  his  procedure  under  the 
writ  he  cannot  complain  of  his  loss  of  priority  or  other  ill  effect  result- 
ing from  compliance  with  his  instructions/^  Thus  if,  pending  a  stay 
of  execution  ordered  by  the  plaintiff,  a  second  execution  comes  into  the 
officer's  hands  with  instructions  to  levy,  it  takes  precedence  over  the 
first  writ/^ 

The  instructions  may  be  given  orally.fs  in  the  absence  of  a  contrary 
statute,'*   by  indorsement   upon  the   execution,'^   or   by  telegraph.'* 

Where  a  judgment  has  been  assigned,  the  assignee  has  control  of  the 
execution,''  and  the  assignor  cannot  control  an  execution  issued  at  the 
instance  of  the  assignee.'* 

The  attorney  of  the  execution  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  control  the 
process  as  against  the  express  directions  of  his  client,"  or  the  latter 's 
assignee.*" 


No.  13,011,  holding  after  a  fieri  facias 
has  been  executed,  the  plaintiff  has  no 
authority  to  countermand  the  writ. 
N.  Y. — Thomas  v.  Bogert,  33-  Hun  11. 
N.  C— See  Isler  v.  Colgrove,  75  N.  C. 
334,  holding  the  plaintiff  may  with- 
draw the  execution  before  it  is  so 
acted  on  that  its  withdrawal  would  be 
injurious  to  third  persons. 

[a]  A  countermand  of  the  writ 
avails  nothing  after  the  sale  has  been 
made.  Thomas  v.  Bogert,  33  Hun  (N. 
Y.)    11. 

68.  Sidelinger  V.  Jones-Earl  Shoe 
Co.,  89  HI.  App.  188. 

As  to  duty  of  sheriff  to  obey  the 
writ,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  e,  (II). 

69.  Burnside  v.  Pendleton  (Ark.), 
132  S.  "W.  221;  Bickham  v.  Kosminsky, 
74  Ark.  413,  86  S.  W.  292;  Swan  v. 
Gilbert,  67  111.  App.  236.  See  also 
Scheubert  v.  Honel,  50  HI.  App.  597. 

70.  Gilmore  v.  Davis,  84  111.  487; 
Eoss  V.  Weber,  26  HI.  221. 

71.  iHd.— Murphy  v.  Hill,  77  Ind. 
129.  Mo. — State  to  use  of  Eoss  v. 
Cave,  49  Mo.  129.  N.  J.— Paterson 
Bank  v.  Hamilton,  13  N.  J.  L.  159. 

72.  U.  S.— Berry  v.  Smith,  3  Wash. 
C  C.  60.  m.— Gilmore  v.  Davis,  84 
111.  487.  Mo.— Wise  v.  Darby,  9  Mo. 
131.  Pa.— Stern's  Appeal,  64  Pa.  447. 
See  Shryock  v.  Jones,  22  Pa.  303.  Eng. 
Hunt  V.  Hooper,  12  Mees.  &  W.  664, 
670.   See  Kempland  v.  Macauley,  Peake 


66.     Can. — Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Mun- 
ro,  23  U.  C.  Q.  B.  414. 

Contra. — Van  Wagoner  v.  Moses,  26 
N.  J.  L.  570;  Caldwell  v.  Fifield  & 
Matthews,  24  N.  J.  L.  150;  Cumber- 
land Bank  v.  Hann,  19  N.  J.  L.  166. 
See  Stephens  v.  Clark,  8  N.  J.  L.  270; 
Cashier  v.  Peterson,  4  N.  J.  L.  317. 

73.  Flanders  v.  Batten,  50  Hun  542, 
3  N.  Y.  Supp.  728;  Seawell  v.  Bank 
of  Cape  Pear,  14  N.  C.  279,  22  Am. 
Dec.  722. 

74.  Davis  v.  Gott,  130  Ky.  486,  113 
S.  W.  826. 

75.  Flanders  v.  Batten,  50  Hun  542, 
3  N.  Y.  Supp.  728. 

76.  Morgan  v.  People,  59  III.  58, 
direction   to   suspend   sale. 

77.  Dressier  v.  Beach,  21  111.  App. 
423;  McWilliams  v.  Myers,  10  lo-^a 
325.  See  Murray  v.  Meade,  5  Wash. 
693,  32  Pac.   780. 

fa]  The  assignee  must  notify  the 
officer  of  his  interest  therein  or  at 
least  have  made  such  statements  and 
claim  as  would  be  reasonably  calcu- 
lated to  put  the  officer  on  inquiry. 
Dressier  v.  Beach,  21  111.  App.  423. 

78.  State  v.  Herod,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
444.  - 

79.  HI. — Morgan  v.  People,    59    111. 
58.     Tex. — Daugherty  v.  Moon,  59  Tex. 
397.       Wash. — Murray     v.     Meade,     5- 
Wash.  693,  698,  32  Pac.  780. 

80.  Aa   Against   Attorney   of   As- 
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A  stranger  to  the  execution  has  no  right  to  control  it.*^ 
Nor  has  the  officer   levying  the  writ,  a  right  te  control  the  execution.'^ 
The  court  should  not  order  the  officer  to  collect  an  execution  in  a 
particular  manner,^'  except  in  so  far  as  the  writ  itself  contains  di- 
rections authorized  by  law.** 

d.  By  Whom  Made.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  no  one  can  execute 
the  writ  except  the  officer  to  whem  the  writ  is  directed,  his  successor, 
or  deputy.*^    Where  the  writ  is  directed  to  the  proper  officer  and  is 


signer. — Where,  after  levy  of  exeeutien, 
the  sherifl  is  informed  that  the  judg- 
ment has  been  assigned,  and  is  di- 
rected in  writing  by  the  execution 
plaintifiE  and  his  assignee  to  proceed 
with  the  execution  f»r  the  benefit  of 
the  assignee,  the  sherifE  is  liable  in 
damages  for  releasing'  the  property 
upon  the  subsequent  direction  of  the 
attorney  of  the  execution  plaintiff. 
Murray  «.  Meade,  5  Wash.  693,  698, 
32  Pac.  780,  in  which  case  the  court 
said:  "A  client,  unless  the  attorney 
has  some  interest  in  the  judgment  more 
than  that  involved  in  the  making  of 
the  money  upon  an  execution  for  the 
benefit  of  his  client,  has  a  right  to 
control  both  his  attorney  and  the  sher- 
iff." 

81.  m.— Bressler  v.  Beach,  21  111. 
App.  423.  La. — State  v.  Pilsbury,  35 
La.   Ann.  408;   Willis  v.   Nicholson,   24 

''  La:  Ann.  548;  Fluker  v.  Turner,  5  Mart. 
N,  S.  707.  Tex. — Daugherty  v.  Moon, 
59  Tex.  397. 

[a]  A  person  interested  in  the  judg- 
ment who  is  not  a  party  of  record, 
cannot  control  an  execution  issued 
thereon.  Willis  v.  Nicholson,  24  La. 
Ann.  548;  Fluker  v.  Turner,  5  Mart. 
N.  S.  (La.)  707. 

82.  Morgan  v.  People,  59  HI.  58; 
Newkirk  v.  Chapron,  17  111.  344. 

83.  Cal.— Eraser  v.  Thrift,  50  Cal. 
476.  Fla.— Clouts  v.  Eitch,  12  Ma.  633. 
Mont. — McGregor  v.  Wells,  Targo  & 
Co.,  1  Mont.  142.  _N.  Y.— Bowie  v. 
Brabe,    2   Abb.   Pr.    161,   4   Duer.    676. 

[a]  The  sheriff  should  be  permitted 
to  fulfill  his  duty  by  following  the 
mandate  of  the  writ  unmolested  by  or- 
ders of  the  court.  Adams  v.  Bowe,  12 
Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  322n. 

[b]  Levy  on  Particular  Property. 
(1)  A  judgment  is  a  general  lien  upon 
real  estate,  and  a  court  of  law  cannot 
control  that  general  lien  by  directing 
execution  of  the  judgment  against  spe- 
cific portions  of  the  property  of  the 
defendant   in   execution  to  tbe  exclu- 
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sion  of  other  portions  equally  subject 
te  the  general  lien,  on  account  of 
equities  claimed  to  exist  in  favor  of 
a  person  not  a  party  to  the  judgment 
or  execution.  Clonts  v.  Eitch,  12  Pla. 
633.  (2)  The  court  cannot,  on  motion 
of  the  plaintiff  in  executien,  order  the 
sheriff  to  levy  upon  a  particular  tract 
of  land.  Fraser  v.  Thrift,  50  Cal. 
476. 

As  to  levy  or  execution  of  process 
by  officer  whose  term  of  office  has  ex- 
pired, see  the  title  "Sheriffs,  Con- 
stables and  Marshals." 

[c]  Not  Beversible  Error.  —  Mc- 
Gregor V.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  1  Mont. 
142,  147.  See'  also  Wright  v.  Young, 
6  Ore.  87. 

84.  As  to  directions  in  the  writ  it- 
self, see  su'pra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (II). 

85.  U.  S.— Kent  v.  Eoberts,  2  Story 
591,  14  Fed.  Cas.  Ne.  7,715.  Ala. 
Gresham  v.  Leverett,  10  Ala.  384;  Pope 
&  Hickmai^  V4  Stout,  1  Stew.  375.  See 
Pruit  V.  Lowry,  1  Port.  101.  Ariz. 
Satterwhite  v.  Melczer,  3  Ariz.  162^  24 
Pac.  184.  Colo. — Porter  v.  Stapp,  6 
Colo.  32.  Ga. — Peeples  ■».  Garrison  & 
Son,  141  Ga.  411,  81  S.  E.  116;  Eueker 
v.  Tabor,  126  Ga.  132,  54  S.  E.  959; 
Colquitt  Nat.  Bank  v.  Poitivint,  15  Ga. 
App.  329,  83  S.  E.  198.  HI — ^People 
V.  Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg.  Co.,  99  111. 
355.  Ky. — Johnson  v.  Elkins,  90  Ky. 
163,  11  Ky.  L.  Eep.  967,  13  S.  W. 
448,  8  L.  B.  A.  552.  Me.— Pillsbury  «. 
Smyth,  25  Me.  427.  Mass.— Brier  v. 
Woodbury,  1  Pick.  362.  Tenn.— Brown 
t>.  Barker,  10  Humph.  346.  Tex.— Terry 
V.  Cutler,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  570,  23  S. 
W.  539;  Steel  v.  Metcalf,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  313,  23  S.  W.  474.  Wye— Wyom- 
ing Fair  Assn.  ■».  Talbott,  3  Wyo.  244, 
21  Pac.  700. 

To  whom  writ  directed,  see  su^ra, 
II,  B,  2,  f,  (I). 

[a]  Where  the  writ  is  directed  to  a 
special  class  of  officers  the  levy  should 
not  be  made  by  an  officer  not  of  that 
class.    Ariz. — Satterwhite  v.  Melczer,  3 
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executed  by  some  one  else,  the  levy  is  void.*°  But  it  has  been  held 
that  if  the  writ  is  executed  by  an  officer  authorized  by  law  to  execute 
such  process,  the  execution  is  not  invalidated  by  the  fact  that  the  writ 
was  directed  to  another  officer  who  either  did,*''  or  did  not,**  have  the 
requisite  authority.  And  a  levy  made  by  an  improper  officer  is  not 
void  where  it  is  recognized  and  returned  by  the  proper  officer.*^ 
The  writ  should  not  be  levied  by  a  private  person,^"  unless  he  has 


Ariz.  162,  24  Pac.  184.  Colo.— Porter 
V.  Stapp,  6  Colo.  32.  Tex.— Steel  v. 
Metcalf,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  313,  23  S.  W. 
474. 

[b]  Where  there  Is  no  direction  (1)- 
to  any  officer  in  the  county,  a  levy  by 
an  officer  in  the  county  is  unauthor- 
ized. Pi^sbury  v.  Smyth,  25  Me.  427. 
(2)  Where  the  power  of  the  constable 
in  levying  executions  is  concurrent 
with  that  of  the  sheriff,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  direction,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed it  was  intended  to  be  served  by 
the  sheriff.  Brier  v.  Woodbury,  1  Pick. 
(Mass.)    362. 

[c]  A  levy  by  a  special  deputy 
sheriff  is  valid,  he  being  none  the  less 
a  deputy  because  he  styles  himself  a 
special  deputy.  Miller  v.  Clement^,  54 
Tex,  351. 

[d]  Where  a  sheriif  levies  an  at- 
tachment in  an  action,  an  execution  on 
the  judgment  in  the  action,  issued  after 
such  sheriff  g»es  out  of  office,  should 
be  delivered  to,  and  executed  by,  the 
sheriff  in  effice  when  it  issues.  Butler 
V.  White,  25  Minn.  432. 

86.  Ala. — Gresham  v.  Leverett,  19 
Ala.  384.  Ariz. — Satterwhite  v.  Melczer, 
3  Ariz.  162,  24  Pac.  184.  Ga.— Peeples 
V.  Garrison  &  Co.,  141  Ga.  411,  81  S.  E. 
116;  Collins  &  Son  v.  Hudson,  69  Ga. 
684;  Gillis  v.  Smith,  67  Ga.  446.  Com- 
pare, Glenn  v.  Augusta  Drug  Co.,  127 
Ga.  5,  55  S.  E.  1032.  Ky, — Johnson  v. 
Blkins,  90  Ky.  163,  13  S.  W.  448,  8 
L.  E.  A.  552. 

fa]  Where'  the  vrcit  is  directed  to 
the  sheriff,  (1)  a  levy  by  a  constable 
(Satterwhite  v.  Melczer,  3  Ariz.  162, 
24  Pae.  184;  Peeples  v.  Garrison  &  Co., 
,141  Ga.  411,  81  8.  E.  116),  (2)  or 
coroner  (Gresham  v.  Leverett,  10  Ala. 
384;  Johnson  v.  Elkins,  90  Ky.  163,  13 
S.  W.  448,  8  L.  R.  A.  552),  where  there 
is  no  sheriff  in  the  county  at  the  time, 
is  unauthorized  and  void,  even  where 
the  sheriff  is  incompetent  to '  act. 
Gresham  v.  Leverett,  10  Ala.  384.     (3) 


But  statutes  have  been  enacted  in 
some  states  which  change  this  rule 
somewhat.  Mass.  Rev.  Laws,  1902,  p. 
1602,  providing  where  the  officer  is  ill 
or  absent,  the  judgment  creditor  or  the 
officer  who  began  the  service,  may 
delegate  any  other  qualified  officer  tem- 
porarily to  act  for  him  during  such 
illness  or  absence.  And  see  How.  Mich. 
St.,  §13,034;  Poster  v.  Wiley,  27  Mich. 
244,  15  Am.  Eep.  185. 

[b]  When  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  is 
issued  to  the  coroner  for  the  reason 
that  at  the  time  there  is  no  sheriff, 
when  a  sheriff  is  subsequently  ap- 
pointed and  qualified,  the  coroner  may 
turn  over  to  him  all  unexecuted  writs 
to  be  executed,  and  his  levy  under  the 
execution  will  be  good.  Oarr  v.  Youse, 
39  Mo.  346.  Compare  supra,  II,  B,  2, 
f.  (I). 

[c]  'Where  an  execution  is  directed 
to  the  coroner  or  jailer,  a  levy  by  the 
latter  is  void  as  he  cannot  act  unless 
both  the  sheriff  and  coroner  are  inter- 
ested. Gowdy  V.  Sanders,  88  Ky.  346, 
10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  912,  11  S.  W.  82. 
Compare  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (I). 

87.  Eoss  V.  Wellman,  102  Cal.  1,  36 
Pac.  402,  holding  that  the  constable 
and  sheriff  have  full  power  to  execute 
the  writ  and  it  is  an  indifferent  mat- 
ter to  whom  it  is  directed.  A  service 
and  return  by  a  sheriff  of  a  writ  di- 
rected to  a  constable  is  an  irregularity 
merely,  and  the  service  is  not  void. 

88.  Idaho. — Pecotte  v.  Oliver,  2 
Idaho  230,  10  Pac.  302,  and  the  writ 
will  be  amended.  Kan.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Franklin,  20  Kan.  264.  Okla. 
Christy  V.  Springs,  11  Okla.  710,  69 
Pac.   864. 

But  see  Kent  v.  Roberts,  2  Story  591, 
14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,715. 

89.  Pruit  V.  Lowry,  1  Port.  (Ala.) 
101. 

90.  McMillan  v.  Eowe,  15  Neb.  5S0, 
19  N.  W.  504. 
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been  lawfully  authorized  thereto.^^    But  a  levy  by  a  de  facto  oificer 
is  valid.*^ 

The  attaching  officer  has  no  vested  right  to  make  a  levy  of  an  execu- 
tion issuing  in  the  action.  The  execution  may  be  given  to  another 
ofScer  for  service, ^^  and  must  be  when  the  attaching  ofScer's  term  of 
offi.ce  has  expired.^* 

Effect  of  Interest.  —  Nothing  can  be  better  settled  than  that  no  per- 
son has  the  right  to  levy  an  execution  in  an  action  in  which  he  is  a 
party,  or  is  interested.^^  And  upon  the  principle  of  public  policy, 
which  makes  it  unlawful  for  the  sheriff  to  levy  his  own  execution,  it 


91.  See  supra,  11,  B,  2,  f,  (I). 

[a]  Where  the  levy  has  been  made 
by  a  private  person  appointed  for 
that  purpose  it  will  be  presumed  that 
the  circumstances  authorizing  such  an 
appointment  existed  and  that  the  levy 
was  legal.  Alfred  v.  Batson,  91  Miss. 
749,  45  So.  465. 

92.  Gunn  v.  Tackett,  67  Ga.  725; 
Nason  v.  DillinghEjm,  15  Mass.  170. 

93.  Me.— Smith  v.  Bodfish,  39  Me. 
136.  Macs.— Beanlieu  v.  Clark,  210 
Mass.  90,  90  N.  E.  319.  N,  H.— Lovell 
V.  Sabin,  15  N.  H.  29.  Vt.— Blodgett 
V.  Adams,  24  Vt.  23. 

94.  Butler  v.  White,   25  Minn.   432. 
See    generally    the    title     "Sheriffs, 

Constables  and  Marshals." 

95.  Cal.— Buckeye  Bef.  Co.  v.  Kelly, 
163  Cal.  8,  124  Pac.  536.  Ga.— Gillis  v. 
Smith,  67  Ga.  446;  State  v.  Jeter,  60 
Ga.  489.  111. — Snydacker  v.  Brosse,  51 
Bl.  357;  People  v.  Loeff,  142  111.  App. 
30.  Ky.— Samuel  v.  Com.,  6  Mon.  173; 
Chambers  v.  Thomas,  1  Litt.  268.  N.  Y. 
Carpenter  v.  Stilwell,  11  N.  Y.  61; 
Albany  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kearney,  9 
Hun  535;  Mills  v.  Young,  23  Wend. 
314;  Jackson  v.  Bowker,  53  N!  Y. 
Supp.  585.  N.  C. — Bowen  «.  Jones,  35 
N.  C.  25,  55  Am.  Dec.  426;  Collaia  v. 
McLeod,  30  N.  C.  221,  49  Am.  Dec. 
376.  Ohio. — Murphy  &  Bro.  v.  Swad- 
ener,  33  Ohio  St.  85.  E.  I. — Stephan- 
ian.  Petitioner,  25  E.  I.  541,  56  Atl. 
1034.  S.  0. — Cauble  v.  HoTie,  1  Spears 
168;  Singletary  v.  Carter,  1  Bailey  467, 

.21  Am.  Dec.  480.  Tenn.— Einer  v. 
Stacey,  8  Humph.  288;  Stewart  v.  Mag- 
ness,  2  Coldw.  310;  Carson  v.  Browder, 
2  Lea  701.  Tex. — Erwin  v.  Bowman,  51 
Tex.  513.  Vt.— Bank  of  Eutland  v. 
Parsons,  21  Vt.  199.  Va.— Carter  v. 
Harris,  4  Band.  199.  W.  Va.— Code, 
1906,  §1297.  Can.— Huxtable  v.  Conn, 
U  Manitoba  713. 
[a]     Where     Sheriff     Is    the    Usee. 
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Knight  V.  Morrison,  79  Ga.  55,  3  S.  E. 
689,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  405. 

[b]  An  officer  who  owns  stock  in 
a  corporation,  has  no  such  interest  as 
will  disqualify  him  from  executing  the 
writ  in  a  case  to  which  the  corpora- 
tion is  a  party.  Adams  ii.  Wiscasset, 
1  Greenl.  (Me.)  361,  10  Am.  Dee.  88; 
Hardwick  v.  Jones,  65  Mo.  54. 

[c]  A  levy  by  the  owner  of  the 
judgment,  under  special  deputation  by 
the  sheriff,  is  void,  and  a  sale  under 
it  by  him  will  communicate  no  title  to 
the  purchaser.  Einer  v.  Stacey,  8 
Humph.  (Tenn.)  288.  -Contra,  Huxtable 
V.   Conn,  14  Manitoba   (Can.)    713. 

[d]  Effect  of  Assigning  Interest  Be- 
fore Execution  Issued. — Where  the  offi- 
cer, in  whose  favor  a  judgment  was 
rendered,^  assigns  the  judgment  to  his 
son  before  issuance  of  execution,  and 
then  levies  the  execution,  the  levy  ia 
void.  Jackson  v.  Bowker,  53  N.  T. 
Supp.  585. 

[e]  Brother-in-Law. — ^The  fact  that 
the  sheriff  is  the  brother-in-law  of  the 
defendant  does  not  invalidate  the  pro- 
ceedings. Brackenridge  v.  Cobb,  2  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  161,  21  S.  W.  614. 

\f]  A  levy  by  the  successor  of  the 
sheriff  who  is  interested  in  the  execu- 
tion is  valid.  Gillis  v.  Smith,  67  Ga. 
446. 

[g]  A  sheriff  (1)  cannot  pay  with 
his  own  money  a  judgment  on  which 
he  holds  an  execution,'  and  then  levy 
and  collect  the  amount  from  the  debt- 
or's property.  N.  Y. — Albany  City  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kearney,  9  Hun  535;  Eeed  v. 
Pruyn  &  Staats,  7  Johns.  426,  5,  Am. 
Dec.  287.  Ohio. — Murphy\  &  Bro.  v. 
Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85.  Tenn.— Har- 
well V.  Worsham,  2  Humph.  524,  37  Am. 
Dee.  572.  (2)  Nor  will  he  be  per- 
mitted, after  he  is  in  default  for  not 
collecting  or  returning  the'  execution, 
to  pay  the  amount  and  wield  the  pro- 
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is  held  to  be  unlawful  for  a  deputy  sheriff  to  execute  process  to  which 
either'  he  or  the  sheriff  is  a  party.^^ 

e.  Duty  and  Authority  of  Officer.  —  (I.)  Authority.  —  The  writ  of 
execution  is  the  sheriff's-  warrant  of  authority,®^  and  the  delivery  of 
the  writ  to  the  officer  authorizes  him  to  levy  upon  the  property  of  the 
defendant,  remove  and  sell  it.'* 

(II.)  Duty  To  Obey  Writ.  —It  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  whom  a 
valid  writ  of  execution  is  directed  to  obey  the  mandate  of  the  writ, 
and  make  a  sufficient  levy  thereof,'^  unless  he  is  otherwise  instructed 


cess  for  his  own  indemnity.  Albany 
City  Nat;  Bank  v.  Kearney,  9  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  535;  Carpenter  v.  Stilwell,  12 
Barb.  128,  s.  c,  11  N.  Y.  61;  Bigelow 
V.  Provost,  5  Hill   (N.  Y.)   566. 

[h]  Interest  ia  Costs. — A  levying 
officer  may  levy  an  execution  for 
costs,  whether  he  be  interested  in  the 
costs  or  not.  Vining  v.  Officers  of 
Court,  86  Ga.  127,  12  S.  E.  298. 

[i]  Where  Sheriff  WiU  Receive 
Commissions. — In  Badley  v.  Ladd,.  70 
Miss.  688,  12  So.  832,  it  was'  held  that 
a  deputy  sheriff  was  not  disqualified 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  is  the 
agent  for  the  plaintiff  in  collecting  the 
judgment,  and  is  to  receive  a  commis- 
sion on   the   amount   collected. 

Interest  as  a  ground  for  dismissal 
of  a  levy,  see  mfra,  IV,  C. 

96.  Chambers  v.  Thomas,  3  A.  K. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  537;  Einer  v.  Stacey,  8 
Humph.   (Tenn.)  288. 

97.  Ala. — Alabama  Gold  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  McCreary,  65  Ala.  127.  Cal. — South- 
ern California  Lumb.  Co.  i>.  Ocean 
Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pac. 
627,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  115.  Del.— West 
V.  Shockley,  4  Harr.  287.  La.— Sheldon 
V.  New  Orleans  C.  &  B.  Co.,  11  Eob. 
181.  IVIiss. — Osgood  &  Co.  v.  Brown, 
Freem.  Ch.  392.  Eng. — Scott  v.  Scholey, 
8  East  467,  484,  103  Eng.  Eeprint  423. 

Expiration  of  ofSce  as  affecting  right 
to  execute  the  writ,  see  the  title 
"Sheriffs,   Constables   and  Marshals." 

As  to  power  of  sheriff  to  execute 
writ  outside  the  county,  see  the  title 
"Sheriffs,   Constables   and  Marshals." 

98.  IT.  S. — See  Simms  v.  Slaoum,  3 
Cranch  300,  2  L.  ed.  446.  Ala. — ^Ala- 
bama Gold  Ins.  Co.  V.  McCreary,  65 
Ala.  127.  m.— Smith  v.  Hughes,  24 
HI.  270.  Mich. — Gary  v.  Hewitt,  26 
Mich.  228.  Minn. — Leonard  v.  Magin- 
nis,  34  Minn.  506,  26  N.  W.  733.  N.  Y. 
Catlin  V.  Jackson,  8  Johns.  520;  Hen- 
dricks V.   Eobinson,  2   Johns.   Ch.   283, 


312;  Marsh  v.  Lawrence,  4  Cow.  461. 
Pa.— Cluley  v.  Loekhart,  59  Pa.  376,  98 
Am.  Dec.  350.  Tex. — Young  v.  Smith, 
23  Tex.  598,  76  Am.  Dee.  81.  Eng. 
Playfair  v.  Musgrove,  14  Mees.  &  W. 
239;  Lowthal  v.  Tonkins,  2  Eq.  Cas. 
Ab.   380,   c.    14,  ,  22   Eng.   Eeprint   323. 

[a]  "An  execution  is  sufficient 
justification  to  the  sheriff  for  the  seiz- 
ure of  the  property  of  the  debtor,  and  ' 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  property 
be  in  the  actual  possession  of  the 
debtor,  or  in  the  possession  of  an  agent 
or  parties  holding  it  for  his  benefit. 
But  if  the  property  be  in  the  posses- 
sion of  a  stranger  to  the  writ,  claimr 
ing  it  as  his  own  by  virtue  of  a  trans- 
fer to  him  from  the  debtor,  which 
would  prevent  the  latter  himself  from 
retaking  the  .  possession,  the  o:pcer 
must  produce,  not  only  the  writ,  but 
the  judgment  which  authorizes  its  is- 
suance." Knox  V.  Marshall,  19  Cal. 
617,  quoting  Bickerstaff  v.  Doub,  19 
Cal.  109,  112,  79  Am.  Dee.  204.  To 
same  effect  Kane  v.  Desmond,  63  Cal. 
464;   Mitchell  v.  Ashby,  78  Ky.  254. 

[b]  Where  Writ  Directs  Levy  on 
Particular  Property. — An  officer  cannot 
seize  real  estate  under  an  execution 
directing  him  to  seize  goods  and  chat- 
tels. Thompson  v.  Chauveau,  7  Mart. 
N.  S.  (La.)  331,  18  Am.  Deo.  246. 

[c]  A  venditioni  exponas  confers  no 
power  on  the  officer  to  levy  upon  land. 
Eenno  v.  Coulter,   14  Ark.   38. 

As  to  what  property  may  be  levied 
on,  see  supra,  II,  B,  3. 

Directions  in  writ  as  to  the  property 
to  be  levied  on,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f, 
(II). 

99.  U.  S. — In  re  Tengwall  Co.,  201 
Fed.  82,  119  C.  C.  A.  420.  Ala.— Pat- 
ton  V.  Hamner,  28  Ala.  618;  Crenshaw 
V.  Harrison,  8  Ala.  342.  Ark.— Lawson 
V.  State,  10  Ark.  28,  50  Am.  Dec.  238. 
Conn. — Watson  v.  Watson,  9  Conn.  140, 
23   Am.    Dec.    324.      Fla.— Johnson    v. 
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by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,^  the  eourt,^  or  perhaps  by  some  one 
having  an  interest  admitted  by  the  plaintiff,^  or  unless  some  claim  of 
exemption  is  lawfully  interposed.* 

Where  the  writ  directs  the  officer  to  levy  on  a  particular  piece  of 
property,,  it  is  his  duty  to  seize  that  particular  piece  of  property.^ 
And  where  the  direction  of  the  writ  is  general  directing  the  sheriff 
to  satisfy  the  writ  out  of  the  property  of  the  defendant  subject  to 
execution,  he  must  seize  the  property  of  the  defendant  only.^    If  he 


Price,  47  Pla.  265,  36  So.  1031.  Ga. 
Hatcher  v.  Lord,  115  Ga.  619,  41  S.  E. 
1007.  m.— Pike  V.  Colvin,  67  111.  227; 
People  V.  Palmer,  46  111.  398,  95  Am. 
Dec.  418;  Sidelinger  v.  Jones-Earl  Shoe 
Co.,  89  m.  App.  188;  Koren  v.  Eoem- 
held,  6  ni.  App.  275.  la.— West  v.  St. 
John,  63  Iowa  287,  19  N.  W.  238. 
La. — Morgan's  Admr.  v.  Woorhies,  3 
Mart.  (O.  8.)  462.  Md.— State  v.  Boul- 
den,  57  Md.  314,  319.  Mich.— Vanos- 
dall  V.  Hamilton,  118  Mich.  533,  77 
N.  W.  9.  Miss.— Osgood  &  Co.  v.  Brown, 
Freem.  Ch.  392.  Mo. — State  ex  rel. 
Clement  v.  Stokes,  99  Mo.  App.  236, 
73  8.  "W.  254;  State  ex  rel.  Clement  v. 
Eainey,  99  Mo.  App.  218,  73  8.  W. 
250;  Pink  &  Schmildt  v.  Alderson,  20 
Mo.  App.  364.  N.  J. — ^Welsh  v.  Law- 
ier,  73  N.  J.  Eq.  371,  68  Atl.  218.  N.  M. 
Bachelder  Bros.  v.  Chaves,  5  N.  M. 
562,  25  Pac.  783.  N.  Y. — Hoffman  v. 
Conner,  76  N.  T.  121;  Bigelow  v.  Pro- 
vost, 5  Hill  566;  Adams  v.  Bowe,  12 
Abb.  N.  C.  322.  N.  C— Bryan  v. 
Hubbs,  69  N.  C.  423;  Borden  v.  Smith, 
20  N.  0.  27,_  34;  Governor  v.  Carter, 
10  N.  C.  328,  14  Am.  Dec.  588.  Ore. 
Habersham  v.  Sears,  11  Ore.  431,  5  Pac. 
208,  50  Am.  Eep.  481.  Pa. — Com.  v. 
McCoy,  8  Watts  153,  34  Am.  Dee.  445. 
S.  C. — ^Farrar  &  Hays  v.  Wingate,  4 
Rich.  L.  35,  53  Am.  Dec.  709.  *enn. 
Wingfield  v.  Crosby,  5  Coldw.  241; 
MJason  v.  Vance,  1  Sneed  178,  60  Am. 
Dec.  144;  Stevenson  v.  McLean,  5 
Humph.  332,  42  Am.  Dec.  434.  Tex. 
Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
430,  35  S.  W.  324.  Vt.— Fletcher  v. 
Bradley,  12  Vt.  22,  36  Am.  Dec.  324. 
Wyo. — ^Wyoming  Fair  Assn.  v.  Talbott, 
3  Wyo.  244,  21  Pao.  700.  Can.— Eegina' 
1).  Monkman,   8  Manitoba  509. 

[a]  The  execution  creditor  has  an 
unconditional  and  absolute  right  to 
have  the  writ  executed  according  to 
its  mandate.  Maloney  v.  Eeal  Estate 
B.  &  L.  Assn.,  57  Mo.  App.  384. 

[b]  <  Execution  From  Without  the 
County. — It  is  the  duty  of  the  ofScer 
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who  receives  an  execution  from  out 
of  the  county  to  execute  it.  Barle  v. 
Thomas,  14  Tex.  583,  591. 

1.  Ala. — Patton  v.  Hamner,  28  Ala. 
618;  Crenshaw  v.  Harrison,  8  Ala.  342.'^ 
111. — Keren  v.  Eoemheld,  6  HI.  App. 
275.  S.  O. — Farrar  &  Hays  v.  Wingate, 
4  Rich.  L.  35,  53  Am.  Dee.  709.  Tex. 
Daugherty  v.  Moon,  59  Tex.  397. 

Bight  of  plaintiff  to  control  the  writ, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  e. 

2.  See  the  title  "Supersedeas  and 
Stay  of  Proceedings,"  and  supra,  U,  B, 
4,  c. 

[a]  Until  the  sheriff  receives  notice 
that  the  execution  has  been  super- 
seded, he  is  to  obey  it  according  to 
its  tenor.  On  receiving  such  notice,  it 
is  his  duty  to  ?top  proceedings.  Bryan 
V.  Hubbs,  69  N.  C.  423. 

3.  Patton  V.  Hamner,  28  Ala.  618; 
Crenshaw  v.  Harrison,  8  Ala.  342.  See 
Fluker  v.  Turner,  5  Mart.  N.  S.  (La.) 
707. 

4.  Terrell  c.  State  ex  rel.  Grubbs,  66 
Ind.  570. 

As  to  claim  of  exemption,  see  the 
title  "Hometeads  and  Exemptions." 

5.  tr.  S. — Buck  V.  Colbath,  3  Wall. 
334,  343,  18  L.  ed.  257.  Conn.— Watson 
V.  Watson,  9  Conn.  140,  23  Ana.  Dec. 
324.  Ga. — Thornton  v.  Ferguson,  133 
Ga.  825,  67  8.  E.  97;  Wallace  «.  Holly, 
13  Ga.  389,  58  Am.  Dec.  518.  Mo. 
State  v.  Hailey,  71  Mo.  App.  200.  Wis. 
Watkins  v.  Page,  2  Wis.  92. 

Directions  in  the  writ  as  to  property 
to  be  taken,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (II). 

6.  U.  S.— Buck  V.  Colbath,  3  Wall. 
334,  344,  18  L.  ed.  257.  Ala.— Adam- 
son  V.  Noble,  137  Ala.  668,  35  So.  139; 
Cawthorne  v.  Knight,  11  Ala.  268. 
Conn. — Watson  v.  Watson,  9  Conn.  140, 
23  Am.  Dee.  324.  Ga.— Wallace  v. 
Holly,  13  Ga.  389,,  58  Am.  Dee.  518. 
m. — Eichardson  v.  Eardin,  88  HI.  124; 
Pike  V.  Colvin,  67  HI.  227;  Swan  v. 
Gilbert,  67  HI.  App.  236.  la.— Crosby 
V.  Hungerford,  59  Iowa  712,  12  N.  W. 
582;    Shea  v.   Watkins,   12   Iowa  605. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     913 

goes  beyond  the  command  of  the  writ  and  seizes  property  of  a  third 
person  he  becomes  liable  as  though  he  acted  without  any  writ/  and  the 
levy  will  be  void.*  But  the  levy  is  not  void,  because  it  embraces 
property  not  owned  by  the  debtor.®  If  the  title  to  goods  and  chattels 
is  doubtful  the  sheriff  need  not  levy,  unless  the  judgment  creditor  gives 
him  an  indemnity  bond.^" 

If  the  writ  is  absolutely  void,  the  sheriff  is  not  bound  to  execute 
it;^^  but  if  it  is  not  void  but  merely  voidable  it  is  the  officer's  duty  to 


La. — Duperron  v.  "Van  Wiekle,  4  Eob. 
39,  39  Am.  Dee.  509.  S.  0. — Cholett  v. 
Hart,  2  Bay  156.  Tlenn. — Lof  tin  v.  Espy, 
4  Terg.  84.  Vt. — Tudor  v.  Taylor,  26 
Vt.  444.  Wis. — Elmore  v.  Hill,  46  Wis. 
618,  1  N.  W.  235. 

[a]  The  execution  debtor  must  have 
a  leyiable  interest  in  the  property  to 
justify  a  levy  upon  it.  Leonard  v, 
Maginnis,  84  Minn.  506,  26  N.  W.  733. 
As  to  what  property  may  be  levied  on, 
see  strpra,  II,  B,  3. 

[b]  Where  land  is  pointed  out  to 
the  sheriff  to,  be  levied  on,  it  is  his 
duty  to  levy  regardless  of  the  title 
as  a  levy  on  land  will  not  subject  him 
to  an  action  foj  damages.  Wilson  v. 
Dearborn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W. 
296.  But  a  direction  to  levy  on  per- 
sonalty of  a  stranger  need  not  be 
obeyed.     See  infra,  II,  B,  5,  e,  (III). 

[c]  The  sherifE  may  rely  upon  the 
record  evidence  of  ownership  of  land. 
Hardin  v.  Grover,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  260, 
2  S.  W.  64. 

[d]  In  the  exercise  of  a  sound  dis- 
cretion, the  sherifE  may  levy  on  prop- 
erty apparently  belonging  to  a  third 
person  where  he  has  good  reason  to 
believe  such  property  is  held  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  it  from  execu- 
tions against  the  debtor,  but  he  acts 
at  his  peril  and  is -liable' in  damages 
if  the  property  seized  does  not  belong 
to  the  debtor.  James  v.  Thompson,  12 
La.  Ann.  174. 

7.  U.  S.— Buck  V.  Colbath,  3  Wall. 
334,  344,  18  L.  ed.  257.  Ala.— CaW- 
thorne  v.  Knight,  11  Ala.  268.  HI. 
Pike  V.  Colvin,  67  HI.  227.  Ind.-;-Mc- 
Gee  V.  Givan,  4  Blackf.  16.  la.— Shea 
V.  Watkins,  12  Iowa  605.  Ky.— Eudy 
V.  Johnson,  11  Bush  543.  La.— James 
V.  Thompson,  12  La.  Ann.  174.  Minn. 
Kloos  V.  Gatz,  97  Minn.  167,  105  N.  W. 
639;  Appleton  MUl  Co.  v.  Warder,  42 
Mi^n.  117,  43  N.  W.  791;  Hossfeldt 
V.  Dill,  28  Minn.  469,  10  N.  W.  781, 
N.  Y.— Hill  V.  Page,  108  App.  Div.  71, 


95,  K.  T.  Supp.  465.  Pa. — ^Berwald  v. 
Bay,  8  Pa.  Super.  365. 

As  to  remedy  for  wrongful  levy, 
see  infra,  II,  D. 

As  to  CLuashing  levy  because  made 
on  property  not  belonging  to  the  de- 
fendant, sde  infra,  TV,  A. 

[a]  Althou^  two  corporations  have 
the  same  name,  the  service  of  an 
execution  against  one  upon  property  of 
the  other  renders  the  sherifE  liable  in 
trespass.  ■  The  officer  in  such  case  may 
refuse  to  proceed  without  an  express 
direction  of  the  creditor  and  an  in- 
demnity bond.  Hallowell  &  Augusta 
Bank  v.  Howard,  14  Mass.  181.  As  to 
the  right  tp  demand  indemnity  before 
serving  writ,  see  the  title  "Sheriffs, 
Constables  and  Marshals." 

As  to  what  property  or  interest  may 
be  levied  upon,  see  supra,  II,  B,  3. 

8.  Starr  v.  United  States,  8  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  552;  SifEord  v.  Beaty,  12 
Ohio  St.  189,  197. 

[a]  A  levy  upon  an  undivided  half 
of  a  farm  as  the  property  of  A  is 
void  where  A  owned  only  the  north- 
westerly half  •  and  had  no  interest  in 
the  other  half.  Nye  v.  Drake,  9  Pick. 
(Mass.)  35. 

9.  Conley  v.  Eedwine,  109  Ga.  640, 
35  S.  E.  92,  77  Am.  St.  Eep.  398; 
Virgie  v.  Stetson,  77  Me.  520,  1  Atl. 
481;  Grover  v.  Howard,  31  Me.  546. 

10.  Armstrong  v.  Grant,  7  Kan.  285. 
And  see  more  fully  12  Standabd  Pboc. 
21,  and  the  title  "Sheriffs,  Constables 
and  Marshals." 

11.  Ala.— McCall  v.  McEae,  10  Ala. 
313;   Godbold  v.  Planters'  &  M.  Bank, 

4  Ala.  516,  520.  Ind.— Palmer  v.  Gal- 
breath,  74  Ind.  84,  unauthorized  execu- 
tion. N.  M. — ^Bachelder  Bros.  v.  Chaves, 

5  N.  M.  562,  25  Pae.  783.  N.  Y. 
Parmelee  v.  Hitchcock,  12  Wend.  96. 
Compare,  ClearwaTer  v.  Brill,  4  'Hun 
728.  Ohio. — Newburg  v.  Munshower,  29 
Ohio  St.  617,  23  Am.  Eep.  769.  Tenn. 
Stevenson  v.  McLean,  5  Humph.  332, 
42  Am,  Dee,  434. 
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execute  it.^^  Being  a  ministerial  and  not  a  judicial  officer  it  is  not 
his  duty  to  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  upon  which 
a  writ,  valid  on  its  face,  is  grounded;"  it  is  not  his  duty  to  inquire 
as  to  the  legality  of  such  a  writ,^*  the  judgment,^^  or  the  character 
of  the  indebtedness  upon  which  the  judgment  was  rendered  ;^°  or  to 
determine  conflicting  interests.^' 

Where  the  judgment  dehtor  has  no  property  subject  to  execution,  the 
sheriff  need  not  levy  a  writ  against  him.^* 

(III.)  Duty  To  Obey  Instructions.  —  If  the  plaintiff  or  some  one  hav- 
ing authority  to  do  so,  gives  instructions  to  the  officer  as  to  proceed- 
ings under  the  writ,  it  is  his  duty  to  obey  the  instructions^^  until  he 


[a]  If  an  execution,  regular  on  its 
face,  is  issued  ■without  a  judgment  to 
support  it,  the  officer  to  whom  it  is 
directed  may  disregard  its  command 
without  incurring  any  liability.  New- 
burg  V.  Munshower,  29  Ohio  St.  617,  23 
Am.  Eep.  769. 

12.  Parmelee  v.  Hitchcock,  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   96. 

13.  Ala.— Martin  v.  Hall,  70  Ala. 
421;  McCall  V.  McRae,  10  Ala.  313; 
Godbold  V.  Planters'  &  M.  Bank,-4  Ala. 
516,  520.  Conn. — Watson  v.  Watson,  9 
Conn.  140,  23  Am.  Dee.  324.  N.  M. 
Bachelder  Bros.  v.  Chaves,  5  N.  M.  562, 
25  Pac.  783.  Tenn. — Stevenson  v.  Mc- 
Lean, 5  Humph.  332,  42  Am.  Dec.  434. 

[a]  In  IiOuisiana,  in  executing  a 
writ  of  possession,-  the  sheriff  is  bound 
to  consult  the  petition  and  the  reasons 
for  judgment,  if  necessary  to  explain 
what  is  uncertain  in  the  decree,  and 
will  be  responsible  in  damages  to  plain- 
tiff, if  he  neglect  or  refuse  to  execute 
the  judgment,  if  practicable  with  those 
explanations.  Levy  v.  Bondy,  15  La. 
Ann.  573. 

14.  Ga. — Camp  v.  Williams  Bros., 
119  Ga.  152,  46  S.  B.  66.  la — ^West 
V.  St.  Johns,  63  Iowa  287,  19  N.  W. 
238.  Ky.— Com.  v.  O'Cull,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.  149,  23  Am.  Dec.  393.  Mo. 
State  V.  Eucker,  19  Mo.  App.  587. 
N.  Y. — Parmelee  v.  Hitchcock,  12  Wend. 
96.  Tenn. — Stevenson  v.  McLean,  5 
Humph.  332,  42  Am.  Dec.  434. 

[a]  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  ascertain  whether  the  writ  of  execu- 
tion is  in  conformity  to  the  judgment 
upon  which  it  is  issued.  HI. — ^Bybee  v. 
Ashby,  7  HI.  151.  N.  M. — ^Bachelder 
Bros.  V.  Chaves,  5  N.  M.  562,  25  Pac. 
783.  N.  Y. — Parmelee  v.  Hitchcock, 
12  Wend.   96. 

15.  St.  Louis   &  San  Francisco  By. 
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Co.  V.  Lowder,  138  Mo.  533,  39  S.  W. 
799. 

16.  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  ascertain  whether  the  writ  issued 
against  one  of  the  members  Of  a  part- 
nership is  for  a  firm  or  an  individual 
indebtedness.  Swan  v.  Gilbert,  67  111. 
App.   236. 

17.  Patton  V.  B.amneT,  28  Ala.  618; 
Crenshaw  v.  Harrison,  8  Ala.  342. 

18.  Armstrong  v.  Grant,  7  Kan.  285. 
[a]     Property    Insufficient    To    Pay 

Charges. — Where  a  sheriff  is  of  opin- 
ion that  the  property  of  an  execution 
defendant  will  not  sell  for  enough  to 
pay  the  expenses  of  the  sale,  he  may, 
at  his  peril,  refuse  to  levy  upon  it,  and 
stating  the  facts,  return  the  exeouxioa 
unsatisfied.  In  re  Petition  of  Luke 
Mowry,  12  Wis.  53. 

19.  Ark. — ^Burnside  v.  Pendleton,  132 
S.  W.  221;  Bickham  v.  Kosminsky,  74 
Ark.  413,  86  S.  W.  292.  Ga.— Hunter 
V.  Phillips,  56  Ga.  634.  HI.- Morgan 
V.  People,  59  HI.  58;  Swan  v.  Gilbert, 
67  111.  App.  236;  Scheubert  v.  Honel, 
50  111.  App.  597;  Mann  v.  Eeed,  49  111. 
App.  406,  416.  Ky.— Poston  v.  South- 
ern, 7  B.  JMon.  289;  Eiehardson  v.  Bart- 
ley,  2  B.  Mon.  328.  La. — Kershaw  v. 
Delahoussaye,  9  Eob.  77.  N.  H. — Eogera  . 
V.  McDearmid,  7  N.  H.  506;  Ball  v. 
Badger,  6  N.  H.  405.  N.  Y.— Eoot  v. 
Wagner,  30  N.  T.  '9,  86  Am.  Dec.  348; 
Colton  V.  Camp,  1  Wend.  365;  Crossitt 
V.  Wiles,  13  Civ.  Proc.  327.  Ore.— Hab- 
ersham 1).  Sears,  11  Ore.  431,  5  Pac. 
208,  50  Am.  Eep.  481.  Pa. — Dorrance's 
Admrs.  v.  Com.,  13  Pa.  160;  Maybury 
V.  Jones,  4  Yeates  21.  S.  C. — ^Farrar 
&  Hays  V.  Wingate,  4  Eich.  L.  35,  53 
Am.  Dec.  709.  Tex. — ^Daugherty  v. 
Moon,  59  Tex.  397;  Wilson  v.  Dearborn 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W.  296.  Vt. 
Walworth  v.  Readsboro,  24  Vt.  252. 

As  to  instructions  to  ofGLcei  and  con- 
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receives  notice  that  the  party  has  parted  with  his  interest,^"  unless 
the  instructions  are  illegaP^  or  oppressive.^^  But  the  sheriff  is  not 
reqiiired  to  obey  instructions  of  strangers.^^ 

(IV.)  Duty  To  Exercise  Diligence.  —  An  officer  to  whom  has  been  in- 
trusted the  collection  of  a  judgment  by  an  execution  placed  in  his 
hands,  must  with  reasonable  diligence  seek  out  and  levy  on  such  per- 
•sonal  property  of  the  judgment  defendant  as  is  subject  to  execution.''* 
The  diligence  which  the  officer  must  exercise  in  this  respect,  has  been 


trol  of  the  writ,  see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  c. 

[a]  The  oflcer  is  not  liomid.  to  exe- 
cute the  writ  in  any  other  manner 
than  according  to  instructions  lawfully 
given  him.  Ball  v.  Badger,  6  N.  H.  405. 

[b]  Loss  of  priority  by  instructing 
oflUcer  to  delay  levy,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
4,  c.  Where  a  levy  under  the  first 
writ  in  his  hands  has  been  stayed  by 
instructions,  it  is  the  officer's  duty  to 
levy  another  writ  against  the  same 
debtor  though  subsequently  placed  in 
his  hands.  Kempland  v.  Macauley, 
Peake  (Bng.)  66.  See  also  Stern's  Ap- 
peal, 64  Pa.  447. 

20.  Colton  V.  Gamp,  1  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
365. 

21.  Swan  v.  Gilbert,  67  HI.  App. 
236,  where  instructed  to  levy  on  prop- 
erty of  B  under  an  execution  against 
A. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  4,  e. 

[a]  Directions  Given  on  Sunday. 
Under  a  statute  which  forbids  the 
sheriff  to  keep  his  office  open  on  Sun- 
day to  receive  directions  as  to  his  offi- 
cial duties,  the  direction  by  the  plain- 
tiff, given  on  Sunday,  to  proceed  wth 
the  levy  which  had  been  previously 
delayed  at  the  plaintiff's  request,  does 
not  render  it  necessary  for  the  officer 
to  so  levy  in  preference  to  a  writ  com- 
ing into  his  hands  on  Monday.  Stern's 
Appeal,  64  Pa.  447. 

22.  McDonald  v.  Neilson,  2  <3ow. 
(N.  T.)  139,  14  Am.  Dee.  431,  where 
obedience  to  the  instructions  would 
produce  a  great  sacrifice  of  property. 

23.  Brassier  v.  Beach,  21  HI.  App. 
423,  426;  Daugherty  v.  Moon,  59  Tex, 
397.     See  supra,  II,  B,  4,  c. 

[a]  Instructions  of  Stranger.— If 
one,  other  than  the  plaintiff  or  his 
attorney,  assumes  the  right  to  control 
the -officer,  the  officer  need  not  obey 
his  instructions  unless  he  clothe  him- 
self with  the  legal  or  equitable  title 
to  the  judgment.  Daugherty  v.  Moon 
59  Tex.  397. 

24.  U.  S. — Berry  v.  Smith,  3  Wash. 


C.  C.  60,  3  Fed.  Gas.  No.  1,359.  Ark. 
Lawson  v.  State,  10  Ark.  28,  50  Am. 
Dec.  238.  Conn. — Dayton  v.  Lynes,  31 
Conn.  578.  Dl.— Pike  v.  Golvin,  67  111, 
227;  People  v.  Palmer,  46  111.  398,  95 
Am.  Dec.  418;  Dunlap  v.  Berry,  5  111. 
327,  39  Am.  Dec.  4;.3;  Hargrave  v. 
Penrod,  1  111.  401,  12  Am. ,  Dec.  201; 
Gilbert  v.  Gallup,  76  111.  App.  526. 
Compare,  Matson  v.  Sweetser,  50  111. 
App.  518,  525,  requiring  the  officer  to 
proceed  at  once.  Kan. — Collins  v. 
Eitchie,  31  Kan.  371,  2  Pac.  623;  Arm- 
strong V.  Grant,  7  Kan.  285.  Ky. 
Bell  V.  Com.,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  550.  Me. 
Strout  V.  Pennell,  74  Me.  260.  Mass. 
Weld  V.  Bartlett,  10  Mass.  470.  Minn. 
Guiterman  v.  Sharvey,  46  Minn.  183, 
48  N.  W.  780,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  218; 
Armour  Packing  Go.  ,  v.  Eichter,  42 
Minn.  188,  43  N.  W.  1114.  Mo.— State 
V.  Ownby,  49  Mo.  71;  Fisher  v.  Gor- 
don, 8  Mo.  386.  Neb — Steele  v.  Crab- 
tree,  40  Neb.  420,  58  N.  W.  1022.  N.  Y. 
Bowman  v.  Cornell,  39  Barb.  69;  Wat- 
son V.  Brennan,  7  Jones  &  S.  81.  N.  C 
Sherrill  v.  Shuford,  32  N.  C.  200; 
Lindsay's  Exrs.  v.  Armfield,  10  N.  0. 
548,  14  Am.  Dec.  603  (as  soon  after 
the  writ  comes  into  the  officer's  hands 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  admit)'. 
Ore. — Haberham  v.  Sears,  11  Ore.  431, 
5  Pac.  208,  50  Am.  Eep.  481.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Contner,  18  Pa.  439.  See 
Henry  v.  Com.,  107  Pa.  361.  Vt. 
Watkinson  v.  Bennington,  12  Vt.  404. 
Wis.— Elmore  v.  Hill,  46  Wis,,  618,  1 
N.  W.  235,  s.  c,  51  Wis.  365,  8  N.  W. 
240,  four  day  delay  unreasonable. 
Irish. — ^Hodgson  v.  Lynch,  I.  E.  5  C. 
L.  353. 

[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to 
levy  the  writ  as  soon  as  he  conven- 
iently can  after  receiving  the  writ. 
Armstrong  v.  Grant,  7  Kan.  285. 

[b]  Question  of  Fact. — The  ques- 
tion of  the  exercise  of  diligence  is 
one  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Del. — Cake 
V.  Cannon,  2  Houst.  '427,  435.  HI. 
Gilbert  v.   Gallup,    76    111.    App.    526. 
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variously  designated  merely  as  diligence,^^  due  diligence,^*  and  ordi- 
nary diligence.^^  In  many  cases,  the  circumstances  may  be  such  as 
to  require  that  the  officer  proceed  at  once,^*  as  -n^ere  the  plaintiff 
directs  the  sheriff  to  proceed  forthwith,  or  intimates  that  promptitude 
is  necessary.^'  And  in  some  jurisdictions  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  proceed  with  the  execution  of  the  writ  without  delay  and  at  once,^" 


Mo.— state  ex  rel.  Farwell  v.  Leland, 
82  Mo.  260.  Teuu Barnes  v.  Thomp- 
son, 2  Swan  313.  Can. — Tinnigan  v. 
Jarvis,  8  V.  C.  Q.  B.  210. 

[c]  What  will  constitute  a  reason- 
able time  in  which  to  levy  the  execu- 
tion is  a  questioii  for  the  jury.  Cake 
V.  Cannon,  2  Houst.  (Del.)  427,  435; 
State  to  use  of  Roe  v.r  Gem-mill,  1 
Houst.  (Del.)  9;  Janvier  v.  Vandever, 
3  Harr.   (Del.)   29, 

[d]  Diligence  Depends  on  Tacts  in 
the  Case. — While  the  law  requires  of 
public  officers  only  reasonable  diligence 
in  the  service  of  process,  yet  what 
constitutes  reasonable  diligence  de- 
pends upon  the  particular  facts  in  con- 
nection with  the  duty,  as,  for  example, 
the  special  instructions  given  or  the 
apparent  necessity  for  quick  action. 
Guiterman  v.  Sharvey,  46  Minn.  183, 
48  N.  W.  780,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  219, 
holding  that  a  delay,  from  four  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon  until  after  ten 
o  'clock  the  next  day,  in  making  a  levy 
under  an  execution,  is  unreasonable 
and  negligent,  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
having  declared,  the  importance  of 
prompt  action. 

As:   to     remedies     and    proceedings 

against  the  officer  by  tlie  judgment 
creditor,  see  the  title  "Sheriffs,  Con- 
stables and  Marshals." 

25.  Ala.  Code,  1907,  §4098;  "Wilson 
V.  Brown,  58  Ala.  62,  29  Am.  Eep.  727; 
Northern  Alabama  E.  Co.  i).  Lowery, 
3  Ala.  App.  511,  57  So.  260.  And  see 
Harris  v.  Murfree,  54  Ala.  161;  An- 
drews V.  Keep,  38  Ala.  315;  Griffin  v. 
Isbell,  17  Ala.  184;  Hallett  v.  Lee,  3 
Ala.  28;  Hunter  v.  Phillips,  -56  Ga. 
634.  See  Wakefield  v.  Moore,  65  Ga. 
268;  French  Eichards  &  Co.  v.  Kemp, 
64  Ga.  749  (a  prima  facie  case  is 
made  out  by  showing  a  delay  of  six 
months). 

26.  Eichards  v.  Gilmore,  11  N.  H. 
493;  Ball  v.  Badger,  6  N.  H.  405;  Pin- 
nigan  v.  Jarvis,  8  tJ.  C.  Q.  B.  (Can.) 
210.  See  Hutehings  v.  Euttan,  6  TJ.  C. 
C.  P.  (Can.)  452. 

27.  Del. — Cake  v.  Cannon,  2  Houst. 
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427;  State  to  use  of  Eoe  v.  GemmUI, 
1  Houst.  9  (due  diligence).  See,  how- 
ever, Janvier  v.  Vandever,  3  Harr,  29 
(reasonable  diligence);  State,  use  of 
Jewell  V.  Porter,  1  Harr.  126  (reason- 
able diligence).  Ind. — State  ex  rel. 
Bennett  v.  Nelson,  1  Ind.  522;  State 
ex  rel.  Bement  v.  Nelson,  Smith  401. 
See  State  ex  rel.  Alford  v.  Blanch,  70 
Ind.  204,  holding  a  delay  of  fourteen 
days  not  negligent.  Tenn. — ^Barnes  v. 
Thompson,  2  Swan  313.  See  Trigg  v. 
McDonald,  2  Humph.  386,  reasonable 
diligence.  Tex. — Cook  v.  De  la  Garza, 
13  Tex.  431. 

[a]  Ordinary  diligence  is  all  that  is 
required  in  the  absence  of  any  infi- 
mation  by  the  plantiff  that  prompti- 
tude is  essential  in  levying  the  execu- 
tion. Cake  V.  Cannon,  2  Houst.  (Del.) 
427,  437.  f 

28.  State  ex  rel.  Parwell  v.  Leland, 
82  Mo.  260;  State  v.  Ferguson,  13  Mo. 
1^6. 

[a]  If  the  sheriff  has  reasonable 
grounds  to  believe  that  if  he  does  not 
immediately  serve  the  writ  there  will 
be  danger  of  loss,  he  is  bound  to  serve 
"it  immediately.  Armstrong  v.  Grant,  7 
Kan.  285. 

29.  Conn. — Tucker  v.  Bradley,  15 
Conn.  46.  Del. — Cake  v.  Cannon,  2 
Houst.  427,  437.  Kan. — Armstrong  v. 
Grant,  7  Kan.  285.  Minn. — Guiterman 
V.  Sharvey,  46  Minn.  183,  48  N.  W. 
780,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  218.  Ore. — Haber- 
sham V.  Sears,  11  Ore.  431,,  5  Pac.  208, 
50  Am.  Eep.  481. 

30.  U.  S.— Berry  v.  Smith,  3  Wash. 
C.  0.  60,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,359.  Ala. 
See  Easley  v.  Walker,  10  Ala.  671. 
Colo. — ^Williams  v.  Mellor,  12  Colo.  1, 
19  Pac.  839;  Bell  v.  Kaufman,  9  Colo. 
App.  259,  47  Pac.  1035.  la. — ^West  v. 
)St.  John,  63  Iowa  287,  19  N.  W.  238. 
And  s6e  Crosby  v.  Hungerford,  59  Iowa 
712,  12  N.  W.  582,  requiring  reaonable 
diligence.  La. — Code  Pr.,  art.  643; 
Marshall  &  Co.  v.  Simpson,  13  La.  Ann. 
437.  Mo. — Douglass  v.  Baker,  9  Mo. 
41.  Okla.— Comp.  Laws,  1909,  §5973. 
Tex.— Vera.    Sayle's    St.,    1914,    art. 
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or  with  utmost  expedition,  or  as  soon  after  he  receives  it  as  the  nature 
of  the  case  admits.^^ 

(V.)  Where  Writ  Is  Against  Joint  Defendants.  — "Where  there  are  sev- 
eral defendants,  each  liable  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  judgment, 
though  as  between  themselves  they  may  be  bound  to  contribute  equally 
to  its  discharge,  there  is  no  obligation  resting  upon  the  officer  to  make 
the  amount  in  equal  portions  out  of  the  property  of  each.'''  He  may 
do  so,'^  or  he  may  make  the  whole  amount  of  any  one.'* 

(VI.)  Duty  Where  Oflcer  Has  Several  Writs.  —  Where  several  writs  of 
execution  against  a  debtor  are  placed  in  the  hands  of  an  officer,  it  is 
his  duty  to  levy  them  in  the  order  in  which  he  received  them  j'"  unless 
he  has  received  instructions  not  to  execute  one  of  them.'^  But  a  levy 
and  sale  under  the  writ  last  delivered  will  confer  upon  the  pur- 
chaser a  good  title,'^  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  other  execu- 


373l4;  Fatheree    v.    Williams,    13    Tex. 
Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

31.  Wyer  v.  Andrews,  13  Me.  168; 
Lindsay's  Exra,  v.  Armfield,  10  N.  C. 
548,  14  Am.  Dec.  603. 

32.  Ky. — ^Faris  v.  Banton,  6  J.  J. 
Marsh.  235.  Tenn. — Hassell  v.  South- 
ern Bank,  2  Head  381.  Tex.— Mitchus- 
son  V.  Wadsworth,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §976.  Vt. — Warren  v.  Edgerton, 
22  Vt.  199,  54  Am.  Dee.  66. 

[a]  The  ofllcer  (1)  is  not  required 
to  investigate  and  determine  the  re- 
spective equities  of  the  difEerent  de- 
fendants as  against  each  other.  Miteh- 
usson  V.  Wadsworth,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §976.  (2)  He  is  not  re- 
quired to  regard  an  offer  of  one  of  the 
debtors  to  expose  the  property  of  his 
co-debtors.  Warren  v.  Edgerton,  22  Vt. 
199,  54  Am.  Dec.  66. 

In  case  of  principal  and  surety,  see 
the  title  "Principal  and  Surety." 

33.  Faris  v.  Banton,  6  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)    235. 

34.  HI.— Eeed  v.  Garfield,  15  HI. 
App.  290.  Ky. — ^Faris  v.  Banton,  6 
J.  J.  Marsh.  235.  Mass. — Parker  v. 
Dennie,  6  Pick.  227.  Minn. — West 
Duluth  Land  Co.  v.  Bradley,  75  Minn. 
275,  77  N.  W.  964.  Ohio. — Harris'  v. 
Clark,  10  Ohio  5;  Billingheimer  v. 
Rickey,  2  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  492.  ,  R.  I. 
Burdick  v.  Burdiek,  16  E.  I.  495,  17 
Atl.  859.  Tex. — Howard  v.  North,  5 
Tex.  290,  51  Am.  Dec.  769.  Vt — ^Warr 
ren  v.  Edgerton,  22  Vt.  199,  54  Am. 
Dec.  66. 

35.  Del. — ^Eust,  Wells  &  Hitch  v. 
Pritchett,  5  Harr.  260.  Fla.— Love  v. 
Williams,  4  Fla.  126.  HI.— Eogers  v. 
Dickey,   6   HI.    637.      Ind — Bragg    v. 


State,  30  Ind.  427.  Ky. — Com.  v. 
Straton,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  90;  Arberry 
V.  Noland,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  421;  Tabb 
V.  Harris,  4  Bibb  29;  Million  v.  Com., 
1  B.  Mon.  310.  Md.— May  v.  Buek- 
hannon  E.  L.  Co.,  70  Md.  448,  17  Atl. 
274.  Minn. — Albrecht  v.  Long;  25 
Minn.  163.  N.  Y.— In  the  Matter  of 
Pond,  21  Misc.  114,  46  N.  T.  Supp. 
999.  Pa. — McClelland  V.  Slingluff,  7 
Watts  &  S.  134,  42  Am.  Dec.  224. 
Tex.— McMahan  v.  Hall,  36  Tex.  59; 
Gardner's  Admr.  v.  Cutler's  Admr.,  28 
Tex.  175.  Vt.— St.,  1894,  §1795.  Va. 
Code,  1904,  §3590;  Hockman  v.  Hock- 
man,  93  Va.  455,  25  S.  E'.  534.  W.  Va. 
Hartman  v.  Campbell,  5  W.  Va.  394. 
Wis.— Ohlson  v.  Pierce,  55  Wis.  205,  12 
N,  W.  429;  Knox  v.  Webster,  18  Wis. 
406.  Eng. — ^Heenan  v.  Evans,  1  Dowl. 
N.  S.  204;  Hunt  v.  Hooper,  12  Mees. 
&  W.  664,  670;  Payne  v.  Drewe,  4  East 
523,  102  Eng.  Eeprint  931;  Smallcomb 
V.  Cross,  1  Ld.  Eaym.  251,  91  Eng. 
feeprint  1064;  Smallcomb  v.  Bucking- 
ham, 5  Mod.  376,  87  Eng.  Eeprint  715. 

[a]  No  preference  will  be  given  if 
the  writs  are  delivered  to  the  ofSper 
on  the  same  day,  though  at  different 
hours.  Okla.  Comp.  Laws,  1909,  §5971; 
Bachman  v.  Sulzbacher,  5  S.  C.  58. 

[b]  The  sheriff  may  change  the 
rights  of  the  parties  by  levying  the 
writs  out  of  their  true  order.  John- 
son V.  Gorham,  6  Cal.  195;  Million  v. 
Com.,  1  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)   310. 

36.  See  supra,  II,  B,  4,  c. 

37.  111. — ^Eogers  v.  Didkey,  6  HI. 
637.  Mo. — Wise  v.  Darby,  9  Mo.  131. 
H.  Y. — Marsh  v.  Lawrence,  4  Cow.  461. 
Pa.— McClelland  v.  Slingluff,  7  Watts  & 
S.   134,  42  Am.  Dec.  224.     See  Eudy 
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tions  being  against  the  ofScer.^'  It  seems,  however,  that  a  sheriff 
having  two  executions  against  a  defendant  may  receive  from  him  a 
sum  of  money  to  be  paid  to  the  junior  execution  creditor.^' 

(VII.)  Mandamus  To  Compel  Levy.^o  — In  the  absence  of  statute  pro- 
viding otherwise,  where  there  is  aiiother  adequate  legal  remedy,  as 
by  an  action  against  the  officer  on  his  bond,  mandamus  will  not  lie 
to  compel  a  sheriff  to  levy  a  writ  of  execution  in  his  hands.*^  But 
if  the  legal  remedy  is  inadequate,  as  where  the  officer  refuses  to  execute 
a  writ  of  possession  for  specific  property,  mandamus  will  lie.*^ 

f.  Time  of  Levy.^^ — (I.)  In  General.  — An  execution  must  be 
levied  during  the  life  of  the  writ  or  in  other  words,  before  return 
day.     A  levy  made  thereafter  is  void.**     A  levy  cannot  be  lawfully 


V.  Com.,  35  Pa.  166.  Eng. — Payne  v. 
Drewe,  4  East  523,  539,  102  Eng.  Ee- 
print  931;  Smalleomb  v.  Cross,  1  Ld. 
Eaym.  251,  91  Eng.  Reprint  1064; 
Smalleomb  v.  Buckingham,  5  Mod.  376, 
87  Eng.  Reprint  715. 

38.  111.— Eogers  v.  Dicfeey,  6  III. 
636,  41  Am.  Dec.  204.  Mo.— Wise  f. 
Darby,  9  Mo.  131.  Pa.— McClelland  v. 
gjlingluff,  7  Watts  &  S.  134,  42  Am. 
Dec.  224.  Eng. — Payne  v.  Drewe,  4 
East  523,  539,  102  Eng.  Eeprint  931; 
Smalleomb  v.  Cross,  1  Ld.  Eaym.  251, 
91  Eng.  Eeprint  1064;  Smalleomb  v. 
Buckingham,  5  Mod.  376,  87  Eng.  Ee- 
print 715.  Can. — Patterson  v.  McKel- 
lar,  4  Ont.  407,  424. 

39.  Eudy  v.  Com.,  35  Pa.  166. 

[a]  A  sheriff  having  two  executions 
in  his  hands  sold  the  defendant's  per- 
sonal property  for  a  sum  that  was  in- 
sufficient to  satisfy  the  first  writ,  and 
made  a  levy  on  real  estate  for  the  bal- 
ance. Subsequently  the  defendant 
gave  the  sheriff  a  sum  of  money  with 
directions  to  pay  it  to  the  creditor  of 
the  junior  execution.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  sheriff  could  not  make 
a  levy  under  the  first  execution  upon 
this  money  and  he  is  justified  in  re- 
turning that  it  was  made  on  the  sec- 
ond writ.  Eudy  v.  Com.,  35  Pa.  166, 
78  Am.  Dec.  330. 

40.  Compelling  issuance  of  execu- 
tion, see  swpra,  II,  B,  1,  j. 

41.  Ha. — State  ex  rel.  Bradley  v. 
Cone,  40  Fla.  409,  25  So.  279,  74  Am. 
St.  Eep.  150;  State  ex  rel.  Proseus  v. 
draft,- 17  Pla.  722.  But  this  has  been 
changed  by  statute  which  provides  that 
an  officer  who  has  an  unsatisfied  exe- 
cution in  his  hands  may  b?  compelled 
by  mandamus  to  levy  it.  Armstrong 
V.    Stansel,   47   Fla.    127,    36  So.    762. 
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Ind. — State  ex  rel.  Wheatley  v.  Beck, 
175  Ind.  312,  93  N.  B.  664.  Ohio. 
State  ex  rel.  Burtseher  v.  Chambers,  5 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  N.  S.  57,  26  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  404.  Ore. — Habersham  v.  Sears,  11 
Ore.  431,  5  Pac.  208,  50  Am.  Eep. 
481. 

42.  North  Pacific  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Gard- 
ner, 79  Cal.  213,  21  Pac.  735. 

[a]  Service  of  a  •writ  of  restitution 
may  be  compelled  by  mandamus. 
Fogarty  v.  Sparks,  22  Cal.  142;  Fre- 
mont V.  Crippen,  10  Cal.  211,  70  Am. 
Dee.  711;  State  ex  rel.  Clement  v. 
Stotes,  99  Mo.  App.  236,  73  S.  W.  254. 

[b]  But  if  the  title  to  the  property 
which  the  sheriff  is  directed  to  levy 
on  is  in  dispute,  a  mandamus  will  not 
lie  to  compel  the  levy.  State  ex  rel. 
Proseus  v.  Craft,  17  Fla.  722. 

43.  Time  of  issuance  of  writ,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  1,  f. 

44.  Ala.— Mitchell  v.  Corbin,  91  Ala. 
599,  8  So.  810;  Waldrop  v.  Friedman, 
90  Ala.  157,  7  So.  510;  Easley  v. 
Walker,  10  Ala.  671.  Cal.— Tower  v. 
McDowell,  8  Cal.  (Unrep.)  714,  31  Pae. 
843;  Southern  California  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Ocean  Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217, 
29  Pac.  627,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  115.  Del. 
Lofland  v.  Jefferson,  4  Harr.  303;  West 
V.  Shockley,  4  Harr.  287.  Ga.— Hill  v. 
De  Launay,  34  Ga.  427.  lU.— Chitten- 
den V.  Eogers,  42  Jll.  100;  Davidson  v. 
Waldron,  31  HI.  120,  134,  83  Am.  Dec. 
206.  Ky. — Bell  v.  Com.,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
550;  Gaines'  Heirs  v.  Clark,  1  Bibb 
608;  Glenn  ■».  White,  Sneed  Dec.  296; 
Oastleman  v.  Griffith,  Sneed  Dee.  293; 
Aloes  V.  Abbott,  9  Ky.  Opin.  822.  La. 
Dugot  V.  Babin,  8  Mart.  (N.  8.)  391; 
Johnston's  Exr.  v.  Wall,  1  Mart.  (N. 
S.)  541.  Md.— Gaither  v.  Martin,  3 
Md.    146.     Mass. — Prescott   v.   Wright, 
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made  before  the  writ  of  execution  becomes  operative.*'    But  after  is- 
suance of  a  writ  of  execution  it  may  be  levied  at  any  time*"  up  to  and 


6  Mass.  20.  Mich. — Evans  v.  Caiman, 
92  Mich.  427,  52  N.  W.  787;  Quacken- 
bush  V.  Henry,  42  Mich.  75,  3  N.  W. 
262;  Blair  v.  Compton,  33  Mich.  414. 
MlsB. — Edwards  v.  Ingraham,  31  Miss. 
272.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Earwell  v, 
Leland,  82  Mo.  260;  Gamaehe  v.  Pre- 
vost,  71  Mo.  84;  McDonald  v.  Grone- 
feld,  45  Mo.  28;  Bank  of  the  State 
of 'Mo.  V.  Bray,  37  Mo.  194;  Hombs 
V.  Oorbin,  20  Mo.  App.  497.  See  Karnes 
V.  Alexander,  92  Mo.  660,  4  S.  W.  518' 
N.  J.— Olden  v.  Sassman,  72  N.  J.  Eq. 
637,  66  Atl.  603;  Kemble  v.  Harris,  36 
N.  J.  L.  528;  Cook  v.  Wood,  16  N.  J. 
li.  254;  Matthews  v.  Warne,  11  N.  J. 
L.  295;  Lloyd  v.  WyckofC,  11  N.  J.  L. 
218.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Smith,  60  N.  Y. 
161;  Hathaway  v.  Howell,  54  2Sr_  y. 
97;  Grouse  v.  Bailey,  56  Hun  645,  10 
N.  Y.-  Supp.  273;  Abeel  v.  Anderson, 
39  Hun  514,  3  How.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  489, 
9  Civ.  Proc.  274;  Haggerty  &  Nobles  v. 
Wilber,  16  Johns.  287,  8  Am.  Dec.  321; 
Slingerland  v.  Swart,  13  Johns.  255; 
Matter  of  Pond,  21  Misc.  114,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  999.  N.  C— Parish  v.  Turner,  27 
N:  C.  279;  Love  v.  Gates,  24  N.  C.  14;. 
Barden  v.  M'Kinnie,  11  N.  C.  279,  15 
Am.  Dee.  519;  Lanier  v.  Stone,  8  N.  C. 

329.     Pa Boyer    v.    Miller,     200     Pa. 

589,  50  Atl.  184;  Braden 's  Estate,  165 
Pa.  184,  30  Atl.  746;  Finn  v.  Com., 
6  Pa.  460;  Knelly  v.  Bachert,  28  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  446;  Parrel  v.  Copeland,  18  W. 
ET.  C.  94.  S.  C— McBlwee  v.  Sutton, 
2  Bailey  361;  Boss  v.  McCartan,  1  Brev. 
507.  Tenn. — State  v.  Parchmen,  3 
Head  609.  Tex. — Harris,  Norton  &  Co. 
V.  Ellis,  30  Tex.  4,  94  Am.  Dec.  296. 
Vt. — Keniston  v.  Stevens,  66  Vt.  351, 
29  Atl.  312;  Little  v.  Sleeper,  37  Vt. 
105;  Perrin  v._  Eeed,  33  Vt.  62;  Down- 
er V.  Hazen,  10  Vt.  418;  Barnard  v. 
Stevens,  2  Aik.  429.  Va.— Grandstaff 
V.  Bidgely,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.)  1.  Can. 
Lee  V.  Howes,  30  U.  C.  Q.  B.  292; 
Castle  V.  Ruttan,  4  V.  C.  C.  P.  252. 

Duty  of  oflficer  to  exercise  dUigence, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  e,  (IV). 

[a]  Where  a  levy  is  by  sale,  it  is 
"considered  as  made  at  the  time  of 
first  giving  notice  of  sale."  Bell  v. 
"Walsh,  130  Mass.  163. 

[b]  Although  the  sheriff's  biU  of 
sale  recites  a  levy  after  the  return 
day  as  his  authority  to  sell,  if  there 


has  been  a  valid  levy  on  the  same 
property  by  the  same  sheriff  under 
another  execution,  th«  purchaser's  title 
may  be  referred  to  that  and  will  be 
valid.  McElwee  v.  Sutton,  2  Bailey 
(S.  C.)~361. 

[c]  Where  the  terms  of  a  court  are 
changed  by  statute  to  a  later  period, 
and  all  writs,  etc.,  are  made  return- 
able to  the  new  term,  an  execution  re- 
mains in  force  till  the  new  return 
day,  and  a  levy  made  upon  it  after 
it  is  returnable  by  its  terms,  will  be 
valid.  Brown  v.  Eoberts,  24  N.  H. 
131. 

As  to  executing  writ  at  night,  see 
the  title  "Sheriffs,  Constables  and 
Marshals." 

45.  Hathaway  v.  Howell,  54  N.  Y. 
97.  "^ 

46.  tJ.  S. — United  States  «.  Hogg, 
112  Fed.  909,  50  C.  C.  A.  608.  Cal. 
Southern  California  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Ocean 
Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pac. 
627,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  115.  Ind.^Lowiy 
V.  Eeed,  89  Ind.  442.  Ky.— Gaines' 
Heirs  v.  Clark,  1  Bibb  608;  Aloes  v. 
Abbott,  9  Ky.  Opin.  822.  Me. — Chase 
V.  Gilman,  15  Me.  64.  Mich — Smith 
V.  Thompson,  1  Walk.  Ch.  1.  Mo. 
State  V.  Leland,  82  Mo.  260;  State  v. 
Kollins,  13  Mo.  179.  Tenn.— State  v. 
Parchman,  3  Head  609.  Vt.— Fletcher 
«,  Bradley,  12  Vt.  22,  36  Am.  Dec. 
324. 

[a]  At  any  time  during  the  last 
day  of  the  writ.  Cal. — Southern  Cali- 
fornia Lumb.  Co.  V.  Ocean  Be^ch  Hotel 
Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pac.  627,  28  Am. 
St.  Eep.  115.  Ky. — Gaines'  Heirs  v. 
Clark,  1  Bibb  608;  Aloes  v.  Abbott,  9 
Ky.  Opin.  822.  Mass. — Prescott  v. 
Wright,  6  Mass.  20. 

fb}  During  First  Day  of  Term. 
When  an  execution  is  returnable  to  a 
court  to  be  held  at  a  certain  day  and 
p]ace,'lt  may  be  executed  at  any  time 
on  that  day,  while  the  court  is  sit- 
ting; but  after  the  court  is  adjourned 
to  'the  next  day,  it  cannot  then  be 
executed,  the  authority  of  the  officer 
being  determined.  Mass.r-Prescott  v. 
Wright,  6  Mass.  20.  N.  H.— Blaisdell 
V.  Sheafe,  5/ N.  H.  201.  Bng.— Parkins 
V.  Woollaston,  6  Mod.  130,  1  Salk.  321, 
87   Eng,-  Reprint   886.     But   see   Maud 
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including  the  return  day,  but  not  thereafter,*'  although  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  the  levy  shall  have  been  commepced  before  the  return  day, 
the  whole  having  relation  to  the  time  the  levy  is  commenced.**  A 
proper  levy  before  return  day  will  not  keep  the  execution  alive  so  as 
to  justify  a  fresh  levy  after  the  return  day.*^ 

Where  Time  Allowed  To  Claim  Exemption.  —  In  some  states,  statutes  al- 
low a  debtor  a  certain  time  after  service  of  execution  upon  him  in 
which  to  claim  his  exemption.  A  levy  in'  violation  of  this  statute 
before  the  expiration  of  the  specified  period  is  unauthorized  aind  is  a 
trespass.'" 

Levy  on  Sunday.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  levy  made  on  Sunday  is 
void.*^ 

(II.)  After  Death  of  Plaintiff. — A  writ  should  be  levied  ^  notwith- 
standing the  death  of  the  creditor  after  the  issuance  of  the  writ.'^ 

(III.)  After  Death  of  Defendant.  —  Aft  common  law  the  execution 
bound  the  .defendant's  goods  from,  its  teste,  and  it  could  be  levied 
(where  the  defendant  died  after  the  teste  and  before  delivery  to  the 
sheriff. ^^  But  under  statutes  binding  the  defendant's  property  from 
the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  officer,  the  rule  is  otherwise.^*  If  the 
defendant,  dies  after  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  and  before  levy 
made,  the  officer  may'  generally  levy  the  writ."' 


V.  Barnard,  2  Burr.   812,  97  Eng.  Ee- 
print  575. 

47.  Spe  cases  cited  in  preceding 
notes. 

[a]  The  power  of  the  officer  to  take 
property  by  virtue  of  "the'  execution 
ends  with  the  expiration  of  the  day  on 
which  it  is  returnable.  Aloes  v.  Ab- 
bott, 9  Ky.  Opin.  822. 

48.  Ala. — See  Bagley  v.  Ward,  37 
Cal.  121,  138,  99  Am.  Dec.  256.  Me. 
Eev.  St..  1903,  ch.  86,  §26.  Mass. 
Bell  V.  Walsh,  130  Mass.  163;  Prescott 
V.  Wright,  6  Mass.  20.  Mich.— Blair 
V.  Comptbn,  33  Mich.  414.  Minn. — Knox 
V.  Eandall,  24  Minn.  479,  496.  N.  Y. 
Clinton  v.  Croswell,  2  Gaines  Cas.  245, 
2  Am.  Dec.  235. 

[a]  Contra,  Downer  v.  Hazen,  10 
Vt;  418,  holding  a  levy  upon  real  es- 
tate void  which  was  not  finished  and 
recorded  before  return  day. 

[b]  If  a  levy  has  been  duly  made, 
the  property  may  be  removed  after 
return  day.  West  v.  Shockley,  4  Harr. 
(Del.)  287;  Duncan's  Appeal,  37  Pa. 
500,  quaere. 

49.  Eoss  V.  MoCartan,  1  Brev.  (S. 
C.)  507. 

As  to  successive  levies,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  4,  m. 

50.  Taylor  v.  Crowe,  122  111.  App. 
518. 

As  to  claim   of  exemption,   see  the 
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title    "Homesteads  and   Exemptions." 

51.  Field  v.  Parks,  20  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  140;  Butler  v.  Kelsey,  15  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  177;  Van  Vechten  v.  Paddock, 
12  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  178;  Bland  v.  Whit- 
field, 46  N.  C.  122. 

As  to  service  of  process  on  Sunday 
and  holidays,  see  the  title  "Sunday 
and  Holidays." 

52.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4101.  (Ja. 
Sogers  V.  Truett,  73  Ga.  386.  Me. 
Wing  D.  Hussey,  71  Me.  185.  Tenn. 
Trust  Co.  V.  Weaver,  102  Tenn.  66, 
50  S.  W.  763;  Harvey  v.  Bferry,  Demo- 
ville  &  Co.,  1  Baxt.  252;  Neil  v.  Gaut, 
1  Coldw.  396.  Tex. — ^Bennett  v.  Gam- 
ble, 1  Tex.  124.  Va.— Turnbull  v.  Clai- 
bornes,  3  Leigh  392. 

Issuance  of  execution  after  death  of 
plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
1,  h,  (I),  (II)  and  (in)< 

53.  XT.  S. — Erwin's  Lessee  v.  Dun- 
das,  4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875.  Ark. 
Davis  V.  Oswalt,  18  Ark.  414,  68  Am. 
Dec.  182.  m.— People  v.  Bradley,  17 
111.  485. 

Issuance  of  execution  after  death 
of  defendants,  see  supra,  11,  B,  1,  h, 
(IV)    and   (V). 

54.  People  v.  Bradley,  17  III.  485. 

55.  Ala.-^Code,  1907,  §4101;  Keel  v. 
Larkin,  72  Ala,  493.  Cal.— Code  Civ. 
Proe.,  §686.     Del.—Graham 's    Eir.    v. 
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(rv.)  Presumption  as  to  Tim©  of  Levy.  —  It  will  be  presumed  that  the 
officer  did  his  duty  by  levying  the  execution  while  in  full  force,  the 
return  being  silent  upon  the  subject."^ 

g.  Manner  of  Levy.  —  (I.)  In  General.  — A  plaintiff  in  execution 
has  an  unconditional  and  absolute  right  to  have  his  writ  executed  in 
the  usual  and  customary  way.^'  The  practice  in  the  various  states  as 
to  the  manner  of  making  levies  of  writs  of  execution  is  not  uniform 
and  the  cases  themselves  are  not  always  clear,  as  to  what  is  necessary 
to  constitute  a  valid  levy.  The  strictness  required  by  the  English 
authorities  has  been  departed  from  in  the  United  States.^*  Iq  some 
eases  a  distinction  is  made  between  a  levy  which  is  good  against  the 
debtor  and  one  which  is  good  against  the  world,^'  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  has  been  said  that  difEerenl;  rules  should  not  obtain  in  this 
respect,  and  that  a  levy  good  against  a  debtor  should  be  good  against 
everybody. ^^  Generally  speaking,  executions  apd  attachments  are 
levied  in  the  same  manner.*^ 


Wilson,  5  Harr.  435.  HI. — Logsdon  v. 
SpWey,  54  111.  104;  Dodge  v.  Maek,  22 
111.  93. >.  Ind.— Burns'  Ann. 'St.,  1908, 
1833;  Blumenthal  v.  Tibbits,  160  Ind. 
70,  66  N.  E.  159.  Me. — Wing  v.  Hiis- 
eey,  71  Me.  185.  Md. — Hanson  v. 
Barnes'  Lessee,  3  Gill  &  J.  359,  22  Am. 
Dec.  322,  N.  C— Parish  v.  Turner,  27 
N.  C.  279.  Tenn. — Trust  Co.  v.  Weav- 
er, 102  Tenn.  65,  50  S.  W.  763;  Pres- 
ton V.  Surgoine,  Peek  71;  Battle  v. 
Bering,  7  Yergi  529;  Neil  V.  Gaut,  1 
Coldw.  396.     Tex. — Bennett  v.  Gamble, 

1  Tex.  124.  Compare,  Webb  v.  Mallard, 
27  Tex.  80.  Va. — Trevillians'  Exrs.  v. 
Guerrant's  Exrs.,  31  Gratt.  (72  Va.) 
525. 

Contra,  James  v.  Marcus,  18  Ark. 
421;  Davis  v.  Oswalt,  18  Ark.  414,  68 
Am.  Dee.  182;  Cartney  v.  Beed,  5  Ohio 
221;   Massie's   Heirs'   Lessee   v.   Long, 

2  Ohio  287,  15  Am.  Dec.  547;  Arnold 
V.  Fuller's  Heirs,  1  Ohio  458. 

[a]  In  Trust  Co.  v.  Weaver,  102 
Tenn.  65,  50  8.  W.  763,  the  court  said, 
"Being,  in  fact,  alive  at  the  date  of 
the  teste,  he  is,  in  law,  assumed  to 
be  alive  at  the  date  of  the  levy." 
And  see  also  Black  v.  Planters'  Bank, 
4  Humph.  (Tenn.)  367;  Harvey,  Demo- 
ville  &  Co.  V.  Berry,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 
252. 

[b]  Scire  Facias  Not  Necessary. 
The  'death  of  a  defendant  before  levy 
of  an  execution  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff  prior  to  the  death  does  not 
render  a  scire  facias  against  the  heirs 
and  terre  tenants  necessary.  Hanson 
V.  Barnes'  Lessee,  3  GUI  &  J.   (Md.) 


359,  22  Am.  Deo.   322;   Parish  v.  Tur- 
ner, 27  N.  C.  279. 

Effect  of  death  of  defendant  after 
levy  and  before  salei,  see  infrfi,  II, 
B,  7.         , 

58.  Ky. — Greer  v.  Wintersmith,  85 
Ky.  516,  4  8.  W.  232,  9  Ky.  L.  Bep. 
96,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  613.  See  Gaines' 
Heirs  v.  Clark,  1  Bibb  ,608.  N.  Y. 
Hartwell  v.  Boot,  19  Johns.  345,  10  Am. 
Dec.  232.  Pa.— Fitler  v.  Patton,  8 
Watts  &  8.  455. 

As  to  presumptions  generally,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  q. 

57.  Maloney  v.  Eeal  Est.  B.  &  L. 
Assn.,  57  Mo.  App.  384,  that  is,  by 
levy  and  sale  of  any  property  belong- 
ing to  the  defendant  and  subject  to 
execution. 

58.  Mich. — Quackenbush  v.  Henry, 
42  Mich.  75,  3  N.  W.  262.  N.  Y. 
Westervelt  v.  Pinckney,  14  Wend.  123, 
28  Am.  Dec.  516;  Beekman  v.  Lansing, 
3  Wend.  446,  20  Am.  Dec.  707.  Pa. 
Duncan's  Appeal,  37  Pa.  500. 

59.  Cal.— Blood  v.  Light,  38  Cal. 
649,  99  Am.  Dec.  441;  Shirran  v.  Dal- 
las, 21  Cal.  App.  405,  416,  132  Pae. 
454.  111.— Davidson  v.  Waldron,  31  111. 
120,  133,  83  Am.  Dec.  206.  Minn. 
Horgan  v.  Lyons,  59  Minn.  217,  60  N. 
W-  1099. 

60.  Barnard's  Admr.  v.  Eussell,  19 
Vt.  334. 

61.  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Byram,  131 
111.  92,  22  N.  E.  842. 

As  to  the  manner  of  levying  a  writ 
of  attachment,  see  3  Standard  Peoc. 
501,  502^,  et  seq. 
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(II.)  Compliance  With  Statute.  —  The  manner  of  levying  an  execu- 
tion is  generally  regulated  by  statutes.^^  As  to  that  property  which 
was  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  at  common  law,^^  there  is.  necessarily 
no  common-law  method  of  making  a  levy,  and  a  levy  can,  therefore, 
be  made  only  by  pursuing  the  statute  conferring  and  fegulating  the 
right.^*  And  generally  where  the  manner  of  making  a  levy  is  pre- 
scribed by  statute,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  levying  the  writ  to  com- 
ply strictly  with  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  regulating  the  manner 
of  levy.'^°  But  with  respect  to  certain  matters  these  statutes  are  some- 
times held  to  be  merely  directory.*^ 


62.  See  the  statutes. 

63.  Property  subject  to  execution, 
see  supra,' II,  B,  3. 

64.  lU.— Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  People,  .4  111.  App.  510.  Mich. — Blair 
V.  Comptou,  33  Mich.  414.  S.  D.— Mc- 
Laughlin V.  Alexander,  2  S.  D.  226,  49 
N.  W.  99. 

65.  Cal.-r-Blood  v.  Light,  38  Cal. 
649,  99  Am.  Dec.  441;  Shirran  v.  Dal- 
las, 21  Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pac.  454. 
Conn. — Schroeder  v.  Tomlinson,  70 
Conn.  348,  39  Atl.  484.  Idaho.— Wells 
V.  .Price,  6  Idaho  490,  56  Pac.  266. 
m.— See  Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
People,  4  111.  App.  510,  holding  the 
language  of  the  statute  providing  the 
manner  of  levy  upon  corporate  stock 
is  mandatory.  Ky. — Hayden  v.  Dun- 
lap,  3  Bibb  216.  La. — Lowry  v.  Er- 
win,  6  Bob.  192,  204,  39  Am.  Dec.  556. 
Me. — Mysroll  v.  Violette,  55  Me.  108. 
Okla. — Osborne  &  Co.  v.  Hughey,  14 
Okla.  29,  76  Pac.  146.  Ore.— Dufur 
Oil  Co.  V.  Enos,  59  Ore.  528,  117  Pac. 
457.  Pa. — Haberstroh  v.  Toby,  9  Phila. 
614;  ConhifE  v.  Doyle,  8  Phila.  630. 
Vt.— Morton  v.  Edwin,  19  Vt.  77.  Wis. 
Butler  V.  Gillis,  104  Wis.  421,  80  N.  W. 
735. 

[a]  Substantial  Compliance. — Unless 
the  acts  of  the  officer  are  substantial- 
ly conformable  to  the  statute,  they  are 
invalid.  Me. — Benson  v.  Smith,  42  Me. 
414,  66  Am.  Dec.  285.  Mich. — Blair  v. 
Compton,  33  Mich.  414,  levy  upon  cor- 
porate stock.  Mo. — Caffery  v.  Choctaw 
Coal  &  M.  Co.,  95  Mo.  App.  174,  68 
S.  W.   1049. 

[a]  iProceedings  for  taking  land 
upon  execution  are  stricti  juris,  and 
no  title  passes  unless  the  statute  is 
exactly  pursued.  Schroeder  v.  Tomlin- 
son, 70  Conn.  348,  39  Atl.  484;  Ho- 
bart  V.  Frisbie,  5  Conn.  592;  Downer 
V.  Hazen,   10  Vt.  418. 

[c]    Greater  Strictness  Necessary  as 
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to  Third  Persons. — The  performance  of 
the  acts  described  in  the  statute  is 
material  only  in  reference  to  the  in- 
tervening rights  of  third  persons,  or 
persons  who  are  not  parties  to  the 
writ.  Blood  v.  Light,  38  ,  Cal.  649,  99 
Am.  Dee.  441;  Shirran  v.  Dallas,  21 
Cal.  App.  405,  416,  132  Pac.  454.  See 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (I).  Compare,  Bar- 
nard's Admr.  v.  Eussell,  19  Vt.  334. 

66.  Cal.— Blood  v.  Light,  38  Cal. 
649,  99  Am.  Dec.  441;  Smith  v.  Ran- 
dall, 6  Cal.  47,  65  Am.  Dec.  475.  Ga. 
Cox  V.  Montford,  66  Ga.  62;  Solomon 
V.  Peters,  37  Ga.  251,  92  Am.  Dec.  69 
(statute  as  to  notice  of  levy).  Ind. 
Tillotson  V.  Doe  ex  dem.  Gregory,  5 
Blaekf.  590,  statute  relating  to  desig- 
nation of  property  to  be  levied  on. 
la. — Cavender  v.  Smith  'a  Heirs,  1  Iowa 
306,  statute  allowing  defendant  to 
select  property.  Ky. — Paris  v.  Banton, 
6  J.  J.  Marsh.  235  (statute  regulating 
order  in  which  property  shall  be  tak- 
en ) ;  Beeler  'a  Heirs  v.  Bullitt 's  Heirs, 
3  A.  K.  Marsh.  280,  13  Am.  Dec.  161; 
Hayden  v.  Dunlap,  3  Bibb  216.  Mo. 
Hobein  i).  Murphy,  20  Mo.  447,  64  Am. 
Dec.  194,  statute  requiring  notice  of 
execution.  Ohio. — The  Coal  Co.  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  55  Ohio  St.  233,  250, 
45  N.  E.  630,  statute  relating  to  order 
of  levy.  Tenn. — Nighbert  v.  Hornsby, 
100  Tenn.  82,  42  S.  W.  1060,' 66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  736  (statute  relating  to  de- 
livery bond) ;  Sellars  v.  Fite,  Ander- 
son &  Green,  3  Baxt.  131  (statute  re- 
quiring, principal's  property  to  be  tak- 
en before  surety's);  Dice  v.  Penn,  2 
Swan  561  (statute  regulating  order  of 
levy).  Tex. — Beck  v.  Avondino,  82 
Tex.  314,  18  S.  W.  69  (statute  relat- 
ing to  right  of  defendant  to  select 
property) ;  Odle  v.  Frost,  Barry  &  Lee, 
59  Tex.  684;  Pearson  v.  Flanagan,  52 
Tex.  266,  280  (statute  relative  to  order 
property  is  to  be  seized) ;   MidkifE  v. 
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(III.)  By  Illegal  and  Oppressive  Acts.  —  The  sheriff  owes  a  duty  to 
the  debtor  as  well  as  to  the  creditor,^'  and  in  levying  a  writ  of  execu- 
tion, he  should  do  as  little  mischief  as  possible,^*  and  avoid  proceeding 
in  a  reckless,  illegal  and  oppressive  manner.^^  Levies  accomplished 
by  fraudulent  tricks  and  devices  and  other  unlawful  acts  will  not 
be  upheld  by  the  courts.''" 

Questions  as  to  the  degree  of  force  which  the  officer  can  use  and  his- 
right  to  break  and  enter  to  levy  on  property  will  be  found  treated 
elsewhere.''^ 

(IV.)  Demand  and  Notice.  —  (A.)  Necessity  foe.  —  In  the  absence  of 
statute  requiring  it,  it  is  not  necessary  generally  for  the  offlicer  to 
notify  the  defendant  of  the  issuance  of  the  writ,  or  to  make  a  de- 
mand for  payment.'^  But  in  some  states,  either  by  statute  or  other- 
wise, it  is  required  that  the  sheriff  shall  notify  the  defendant  of  the 
execution,^^  or  serve  the  execution  upon  him,'*  and  make  a  demand 


Bedell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  127  8.  "W. 
271;  Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13  Tex. 
•Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324.  Vt. 
Collins  V.  Perkins,  31  Vt.  624,  afflrming 
Dow  V.  Smith,  6  Vt.  519,  statute  re- 
lating to  previous  demand. 

As  to  the  effect  of  omitting  par- 
ticular requirements,  see  infra,  II,  B, 
4.  S,   (IV),  et  seq. 

67.  Wallace  v.  Atlanta  Medical  Col- 
lege, 52  Ga.  164. 

68.  Handy  v.  Clippert,  50  Mich.  355, 
15  N.  W.  507. 

Levy  should  not  be  excessive,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  4,  h,  (I),  (A). 

69.  Ga. — ^Wallace  v.  Atlanta  Medical 
College,  52  Ga.  164.  Me. — Wyer  v.  An- 
drews, 13  Me.  168.  Md. — Wilson  v. 
Fowler,  88  Md.  601,  42  Atl.  201,  42 
L.  E.  A.  849. 

[a]  Levy  by  committing  trespass  is 
bad.     Bailey   v.   Wright,   39   Mich.   96. 

[b]  A  levy  upon  part  of  a  lot  in 
such  a  manner  that  it  included  seven- 
tenths  of  a  valuable  building  is  void 
because  it-  is  a  reckless  and  wanton 
injury  to  the  debtor.  Wallace  v.  At- 
lanta Medical  College,  52  Ga.  164. 

70.  Williams  v.  Steenrod,  11  Pa. 
Dist.  22.  See  also  Mack  v.  Parks,  8 
Gray    (Mass.)    517,    69    Am.   Dec.    267. 

[a]  A  Getting  Property  Into  Juris- 
diction  by  Fraud. — Williams  v.  Steen- 
rod, 11  Pa.  Dist.  22,  setting  aside  a 
levy  where  by  false  representations  the 
debtor  was  induced  to  bring  his  prop- 
erty into  the  state  and  where  it  was 
then  levied  on. 

71.  See  the  titles  "Service  of  Pro- 
cess and  Papers;"  "Sheriffs,  Con- 
stables and  Marshals.'* 


72.  Colo. — Victor  Inv.  Co.  v.  Eoerig, 
22  Colo.  App.  257,  124  Pac.  349;  Herr 
V.  Broadwell,  5  Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pac. 
70.  la. — Ayres  v,  Campbell,  9  Iowa 
213,  74  Am.  Dec.  346.  La.— Tompkins 
V.  Stroud,  16  La.  274.  Md. — State  v. 
Boulden,  57  Md.  314. 

[a]  Where  property  attached  has 
been  released  on  the  giving  of  security, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer-  on  teeeiv- 
ing  a  writ  of  execution  to  make  a  de- 
mand for  the  property.  Kohn  &  Co. 
V.  Hinshaw,  17   Ore.   308,  20  Pac.  629. 

As  to  notice  of  levy,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  4,  k. 

73.  m.— Miller  v.  McAlister,  197 
111.  72,  64  N.  E.  254;  Hobson  v.  Mo- 
Cambridge,  130  111.  367,  22  N.  E.  823; 
Eoek  V.  Haas,  110  111.  528;  Thoihas  v. 
Hebenstreit,  68  111.  115;  People  v. 
Palmer,  46  HI.  398,  95  Am.  Deo.  418; 
Hamilton  v.  Quimby,  46  HI.  90;  Pitts 
V.  Magie,  24  111.  610;  Tuttle  v.  Wil- 
son, 24  111.  553;  Bingham  v.  Maxcy,  15 
HI.  290.  Mo.— Young  v.  Schofield,  132 
Mo.  650,  34  S.  W.  497;  MoAnaw  v. 
Matthis,  129  ilo.  142,  152,  31  S.  W. 
344;  Hobein  v.  Drewell,  20  Mo.  450; 
Hobein  v.  Murphy,  20  Mo.  447,  64  Am. 
Dec.  194.  See  Duncan  v.  Matney,  29 
Mo.  368,  77  Am.  Dec.  575.  Pa.— Con- 
nife  V.  Doyle,  8  Phila.  630. 

[a]  In  Missouri  no  notice  is  re- 
quired where  the  defendant  does  not 
reside  in  the  county  at  the  time  of  the 
issuance  of  the  execution.  MoAnaw  v. 
Matthis,  129  Mo.  142,  152,  31  8.  W. 
344;  Buchanan  v.  Atchison,  39  Mo. 
503. 

74.  Hobson  ■;;.  McCambridge,  130  HI. 
367,  22  N.  E.  823;  Bingham  v.  Maxcy, 
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for  payment/"  or  that  he  point  out  and  designate  property  upon 
which  a  levy  should  be  made/"  In  some  states,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
officer  to  apprise  the  debtor  of  his  exemption  rights."  If  it  is  im- 
possible^* or  inexpedient^*  to  give  notice,  a  levy  may  be  m^de  without 
notice  of  the  execution  or  demand  of  payment. 

Effect  of  Failure  To  Make  Demand.  — ^An  omission  to  make  a  previous 
demand  for  payment  does  not  render  the  levy  void,*"  vitiate  the  sale. 


15  m.  290:  Gilerin  v.  Kraner,  97  Ind. 
533. 

[a]  The  object  of  the  service  of  the 
execution  upon  the  defehdant  is  to 
give  him  an ,' opportunity  to  pay  the 
execution  without  further  costs,  or  the 
right  to  designate  the  property  to  be 
levied  upon.  Bingham  v.  Maxcy,  15 
111.  290;  Guerin  v.  Kraner,  97  Ind. 
533.  As  to  the  right  of  a  defendant 
to  select  property  to  he  levied  on,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (VI),  (A). 

75.  Conn.— Gen.  St.,  1902,  §901; 
Button  V.  Tracy,  4  Conn.  365.  111. 
Eock  V.  Haas,  110  111.  528.  N.  M. 
St.,  1915,  §2192.  Ohio.— See  Seymour 
V.  Milford  &  C.  Tp.  Co.,  10  Ohio  476, 
488,  under  statute  requiring,  in  the 
case  of  judgment  against  a  turnpike 
company,  that  a  bill  stating  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  and  costs  be 
sent  to  it  within  a  specified  time.  Pa. 
2  Purdon's  Dig.,  1547,  §64;  ConnifE  v. 
Doyle,  8  Phila.  630;  'Com.  v.  Keystone 
Elec.  L.  H.  &  P.  Co.,  2  Dauph.  Co.  1, 

4  Lack.   Leg.   N.   353.     Vt Pub.   St., 

1906;  §§2153,  2165;  Collins  v.  Perkins, 
31  Vt.  624;  Walter  v.  Denison,  24  Vt. 
551;  Dow  v.  Smith,  6  Vt.  519;  Bates 
V.  Carter,  5  Vt.  602. 

[a]  Where  Therd  Is  No  On©  on 
Whom  To  Make  Demand. — ^If  the  de- 
fendant is  a  corporation  and  has  -ap- 
pointed no  officers  upon  whom  a  de- 
mand can  be  made,  no  demand,  is 
necessary.  Spencer  v.  Champion,  9 
Conn.  536. 

,76.  m.— Pitts  V.  Magie,  24  111.  610, 
it  is  the  right  of  the  defendant  to 
turn  out  his  realty  before  a  levy  is 
made  on  his  personalty  and  he  must 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  do  so. 
Ind. — Guerin  v.  Kraner,  97  Ind.  533; 
Terrell  v.  State  ex  rel.  Grubbs,  66  Ind. 
570.  Compare,  Drake  v.  Murphy,  42 
Ind.  82,  holding  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  officer  to  go  to  the  party 
whose  property  is  to  be  levied  on,  to 
get  him  to  exercise  his  right  of  desig- 
nation. Kan. — Collins  v.  Ritchie,  31 
Kan.    371,   2   Pac.    623,   but   it   is   not 
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necessary  where  the  officer  has  exer- 
cised reasonable  diligence  to  discover 
chattels  whereon  to  levy.  N.  M. — St., 
1915,  §2192.  Tex.— Vern.  Sayles'  St., 
1914,  art.  3735;  Odle  v.  Frost,  Barry 
&  Lee,  59  Tex.  684;  Pearson  v.  Flan- 
agan, 52  Tex.  266,  280;  Kendrick  v. 
Eice,  16  Tex.  254;  Fatheree  v.  Wil- 
liams, 13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W. 
324.  See  Barbee  v.  Heflin,  1  White  & 
W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §744. 

[a]  Application  to  the  defendant's 
agent  is  not  required  unless  the  officer 
knows  the  defendant  has  an  agent  for 
the  purpose  of  pointing  out  property. 
Cook  V.  De  la  Garza,  13  Tex.  431. 

As  to  designation  of  property  by  de- 
fendant, see  infra,,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (VI), 
(A). 

77.  See  11  Standard  Peoc.  474. 

78.  People  v.  Palmer,  46  HI.  398,  95 
Am.  Dec.  418. 

[a]  Unless  the  defendant  is  within 
the  county,  the  officer  is  not  required 
to  make  a  demand  upon  him  to  exer- 
cise the  privilege  of  pointing  out  prop- 
erty. Kendrick  v.  Eice,  16  Tex.  254; 
Cook  i;.  De  la  Garza,  13  Tex.  431.  ' 

[b]  If  the  defendant  is  absent  from 
the  state,  no  demand  need  be  made. 
People  V.  Palmer,  46  111.  398,  95  Am. 
Dec,  418;  Opothlarholer  v.  Gardiner, 
15  La.  512. 

[c]  Where  defendant  is  a  convict 
in  a  state's  prison  beyond  the  official 
precincts  of  the  officer,  a  demand  on 
him  is  not  required.  Grant  v.  Dalliber, 
11  Conn.  234. 

79.  Gardner  v.  Eberhart,  82  111. 
316;  People  v.  Palmer,  46  HI.  398,  95 
Am.  Dec.  418. 

[a]  If  making  a  demand  would  oc- 
casion the  loss  of  the  debt  as  by  af- 
fording the  defendant  an  opportunity 
to  conceal  his  property  or  put  it  out 
of  reach,  none  need  be  made.  Bates 
n.  Carter,  5  Vt.  602. 

80.  Odle  V.  Frost,  Barry  &  Lee,  59 
Tex.  684;  Pearson  v.  Flanagan,  52  Tex. 
266,  280;  Barbee  v.  Heflin,  1  White  & 
W,  Civ.  Cas.,  §744;  Collins  v.  Perkins, 
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or  affect  the  title  acquired  by  the  sale,°^  but  it  may  make  the  sheriff 
liable  for  any  damage  growing  out  of  his  neglect  of  duty.*^ 

(B.)  On  Whom  Made.  —  The  demand  must  be  made  on  the  defend- 
ant*' personally.**  If  the  defendant  be  a  corporation  demand  must 
be  made  on  the  officers  or  agents.*^  And  if  there  be  several  defendants, 
demand  must  be  made  on  all.*® 

(C.)  Where  Made.  —Some  statutes  provide  for  demand  at  the  de- 
fendant's usual  place  of  abode,**  though  in  some  jurisdictions  it  need 
not  be  made  out  of  the  officer's  county.** 

(D.)  Demand  Is  Not  Pakt  of  Levy.  —  The '  demand  is  preliminary 
merely  and  not  the  actual  commencement  of  the  levy.** 

(V.)  Exhibition  of  Authority.  —  The  failure  of  an  officer  to  exhibit 
to  the  debtor  his  authority  for  levying  an  execution,  although  it  may 
be  better  practice  to  do  so,  does  not  invalidate  the  levy,*"  though  it 
may  make  the  officer  guilty  of  a  trespass.*^ 

(VI.)  Desi^ation  of  Property.  —  (A.)  By  Debtor.  —  (1.)  Bight  To  Designate. 
At  common  law,  the  debtor  had  no  right  to  elect  upon  what  property 


31  -Vt.  624;  Dow  v.  Smith,  6  Vt.  519; 
Bates  V.  Carter,  5  Vt.  602. 

[a]  Mere  Irregularity. — A  failure 
to  notify  a  defendant  of  the  issuance 
of  the  execution  is  a  mere  irregularity. 
Young  V.  Sehofield,  132  Mo.  650,  34  S. 
W.  497;  Hobein  v.  Drewell,  20  Mo. 
450. 

81.  111.— Eock  V.  Haas,  110  HI.  528; 
Gardner  v.  Eberhart,  82  HI.  316.  Ind. 
Guerin  v.  Kraner,  97  Ind.  533.  Tex. 
Odle  V.  Frost,  Barry  &  Lee,  59  Tex. 
684.  Vt.— Bates  v.  Carter,  5  Vt.  602; 
Eastman  v.  Curtis,  4  Vt.  616. 

[a]  Where  there  is  a  gross  Inade- 
quacy of  price,  and  the  officer  has 
failed  to  demand  payment,  or  in  any 
manner  to  give  notice  of  the  execution 
to  the  defendant,  the  court  is  war- 
ranted in  finding  that  there  has  been 
an  attempt  to  secure  an  unfair  ad- 
vantage by  obtaining  the  property  for 
a  sum  largely  less  than  its  value. 
Miller  V.  McAlister,  197  HI.  72,  64  N. 
E.   254. 

82.  Miller  v.  McAlister,  197  HI.  72, 
64  N.  E.  254;  Eock_  v.  Haas,  110  HI. 
528;  Pitts  V.  Magie,  24  HI.  610;  Dow 
V.  Smith,  6  Vt.  519;  Eastman  v.  Cur- 
tis, 4  Vt.  616. 

[a]  An  Unwarrantable  Trespass. 
A  levy  made  without  a  previous  de- 
mand constitutes  an  unwarrantable 
trespass.  Dutton  v.  Tracy,  4  Conn. 
365.     Contra,  Dow  v.  Smith,  6  Vt.  519. 

83.  Barbee  v.  Heflin,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §744,  See  the  stat- 
utes. 


84.  Dutton  V.  Tracy,  4  Conn.  365. 

85.  Spencer  v.  Champion,  9  Conn. 
536. 

[a]  Demand  on  Municipal  Officer. 
Demand  made  upon  the  proper  person 
but  not  in  his  official  capacity  does 
not  render  the  levy  invalid,  as  against 
a  municipal  corporation.  .  Walter  v. 
Denison,   24  Vt.   551. 

[b]  Notwithstanding  all  the  stock 
is  acquired  by  one  person,  the  demand 
must  be,  made  on  the  corporation's 
agents.  A  demand  need  not  be  made 
on  the  sole  stockholder  as  such.  Spen- 
cer V.  Champion,  9  Conn.   536. 

86.  Dutton  V.  Tracy,  4  Conn.  365. 
[a]     A  demaiid  of  o^e  joint  debtor 

does  not  authorize  a  levy  on  the  prop- 
erty of  another  joint  debtor.  Dutton 
V.  Tracy,  4  Conn.  365. 

87.  Conn.  Gen.  St.,  1902,  §901  (if 
within  the  officer's  precincts);  Dut- 
ton V.  Tracy,  4  Conn.  365. 

[a]-  A  demand  on  the  land,  to  re- 
seise  which  the  execution  issued,  is 
nugatory.  Dutton  v.  Tracy,  4  Conn. 
365. 

88.  Kendrick  v.  Eice,  16  Tex.  254; 
Cook  V.  De  la  Garza,  13  Tex.  431; 
Kingsland,  Ferguson  &  Co.  v.  Harrell, 
,1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §§736, 
739. 

89.  Dutton  15.  Tracy,  4  Conn.  365. 

90.  Mayhew  v.  Smith,  42  Colo.  534, 
95  Pac.  549;  Farley  v.  'Lea.,  30  N.  C. 
169. 

91.  Copley  v.  Eose,  2  N.  T.  115.  And 
see  Morrissey  v.  Feeley,  36  111.  App. 
556. 
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the  levy  should  be  made,°^  but  this  privilege  has  been  generally  con- 
ferred by  statute,^^  and  when  promptly  exercised,  the  defendant's 
selection  cannot  be  ignored  except  at  the  peril  of  the  party  levying 
the  writ.** 

(2.)  Exercise  of  Sight.  — It  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  executing  a  writ 
of  execution  to  give  the  defendant  an  opportunity  to  exercise  his  right 
of  seleetion.^^    In  some  jurisdictions  the  defendant  may  tender  other 


92.  Bodley  v.  Downing,  4  Litt. 
(Ky.)   28. 

93.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4115. 
Ark.— Dig.  St.j  1904,  §3230;  Trapnall 
V.  Eichardson,  13  Ark.  543;  Whiting 
&  Slark  V.  Beebe,  12  Ark.  421,  546; 
Lawson  v.  State,  10  Ark.  28,  50  Am; 
Dec.  238.  Cal.  —  Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§691;     Prink     v.     Eoe,     70     Cal.     296, 

11     Pac.     820.       Ga Hollinshed     v. 

Woodward,  124  Ga.  721,  52  S.  E.  815; 
Barfield  v.  Barfield,  77  Ga.  83;  Thomp- 
son V.  Mitchell,  73  Ga.  127;  Benson  v. 
Dyer,  69  Ga.  190;  Hopkins  v.  Burch, 
3  Ga.  222.  HI.- Wright  v.  Deyoe,  86 
m.  490;  People  v.  Palmer,  46  111.  398, 
95  Am.  Dec.  418;  Bingham  v.  Maxcy, 
15  111.  290;  Beaird  v.  Foreman,  1  III. 
385,  12  Am.  Dec.  197,  quer.y.  Ind. 
State  ea;  rel.  Farnham  v.  Willis,  33  Ind. 
118;  Davis  v.  Campbell,  12  Ind.  192; 
Miller  v.  Ashton,  7  Blackf.  29.  la. 
Cavender  v.  Smith's  Heirs,  1  Iowa  306. 
Ky. — Vallandingham  v.  Worthington, 
85  Ky.  83,  2  S.  W.  772;  Bodley  v. 
Downing,  4  Litt.  .28.  La. — Wheeling 
Pottery  Co.  v.  Levi,  48  La.  Ann.  777, 
19  So."  752;  Deville  v.  Hayes,  23  La. 
Ann.  550;  Pumphrey  v.  Delahoussaye, 
9  Eob.  42;  Noble  v.  Nettles,  3  Eob. 
52;  Miller  v.  Morgan,  6  Mart.  N.  S. 
86.  See  Morgan's  Admr.  v.  Woorhies, 
3  Mart.  (O.  S.)  462.  Mo.— Ashby  v. 
Dillon,  19  Mo.  619.  Okla. — Osborne  & 
Co.  v.  Hughey,  14  Okla.  29,  76  Pac. 
146.  Tex. — Texas-Mexican  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Wright,  88  Tex.  346,  31  S.  W.  613,  31 
L.  E.  A.  200;  Beck  v.  Avondino,  82 
Tex.  314,  18  S!  W.  690;  Ateheson  v. 
Hutchison,  51'  Tex.  223;  Kendrick  v. 
Eice,  16  Tex.  254;  Bryan  v.  Bridge,  6 
Tex.  137;  MidkifE  v.  Bedill  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  127  S.  W.  271;  Patheree  v.  Wil- 
liams, 13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W. 
324;  Jackson  v.  Browning  &  Co.,  1 
Tex.  Civ.  Cas.,  §606. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Directory. — Cavender 
V.  Smith's  Heirs,  1  Iowa  306;  Beck 
V.  Avondino,  82  Tex.  ,314,  18  S.  W. 
690;    Odle   r.   Frost,   Barry    &   Leo,    59 
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Tex.  684;  Midkiff  v.  Bedell  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  127  S.  W.  271.  But  its  viola- 
tion may  subject  the  officer  to  an 
action  for  damages..  See  infra,  II,  B, 
4,   g,    (VI),    (A),    (4). 

[b]  The  lien  of  the  execution  does 
not  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  right 
of  designation.  Cloud  v.  Smith,  1  Tex. 
611. 

[c]  A  writ  of  execution  so  framed 
as  to  deprive  the  debtor  of  his  right 
to  point  out  property  is  unauthorized 
and  void.  MidkifE  ,v.  Bedell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  127  S.  W.  271. 

'  [d]  In  Louisiana  the  debtor  has 
not  the  right  to  designate  property  to 
be  levied  on  when  the  creditor  has  a 
privilege  or  mortgage  on  his  property. 
Code  Pri,  art.  648;  Lambeth  v.  Sen- 
tell,   38^  La.   Ann.   691. 

94.  Ga. — Benson  &  Coleman  v.  Dyer, 
69  Ga.  190.  La.— Miller  v.  Morgan,  6 
Mart.  N.  S.  86.  Tex. — Beck  v.  Avon- 
dino, 82  Tex.  314,  18  S.  W.  690; 
Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

Effect  of  failure  to  respect  defend- 
ant's designation,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4, 
g,   (VI),   (A),   (4). 

95.  Ateheson  v.  Hutchison,  51  Tex. 
223,  233;  Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

[a]  When  given  an  opportunity  it 
is  defendant's  duty  to  make  a  choice. 
Barbee  v.  Heflin,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.    (Tex.),  §744. 

Necessity  for  demand  upon  defend- 
ant to  point  out  property  for  levy,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (IV),   (A). 

[b]  If  the  defendant  cannot  be 
notified  of  the  execution,  the  sher- 
iff should  proceed  with  the  execu- 
tion, and  thereafter  the  defendant 
may  designate  the  property  precisely 
as  he  might  have  done  before  levy, 
provided  the  property  selected  by  the 
defendant  to  be  retained  is  such  in 
quality  and  value  as  he  might  pre- 
viously have  selected.  People  v.  Palm- 
er, 46  111.  398,  95  Am.  Dec.  418. 
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property  for  that  levied  on,  at  any  time  before  sale,^°  though  in. others 
the  right  of  substitution  is  more  limited.^^ 

Right  Is  Personal.  —  It  has  been  held  that  this  right  is  personal  to 
the  defendant,®^  though  in  some  states  a  purchaser  from  the  debtor 
may  require  a  levy  on  other  property  of  his  vendor."^ 

Delivering  Possession.  —  A  defendant  desiring  certain  property  to  be 
levied  on  should  deliver  such  possession  to  the  officer  as  the  nature 
of  the  case  will  admit  of  .^ 

What  Property  May  Be  Pointed  Out.  —  The  property  pointed  out  for 
levy  must  of  course  be  that  of  the  judgment  debtor.^     The  defend- 


96.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4114. 
Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1620,  the  officer 
levying  may  release  property  upon  re- 
ceiving other  property  in  his  opinion 
of  equivalent  value.  Ind. — Davis  v. 
Campbell,  12  Ind.  192.  Kan. — Treptow 
«.  Buse,  10  Kan.  170.  La. — Pumphrey 
■v.  Delahoussaye,  9  Bob.  42,  until  the 
property  has  been  advertised  for  sale. 
Tex. — Boss  V.  Lister,  14  Tex.  469. 

[a]  A  defendant  whose,  realty  has 
been  levied  on  and  who  wishes  his 
personal  property  to  be  levied  on  may 
turn  it  over  to  the  sheriff  at  any  time 
before  sale.  Davis  v.  Campbell,  12 
Ind.  192;  Treptow  v.  Buse,  10  Kan. 
170. 

97.  See  Bingham  v.  Maxcy,  15  HI. 
290  ,  (before  execution  of  delivery 
bond) ;  Sheltou  v.  Westervelt,  1  Duer 
(N.  T.)    109    (before  return   day). 

98.  Frink  v.  Eoe,  70  Cal.  296,  11 
Pac.  820. 

[a]  Designation  by  Sureties. — Where 
the  principal  defendant  refuses  to 
point  out  property,  the  officer  may 
make  his  levy  without  calling  on  the 
sureties,  or  he  inay  adopt  their  desig- 
nation of  the  property-  of  their  prin- 
cipal.    Martin  v.  Eiee,  16  Tex.  157. 

99.  Designation  by  Purchaser  From 
Debtor. — If  a  purchaser  of  land  from 
one  against  whom  there  is  a  judgment, 
desires  to  have  other  lands  of .  his 
grantor  first  levied  upon  and  sold  to 
satisfy  the  judgment,  it  is  his  duty 
to  give  notice  of  his  interest  in  tfie 
property  brought  by  him,  and  to  point 
out  other  property  that  the  creditor 
may  take  in  execution.  Dobbins  v. 
Wilson,  107  HI.  17. 

1.  Ross  V.  Lister,  14  Tex.  469,  475. 
See  Smith-  v.  Frederick,  32  Tex.  256, 
the  defendant  must  tell  the  officer 
where  the  property  can  be  found. 

[a]  The  Tender  of  Other  Property 
Must  Be  Unconditional. — Boss  v.  Lis- 
ter, 14  Tex.  469,  474. 


[b]  The  possession  given  the  offi- 
cer must  be  such  as  places  the  property 
under  the  control  of  the  officer  so  that 
it  can  be  delivered  to  the  purchaser. 
Texas-Mexican  By.  Co.  v.  Wright,  88 
Tex.  346,  31  S.  W.  613,  31  L.  B.  A. 
200. 

[c]  Insufficient  Designation. — "The 
declaration  of  the  debtor  to  the  con- 
stable, 'that  he  had  horses  in  his  lot 
here  in  town  subject  to  execution  suffi- 
cient and  more  to  satisfy  said  execu- 
tion, and  to  levy  on  them,'  is  not  a 
sufficient  designation,  under  the  stat- 
ute to  avoid  a  levy  on  land.  Ander- 
son V.  Oldham,  82  Tex.  228,  233,  18  S. 
W.  557. 

[d]  Designation  of  Realty. — While 
it  would  seem  that  under  a  statute 
requiring  that  the  debtor  shall,  in 
designating  realty,  "deliver  to  the  of- 
ficer, a  description  thereof  by  metes 
and  bounds,"  the  description  should  be 
in  writing,  yet  a  verbal  designation  of 
certain  lots  by  their  blocks  and  num- 
bers was  held  sufficient  in  Beck  & 
Co.  r.  Avindino,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
500,  504,  68  S.  W.  827. 

[e]  The  officer  is  not  bound  to 
take  any  loose  memorandum  which  the 
defendant  may  offer  as  evidence  of 
his'  title  to  lands  and  thereupon  ex- 
pose the  same  for  sale.  The  defend- 
ant should  exhibit  every  reasonable 
evidence  of  title.  Beaird  v.  Foreman, 
1  111.  385,  12  Am.  Dec.  197. 

[f]  Where  a  levy  has  been  made 
and  the  debtor  designates  some  of 
the  property  already  levied  on,  as 
property  he  desires  to  retain,  he  must, 
on  notifying  the  officer,  surrender  or 
offer  to  surrender  an  amount  of  other 
property  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execu- 
tion. People  V.  Palmer,  46  111.  398,  95 
Am.  Dec.  418. 

2.     Thompson    V.    Mitchell,    73     Ga. 

127. 
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ant  may  direct  a  levy  of  his  real  estate  in  preference  to  his  personal 
estate,'  but  it  has  been  held  that  he  cannot  do  so  when  such  a  direc- 
tion would  prejudice  the  rights  of  others.*  The  property  pointed  out 
must  not  be  so  encumbered  as  to  make  it  valueless  for  purposes  of 
levy,^  and  must  be  in  the  county  where  the  judgment  is  rendered  or  to 
which  the  execution  is  issi^ed.® 

(3.)  Waiver  or  Estoppel.  —  This  right  to  designate  the  property  may 
be  waived  or  the  debtor  may  be  estopped' by  his  conduct  to  claim  it.' 
If  the  defendant  neglects  or  refuses  to  make  a  selection  of  property 
he  is  held  to  have  waived  his  privilege.' 

(4.)  Effect  of  Depriving  Defendant  of  Bight.  —  The  failure  to  give  a  de- 
fendant an  opportunity  to  designate  property  to  be  levied  on  does 
,not  vitiate  the  sale.*  The  failure  to  levy  on  and  sell  the  property 
pointed  out  by  the  defendant  does  not  affect  the  title  pf  the  purchaser 
or  invalidate  the  levy  made,^°  but  it  will  make  the  officer  liable  for 
any  damage  sustained,^^  and  may  be  ground  for  enjoining  the  en- 


3.  Cal. — ^Bartholomew  v.  Hook,  23 
Cal.  277;  Smith  v.  Randall,  6  Cal.  47, 
65  Am.  Dec.  475.  Ga.^Hollingsworth 
V.  Dickey,  24  Ga.  434;  Hopkins  v. 
Buroh,  3  Ga.  222.  Ind.— Davis  v. 
Campbell,  12  Ind.  192.  N.  J.— Bulat 
V.  Londrigan,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  22,  50  Atl. 
909.  N.  C— Staneill  v.  Branch,  61  N. 
C.  306,  93  Am.  Dec.  592.  Tex.— Wil- 
son V.  Smith,  50  Tex.  365,  370;  Willis 
V.  Nichols,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  154,  23 
S.  W.  1025. 

Contra,  Morgan's  Admr.  v.  Woorhies, 
3  Mart.  O.  S.  (La.)  462. 

[a]  Laud  held  merely  under  'bond 
for  title  need  not  be  accepted  by  the 
officer.  Thompson  v.  Mitchell,  73  Ga. 
127. 

Duty  of  officer  to  exhaust  personal 
estate  before  levying  on  realty,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (VII),  (B). 

4.  Bartholomew  v.  Hook,  23  Cal. 
277. 

[a]  Homestead. — A  wife,  who  files 
a  homestead,  on  the  real  property 
after  the  rendition  of  a  judgm'ent 
against  the  husband,  has  such  an  in- 
terest in  the  homestead  that  the,  hus- 
band cannot  direct  a  sale  of  the  home- 
'  stead  property  before  exhausting  his 
personal  property,  without  her  consent 
and  contrary  to  her  wishes.  Barthol- 
omew V.  Hook,  23  Cal.  277. 

5.  Todd  V.  Gordy,  29  La.  Ann.  498; 
Pumphrey  v.  Delahoussaye,  9  Eob. 
(La.)  42. 

6.  Jackson  v.  Browning,  1  Tex. 
App.  Civ.  Cas.,  §606. 

7.  Cal.— Frink  v.  Eoe,  70  Cal.  296, 
11  Pac.   820;   Wellington  v.  Sedgwick, 
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12  Cal.  469.  111. — ^Bingham  v.  Maxcy, 
15  HI.  290.  Tex.— Rosenthal  &  Des- 
berger  v.  Mounts^  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
130  S.  W.  192. 

See  also  the  cases  cited  in  the  pre- 
ceding section. 

8.  Cal.— Frink  v.  Eoe,  70  Cal.  296, 
11  Pac.  820.  HI.— Wright  v.  Deyoe,  86 
m.  490.  La.— Code  Pr.,  art.  649; 
Wheeling  Pottery  Co.  v.  Levi,.  48  La. 
Ann.  777,  19  So.  752;  Hefner  v.  Hesse 
&  Vergez,  29  La.  Ann.  149;  Deville 
V.  Hayes,  23  La.  Ann.  550;  Noble  v. 
Nettles,  3  Eob.  152.  Tex. — Martin  v. 
Eice,  16  Tex.  157;  Barbee  v.  Heflin,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §744;  Jackson 
V.  Browning  &  Co.,  1  Tex.  App.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §606. 

[a]  If  the  defendant  fails  to  fur- 
nish a  description  of  his  property  sub- 
ject to  execution,  he  is  considered  to 
have  waived  his  rights  under  the  stat- 
ute.   Bingham  v.  Maxcy,  15  HI.  290. 

9.  Grain  v.  Hogan  (Tex.),  16  S.  W. 
1019. 

10.  Ga. — Hollinshed  v.  Woodard,124 
Ga.  721,  52  S.  E.  815;  Barfield  v.  Bar- 
fleld,  77  Ga.  83.  Ind.— Tillotson  v. 
Doe  ex  dew.  Gregory,  5  Blackf .  590. 
la. — Cavender  «.  Smith's  Heirs,  1  Iowa 
306. 

[a]  Setting  Aside  Sale. — In  Beck 
V.  Avondino,  82  Tex.  314,  18  S.  W. 
690,  there  is  an  intimation  that  the 
debtor   may   have   the    sale    set    a;Side. 

11.  Hollinshed  v.  Woodard,  124 
Ga.  721,  52  8.  B.  815;  Barfield  v. 
Barfield,  77  Ga.  83;  Thompson  ». 
Mitchell,  73  Ga.  127;  Beck  v.  Avon- 
dino, 82  Tex,  314,  18  8.  W,  690, 
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forcement  of  the  writ,^^  or  quashing  the  levy.^^ 

(B.)  By  Ceeditob.  —  The  plaintiff  is  frequently  allowed  to  point  out 
property  to  be  levied  on  where  the  defendant  does  not  exercise  his 
privilege.^*  But  generally  he  is  not  required  to  do  so,^^  although  some 
eases  hold  that  ordinarily  a  sheriff  is  not  required  to  levy  on  real 
estate  unless  the   same  is  pointed  out  by  the  judgment  creditor/' 

(VII.)  Order  in  Which  Property  Shall  Be  Levied  on.  —  (A.)  Generally. 
The  writ  frequently,  if  not  generally,  contains  directions  to  the  officer 
as  to  the  order  in  which  the  debtor's  property  shall  be  levied  upon,^^ 
in  which  event  of  course  it  is  the  officer's  duty  to  follow  the  directions 
of  the  writ.^* 

Attached  Property.  — Statutes  sometimes  require  the  writ  to  direct 
a  resort  to  attached  property  first, ^*  and  in  some    jurisdictions    the 


12.  Kingsland,  Ferguson  &  Co.  v. 
Harrell,  1  White  &  "W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.), 
§§736,  739.  See  Thompson  v.  Mitchell, 
73  Ga.  127;  Hefner  v.  Hesse  &  Vergez, 
29  La.  Ann.  149. 

13.  See  imfra,  TV. 

14.  U.  S. — Harrington  v.  McDuel, 
3  Cranch  C.  C.  355,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,108;  United  States  v.  Baker,  1  Qranch 
C.  C.  268,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,502. 
Ark. — ^Lawson  v.  State,  10  Ark.  28,  50 
Am.  Dec.  238.  Ga. — Benson  &  Cole- 
man V.  Dyer,  69  Ga.  190.  See  Levy 
«.  Shockley,  29  Ga.  710.  HI.— Colburn 
V.  Barton,  17  111.  App.  391.  La. — Mor- 
gan's Admr.  v.  Woorhies,  3  Mart.  (O. 
S.)  462,  when  the  debtor  fails  to 
designate  property  to  ^e  levied  on,  the 
creditor  may.  N.  0.  —  Stancill  v. 
Branch,  61  N.  C.  306,  93  Am.  Dec. 
592.  Vt.— Pub.  St.,  1906,  §2153.  Can. 
Hutchings  v.  Euttan,  6  U.  C.  C.  P. 
452. 

[a]  Sufficient  Designation.  —  Plain- 
tiff's  attorney  need  not  accompany  the 
sheriff  to  point  out  the  property.  It 
is  sufficient  to  inform  the  sheriff  where 
the  property  is.  Marshall  &  Co.  v. 
Simpson,  13  La.  Ann.  437. 

[b]  The  plaintiff  or  his  agent  has 
a.  right  to  enter  a  defendant's  house 
with  a  constable  to  show  him  the  de- 
fendant's property  upon  which  to  levy 
a  fieri  facias.  United  States  v.  Baker, 
1  Cranch  C.  C.  268,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,502;  Harrington  v.  McDuel,  8  Cranch 
C.  C.  355,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,108. 

[c]  The  authority  of  the  agent 
need  not  be  in  writing.  United  States 
V.  Baker,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  268,  24  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,502. 

[d]  In  Texas.— The  plaintiff  has 
no  right  to  insist  upon  making  a 
designation,   in   any   case   where   prop- 


erty is  to  be  sold  without  appraise- 
ment. The  sheriff  may  adopt  the  plain- 
tiff's designation  as  his  own,  however, 
where  the  defendant  refuses  to  desig- 
nate. Where  the  property  is  to  be 
sold  under  appraisement  on  the  third 
levy  where  the  defendant  has  not 
availed  himself  of  his  privilege,  the 
plaintiff  has  the  right  of  designation 
under  statute.  Bryan  v.  Bridge,  6  Tex. 
137;  Scott  V.  Allen,  1  Tex.  508,  518. 

[e]  The  designation  by  the  creditor 
is  merely  to  aid  the  officer  in  identify- 
ing the  property  of  the  defendant  and 
it  imposes  no  duty  on  the  officer  to 
levy  on  the  particular  property  pointed 
out  in  preference  to  other  property. 
Lawsou  V.  State,  10  Ark.'  28,  50  Am. 
Dec.  238;  Kendrick  v.  Eioe,  16  Tex. 
254;   Bryan  v.  Bridge,  6  Tex.  137. 

[f]  It  serves  as  indemnity  to  the 
sheriff.  Benson  &  Coleman  v.  Dyer, 
69  Ga.  190. 

As  to  right  to  give  sheriff  instruc- 
tions, see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  c. 

15.  Ga. — ^Benson  &  Coleman  v.  Dyer, 
69  Ga.  190.  Mich.— Albany  City  Bank 
V.  Dorr,  Walk.  317.  Tex. — Kendrick 
V.  Eice,  16  Tex.  254;  Eosenthal  &  Des- 
berger  v.  Mounts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
130  S.  W.  192.  Can. — Hutchings  v.  Eut- 
tan, 6  U.  C.  C.  P.  452. 

[a]  But  if  the  sheriff  requests  the 
plaintiff  to  point  out  property  on 
which  to  levy  and  he  refuses,  the 
sheriff  is  exonerated.  Batte  v.  Chand- 
ler, 53  Tex.  613. 

16.  Armstrong  v.  Grant,  7  Kan. 
285;  Bank  of  Newbury  v.  Baldwin,  31 
Vt.   311. 

17.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (II). 

18.  See  supra,  II,  B,  4,  e,  (II). 

19.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  f,  (II). 
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judgment  itself  may  contain  provisions  as  to  the  satisfaction  out  of 
attached  property,^"  It  has  been  held  that  an  offtcer,  receiving  an 
execution  without  any  special  directions,  should  levy  it  upon  such 
property  as  has  been  attached  in  the  case.^^ 

(B.)  Exhausting  Personalty  Bepobe  Livting  on  Realty.  —  (1.)  In  General. 
In  some  states  the  sheriff  may  in  his  discretion  levy  upon  real  or 
personal  property, ^^  but  generally  the  order  in  which  property  shall 
be  levied  on  is  pointed  out  by  statute,  and  in  many  states  it  is  required 
that  in  the  absence  of  any  designation  by  the  defendant,  the  sheriff, 
executing  a  general  execution  shall  exhaust  the  personal  property 
before  levying  upon  the  real  property  of  the  defendant.^^  If  the  per- 
sonal property  of  the  defendant  proves  to  be  insufficient  to  satisfy 


20.  See  3  Standard  Peoo.  731,  et 
Beq.  > 

21.  Richmond.  V.  Davis,  Quiney 
(Mass.)    279.  '  '' 

22.  Aia. — Powell  V.  Governor,  9 
Ala.  36.  Md. — ^Hanson  v.  Barnes'  Les- 
see, 3  Gill  &  J.  359,  22  Am.  Deo.  322. 
Mass. — ^Hoar  v.  Tilden,  178  Mass.  157, 
59  N.  B.  641.      ■" 

[a]  But  after  death  of  the  debtor, 

(1)  the  lands  are  only  secondarily 
liable.  Hanson  v.  Barnes'  Lessee,  3 
Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  859,  22  Am.  Dec.  322; 
Stockard's  Heirs  v.  Pinkard,  6  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  119.  (2)  This  must  be  taken 
with  the  qualification  that  prior  to 
the  death,  the  lands  had  not  become 
liable  to  be  affected  by  the  execution. 
Hanson  v.  Barnes'  Lessee,  3  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  359,  22  Am.  Dee.  322. 

[b]  In  Georgia,  (1)  "there  is  no 
law  which  requires  that  an  execution 
from  the  superior  court  shall  be  first 
levied  upon  personal  property  before  a 
levy  upon  land  would  be  lawful." 
Landrum  v.  Broadwell,  110  Ga.  538,  35 
S.  E.  638;  Smith  v.  Jones,  40  Ga.  39. 

(2)  But  statute  forbids  a  levy  by  a 
constable  on  land  if  the  debtor  has 
personal  property  suf5cient  to  satisfy 
the  debt.  Eaves  v.  Garner,  111  Ga. 
273,  36  S.  E.  688;  Robinson  v.  Burge, 
71,  Ga.  526;  HoUingsworth  v.  Dickey, 
24  Ga.  434;  Hopkins 'i).  Burch,  3  Ga. 
222;  Daniel  v.  Justices  of  the  Inferior 
Court,  Dudley  2. 

23.  Ariz. — Oliver  v.  Dougherty,  8 
Ariz.  65,  68  Pac.  553.  Cal — Blood  v. 
Light,  38  Cal.  649,  99  Am.  Dec.  441; 
Bartholomew  v.  Hook,  27  Cal.  277. 
Conn. — Coe  v.  Wickham,  33  Conn.  389; 
Booth  V.  Booth,  7  Conn.  350.  '  But  see 
Spencer  v.  Champion,  13  Conn.  11,  21. 
Ga. — Justice's  execution.  See  readfng 
note  in  preceding  note.     111. — Ryder  v. 
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Buckmaster,  4  HI.  196.  lad. — Nelson 
V.  Bronneuburg,  81  Ihd.  193;  Drake  v. 
Murphy,  42  Ind.  82;  Davis  v.  Camp- 
bell, 12  Ind.'  192.  la. — Cavender  v.  Heirs 
of  Smith,  1  Iowa  306.  Kan. — Collins 
V.  Ritchie,  31  Kan.  371,  2  Pac.  623; 
Greeno  v.  Barnard,  18  Kan.  518;  Trep- 
tow  V.  Buse,  10  Kan.  170;  Koehler  v. 
Ball,  2  Kan.  160,  83  Am.  Dec.  451. 
Ky. — ^Faris  v.  Banton,  6  J.  J.  Marsh. 
235;  Beeler's  Heirs  v.  Bullitt's  Heirs, 

3  A.  K.  Marsh.  280,  13  Am.  Dec.  161; 
Hayden  v.  Dunlap,  3  Bibb  216.  La. 
Thompson  v.  Chretien,  12  Mart.  (O.  S.) 
250;  Morgan's  Admr.  v.  Woorhies,  3 
Mart.  (O.  S.)  462.  Minn.— Jakobsen 
V.  Wigen,  52  Minn.  6,  53  N.  W.  1016; 
Knox  V.  Randall,  24  Minn.  479,  496. 
Miss. — See  Brian  v.  Davidson,  25  Miss. 
213.  Neb. — Runge  v.  Brown,  29  Neb. 
116,  45  N.  W.  271.  N.  J.— Bulat  v. 
Londrigan,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  22,  50  Atl. 
909.  N.  C— Stancill  v.  Branch,  61  N. 
C.  217;  Sloan  v.  Stanly,  33  N.  C.  627; 
Huggihs  V.  Ketchum,  20  N.  C.  414,  550; 
Governor  «.  Carter,  10  N.  C.  328,  14 
Am.  Dee.  588.  Ohio.— The  Coal  Co.  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  55  Ohio  St.  233,  250, 
45  N.  E.  630.    Pa. — ^Maybury  v.  Jones, 

4  Yeates  21.  B.  I. — Aldrich  v.  Wilcox, 
10  R.  I.  405;  Kenyon  v.  Clarke,  2  R. 
I.  67.  S.  C. — ^Lawrence  v.  Grambling, 
13  S.  C.  120.  Tenn.— Hasseli  v.  South- 
ern Bank,  2  Head  381;  Dice  v.  Penn, 
2  Swan  561;  Crowder  v.  Sims,  7  Humph. 
257;  Stockard's  Heirs  v.  Pinkard,  6 
Humph.  119;  Erogg  v.  Haggard  &  Dil- 
lon's Lessee,  2  Yerg.  577.  Tex. — Pear- 
son V.  Flanagan,  52  Tex.  266,  280  (first 
on  movable  property,  then  on  uncul- 
tivated lands  and  lastly  on  cultivated 
lands) ;  Martin  v.  Rice,  16  Tex.  157; 
Ross  V.  Lister,  14  Tex.  469;  Scott  v. 
Allen,  1  Tex.  508;  Jackson  v.  Browning 
&  Co.,  1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas., 
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the  execution,  tlie  officer  may  levy  upon  his  real  property,^*  even 
before  advertisement  and  sale  of  the  personalty  levied  on,"^  but  no  more 
real  property  should  be  taken  than  with  the  personal  property  will 
be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution.^^ 

Where  there  are  several  defendants,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  all  of  them  be  exhausted  before  the  realty  of  any  one 
be  levied  on  and  sold.  When  any  one  of  them  has  no  personal  estate 
subject  to  levy,  the  sheriff  may  levy  upon  his  realty.^^ 

Where  Personalty  Is  EncumTjered.  — The  officer  need  not  first  levy 
upon  the  personal  property  of  the  debtor,  if  it  be  so  encumbered  that 
it  will  produce  nothing  upon  the  execution.^^ 

The  subsequent  acquisition  of  property  required  to  be  first  levied  on 
wiU  not  annul  a  levy  on  property  secondarily  liable,^*  or  divest  the 
title  acquired  by  the  sale  of  it.^" 

,  (2.)  Demand  and  Search  for  Personalty.  —  In  some  states,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  officer  to  make  a  demand  upon  the  defendant  for  personal  prop- 
erty upon  which  to  levy,^^  or  make  a  search  for  such  property.^*    It 


[a]  Absence  of  Debtor  and  Direc- 
tion by  Creditor. — The  fact  that  the 
defendant  is  absent  from  the  state  and 
the  creditor  directs  a  levy  upon  the 
land  does  not  authorize  a  levy  upon 
the  land,  when  there  is  sufficient  per- 
sonal estate  available.  Coe  v.  Wick- 
ham,  33  Conn.  389. 

[b]  In  Illinois,  a  shei'iff  cannot  levy 
upon  the  debtor's  personal  property 
without  giving  him  a  right  to  turn 
out  his  realty.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
sheriff  to  levy  first,  upon  the  real  prop- 
erty. Pitts  V.  Magie,  24  111.  610; 
Tuttle  V.  Wilson,  24  HI.  553;  Eyder 
V.  Buckmaster,  4  111.  196;  Metz  v.  Me- 
Avoy  Brew.   Co.,   98   111.  App.   584. 

[c]  In  Louisiana.-^The  claim  that 
the  sheriff  cannot  seize  immovable 
property  before  movable  property  can 
be  entertained  only  where  the  creditor 
has  no  privilege  or  mortgage  on  the 
debtor's  property.  Lambeth  v.  Sen- 
tell,  38  La.  Ann.  691. 

[d]  In  Vermont,  without  special 
directions  from  the  creditor,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  officer  to  levy  on  the 
debtor's  personal  property  and  it  is 
not  his  duty  to  levy  on  real  estate 
except  when  directed  to  do  so  by  the 
creditor.  Bank  of  Newbury  v.  Bald- 
win, 31  Vt.  311. 

Kight  of  defendant  to  designate 
property  to  be  levied  upon,  see  suyra, 
II,  B,  4,  g,  (VI). 

24.  Cal. — ^Bartholomew  v.  Hook,  23 
Cal.  277.  La. — Morgan's  Admr.  v. 
Woorhies,  3  Mart.   (O.  S.)  462.     Neb. 


Eunge  V.  Brown,  29  Neb.  116,  45  N.  W. 
271.  N.  C— Sloan  v.  Stanly,  33  N.  C. 
627, 

25.  Eunge  v.  Brown,  29  Neb.  116, 
45  N.  W.  271. 

26.  Eunge  v.  Brown,  29  Neb.  116, 
45  N.  W.  271. 

As  to  amount  6f  property  to  be 
levipd  on,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  h. 

27.  Ind. — ^Drake  v.  Murphy,  42  Ind. 
82.  Ky. — ^Faris  v.  Banton,  6  J.  J. 
Marsh.  235.  N.  Y.— Flanders  v.  Bat- 
ten, 50  Hun  542,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  728. 
Tenn. — Crowder  v.  Sims,  7  Humph. 
257.  But  see  Hassell  v.  Southern  Bank, 
2  Head  381. 

28.  Nelson  v.  Bronnenburg,  81  Ind. 
193;  Detrick  v.  State 'Bank,  6  Ind.  439; 
Dice  V.  Penn,   2   Swan    (Tenn.)    561. 

29.  Eyder  v.  Buckmaster,  4  111.  196. 
[a]     Nor  will  it  justify  the  officer 

in  releasing  the  property  taken  in 
execution.  Eyder  v.  Buckmaster,  4  HI. 
196. 

30.  Eyder  v.  Buckmaster,  4  HI.  196. 

31.  Coe  V.  Wickham,  33  Conn.  389; 
Booth  V.  Booth,  7  Conn.  350,  365;  Col- 
lins V.  Eitchie,  31  Kan.  371,  2  Pae. 
623. 

[a]  Where  reasonable  diligence  to 
discover  goods  and  chattels  has  been 
exercised,  a  notification  to  the  de- 
fendant that  the  officer  holds  an  execu- 
tion against  him  is  not  necessary.  Col- 
lins V.  Eitchie,  '31  Kan.  371,  2  Pac. 
623. 

32.  Conn.  —  Coe  v.  Wickham,  33 
Conn.   389;    Booth  v.   Booth,   7   Conn. 
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is  sufficient  that  he  exercise  reasonable  and  ordinary  diligence  to  dis- 
cover the  debtor's  personal  property.'^  In  some  states  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  judgment  debtor,  where  the  sheriff  does  not  levy  on  his  per- 
sonalty first,  to  call  the  attention  of  the  sheriff  to  the  fact  that  he  has 
personalty,'*  and  if  it  does  not  appear  that  the  officer  knows  of  the 
existence  of  personalty,  he  may  levy  upon  realty.'" 

Presumption.  — In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  will.be 
presumed  that  the  officer  did  his  duty  in  this  regard.'* 

(3.)  Whp  May  Take  Advantage  of  the  Statute.  —  As  the  statute  is  for 
the  benefit  of  the  debtor,  it  has  been  held  that  no  other  person  can 
take  advantage  of  it  or  sustain  objection  to  a  title  derived  under  a 
levy  contrary  thereto.*'' 


350,   365.     Ga.— Eaves  v.   Garner,   111 

Ga.   273,  36  S.  E.   688.     Kan Collins 

V,  Ritchie,  31  Kan.  371,  2  Pac.  623. 
'  [a]  An  entry  upon  the  execution, 
"I  know  of  no  personal  property  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendant,  on 
which  to  levy  this  fieri  facias,"  does 
not  show  a  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute. Eaves  v.  Garner,  111  Ga.  273,  36 
S.  E.  688. 

[b]  Levy  at  Hour  of  Receipt  of 
Writ. — A  return  which  shows  tha.t  the 
officer  received  the  writ  at  4  p.  m. 
on  a  certain  day  and  that  he  levied 
on  a  lot  at  4  p.  m.  of  the  same  day 
and  states  that  the  officer  made  a 
diligent  search  for  goods  does  not 
show  that  he  did  not  have  ample  time 
in  which  to  make  a  search.  Treptow 
V.  Buse,  10  Kan.  170. 

[c]  A  complaint  to  set  aside  a 
sheriff's  sale  on  the  ground  the  sheriff 
did  not  exhaust  the  personalty  before 
levying  upon  the  realty  of  the  debtor 
is  insufficient  without  an  averment 
that  the  sheriff  had  knowledge  of  the 
personalty  or  by  reasonable  diligence 
might  have  discovered  and  that  the 
same  might  have  been  taken  under 
execution  had  he  discovered  it.  Nel- 
son v.  Bronnenburg,  81  Ind.  193. 

33.  Nelson  v.  Bronnenburg,  81  Ind. 
193;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills 
Fair  Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  "W, 
852. 

[a]  Previous  Knowledge  of  Officer. 
If  the  officer  at  the  issuance  of  the 
execution  knows  that  the  defendant 
has  no  personal  property  subject  to 
levy,  a  search  is  wholly  useless  and 
need  not  be  made.  Collins  v.  Eitchie, 
31  Kan.  371,  2  Pac.  623;  Treptow  v. 
Buse,  10  Kan.  170. 

34.  Ariz. — Oliver  v.  Dougherty,  8 
Ariz.  65,  68  Pac.  553.    N.  0.— Sloan  v. 
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Stanly,  33  N.  C.  627.  S.  D.— First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills  Fair  Assn., 
2  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W.  852. 

[^\  If  the  officer  refuses  to  levy 
on  the  personalty  first  on  his  attention 
being  called  to  his  neglect  of  duty  by 
the  debtor,  the  debtor  may  compel  him 
to  do  so  by  proper  processes.  Oliver 
V.  Dougherty,  8  Ariz.  65,  68  Pac.  553. 

35.  Ind. — Nelson  v.  Bronnenburg,  81 
Ind.  193.  N.  C. — Stancill  v.  Branch, 
61  N.  C.  306,  93  Am.  Dec.  592;  Sloan 
V.  Stanly,  33  N.  C.  627.  S.  D.— See 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills  Fair 
Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  "W.  852.  Tenn. 
Dice  V.  Penn,  2  Swan  561. 

36.  Blood  V.  Light,  38  Cal.  649,  99 
Am.  Dec.  441;  Knox  v.  Eandall,  24 
Minn.  479,  496. 

[a]  "When  a  levy  is  made  upon 
land,  the  presumption  is  there  were  no 
goods  on  which  to  levy."  The  Coal 
Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  55  Ohio  St. 
233,  251,  45  N..E.  630. 

37.  La. — Thompson  v.  Chretien,  12 
Mart.  (O.  S.)  250.  N.  C— Governor  v. 
Carter,  10  N.  C.  328,  14  Am.  Dec.  588, 
plaintiff  in  execution  cannot  complain. 
Ohio.— The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  55  Ohio  St.  233,  251,  45  N.  E. 
630.  Tenn. — Dice  v.  Penn,  2  Swan 
561. 

[a]  But  the  wife  who  has  filed  a 
homestead  on  the  realty  has  such  an 
interest  as  entitles  her  to  object  to 
a  designation  by  the  defendant  hus- 
band of  his  realty  in  preference  to 
his  peTPsonalty.  Bartholomew  v.  Hook, 
23   Cal.  277. 

[b]  A  vendee  (1)  may  obtain  an 
order  from  a  court  of  equity  requiring 
the  judgment  creditor  to  first  exhaust 
property  held  by  the  debtor.  Sans- 
berry  v.  Lord,  82  Ind.  521.  (2)  But 
if  the  vendee  stands  by  and  allows  his- 
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(4.)  Ohjecttons.  — jAi;  objection  that  the  sheriff  has  seized  immovable 
property  before  having  exhausted  the  movables  should  be  made  in 
apt  time.'* 

(5.)  Waiver.  —  This  requirement  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor''^ 
and  he  may  waive,*"  or  forfeit*^  it.  This  he  may  do  by  negleeting^^ 
or  refusing*'  to  offer  personal  property  to  be  levied  on  on  demand, 
by  asking  that  the  levy  be  made  on  his  realty,**  by  standing  by  without 
objection  when  his  land  is  sold,*°  or  by  making  a  fraudulent  convey- 
ance of  all  of  his  property.*'^ 

(6.)    Ilfect  of  Failure  To  Comply  With  Statute In  some  jurisdictions, 

it  is  a  fatal  objection  to  a  levy  that  it  is  made  upon  land  when  there 
is  sufficient  personal  estate  available,*^  and  the  purchaser  is  held  to 
acquire  no  title  by  virtue  of  the  execution  sale.**  In  other  jurisdic- 
tions, the  statute  is  regarded  as  being  directory  merely,*'  and  a  fail- 
ure of  the  officer  to  comply  with  it  will  not  invalidate  the  leYy,^°  ren- 
der it  subject  to  collateral  attack,®^  authorize  setting  aside  the  writ,^^ 
or  vitiate  the  sale,^'   nor  will  it  afftet  the  title  of  an  innocent  purchas- 


property  to  be  sold  without  asking  sucli 
relief,  the  sale  is  valid.  Sansberry  v- 
Lord,  82  Ind.  521. 

38.  See   cases   in   following  section, 
[a]     The  objection    comes    too    late 

■when  made  for  the  first  time  after  the 
property  has  been  advertised  for  sale. 
Schwann  v.  Sanders,  121  La.  461,  46  So. 
573. 

39.  Conn.-^Coe  v.  "Wickham,  33 
Conn.  389;  Graves  v.  Merwin,  19  Conn. 
96.  N.  C— Sloan  v.  Stanly,  33  N.  C. 
627.  Ohio.— The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  55  Ohio  St.  233,  250,  45  N.  E. 
630.  Tenn. — ^Dice  v.  Penn,  2  Swan 
561. 

40.  Conn. — Coe  •».  Wiekham,  33 
Conn.  389;  Graves  v.  Merwin,  19  Conn. 
96.  N.  C— Staneill  v.  Branch,  61  N.  C. 
306,  93  Am.  Dec.  592.  Ohio.— The 
Coal  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  55  Ohio 
St.  233,  250,  45  N.  E.  630. 

Compare,  Morgan's  Admr.  v.  Woor- 
Hes,  3  Mart.  O.  S.  (La.)  462. 

41.  Staneill  v.  Branch,  61  N.  C.  306, 
93  Am.  Dec.  592. 

42.  Ariz. — Oliver  v.  Dougherty,  8 
Ariz.  65,  68  Pac.  553.  Corni.— Graves 
V.  Merwin,  19  Conn.  96;  Booth  v. 
Booth,  7  Conn.  350,  365.  N.  C— Sloan 
V   Stanly,  33  N.  C.  627. 

43.  Graves  v.  Merwin,  19  Conn.  96; 
Booth  V.  Booth,  7  Conn.  350,  365;  West 
V.  Cooper,  19  Ind.  1. 

44.  Smith  v.  Kandall,  6  Cal.  47,  65 
Am.  Dee.  475. 

As  to  right  of  debtor  to  designate 
property  to  be  levied,  upon,  see  supra, 
n,  B,  4,  g,  (VI). 


45.  HoUingsworth  «.  Dickey,  24  Ga. 
434. 

46.  Staneill  v.  Branch,  61  N.  C.  306, 
93  Am.  Dee.  592. 

47.  Coe  V.  Wickham,  33  Conn.  389; 
Hopkins  v.  Burch,  3  Ga.  222. 

48.  Eobinson  v.  Burge,  71  Ga.  526; 
Hopkins  v.  Burch,  3  Ga.  222.  See  Hen- 
derson V.  Hill,  59  Ga.  595. 

49.  Cal.— Blood  v.  Light,  38  Cal. 
649,  99  Am.  Dec.  441.  la.— Cavender 
V.  Heirs  of  Smith,  1  Iowa  306.  Ky. 
Faria  v.  Banton,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  235; 
Heeler's  Heirs  v.  Bullitt's  Heirs,  3  A. 
K.  Marsh.  280,  13  Am.  Dec.  161;  Hay- 
den  V.  Dunlap,  3  Bibb  216.  Ohio. 
The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  55 
Ohio  St.  233,  250,  45  N.  B.  630.  Tenn. 
Dice  V.  Penn,  2  Swan  561.  But  see 
Stockard's  Heirs  v.  Pinkard,  6  Humph. 
119.  Tex. — Odle  v.  Frost,  Barry  &  Lee, 
59  Tex.  684;  Pearson  v.  Flanagan,  52 
Tex.   266,   280. 

50.  The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
55  Ohio  St.  233,  250,  45  N.  E.  630. 

As  to  vacation  of  levy  because 
levy  was  first  made  on  realty,  see 
infra,  TV,  A. 

51.  The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
55  Ohio  St.  233,  250,  45  N.  E.  630. 

52.  Clark  v.  Fell,  139  Pa.  469,  22 
Atl.  649. 

53.  Ariz. — Oliver  v.  Dougherty,  8 
Ariz.  65,  68  Pae.  553.  la. — Cavender 
V.  Heirs  of  Smith,  1  Iowa  306.  Ky. 
Heeler's  Heirs  v.  Bullitt's  Heirs,  3  A. 
K.  Marsh.  280,  13  Am.  Dee.  161;  Hay- 
den  V.  Dunlap,  3  Bibb  216.  La.— Mor- 
gan's Admr.  v.  Woorhies,  3  Mart.   (O. 
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er,"*  or  of  the  creditor  if  he  purchases  the  realty  and  was  not  in- 
strumental in  causing  the  sheriff  to  violate  the  law.°^  But  it  has  been 
held  tl^at  a  sale  made  in  violation  of  this  requirement  should  not  be 
confirmed,'"  and  that  if  prejudicial,  particularly  if  fraudulent  or  un- 
conscionable, the  sale  may  be  set  aside  or  vacated,*^  or  relief  may  be 
had  in  equity.'*  The  debtor  has  a  remedy  against  the  sheriff,  how- 
ever."' 

(0.)  Exhausting  Pbopeett  of  Principal  Before  Levying  on  Property  or 
Surety.  — The  necessity  of  exhausting  the  property  of  a  principal  be- 
fore resorting  to  property  of  a  surety  will  be  treated  elsewhere  in  this 
work.*" 

(VIII.)  In  Whose  Name  Made.  — It  has  been  held  that  the  officer,  in 
following  the  directions  of  the  writ,  must  make  the  levy  in  the  name 
of  the  party  in  whose  name  the  writ  issued."^ 

(IX.)  Indemnity  to  Officer.  —  The  right  of  a  sheriff  to  require,  of  the 
plaintiff  in  execution,  an  indemnity  bond  will  be  treated  in  a  sub- 
sequent title.""  ^ 

(X.)  Levy  Upon  Personal  Property.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  To  constitute 
a  good  levy,  in  all  ordinary  cases,  the  ofScer  should  see  the  goods 
and  have  them  in  his  power.  In  addition  to  this,  he  should  do  some 
act  demonstrating  his  intention  from  that  time  forward,  to  appropriate 
them  in  obedience  to  the  commands  of  the  writ."^    The  levy  must  be 


S.)  462,  479.  Minn. — Jakobsen  v. 
Wigen,  52  Minn.  6,  53  N.  W.  1016,  the 
sale  is  not  absolutely  void.  N.  0. — See 
Simpson  v.  Hiatt,  35  N.  C.  470.  Tex. 
Pearson  v.  Flanagan,  52  Tex.  266,  280. 

54.  Ariz. — Oliver  v.  Dougherty,  8 
Ariz..  65,  68  Pac.  553.  Cal.— Blood  v. 
Light,  38  Cal.  649,  99  Am.  Dec.  441. 
Ky. — Beeler's  Heirs  v.  Bullitt's  Heirs, 
3  A.  K.  Marsh.  280,  13  Am.  Dec.  161. 
Ohio. — The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
55  Ohio  St.  233,  45  N.  E.  630.  S.  C. 
Lawrence  v.  Grambling,  13  S.  C.  120. 
Tenn. — ^Dice  v.  Penu,  2  Swan  561. 

55.  Beeler's  Heirs  v.  Bullitt's  Heirs, 
3  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  280,  13  Am. 
Dee.  161;  Lanier  v.  Stone,  8  N.  C. 
329. 

[a]  It  is  not  sufficient  to  invalidate 
the  creditor's  title  to  realty  purchased 
at  the  sheriff's  sale  that  he  knew 
there,  was  personal  property  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  execution.  "This  is  not 
a  fraud  in  law.  Lanier  v.  Stone,  8 
N.  C.  329. 

56.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills 
Fair  Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W.  852 

57.  Jakobsen  v.  "Wigen,  52  Minn.  6, 
53  N.  "W.  1016.  See  Nelson  «.  Bronnen- 
burg,  81  Ind.  193. 

[a]    Offer  of  Personalty  After  Levy 
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and  Before  Sale. — A  sheriff's  sale'  will 
be  set  aside  where  the  sheriff  sold  the 
debtor's  realty  in  disregard  of  the 
debtor's  tender  of  personalty  during 
the  pendency  of  the  levy.  Davis  v. 
Campbell,  12  Ind.  192. 
■  58.  Jakobsen  v.  Wigfen,  52  Minn.  6, 
53  N.  W.  1016. 

59.  Ky.— Hayden  v.  Dunlap,  3  Bibb 
216;  La. — Morgan's  Admr.  v.  Woorhies, 
3  Mart.'  (O.  S.)  462.  N.  C— Simpson 
V.  Hiatt,  35  N.  0.  470;  Coy  v.  Beard,  9 
N.  C.  377,  6  Am.  Dec.  773.  Tenn. 
Hassell  v.  Southern  Bank,  2  Head  381; 
Dice  V.  Penn,  2  Swan  561.  Tex. — Pear- 
son V.  Flanagan,  52  Tex.  266. 

60.  See  the  title  "Principal  and 
Surety." 

61.  Mysroll  v.  Violette,  55  Me.  108. 
[a]     Under    a   writ     issued    in    the 

name  of  S.  and  B.  for  the  benefit  of 
H.,  a  levy  upon  realty  in  the  name 
of  H.  is  invalid.  Mysroll  v.  Violette, 
55  Me.  108. 

62.  See  the  title  "Sheriffs,  Con- 
stables and  Marshals." 

As  to  indemnity  generally,  see  12 
Standard  Proc.  21. 

63.  Lloyd  v.  Wyckoff,  11  N.  J.  L. 
218,  236. 

[a]     "It  is  impossible   to    describe 
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so  made  that  it  identifies  or  gives  the  means  of  identifying  the  property 
levied  on,°*  and  it  must  be  distinct  and  explicit.*" 

A  mere  declaration  of  the  sheriff  of  an  intent  to  make  a  levy,°°  or  a 
declaration  or  proclamation  of  the  making  of  a  levy,"  is  insufficient  to 
constitute  a  levy. 


what  these  acts,  under  all  circum- 
stances, should  be.  Some,  however, 
may  be  mentioned.  As,  actual  seizure 
of  the  goods;  or,  seizure  of  part,  in 
the  name  of  the  whole  then  present; 
or  a  public  declaration  plainly  desig- 
nating the  property  levied  on;  or,  the 
taking  of  an  inventory."  Lloyd  v. 
Wyekoff,  11  N.  J.  L.  218,  236. 

[bj  Statement  of  Rule. — To  consti- 
tute a  valid  levy  upon  personal  prop- 
erty generally,  the  property  must  be 
within  the  power  and  control  of  the 
officer  when  it  is  made,  and  he  must 
take  it  into  his  possession  in  a  reason- 
able time  thereafter,  unless  a  delivery 
bond  is  tendered,  in  such  an  open,  pub- 
lic, and  unequivocal  manner  as  to  ap- 
prise everybody  that  it  is  taken  in 
execution.  Wiudmiller  v.  Chapman, 
139  ni.  163,  28  N.  E.  979;  Davidson 
V.  Waldron,  31  111.  120,  83  Am.  Dec. 
206;  Minor  v.  Herriford,  25  111.  304, 
344. 

[c]  "It  is  said  in  Beekman  v.  Lan- 
sing, 3  "Wendell  446,  as  the  result  of 
the  cases  there  referred  to,  that  in 
order  to  constitute  a  levy  the  officer 
should  enter  upon  the  premises  where 
the  goods  of  the  defendant  are,  and 
take  actual  possession  of  them  (if  they 
are  such  of  which  possession  can  be 
taken) ;  the  goods  should  be  brought 
within  his  view  and  subject  to  his  con- 
trol; and  that  it  is  proper  also,  if  not 
necessary,  that  an  inventory  should  be 
taken.  The  officer  should  assert  his 
title  to  the  goods  by  virtue  of  the 
execution,  and  his  acts,  in  the  asser- 
tion of  his  right  and  the  divesting  of 
the  possession  of  the  defendant  should 
be  of  such  a  character  as  would  sub- 
ject him  to  an  action  as  a  trespasser, 
but  for  the  protection  of  the  execution 
they  should  be  public,  open  and  un- 
equiyocal;  and  nothing  should  be  done 
by  him  to  cast  concealment  over  the 
transaction.  Haggerty  v.  Wilber,  16 
Johns.  288.  In  England  the  rule  is 
still  more  strict.  The  officer  leaves  one 
of  his  assistants  in  possession  of  the 
goods  or  causes  an  inventory  to  be 
made  and  removes  them.  1  Archb.  Pr. 
293;    1    Maule    &    Sel.    711;    5    Taunt. 


198."      Westervelt     v.     Pinckney,     14 
Wend.   (N.  Y.)   123,  124.  ^ 

[d]  "I  would  define  a  levy  of  per- 
sonalty good  as  against  a  subsequent 
purchaser  or  mortgagee,  to  be  either 
an  actual  and  continued  manual  seiz. 
ure  of  the  property  by  the  officer,  when 
such  pizure  is  practicable,  or  if  ,  the 
property  is  within  his  view  and  power 
of  control,  the  making  by  him  such 
distinct,  open  and  unequivocal  assertion 
of  dominion  over  it  as  the  nature  and 
situation  of  the  property  and  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances  may  admit,  or 
as  the  judgment  debtor  may  recognize 
and  acquiesce  in,  and  constitutiiig  Such 
an  interference  with  the  possession  of 
the  property,  either  actual  or  con- 
structive, that  trespass  would  lie 
against  him  but  for  the  protection  af- 
forded by  his  writ."  Minor  v.  Smith, 
13  Ohio  St.   79. 

[e]  Serving  a  notice  of  levy  upon 
the  defendant  does  not  of  itself  consti- 
tute a  levy,  as  such  notice  can  be 
properly  given  only  after  a  valid  levy 
has  been  made.  Anby  v.  Eathbun,  11 
S.  D.  474,  78  N.  W.  952. 

64.  Quackenbush  v.  Henry,  42  Mich. 
75,  3  N.  W.  262. 

65.  ni. — Douglas  v.  Whiting,  28  HI. 
362.  Ky. — Johnson  v.  Eowe,  10  Ky. 
Opin.  682.  See  Hill  v.  Harris,  10  B. 
Mon.  120,  50  Am.  Dec.  542.  N.  J. 
Princeton  Bank  v.  Crozer,  22  N.  J.  L. 
383,  53  Am.  Dec.  254. 

[a]  By  Seizure.— A  levy  of  an  exe- 
cution upon  personal  property  is  made 
by  the  officer  having  the  writ  seizing 
the  property  and  taking  it  into  his 
possession.  People  v.  Pinch,  19  Colo. 
App.  512,  521,  76  Pac.  1120. 

66.  Jones  v.  Howard,  99  Ga.  451,  27 
S.  E.  765;  Dean  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App. 
303,  71  S.  E.  597;  Brian  v.  Strait, 
Dudley  19. 

[a]  Merely  announcing  that  he  is 
there  with  a  writ  for  the  purpose  of, 
making  a  levy  and  attempting  there- 
after to  obtain  the  defendant's  con- 
sent is  insufficient  to  constitute  a  levy. 
Hobbs  V.  Williams,  175  Mo.  App.  409, 
162  S.  W.  334. 

67.  Ky. — ^Demint    v.    Thompson,    80 
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Pen  and  Ink  Levy.  — A  mere  pen  and  ink  or  paper  levy  upon  per- 
sonalty, that  is,  by  making  a  mere  indorsement  on  the  writ  of  a  levy 
on  goods  not  in  the  officer's  control,  is  not  sufficient.^^  But  if  an 
officer,  who  has  made  a  mere  paper  levy,  perfects  his  levy  afterwards 
by  an  actual  seizure  of  the  property,  the  levy  is  valid.^' 

(B.)  Test — An  essential  criterion  of  a  valid  levy  upon  personal 
property  is  that  the  officer  levying  the  writ  must  do  some  act  in  rela- 
tion to  the  personal  property  to  be  levied  upon  in  the  way  of  taking 
possession  or  asserting  dominion  over  it,  which,  in  the  absence  of  the 
writ  in  his  hands,  would  make  him  a  trespasser.'" 


Ky.  255.  N.  Y.— Haggerty  &  Nobles 
V.  Wilber,  16  Johns.  287,  8  Am.  Dec. 
321.  S.  O.— Brian  v.  Strait,  Dudley  19. 
Tenn. — Bradley  &  Dortch  v.  Kesee,  5 
Coldw.  22j3,  94  Am.  Dec.  246.  Tex. 
Converse  &  Co.  v.  McKee,  14  Tex.  20, 
30.  Can. — Dickinson  v.  Eobertson,  11 
Brit.  Col.  155,  where  the  oflS^cer  gave 
notice  that  goods  twenty  miles  away 
are  under  seizure. 

68.  U.  S.— Steers  v.  Daniel,  2  Flip. 
310,  4  Fed.  587.  Ark.— Kennedy  &  Co. 
V.  Clayton,  29  Ark.  270.  111.— Chitten- 
den V.  EogerS,  42  111.  100;  Havely  v. 
Lowry,  30  111.  446;  Larsen  v.  Ditto,  90 
111.  App.  384;  :persels  v.  McConnell,  16 
111.  App.  526.  Ind. — Dawson  v.  Sparks, 
77  Ind.  88.  la.— Eix  v.  Silknitter,  57 
Iowa  262,  10  N.  W.  653;  Techmeyer  v. 
Waltz,  49,  Iowa  645.  Kan. — National 
Bank  v.  Duff,  77  Kan.  248,  94  Pac.  260, 
16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1047;  Crisfield  v. 
Neal,  36  Kan.  278,  13  Pac.  272.  Ky. 
Demint  v.  Thompson,  80  Ky.  255.  La. 
Cronan  v.  Cochran,  27  La.  Ann.  120. 
Me.— Penney  v.  Earle,  87  Me.  167,  32 
Atl.  879.  Md.— Horsey  v.  Knowles,  74 
Md.  602,  22  Atl.  1104.  Mass.— See 
Wright  V.  Morley,  150  Mass.  513,  23 
N.  E.  232,  a  levy  cannot  be  made  by 
minuting  on  the  execution  the  time  of 
'  delivery  of  execution  to  ofScer.  Ohio. 
Murphy  &  Bro.  v.  Swadener,  33  Ohio 
St.  85.  Pa.— Schuylkill  County's  Ap- 
peal, 30  Pa.  358;  Glazier  v.  Sawyer,  11 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  34;  Parrel  v.  Copeland,  18 
W.  N.  C.  94.  Tenn. — Evans  v.  Higdon, 
1  Baxt.  245. 

[a]  But  where  the  property  is  in 
sight,  (1)  making  a  note  of  levy  on 
the  back  of  an  execution  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  defendant  is  a  suficient 
levy.  Moss  v.  Moore,  3  Hill  (S.  C.) 
276;  Bradley  &  Dortch  v.  Kesee,  5 
Coldw.  (Tenn.)  223,  94  Am.  Dec.  246. 
And  see  Bond  v.  Willett,  31  N.  Y. 
102;  Van  Wyck  v.  Pine,  2  HiU  (N.  Y.) 
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666;  Haggerty  v.  Wilber,  16  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  287;  Lowry  v.  Coulter,  9  Pa.  349; 
Samuel  v.  Knight  &  Co.,  9  Pa.  Super. 
352.  (2)  But  the  making  of  a  mem- 
orandum on  the  execution,  in  the  view 
of  the  property,  without  the  knowledge 
of  any  person  other  than  the  sheriff, 
is  not  a  valid  levy,  where  the  property 
is  left  in  its  place.  Minor  v.  Smith,  13 
Ohio  St.  79.  As  to  necessity  for  view 
see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (C),  (1). 

[b]  "When  the  executon  defendant 
agrees  with  the  officer  to  surrender 
certain  property  to  satisfy  an  execution 
in  the  officer 's  hands,  and  the  levy  is 
at  once  indorsed  on  the  writ,  there 
seems  to  be  no  reason  for  holding  that 
such  a  levy  is  invalid."  Carlisle  v. 
Wathen,  78  Ky.  365. 

69.  Dawson  v.  Sparks,  77  Ind.  88. 

70.  Ala. — Goode  &  Ulriek  v.  Long- 
mire,  35  Ala,  668,  76  Am.  Dec.  309. 
Ga. — ^Dean  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App.  303, 
71  S.  E.  597.  Ill Windmiller  v.  Chap- 
man, 139  111.  163,  28  N.  E.  979;  Logs- 
don  V.  Spivey,  54  HI.  104;  Chitten  v. 
Rogers,  42  111.  100;  Davidson  v.  Wal- 
dron,  31  111.  120,  83  Am.  Dec.  206; 
Havely  v.  Lowry,  30  HI.  446;  Minor  v. 
Herriford,  25  HI.  344;  Larsen  v.  Ditto, 
90  HI.  App.  384.  Ind.— State  v.  Beck- 
ner,  132  Ind.  371,  31  N.  E.  950,  32 
Am.  St.  Rep.  257.  la. — ^Peppers  v.  Har- 
ris, 145  Iowa  535,  124  N.  W.  625;  Hib- 
bard  v.  Zenor,  75  Iowa  471,  39  N.  W. 
714,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  497;  Eix  v.  Silk- 
nitter, 57  Iowa  262,  10  N.  W.  653. 
Ky. — Herman  Goepper  &  Co.  v.  PTioenix 
Brew.  Co.,  115  Ky.  708,  74  S.  W.  726; 
McBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8  B.  Mon.  300. 
Mo. — Douglas  V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573;  Hobbs 
V.  Williams,  175  Mo.  App.  409,  162 
S.  W.  334;  Shanklin  v.  Francis,  67  Mo.' 
App.  457.  Neb.— Battle  Creek  Valley 
Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  62  Neb.  825, 
88  N.  W.  145,  56  L.  E.  A.  124;  Pitkins 
V.  Burham,  62  Neb.  385,  87  N.  W.  160, 
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(C.)  General  Eequieements.  —  (1.)  Officer  Must  See  the  Property. 
It  is  generally  required  that  the  personalty  to  be  levied  upon  be  within 
the  view  of  the  officer  levying  the  execution/^  especially  as  against 
everybody  except  the  execution  creditor,'^  but  the  bare  sight  of  the 
property  without  more  is  not  sufScient  to  constitute  a  levyj^  There 
may  be  circumstances,  however,  under  which  a  levy  may  be  valid  even 
though  the  sheriff  did  not  have  the  property  within  his  power  or 


89  Am.  St.  Eep.  763,  55  L.  E.  A.  380; 
Grand  Island  Banking  Co.  v.  Costello, 
45  Neb.  119,  63  N.  W.  376;  Johnson 
V.  "Walker,  23  Neb.  736,  37  N.  "W.  639. 
N.  J. — Nelson  v.  Van  Gazelle  Vale 
Mfg.  Co.,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  594,  17  Atl. 
943.  N.  Y.— Eoth  v.  Wells,  29  N.  Y. 
471;  Barker  v.  Bfnninger,  14  N.  Y. 
270;  Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend.  490; 
Westervelt  v.  Pinckney,  14  Wend.  123, 
28  Am.  Dee.  516;  Beekman  v.  Lansing, 
3  Wend.  446,  20  Am.  Dee.  707;  Powers 
V.  Elias,  21  Jones  &  S.  480,  1  N.  Y. 
St.  248.  Ohio.— Murphy  &  Bro.  v. 
Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85;  Minor  v. 
Smith,  13  Ohio  St.  79.  Pa — ^Dixon  v. 
White  Sewing  Maeh.  Co.,  128  Pa.  397, 
18  Atl.  502,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  683,  5  L. 
E.  A.  659;  Welsh  v.  Bell,  32  Pa.  12; 
Samuel  v.  Knight  &  Co.,  9  Pa.  Super. 
352.  S.  D.— Auby  v.  E.ithbun,  11  S.  D. 
474,  78  N.  W.  952;  State  v.  Cassidy,  4 
S.  D.  58,  54  N.  W.  928.  Tenn.— Brad- 
ley &  Dortch  V.  Kesee,  5  Coldw.  223, 
94  Am.  Dec.  246.  Tex. — ^Freiberg  v. 
Johnson,  71  Tex.  558,  9  8.  W.  455; 
Portia  V.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23;  Bryan  v. 
Bridge,  6  Tex.  137,  441;  Burch  v. 
Mounts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W. 
889.  Wis. — Gallagher  v.  Bishop,  15 
Wis.  276. 

71.  Ala. — Goode  &  TJlrick  v.  Long- 
mire,  35  Ala.  668,  76  Am.  Dec.  309; 
Easley  v.  Walker,  10  Ala.  671;  Caw- 
thorn  V.  McCraw,  9  Ala.  519.  Cal. 
Herron  v.  Hughes,  25  Cal.  555.  Ga. 
CornifE  v.  Cook,  95  Ga.  61,  66,  22  S.  E. 
47;  Eussell  v.  State,  13  Ga.  App.  561, 
79  S.  E.  495.  ni.— Gaines  v.  Becker,  7 
HI.  App.  315.  Ind. — Hadley  v.  Hadley, 
82  Ind.  95.  Md. — Horsey  v.  Knowles, 
74  Md.  602,  22  Atl.  1104.  Miss. — Min- 
ter  V.  Swain,  52  Miss.  174.  Mo. — Doug- 
las V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573;  Shanklin  v. 
Erancis,  67  Mo.  App.  457.  Neb.— Bos- 
low  V.  Shenberger,  52  Neb.  164,  71  N. 
W.  1012,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  487.  N.  J. 
Caldwell  v.  Fifield,  24  N.  J.  L.  150; 
Lloyd  V.  WyckofE,  11  N.  J.  L.  218. 
^.  Y.— Eay  v.  Harcburt,  19  Wend.  495; 
Westervelt  v.  Pinckney,  14  Wend.  123, 


28  Am.  Dec.  516;  Beekman  v.  Lansing, 

3  Wend.  446,  20  Am.  Dec.  707;  Hag- 
gerty  &  Nobles  v.  Wilber,  16  Johns. 
287,'  8  Am.  Dec.  321;  Camp  v.  Cham^ 
berlin,  5  Denio  198.  N.  O. — Perry  v. 
Hardison,  99  N.  C.  21,  5  S.  E.  230; 
Gilkey  v.  Dickerson,  10  N.  C.  293. 
Ohio. — Murphy  &  Bro.  v.  Swadener,  33 
Ohio  St.  85.  Pa. — Titusville  Novelty 
Iron  Wks.'  Appeal,  77  Pa.  103;  Carey 
V.  Bright,  58  Pa.  70;  Linton  'v.  Com., 
46  Pa.  294;  Duncan's  Appeal,  37  Pa. 
500;  Lowry  v.  Coulter,  9  Pa.  349; 
Wood  V.  Vanarsdale,  3  Eawle  401; 
Hartman  v.  Hefflefinger,  47  Pa.  Super. 
1.  S.  0. — Collins  V.  Montgomery,  2 
Nott  &  MoC.  392;  Brian  v.  St/ait, 
Dudley  19.  S.  D. — State  v.  Caspidy,  4 
S.  D.  58,  54  N.  W.  928.  Tenn.— Nigh- 
bert  V.  Hornsby,  100  Tenn.  82,  42  S.  W. 
1060,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  736;  Bradley  v. 
Kesee  &  Dortch,  5  Coldw.  223,  94  Am. 
Dee.  246;  Etheridge  v.  Edwards,  1 
Swan  426.  Tex. — Brown  v.  Lane,  19 
Tex.  203;  Portis  v.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23; 
Brvan  v.  Bridge,  6  Tex.  137;  Burch  v. 
Mounts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W. 
889.  Vt. — Keniston  v.  Stevens,  66  Vt. 
351,  29  Atl.  312.    Wis.— Brown  v.  Pratt, 

4  Wis.  513,  65  Am.  Dec.  330. 

[a]  An  attempted  levy  upon  saw 
logs  some  of  which  were  in  ponds  cov- 
ered with  ice  and  others  at  various 
places  in  a  river,  some  jn  view  and 
others  not,  was  held  invalid  in  Brown 
V.  Pratt,  4  Wis.  513. 

[b]  If  levy  is  made  by  endorse- 
ment on  the  writ  the  property  should 
be  within  the  view  of  the  officer. 
Bond  V.  Willett,  31  N.  Y.  102;  Van 
Wyck  V.  Pine,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.)  666;  Hag- 
gerty  v.  Wilber,  16  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
287;  Lowry  v.  Coulter,  9  Pa.  349;  Sam- 
uel V.  Knight  Co.,  9  Pa.  Super.  352. 
See  supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (A). 

72.  McGirr  v.  Hunter,  13  HI.  App. 
195;  Dresser  v.  Ainsworth,  9  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  619;  Van  Wyck  v.  Pine,  2  Hill 
(N.  Y.)   666. 

73.  Eoebuck  v.  Thornton;  19  Ga. 
149. 
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view/*  as  where  the  defendant  acknowledges  the  levy  by  executing  a 
delivery  bond/*  by  furnishing  an  inventory  of  the  goods/"  or  other- 
wise acknowledging  possession  to  be  in  the  officer/^  at  least  as  against 
the  defendant  himself. 

(2.)  Property  Must  Se  Within  Control  of  Officer.  — With  the  exceptions 
hereinbefore  noted/^  it  is  generally  held  that  the  property  must  be 
within  the  power  and  control  of  the  ofScer  when  the  levy  is  made/® 


74.  See  eases  following. 

fa]-  Levy  Obstructed  by  Third  Per- 
son.— ^Plaintiffs  in  an  execution  directed 
the  sheriff  to  levy  upon  a  hearse  be- 
longing to  the  defendant  in  the  execu- 
tion, which  was  in  the  possession  of 
a  third  party.  The  sheriff  went,  to  the 
latter 's  premises  and  demanded  the 
hearse,  saying  that  he  came  to  levy 
upon  it.  The  sheriff  made  ineffectual 
efforts  to-  get  at  it  or  see  it;  he  then 
advertised  the  hearse  and  sold  it  with 
other  property  actually  levied  upon. 
The  defendant  in  execution  was  pres- 
ent at  the  sale  and  made  no  objection. 
Subsequently  the  party  in  possession 
of  the  hearse  levied  upon  it  uBder  a 
judgment  obtained  by  him  against  the 
defendant  in  tlie  execution.  In  trover 
by  the  purchaser  at  the  first  sale 
against  the  purchaser  at  the  second 
sale  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover.  Stuckert  v.  Kel- 
ler, 105  Pa.  386.  But  see  Brian  v. 
Strait,  Dudley  (S.  C.)   19. 

75.  Ala. — ^Boiling  v.  Y^'ii^iver,  91 
Ala.  375,  8  So.  290;  Cawthom  v.  Mc- 
Craw,  9  Ala.  519.  See  Andrews  v. 
Keith,  34  Ala.  722.  Ga.— Eoebuck  v. 
Thornton,  19  Ga.  149.  Term. — Ballard 
V.  Dibrell,  94  Tenn.  229,  28  S.  W. 
1087. 

[a]  It  is  equivalent  to  an  actual 
seizure  sufficient  to  uphold  a  forthcom- 
ing bond  where  the  principal  in  the 
bond  inserts  in  it  a  description  of  the 
property,  procures  the  signatures  of 
sureties  and  delivers  the  bond  to  the 
sheriff.  Walker  v.  Shotwell,  13  Smed. 
&  M.   (Miss.)   544. 

76.  Jayne  v.  Dillon,  28  Miss.  283, 
holding  it  a  sufficient  levy  where  the 
defendant  furnished  a  list  of  property 
to  the  sheriff  who  entered  them  on  the 
writ  as  levied  on,  and  where  the  de- 
fendant requested  it  remain  in  bis  pos- 
session a  short  time.  Avou-by-the-Sea, 
etc.  Co.  V.  McDowell,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  116, 
62  Atl.  865;  Fox  v.  Cronan,  47  N.  J. 
L.  493,  2  Atl.  444,  54  Am.  Eep.  190; 
Dean   v.   Thatcher,   32   N,   J.   L.   470; 
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Caldwell  v.  Pifleld,  24  N.  J.  L.  150. 
But  see  Perry  v.  Hardison,  99  N.  C. 
21,  5  S.  E.  230;  Gilkey  v.  Dickerson, 
10  N.  C.  293,  holding  that  a  delivery 
by  a  debtor  of  a  list  of  his  personal 
property,  it  not  b-eing  present,  is  not 
a  levy;  but  that,  if  the  property  is 
present  when  the  list  is  delivered,  and 
the  officer  signifies  that  he  holds  it  to 
answer  the  execution  and  there  is  no 
opposition  to  his  possessing  himself  of 
the  property  if  he  so  desires,  there  is 
a  valid  levy. 

[a]  Merely  checking  property  with 
items  listed  on  a  special  execution  to 
ascertain  if  all  such  articles  are  in  a 
given  place,  without  more,  is  insuffi- 
cient. Arthur  v.  Sherman,  11  Wash. 
254,  39  Pac.  670. 

77.  Dresser  v.  Ainsworth,  9  Barb. 
(N.  T.)   619. 

78.  See  preceding  section. 

79.  Ala. — ^Boiling  v.  Vandiver,  91 
Ala.  375,  8  So.  290;  Andrews  v.  Keith, 
34  Ala.  722;  Easley  v.  Walker,  10  Ala. 
671;  Cawthom  v.  McCraw,  9  Ala.  519; 
Cobb  V.  Cage,  7  Ala.  619.  Ark.— Whit- 
ing &  Slark  V.  Beebe,  12  Ark.  421,  539. 
Ga.— Corniff  v.  Cook,  95  Ga.  61,  66,  22 
S.  B.  47;  Dean  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App. 
303,  71  S.  E.  597.  Haw.-^Ferry  v. 
Hakalau  Plantation  Co.,  21  Hawaii 
745;  Everett  v.  BoUes,  6  Hawaii  153. 
m. — Windmiller  v.  Chapman,  139  111. 
163,  28  N.  E.  979;  Logsdcta  v.  Spivey, 
54  HI.  104;  Davidson  v.  Waldron,  31 
111.  120,  83  Am.  Dec.  206;  Minor  v. 
Herriford,  25  HI.  304,  344.  la.— Bix  v.  ' 
Silknitter,  57  Iowa  262,  10  N.  W.  653. 
Ky.— Hill  V.  Harris,  10  B.  Mon.  120,  50 
Am.  Dec.  542.  Md. — Horsey  v.  Knowles, 
74  Md.  602,  22  Atl.  1104.  Mo.— Doug- 
las V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573;  Hobbs  v.  Wil- 
liams, 175  Mo.  App.  409,  162  S.  W. 
334.  Neb.— Battle'  Creek  Valley  Bank 
t'.  First  Nat.  Bank,  62  Neb.  825,  88  N. 
W.  145,  56  L.  E.  A.  124;  Boslow  «.. 
Shenberger,  52  Neb.  164,  71  N.  W.* 
1012,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  487.  N.  J. 
Caldwell  v.  Fifield,  24  N.  J.  L.  150. 
N.  y.— Bay    v.    Harcourt,    19    Wend. 
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so  that  the  officer  can  take  immediate  possession,*"  and  so  that  the 
officer  may  touch'^  or  remove  it  if  he  wishes.*^ 

(3.)  Offleer  Must  Assume  Dominion.  —  The  officer  levying  a  writ  of 
execution  must  assume  dominion  of  or  assert  title  to  the  property,  by 
virtue  of  the  writ,  vdth  the  intention  of  levying  it.*^     His  action  in 


495;  Westervelt  V.  Pinekney,  14  Wend. 
123,  28  Am.  Dec.  516;  Beekman  v. 
Lansing,  3  "Wend.  446,  20  Am.  Dec.  707; 
Price  V.  Shipps,  16  Barb.  585.  N.  C, 
Perry  v.  Hardison,  99  N.  C.  21,  5  S.  E. 
230;  Bland  v.  "Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122; 
GUkey  v.,^  Dickerson,  10 '  N.  C.  293. 
Ohio. — Murphy  &  Bro.  ■!).  Swadener,  33 
Ohio  St.  85.  Pa. — Carey  v.  Bright,  58 
Pa.  70;  Linton  v.  Com.,  46  Pa.  294; 
Duncan's  Appeal,  37  Pa.  500;  "Wood  v. 
Vanarsdale,  3  Eawle,  401;  Samuel  v. 
Knight  &  Co.,  9  Pa.  Super.  352;  Con- 
niff  V.  Doyle,  8  Phila.  630;  Knelly  v. 
Bacheit,  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  446.  See  Lin- 
ton V.  Com.,  46  Pa.  294;  Knelly  v. 
Bacheit,  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  446.  But  see 
Stuekert  v.  Keller,  105  Pa.  386.  S.  C. 
Brian  v.  Strait,  Dudley  19.  S.  D. 
State  V.  Cassidy,  4  S.  D.  58,  54  N.  W. 
928.  Tenn. — Nighbert  v.  Hornsby,  100 
Tenn.  82,  42  S.  "W.  1060,  66  Am.  St. 
Eep.  736;  Evans  v.  Higdon,  1  Baxt. 
245;  Bradley  v.  Kesee  &  Dortch,  5 
Coldw.  223,  94  Am.  Dec.  246;  Ether- 
idge  V.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426.  Tex. 
Brown  v.  Lane,  19  Tex.  203;  Portis  v. 
Parker,  8  Tex.  23;  Burch  v.  Mounts 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  "W.  889.  Va. 
Bullitt's  Exrs.  •;;.  "Winstons,  1  Munf. 
(15  Va.)  269.  Wis. — ^Brown  v.  Pratt, 
4  "Wis.  513,  65  Am.  Dec.  330. 

[a]  Property  in  Possession  of  Third 
Person. — It  is  not  a  good  levy  for  an 
officer  to  declare  his  intention  although 
he  may  lay  his  hand  upon  it  while  the 
property  is  in  the  possession  of  an- 
other who  refuses  to  deliver  it  up. 
Brian  v.  Strait,  Dudley  (S.  0.)  19. 
But  see  Stuekert  v.  Keller,  105  Pa.  386, 
and  supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (C),  (1). 

80.  N.  C. — ^Perry  v.  Hardison,  99  N. 
C.  21,  5  S.  B.  230;  Bland  v.  "Whitfield, 
46.  N.^C.  122;  Gilkey  v.  Dickerson,  10 
N.  0.  293.  Pa.— Duncan's  Appeal,  37 
Pa.  500.  S.  C— Brian  v.  Strait,  Dud- 
ley 19.  Tenn. — Evans  v.  Higdon,  1 
Baxt.  245. 

81.  Hill  V.  Harris,  10  B.  Mon.  120, 
50  Am.  Dec.  542;  Bradley  &  Dortch  v. 
Kesee,  5  Coldw.  223,  94  Am.  Dee.  246. 

82.  Hill  V.  Harris,  10  B.  Mon.  120, 
50  Am.  Deo.  542;  Bradley  &  Dortch  v. 


Kesee,  5  Coldw.  223,  94  Am.  Dec.  246. 
83.  Ala. — Goode  &  Ulrick  v.  Long- 
mire,  35  Ala.  668,  76  Am.  Dec.  309. 
Ga.— CorniflE  v.  Cook,  95  Ga.  61,  22 
S.  E.  47,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  55;  Levy 
V.  Shockley,  29  Ga.  710.  lU.— Chitten- 
den V.  Eogers,  42  111.  100;  Trimble  v. 
Hunt,  169  111.  App.  259;  Larsen  v. 
Ditto,  90  HI.  App.  384;  Gaines  v.  Beck- 
er, 7  111.  App.  315.  Mo. — Shanklin  v. 
Francis,  67  Mo.  App.  457.  N.  J.— Bos- 
low  V.  Shenberger,  52  Neb.  164,  71  N/ 
W.  1012,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  487.  N.  Y. 
Both  V.  "Wells,  29  N.  Y.  471;  Wester- 
velt V.  Pinekney,  14  Wend.  123,  28  Am. 
Dec.  516;  Beekman  Vi  Lansing,  3  Wend. 
446,  20  Am.  Dec.  707;  Price  v.  Shipps, 
16  Barb.  585;  Elias  v.  Parley,  2  Abb. 
Dec.  11,  42  N.  Y.  398,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  S.  39.  N.  0. — Gilkey  v.  Dickerson, 
10  N.  C.  293.  Ohio.— Murphy  &  Bro. 
V.  Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  8^;  Minor  v. 
Smith,  13  Ohio  St.  79.  S.  0 — Weather- 
by  •;;.  Covington,  3  Strobh.  27,  49  Am. 
Dec.  623.  Si  D. — Auby  v.  Eathbun,  11 
S.  D.  474,  72  N.  W.  952.  Tenn.— Nigh- 
bert V.  Hornsby,  100  Tenn.  82,  42  S.  W. 
1060,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  736;  Bradley 
V.  Kesee,  5  Coldw.  223,  94  Am.  Dec. 
246.  Tex. — Portis  v.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23, 
58  Am.  Dec.  95;  Bryan  v.  Bridge,  6 
Tex.  137;  B^rch  v.  Mounts  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  185  S.  W.  889. 

See  also  sections  supra,  II,  B,  4,  g, 
(X). 

[a]  The  offtcer  must  perform  some 
act  which  indicates  an  intention  to 
seize  the  property.  Chittenden  v.  Eog- 
ers, 42  111.  100;  Larsen  v.  Ditto,  90  111. 
App.  384. 

[b]  The  act  of  entrusting  the  prop- 
erty to  the  custody  of  the  person  in 
charge  of  the  property  with  a  direction 
to  allow  no  one  to  remove  it  is  a  suffi- 
cient assertion  of  the  sheriff's  title 
under  the  writ.  Boslow  v.  Shenberger, 
52  Neb.  164,  71  N.  W.  1012,  66  Am. 
St.  Eep.  487. 

[c]  Insufficient  Assertion  of  Domin- 
ion.— Where  the  officer  merely  states  to 
the  debtor  that  he  has  come  to  levy 
on  his  property,  at  the  same  time 
giving  him  a  written  notice   of  levy 
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this  respect  must  be  inconsistent  with  an  intention  to  permit  the  debtor 
to  dispose  of  the  property  as  his  own.** 

(4.)  Levy  Must  Be  Public.  —  The  levying  officer  must  place  the  prop- 
erty to  be  levied  on  under  his  immediate  control  and  dominion  in  such 
an  open,  public,  and  unequivocal  manner  as  to  apprise  everybody  that 
the  property  has  been  taken  in  execution.*^  A  secret  levy  is  insuffi- 
cient.*° 

(5.)  Necessity  That  Officer  Take  Possession. —  (a.)  Irn  General.  —  There  is 
considerable  confusion  in  the  cases  as  to  the  seizure  and  possession  of 
the  personalty  required  in  a  valid  levy.  There  must  be  a  seizure  of 
the  property  to  be  levied  on*^  which  generally  may  be  either  actual 


stating,  in  response  to  a  question,  that 
lie  would  probably  never  come  after 
the  property,  and  the  officer  assumes 
no  control  over  the  property  by  him- 
self or  another,  the  levy  is  insufficient. 
Auby  V.  Eathbun,  11  S.  D.  474,  78  N. 
W.  952. 

84.  Quackenbush  v.  Henry,  42  Mich. 
75,  3  N.  W.  262. 

85.  Haw. — Ferry  v.  Hakalau  Plan- 
tation Co.,  21  Hawaii  745.  111. — ^David- 
son V.  Waldron,  31  111.  120,  83  Am. 
Deo.  206.  Kan. — Jones  Stationery  & 
Paper  Co.  v.  Case,  26  Kan.  299,  40  Am. 
Eep.  310.  Mich.  —  Quackenbush  v. 
Henry,  42  Mich.  75,  3  N.  "W.  262.  Mo. 
Douglas  V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573;  Newman 
V.  Hook,  37  Mo.  207,  90  Am.  Dec,  378; 
Yeldell  v.  Stemmons,  15  Mo.  443;  Bilby 
V.  Hartnian,  29  Mo.  App.  125.  Neb. 
Boslow  V.  Shenberger,  52  Neb.  164,  71 
N.  W.  1012,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  487.  N.  Y. 
Eoth  V.  Wells,  29  N.  Y.  471;  Wester- 
velt  V.  Pinckney,  14  Wend.  123,  28  Am. 
Dec.  516;  Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3  Wend. 
446,  20  Am.  Dec.  707;  Minturn  v. 
Stryker,  1  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  356.  Ohio. 
Minor  v.  Smith,  13  Ohio  St.  79.  Pa. 
Duncan's  Appeal,  37  Pa.  500;  Samuel 
V.  Knight  &  Co.,  9  Pa.  Super.  352. 
Tex. — Portis  v.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23,  58 
Am.  Dec.  95;  Bureh  d.  Mounts  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W.  889. 

[a]  Some  public,  open,  unequivocal 
act  should  be  done  that  would  lead  all 
persons  to  know  that  the  property  was 
no  longer  in  the  custody  of  its  former 
owner,  but  in  that  of  the  law.  David- 
son V.  Waldron,  31  HI.  120,  83  Am. 
Dec.  206. 

[b]  The  of&cer's  acts  should  be  so 
open  and  notorious  that  they  can  be 
proved  if  necessary.  Westervelt  v. 
Pinckney,  14  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  123,  28 
Am.  Dec.  516;  Portis  v.  Parker,  8  Tex. 
23,  58  Am.  Deo.  95. 
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[e]  Sofficient  Publicity — "It  an- 
swers all  the  purposes  of  giving  no- 
toriety to  the  levy,  for  the  officer  to 
take  possession  of  the  chattels  on  the 
premises,  provided  he  remain  there 
with  them,  so  as  to  be  in  a  situation 
to  exercise  over  the  things  that  do- 
minion, which  owners  in  possession 
usually  exercise."  Eives  v.  Porter,  29 
N.  C.  74,  followed  in  Long  v.  Hall,  97 
N.  C.  286,  2  S.  B.  229. 

[d]  Public  Avowal. — The  omission 
of  the  officer,  at  the  time  of  the  levy, 
to  make  a  public  avowal  of  his  doings 
will  not  per  se  affect  the  validity  of 
the  levy.  Butler  v.  Maynard,  11  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  548,  27  Am.  Dec.  100. 

[e]  A  party  having  actual  notice  ■ 
of  the  levy  of  an  execution  upon  a 
large  amount  of  corn  in  the  crib,  and 
afterwards  converting  the  same,  is  in 
no  position  to  complain  that  sufficient 
publicity  was  not  given  of  the  levy. 
Eichardson  v.  Eardin,  88  HI.  124. 

86.  N.  Y.— Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend. 
490,  approving  Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3 
Wend.  446,  20  Am.  Dec.  707;  Price  «. 
Shipps,  16  Barb.  585;  Minturn  v. 
Stryker,  1  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  356.  Ohio. 
Minor  v.  Smith,  13  Ohio  St.  79.  Tex. 
Portis  V.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23,  58  Am. 
Dec.  95;  Burch  v.  Mounts  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  185  S.  W.  889. 

87.  Miller  v.  Brooks,  120  Ga.  232, 
47  S.  E.  646;  Yoemans  v.  Bird,  81  Ga. 
340,  6  S.  E.  179;  Isam  v.  Hooks,  46 
Ga.  309;  Levy  ».  Shockley,  29  Ga.  710; 
Sheffield  v.  Key,  14  Ga.  528,  537;  Eus- 
sell  V.  State,  13  Ga.  App.  561,  79  S.  E. 
495;  Dean  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App.  303,  71 
S.  E.  597. 

[a]  A  levy  on  personalty  implies  a 
seizure  of  it.  Mclsaacs  v.  Hobbs,  8 
Dana   (Ky.)   268. 

[b]  Where  an  offtcer  goes  to  the 
residence  of  the  defendant  in  execution 
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or  eonstrTictive,^^  though  some  decisions  and  statutes  seem  to  require 
that  there  be  an  actual  seizure.^* 

(b.)  _  Where  Defendant  Is  Entitled  to  Possession.  —  Where  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  possession,  it  is  necessary  that  the  ofleer  reduce  the 
property  to  possession  or,  at  leaSt,  bring  the  property  within'"  his  im- 


for  the  purpose  of  making  a  levy,  and, 
the  defendant  being  absent,  merely  re- 
quests a  member  of  the  latter 's  family 
to  inform  the  defendant  that  he  has 
made  a  levy  upon  certain  personalty 
which  he  has  found  and  left  therein, 
and  does  nothing  else,  not  even  making 
an  entry  of  the  levy  upon  the  writ, 
there  has  been  no  seizure,  and  hence 
no  valid  levy.  Miller  v.  Brooks,  120 
Ga.  232,  47  8.  B.  646. 

[c]  Under  Statute  Relating  to 
Iioaned  Chattels. — Under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  as  to  purchasers  and  cred- 
itors the  title  to  chattels  Ipaned  for 
two  years  without  demand  made  is 
with  the  possession,  a  levy  of  an  execu- 
tion against  the  bailee  must  be  made 
by  seizure  and  not  by  notice.  Hun- 
stock  V.  Eoberts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  65 
S.  W.  675. 

88.  Ark. — See  Kennedy  &  Co.  v. 
Clayton,  29  Ark.  270.  Ga. — Stinson  v. 
Hirsch,  125  Ga.  149,  53  S.  E.  1011; 
Sanders  v.  Carter,  124  Ga.  676,  52  S. 
E.  887;  Yoemans  v.  Bird,  81  Ga.  340,  8 
S.  E.  179;^Isam  v.  Hooks,  46  Ga.  809, 
314;  Levy  v.  Shoekley,  29  Ga.  710; 
Russell  V.  State,  13  Ga.  App.  561,  79 
S.  E.  495;  Dean  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App. 
303,  71  S.  E.  597.  Me.— Benson  v. 
Smith,  42  Me.  414,  66  Am.  Dec.  285. 
N.  J. — Nelson  v.  Van  Gazelle  Valve 
Mfg.  Co.,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  594,  17  Atl. 
943;  Lloyd  v.  WyckofE,  11  N.  J.  L. 
218.  N.  C— Long  v.  Hall,  97  N.  0. 
286,  2  S.  E.  229;  State  v.  Poor,  20  N. 
C.  519,  34  Am.  Dec.  387. 

89.  Mo.— Douglas  v.  Orr,  58  Mo. 
573;  Newman  v.  Hook,  87  Mo.  207,  90 
Am.  Dec.  378;  Hobbs  v.  Williams,  175 
Mo.  App.  409,  162  S.  W.  334;  Hombs 
V.  Corbin,  20  Mo.  App.  497.  Pa. — Titus- 
ville  Novelty  Iron  Wks. '  Appeal,  77 
Pa.  103;  Trovillo  v.  Tilford,  6  Watts 
468,  31  Am.  Dec.  484.  S.  0 — Moss 
V.  Moore,  3  Hill  276.  Tenn. — Harvey- 
V.  Berry,  Demoville  &  Co.,  1  Baxt.  252; 
James  v.  Kennedy,  10  Heisk.  607. 

90.  V.  S. — United  States  v.  Chong 
Yock  Ting,  2  U.  S.  Dist.  Ct;  Hawaii 
205.     Ala. — MeConeghy  v,  McCaw,  31 


Ala.  447.  Ariz — Satterwhite  v.  Melc- 
zer,  3  Ariz.  162,  34  Pac.  184.  Colo. 
Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo.  App.  467, 
39  Pac.  70.    Ga. — Roebuck  v.  Thornton, 

19  Ga.  149;  Russell  v.  State,  13  Ga. 
App.  561,  79  S.  E.  495.  Haw.— Everett 
V.  Bolles,  6  Haw.  153.  111.— Godfrey  v. 
Brown,  86  Ul.  454  (actual  possession); 
Havely  v.  Lowry,.  30  111.  446;  Mont- 
gomery V.  Wayne,  14  HI.  373;  Taylor 
V.  Crowe,  122  HI.  App.  518;  Gaines  v. 
Becker,  7  111.  App.  315;  Gates  v.  Peo- 
ple, 6  HI.  App.  383.  la. — Hanson  v. 
Taper  Sleeve  Pulley  Incor.,  72  Iowa 
622,  34  N.  W.  448.  La.— Goubeau  v. 
New  Orleans  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  6  Rob. 
345.  Miss.— Code,  1906,  §3964;  Willis 
V.  Loeb,  59  Miss.  169;  Butler  v.  Lee, 
54  Miss.  476;  Parker  v.  Dean,  45  Miss. 
408;  Gates  &  Pleasants  v.  Flint,  39 
Miss.  365;  Banks  v.  Evans,  10  Smed.  & 
M.  35,  48  Am.  Dec.  734.  Mo.— Doug- 
las V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573;  CafEery  v.  Choc- 
taw Coal  &  M.  Co.,  95  Mo.  App.  174, 
68  8.  W.  1049;  Hombs  v.  Corbin,  20 
Mo,  App.  497.  Neb.-^Pitkin  v.  Burn- 
ham,  62  Neb.  385,  87  N.  W.  160,  89 
Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  55  L.  R.  A.  280. 
N.  Y.— Ray  v.  Harcourt,  19  Wend.  495 
(actual  possession) ;  Westervelt  v. 
Pinckney,  14  Wend.  123,  28  Am.  Dec. 
516;  Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3  Wend.  446, 

20  Am.  Dec.  707;  Camp  v.  Chamber- 
lain, 5  Denio  198;  In  the  Matter  of 
Pond,  21  Misc.  114,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
999.  N.  C— Clifton  v.  Owens,  170  N. 
C.  607,  87  S.  E.  502.  Pa. — Hartman  v. 
HefHeflnger,  47  Pa.  Super.  1.  S.  O. 
Collins  V.  Montgomery,  2  Nott  &  McC. 
392.  S.  D.— State  v.  Cassidy,  4  S.  D. 
58,  54  N,  W.  928.  Tex.— Vern.  Sayle's 
Civ.  St.,  1914,  art.  3740;  Gunter  V. 
Cobb,  82  Tex.  598,  17  S.  W.  848;  Cav- 
anaugh  v.  Peterson,  47  Tex.  197;  Por- 
tis  V.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23,  58  Am.  Dec. 
95  (actual  possession) ;  Bryan  v. 
Bridge,  6  Tex.  137.  Can.- Dickinson 
V.  Robertson,  11  Brit.  Col.  155. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (C),  (2). 

[a]  The  officer  must  take  possession 
of  the  goods  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
apprise  everybody  of  the  fact,  though 
the  removal  to  some  place  ,  of  security 
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mediate  control,  and  that  he  have  the  right  to  exclusive  possession.'^ 
The  ofScer  must  do  that  which  amounts  to  a  change  of  possession,'^ 
or,  to  what  is  equivalent,  a  claim  of  dominion  coupled  with  a  power 
to  exercise  it.'^  The  act  of  possession  must,  necessarily,  be  governed 
by  the  nature  of  the  property.'*    The  rule  is  sometimes  stated  to  be 


ia  ■  optional     with     him.      Everett     v. 
Belles,  6  Hawaii  153. 

[b]  In  levying  on  money,  the  sherifE 
must  reduce  it  to  possession.  Satter- 
white  V.  Melczer,  3  Ariz.  162,  24  Pac. 
184. 

[c]  Thing  .Not  in  Existence  at  Time 
of  Levy.T— A  levy  on  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  certain  property  to  be  sold 
at  a  future  day  is  invalid,  for  the 
reason  that  there  being  no  proceeds 
until  the  sale,  no  possession  can  be 
taken  thereof.  Goubeau  v.  New  Or- 
leans &  N.  B.  E.  Co.,  6  Eob.  (La.) 
845. 

[d]  Buried  Chattel. — Posting  a  no- 
tice of  levy  on  a  mound  of  dirt  sup- 
posed to  contain  potatoes  without  see- 
ing the  potatoes  or  reducing  them  to 

,  possession  is  not  a  valid  levy.'  Bus- 
sell  V.  State,  13  Ga.  App.  561,  79  S.  E. 
495. 

Although  the  property  is  left  with 
the  defendant,  the  legal  and  actual  pos- 
session is  in  the  Sheriff.  See  infra,  II, 
B,  4,  t,  (H). 

91.  Jones  Stationery  &  Paper  Co. 
V.  Case,  26  Kan.  299,  40  Am.  Bep. 
310. 

[a]  The  right  of  exclusive  posses- 
sion is  necessary  to  make  a  levy  ef- 
fectual. Barrett  v.  McKenzie,  24  Minn. 
20. 

92.  Colo. — Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo. 
App.  467,  39  Pac/  70.  Ill — Minor  «. 
Herriford,  25  111.  304,  344;  Larsen  v. 
Ditto,  90  HI.  App.  384;  Persels  v.  Mc- 
Oonnell,  16  HI.  App.  526.  Ia. — ^Peppers 
V.  Harris,  145  Iowa  635,  124  N.  W. 
625;  ^Eix  v.  Silknitter,  57  Iowa  262,  10 
N.  "W.  653.  Ky. — Demint  v.  Thompson, 
80  Ky.  255,  3  Ky.  L.  Bep.  778.  Mass. 
Wright  V.  Morley,  150  Mass.  513,  23 
N.  E.  232.  See  Lane  v.  Jackson,  5 
Mass.  157,  the  officer  must  have  actual 
possession  and  custody.  Mich. — Quack- 
enbush  v.  Henry,  42  Mich.  75,  3 
N.  W.  262.  Mo.  —  Douglas  v. 
Orr,  58  Mo.  573.  N.  J.  — Nelson 
V.  Van  Gazelle  Valve  Mfg.  Co., 
45  N.  J.  Eq.  594,  17  Atl.  943.  N.  Y. 
Camp  V.  Chamberlin,  5  Denio  198.  Ohio. 
Minor  v.  Smith,  13  Ohio  St.  79.  Pa. 
Welsh  V.  Bell,  32  Pa.  12. 
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[a]  "Any  act  by  which  the  sheriff, 
acting  under  a  fieri  facias,  gets  the 
defendant's  property  into  his  own 
hands,  or  any  act  by  which  he  gets 
the  defendant's  property  into  the  hands 
of  any  other,  not  excepting  the  de- 
fendant himself,  as  his,  the  sheriff's 
agent,  amounts  to  a  levy."  Eoebuck 
V.  Thornton,  19  6a.  149,  152. 

[b]  Agreement  To  Hold  for  Officer. 
It  is  sufficient  if,  the  property  being 
in  the  possession  of  a  third  person  but 
in  the  power  of  the  officer  so  that  he 
can  take  possession,  the  third  person 
agrees  to  hold  it  for  the  officer.  Evans 
V.  Higdon,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  245. 

[c]  If  a  delivery  bond  is  not  exe- 
cuted, to  affect  the  rights  of  third  per- 
sons, the  officer  must  take  the  prop- 
erty into  his  possession,  so  as  to  notify 
the  world  that  a  levy  has  been  made. 
Havely  V.  Lowry,  30  111.  446. 

93.  HI. — Chittenden  v.  Sogers,  42 
111.  100;  Minor  v.  Herriford,  25  111. 
304,  344;  Larsen  v.  Ditto,  90  111.  App. 
384;  Persels  v.  McConnell,  16  HI.  App. 
526.  Ia. — ^Peppers  v.  Harris,  145  Iowa 
635,  124  N.  W.  625;  Eix  v..  Silknitter, 
57  Iowa  262,  10  N.  W.  653.  Mass. 
Wright  V.  Morley,  150  Mass.  513,  23 
N.  E.  232.  Mich. — Quackenbush  v. 
Henry,  42  Mich.  75,  3  N.  W.  262. 
Neb.^Battle  Creek  Valley  Bank  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  62  Neb.  825,  88  N. 
W.  145,  56  L.  E.  A.  124;  Boslow  v. 
Shenberger,  52  Neb.  164,  71  N.  W. 
1012,  66  Am.  St.  Bep.  487.  N.  J. 
Nelson  v.  Van  Gazelle  Valve  Mfg.  Co., 
45  N.  J.  Eq.  594,  17  Atl.  943.  N.  Y. 
Camp-K.  Chamberlin,  5  Denio  198.  Ohio. 
Murphy  v.  Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85; 
Minor  v.  Smith,  13  Ohio  St.  79.  Pa. 
Welsh  V.  Bell,  32  Pa.  12. 

94.  Haw. — ^Ferry  v.  Hakalau  Plan- 
tation Co.,  21  Hawaii  745.  HI. — People 
V.  Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg.  Co.,  99  HI. 
355.  Mo. — Hopke  v.  Lindsay,  83  Mo. 
App.  85.  Ohio.-^Murphy  v.  Swadener, 
33  Ohio  St.  85;Minorc.  Smith,  13  Ohio 
St.  79.  Tex. — Gunter  v.  Cobb,  82  Tex. 
598,  17  S.  W.  848;  Portis  v.  Parker,  8 
Tex.  23,  58  Am.  Dec.  95. 

Levy  on  bulky  articles,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  4,  g,  (X),  (E),  (1). 
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that  personal  property  capable  of  manual  delivery  must  be  levied  on 
by  taking  it  into  the  custody  of  the  of&cer.^^  It  is  required  at  common 
law,^^  and  in  the  United  States,^^  that  the  officer  take  actual  possession 
of  the  personalty  so  far  as  the  case  will  admit  of.  This  may  be  done 
either  by  manual  acts  or  by  other  conduct  calculated  to  reduce  the 
property  to  the  custody  of  the  law.®*    It  is  not  necessary,  however, 


95.  Cal. — Dutertre  v.  Driard,  7  Cal. 
549;  Smith  v.  Morse,  2  Cal.  524.  Minn. 
Rev.  Laws,  1905,  §4298;  Barber  v. 
Amundsen,  52  Minn.  358,  54  N.  W. 
733;  Leonard  v.  Maginnis,  34  Minn. 
506,  26  N.  W.  733;  Wilson  v.  Powers, 
21  Minn.  193.  Miss. — Willis  v.  Loeb, 
59  Miss.  169.  Wash. — Cupples  v.  Level, 
54  Wash.  299,  103  Pae.  430,  23  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  519;  Byrd  v.  Forbes,  3  Wash. 
Ter.  318,  13  Pac.  715. 

[a]  This  custody  must  be  such  as 
to  enable  the  officer  to  retain  and  as- 
sert his  control  over  the  property. 
Hemmenway  v.  Wheeler,  14  Pick. 
(Mass.)  408,  25  Am.  Dec.  411;  Barber 
V.  Amundsen,  52  Minn.  358,  54  N.  W. 
733;  WUson  v.  Powers,  21  Minn.  193. 

96.  Willis  V.  Loeb,  59  Miss.  169; 
Dixon  V.  White  Sewing  Mach.  Co.,  128 
Pa.  397,  18  Atl.  502,  15  Am.  St.  Eep. 
683,  5  L.  B.  A.  659. 

[a]  In.  England,  the  officer  leaves 
one  of  his  assistants  in  possession  of 
the  goods,  or  causes  an  inventory  to 
be  made  and  removes  them.  lU. — ^Minor 
V.  Herriford,  25  lU.  344  (304).  N.  Y. 
Westervelt  v.  Pinckney,  14  Wend.  123, 
28  Am.  Dec.  516;  Beekman  v.  Lan- 
sing, 3  Wend.  446,  20  Am.  Dee.  707. 
Tenn. — Bradley  &  Dortch  v.  Kesee,  5 
Coldw.  223,  94  Am.  Dec.  246. 

97.  III.— Godfrey  v.  Brown,  86  111. 
454.  Compare,  Chittenden  v.  Rogers,  42 
HI.  100,  holding  the  officer  must  re- 
duce the  property  to  possession  or,  at 
least,  bring  it  within  his  immediate 
control.  La. — ^Estate  of  Mille  v.  He- 
bert,  19  La.  Ann.  58;  Scott  v.  Niblett, 
6  La.  Ann.  182;  Gaines  v.  Merchants' 
Bank,  4  La.  Ann.  369;  Fluker  v.  Bul- 
lard,  2  La.  Ann.  338;  Goubeau  v.  New 
Orleans  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  6  Eob.  (La.) 
345.  Mass. — Lane  v.  Jackson,  5  Mass. 
157.  Mo.— Douglas  v.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573; 
Hopke  V.  Lindsay,  83  Mo.  App.  85. 
N.  y. — Eay  v.  Harcourt,  19  Wend. 
495;  Westervelt  v.  Pinckney,  14  Wend. 
123,  28  Am.  Dec.  516;  Beekman  v. 
Lansing,  3  Wend.  446,  20  Am.  Dec. 
707;  Camp  v.  Chamberlain,  5  Denio 
198,    Pa.— Welsh  V.  Bell,  32  Pa.  12,  a 


levy  on  goods  cannot  be  made  without 
having  them  in  aetu,al  manucapture  or 
control.  S.  D. — McLaughljin  v.  Alex- 
ander, -2  S.  D.  226,  49  N.  W.  99.  Tenn. 
Evans  v.  Higdon,  1  Baxt.  245.  Tex. 
Portis  V.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23,  58  Am. 
Dec.  95. 

[a]  The  very  idea  of  a  levy  Implies 
a  manual  taking  of  goods.  Goode  & 
Ulrick  V.  Longmire,  35  Ala.  668,  76 
Am.  Dec.  309;  Brian  v.  Strait,  Dudley 
(S.  C.)   19. 

[b]  Constractive  possession  Is  not 
sufficient  where  actual  possession  is 
feasible.  National  Bank  v.  Duff,  77 
Kan.  248,  94  Pac.  260,  16  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   1047. 

98.  Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)    490. 

[a]  "He  must  take  actual  posses- 
sion which,  although  the  goods  are 
present  can  only  be  done  by  manual 
acts,  or  by  an  oral  assertion  that  a 
levy  is  intended,  and  which  is  ac- 
quiesced in  by  those  who  are  present 
and  are  interested  in  the  question." 
Camp  V.  Chamberlain,  5  Denio  (N.  Y.) 
198,  quoted  in  Douglas  v.  Orr,  58  Mo. 
573. 

[b]  The  property  "must  be  seized 
manually  or  by  assertion  of  control 
that  may  be  made  effectual,  if  neces- 
sary, and  this  to  bring  and  keep  it 
within  the  dominion  of  the  law,  for 
sale  on  execution,  if  needed,  and  for 
no  other  purpose. ' '  Quackenbush  v. 
Henry,  43  Mich.  75,  3  N.  W.  262. 

[c]  The  true  test  as  to  what  con- 
stitutes actual  possession  is,  whether 
enough  has  been  done  to  subject  the 
officer  to  an  action  of  trespass  but  for 
the  protection  of  the  writ.  Douglas  v. 
Orr,  58  Mo.  573. 

[d]  A  levy  good  as  against  subsei- 
quent  levies  and  subsequent  purchasers 
and  mortgagors  "must  be  actual  and 
With  continued  manual  seizure  by  the 
officer,  when  such  seii;ure  is  practic- 
able, or  if  the  property  is  within  view 
or  power  of  control  by  making  such 
distinct,  open,  and  unequivocal  asser- 
tion of  dominion  over  it,  as  the  nature 
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that  the  officer  interfere  with  the  goods  manually,''  or  even  touch 
them.*  Where  the  property  is  within  his  power,  it  is  generally  suffi- 
cient taking  of  possession  for  the  officer  to  assert  his  right  under  the 
writ,'  or  to  take  an  inventory  of  it,^  to  make  a  memorandum  of  the 


and  situation  of  the  property  and  the 
circumstances  will  admit  of,  or  as  the 
judgment  debtor  may  recognize  and 
acquiesce  in,  and  constituting  such  an 
interference  with  the  possession,  either 
actual  or  constructive,  as  that  tres- 
pass would  lie  against  the  officer,  but 
for  the  protection  afforded  by  the  writ. 
Minor  v.  Smith,  13  Ohio  St.  82."  Mur- 
phy &  Bros.  V.  Swadener,  33  Ohio  St. 
85. 

99.  Ga.— Sheffield  v.  Key,  14  Ga. 
528.  Mich. — Quackenbush  v.  Henry,  42 
Mich.  75,  3  N.  W.  262.  Mo.— See  Doug- 
las V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573.  Compare,  Hopke 
V.  Lindsay,  83  Mo.  App.  85,  holding 
the  officer  must  take  that  degree  of 
manual  possession  which  the  nature  of 
the  property  admits  of.  Neb. — Battle 
Creek  Valley  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
62  Neb.  825,  88  N.  W.  145,  56  L.  E.  A. 
124;  Boslow  v.  Shenberger,  52  Neb. 
164,  71  N.  "W.  1012,  66  Am.  St.  Eep. 
487.  N.  J.— Dean  v.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J. 
L.  470.  N.  Y.— Walradt  v.  Phoenix 
Ins.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  375,  32  N.  E.  1063; 
Bond  V.  Willett,  31  N.  Y.  102,  1  Abb. 
Dec.  165,  40  N.  Y.  377,  29  How.  Prac. 
47;  Eoth  v.  "Wells,  29  N.  Y.  471;  Bar- 
ker V.  Binninger,  14  N.  Y.  270;  Dean 
V.  Campbell,  19  Hun  534;  Elias  v.  Far- 
ley, 42  N.  Y.  398,  2  Abb.  Dec. 
11,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  39.  S.  C— Brian 
V.  Strait,  Dudley  19;  Moss  v.  Moore,  3 
Hill  276.  Tenn. — Nighbert  v.  Hornsby, 
100  Tenn.  82,  42  S.  W.  1060,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  736;  Etheridge  v.  Edwards,  1 
Swan  426;  Tyler  v.  Dunton,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  361.  Va.— Dorrier  v.  Masters,  83 
Va.  459,  2  S.  E.  927;  Bullitt's  Exrs. 
V.  Winstons,  1  Munf.  (15  Va.)  269. 

1.  HI. — Gaines  v.  Becker,  7  HI.  App. 
315.  Ind. — Hadley  v.  Hadley,  82  Ind. 
95.  Ky. — Hill  V.  Harris,  10  B.  Mon. 
120,  50  Am.  Dec.  542.  N.  J.— Lloyd 
V.  Wyckoff,  11  N.  J.  L.  218.  N.  Y. 
Barker  v.  Binninger,  14  N.  Y.  270; 
Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend.  490..  N.  C. 
Gilkey  v.  Dickerson,  10  N.  C.  293.  Ohio. 
Pugh'  V.  Calloway,  10  Ohio  St.  488. 
S.  0.— Moss  V.  Moore,  3  Hill  276.  Tex. 
Burch  V.  Mounts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185 
S.  W.  889.  Va.— Bullitt's  Exrs.  v. 
Winstons,   1   Munf.    (15  Va.)    269. 

[a]    Actual    taking    of    possession 
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does  not  imply  an  actual  touching  of 
the  goods;  but  merely  such  a  course 
of  action  as,  in  effect,  is  calculated  to 
reduce  them  to  the  dominion  of  the 
law.  Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
49;  Pugh  V.  Calloway,  10  Ohio  St. 
488.    • 

2.  Ark. — ^Whiting  &  Slark  v.  Beebe, 
12  Ark.  421,  539.  Ind.— Hadley  v. 
Hadley,  82  Ind.  95.  Md.— Horsey  v. 
Knowles,  74  Md.  602,  22  Atl.  1104.  Mo. 
Douglas  V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573.  Neb. 
Boslow  V.  Shenberger,  52  Neb.  164,  71 
N.  W.  1012,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  487. 
N.  Y. — Barker  v.  Binninger,  14  N.  Y. 
270;  Camp  v.  Chamberlain,  5  Denio  198. 
Ohio. — Pugh'v.  Calloway,  10  Ohio  St. 
488. 

[a]  In  Barker  v.  Binninger,  14  N. 
Y.  270,  it  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient 
levy  for  the  officer  to  go  into  the 
stable  where  a  horse  stood,  and,  in  the 
presence  of  the  defendant,  to  produce 
the  execution,  and  to  declare  that  he 
levies  and  to  forbid  all  interference 
with  the  horse. 

3.  Del. — Pblite  v.  Jefferson,  5  Harr. 
388;  Layton  &  Sipple  v.  Steel,  3  Harr. 
512;  Sipple  v.  Scotten,  1  Harr.  107. 
Ind.— Hadley  v.  Hadley,  82  Ind.  95. 
Mo. — Douglas  V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573.  N.  J. 
Dean  v.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J.  L.  470; 
Caldwell  v.  Fifleld,  24  N.  J.  L.  150; 
Brewster  v.  Vail,  20  N.  J.  L.  56,  38 
Am.  Dee.  547;  Lloyd  v.  Wyckoff,  11 
N.  J.  L.  218.  N.  Y.— Green  v.  Burke, 
23  Wend.  490;  Haggerty  &  Nobles  v. 
Wilber,  16  Johns.  287,  8  Am.  Dee.  321. 
See  Hendricks  v.  Eobinson,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  283,  312. 

[a]  But  the  mere  taking  an  Inven- 
tory without  a  removal  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient levy.  Techmeyer  v.  Waltz,  49 
Iowa  645. 

[b]  In  Delaware,  the  practice  is  not 
to  take  the  goods  into  possession.  The 
inventory  and  appraisement  is  the  levy. 
Hargadine  v.  Ford,  5  Houst.  (Del.)  380, 
391;  Polite  v.  Jefferson,  5  Harr.  (Del.) 
388;  Layton  &  Sipple  v.  Steel,  3  Harr. 
(Del.)  512;  Sipple  v.  Scotten,  1  Harr. 
(Del.)   107. 

[e]  In  New  Jersey,  it  is  a  frequent 
practice  for  sheriffs  to  make  levies  by 
taking   inventories   furnished    by    the 
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levy,*  or  to  threaten  to  remove  the  property  unless  a  receiptor  is 
given." 

A  defendant  may  dispense  with  an  actual  seizure  of  his  property,  and 
thereby  give  the  sheriff  a  constructive  possession  of  the  property,  as 
against  himself.«  A  written  acknowledgment  of  a  levy  by  a  defendant 
IS  as  effectual  as  an  actual  levy.'' 

A  removal  of  the  property  is  not  necessary,^    although    generally    if 


defendant  with  the  assent  of  the  plain- 
tiff, where  the  officer  does  not  either 
see  the  goods  or  take  them  into  actuai 
custody.  Avon-by-the-Sea  Land  &  I. 
Co.  17.  McDowell,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  116,  62 
Atl.  865;  Dean  v.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J. 
L.  470. 

[d]  That  the  list  or  inventory  is 
furnished  out  of  the  county  is  im- 
material where  the  goods  are  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  officer.  Dean 
V.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J.  L.  470. 

4.  Ga.— Corniff  v.  Cook,  95  6a.  61, 
22  S.  E.  47,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  55.  N.  Y. 
Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend.  490;  Watts 
V.  Cleaveland,  3  E.  D.  Smith  553. 
S.  0. — Huger's  Admrs.  v.  Osborne,  1 
Bay  319.  Tenn. — Bradley  &  Dortch  i). 
Kesee,  5  Coldw.  223,  94  Am.  Dec.  246. 

[a]  "It  is  not  necessary  to  a  levy 
that  the  sheriff  should  actually  seize 
and  keep  possession  of  the  goods.  It 
is  sufficient  if,  the  goods  being  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
sheriff  having  power  to  take  them, 
with  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  he 
indorses  a  levy  on  the  execution." 
Corniff  V.  Cook,  95  Ga.  61,  67,  22  S.  B. 
47,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  55.  To  same  effect, 
Huger's  Admrs.  v.  Osborne,  1  -Bay  "(S. 
C.)   319. 

Mere  Paper  Levy  Insuf&cient. — See 
supra,  n,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (A). 

5.  Hadley  v.  Hadley,  82  Ind.  95; 
Douglas  V.  Orr,  58  Mo.  573. 

6.  ni.— McGirr  v.  Hunter,  13  HI. 
App.  195.    N.  Y.— Mills  v.  Thursby,  11 

How.     Pr.     121.       Ohio Murphy     v. 

Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85.  Pa. — Stuck- 
ert  V.  Keller,  105  Pa.  386;  Lowry  v. 
Coulter,  9  Pa.  349;  Trovillo  V.  Tilford, 
6  Watts  468,  31  Am.  Dec.  484. 

[a]  Where  a  party  who  is  a  defend- 
ant in  an  execution  furnishes  an  offi- 
cer with  a  list  of  property  to  be  levied 
upon,  and  the  officer  accordingly  en- 
ters them  on  the  execution  as  levied 
upon,  and  at  the  defendant's  request 
the  goods  are  permitted  to  remain  for 
a  short  time  in  his  possession,  the  levy 
is  sufficient  and  this  conduct  is  equiv- 
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alent  to  actual  seizure.  It  is  an  ad- 
mission of  the  levy  by  the  defendant 
in  the  execution,  and  he  cannot  be 
heard  to  deny  it.  Jayne  v.  Dillon,  28 
Miss.  283. 

7.  Corniff  v.  Cook,  95  Ga.  61,  22  S. 
E.  47,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  55;  Ehame  v. 
McEoy,  7  Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)  37;  Weather- 
by  V.  Covington,  3  Strobh.   (S.   C.)   27, 

49  Am.  Dec.  623. 

8.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Chong 
Yock  Wing,  2  TJ.  S.  Dist.  Ct.,  Hawaii 
205.  Ark.— Fenno  v.  Coulter,  14  Ark. 
38;  Whiting  &  Slark  v.  Beebe,  12  Ark. 
421,  539.  Contra,  Field  v.  Lawson,  5 
Ark.  376.  Del. — Polite  v.  Jefferson,  5 
Harr.  388.  Haw.^Everett  v.  Bolles,  6 
Hawaii  153.  HI. — Logsdon  v.  Spivey,  54 
111.  104;  Trimble  v.  Hunt,  169  111.  App. 
259;  Gaines  v.  Becker,  7  111.  App.  315. 
Ind. — Hadley  v.  Hadley,  82  Ind.  95. 
See  Dawson  v.  Sparks,  77  Ind.  88. 
Ky.— Hill  V.   Harris,   10   B.   Mon.    120, 

50  Am.  Dee.  542.  Me Ames  v.  Tay- 
lor, 49  Me.  381.  Md.— Horsey  v. 
Knowles,  74  Md.  602,  22  AtL  1104. 
N.  J.— Pox  V.  Cronan,  47  N.  J.  L.  493, 
2  Atl.  444,  4  Atl.  314,  54  Am.  Eep. 
190;  Caldwell  v.  Fifield,  24  N.  J.  L. 
150,    160;    Cumberland   Bank   v.    Hann, 

19  N.  J.  L.  166;  Lloyd  v.  Wyckoff,  11 
N.  J.  L.  218;  Cliver  v.  Applegate,  5 
N.  J.  L.  479;  Casher  v.  Peterson,  4  N. 
J.  L.  317.  N.  Y.— Eoth  v.  Wells,  29  N. 
T.  471;  Eay  v.  Harcourt,  19  Wend. 
495;  Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3  Wend.  446, 

20  Am.  Dec.  707;  Dean  v.  Campbell,  19 
Hun  534.  N.  C. — (xilkey  v.  Dickerson, 
10  N.  C.  293.  Pa.— McGinnis  v.  Prie- 
son,  85  Pa.  Ill;  Com.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ber- 
ger,  42  Pa.  285.  S.  0.— Weatherby 
V.  Covington,  3  Strobh.  27,  49  Am.  Dec. 
623;  Moss  v.  Moore,  3  Hill  276.  Tenn. 
Nighbert  v.  Hornsby,  100  Tenn.  82,  42 
S.  W.  1060,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  736; 
Etheridge  v.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426. 
Tex. — Burch  v.  Mounts  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  185  S.  W.  889.  Va.— Bullitt 's 
Exrs.  V.  Winstons,  1  Munf.  (15  Va.) 
269. 
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the  property  is  such  that  it  may  be  removed,  the  officer  should  do  so.^ 

(c.)  Where  Defendant  Is  Not  Entitled  to  Possession.  — If  the  property  to 
be  levied  on  is  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person  and  the  defendant  is 
not  entitled  to  possession,  a  manual  taking  of  the  goods  is  not  author- 
ized.^" The  manner  of  levy  in  such  case  is  frequently  regulated  by 
statute,"  which  sometimes  provide  that  the  levy  shall  be  made  by 
giving  notice  thereof  to  the  person  who  is  entitled  to  possession,  and 
without  seizure." 

(6.)  Acquiescence  of  Belter.  —  It  is  never  necessary  that  the  debtor 
or  owner  of  the  goods  should  acquiesce  in  the  levy.^^ 

(D.)  Sbiztjee  op  a  Paet  fob  the  Whole.  — A  seizure  of  a  part  of  a 
parcel  of  goods  may  be  made  in  the  name  of  the  whole."  In  such 
ease  the  remainder  is  not  actually  seized  and  may  not  be  seen,  yet  the 
levy  is  good  as  to  the  whole.^^ 

(E.)  On  Paeticulak  Kinds  of  Peesonaltt.  —  (1.)  Bulky  and  Ponderous 
Property.  — Where  the  property  is  such  that  the  officer  cannot  take 
possession  thereof,  he  may  allow  it  to  remain  where  he  finds  it.^^  In 
making  the  levy,  the  officer  must  assert  dominion  over  the  property  by 


Iieaving  property  witli  the  defend- 
ant, see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  t,  (II). 

9.  Mo. — Bilby  v.  Hartman,  29  Mo, 
App.  125.  N.  C— Sawyer  v.  Bray,  102 
N.  C.  79,  8  S.  B,  885,  11  Am.  St.  E§p. 
713;  Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122. 
Pa. — Titusville  Novelty  Iron  Wks.' 
Appeal,  77  Pa.  103.  Tenn. — Etheridge 
V.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426. 

lOt  Ala. — Goode  &  TJlrick  v.  Long- 
mire,  35  Ala.  668,  76  Am.  Dec.  309. 
Cal.— Treadwell  v.  Davis,  34  Cal.  601, 
94  Am.  Dee.  770.  N.  J.— Avon-by-the- 
Sea  Land  &  I.  Co.  v.  McDowell,  71  JST. 
J.  Eq.  116,  62  Atl.  865.  Ore.— Spauld- 
ing  V.  Kennedy,  6  Ore.  208.  Pa. 
Welsh  V.  Bell,  32  Pa.  12.  See  Stuckert 
V.  Keller,  105  Pa.  386. 

[a]  Execution  Against  Bemainder- 
mau. — But  a  sheriff  who  has  an  execu- 
tion against  a  remainderman  in  a  chat- 
tel has  a  right  to  seize  the  property 
in  possession  of  the  tenant  for  life  and 
bring  it  to  the  place  of  sale.  Blanton 
V.  Morrow,  42  N.  C.  47,  53  Am.  Dec. 
391. 

As  to  levy  on  mortgaged  and  pledged 
property,  see  imfra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (X), 
(E),   (2). 

11.  Consult  the  various  statutes. 

12.  Dufur  Oil  Co.  v.  Enos,  59  Ore. 
528,  117  Pao.  597;  Spaulding  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 6  Ore.  209;  Qunter  v.  Cobb,  82 
Tex.  598,  17  S.  W.  848;  Hunstock  v. 
Roberts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  65  S.  W. 
075;  Sumner  v.  Crawford  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  41  S.  W.  825. 
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[a]  An  attempted  levy  by  assuming 
to  take  possession  instead  of  comply- 
ing with  the  statute,  creates  no  lien 
upon  the  property.  Dufur  Oil  Co.  v. 
Enos^  59  Ore.  528,  117  Pae.  457;  Sum- 
ner V.  Crawford,  91  Tex.  129,  41  S.  W. 
994. 

[b]  Where  the  debtor  is  in  posses- 
sion although  he  is  iiot  entitled  there- 
to, a  levy  upon  his  interest  is  not  made 
by  seizure  of  the  property  but  by 
notice.  Willis  &  Bro.  *.  Thompson,  85 
Tex.  301,  20  S.  W.  155. 

13.  Artisans'  Bank  v.  Treadwell,  34 
Barb.   (N.  Y.)   553,  559. 

14.  Ala.— Cobb  v.  Cage,  7  Ala.  619. 
Ga.— Hoebuck  v.  Thornton,  19  Ga.  149. 
N.  Y. — Haggerty  &  Nobles  v.  Wilber, 
16  Johns.  287,  8  -Am.  Dec.  321.  Pa. 
Schuylkill  County's  Appeal,  30  Pa. 
358;  Lewis  v.  Smith,  2  Serg.  &  E.  142; 
Trovillo  V.  Tilford,  6  Watts  468,  31 
Am.  Dec.  484;  Samuel  v.  Knight  &  Co., 

9    Pa.    Super.    352.       S.     0 Moss     v. 

Moore,  3  Hill  276;  Brian  v.  Strait, 
Dudley  19.  Eng. — Gladstone  v.  Pad- 
wick,  L.  E.  6  Bxch.  203;  Cole  v.  Davies, 
1  Ld.  Eaym.  724,  91  Eng.  Eeprint  1383. 

15.  Eoebuck  v.  Thornton,  19  Ga. 
149. 

16.  m. — Tieknor  v.  McClelland,  84 
m.  471;  Davidson  v.  Waldron,  31  HI. 
120,  130,  83  Am.  Dec.  206.  Ohio. 
Minor  v.  Smith,  13  Ohio  St.  79.  Wis. 
Johnson  v.  Iron  Belt  Mining  Co.,  78 
Wis.  159,  47  N.  W.  363;  Gallagher  v. 
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virtue  of  his  proeess,^^  and  make  some  notorious  act  as  nearly  equiv- 
alent to  actual  seizure  as  practicable.^'  Some  statutes  have  pro- 
visions prescribing  the  manner  of  levy  on  bulky  and  ponderous 
articles.^* 

(2.)  Mortgaged  or  Pledged  Personalty.  —  A  levy  upon  mortgaged  or 
pledged  personal  property  is  made  subject  to  the  mortgage  or  pledge 
as  the  case  may  be.^"  If  the  mortgaged  property  is  in  the  possession 
of  the  debtor,  the  sheriff  levying  the  writ  may  take  the  property  into 
his  possession  for  the  purpose  of  selling  it.^^  Where  chattels  of  the 
defendant  are  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  mortgagee  or  pledgee 


Bishop,  15  Wis.  276.      Can. — Huxtable 
V.  Conn,  14  Manitoba  713. 

17.  Gallagher  v.  Bishop,  15  Wis.  276. 

18.  Hopke  V.  Lindsay,  83  Mo.  App. 
85;  Long  v.  Hall,  97  N.  C.  286,  2 
S.  E.  229;  State  v.  Poor,  20  N.  C.  519, 
3'4  Am.  Dec.  387. 

[a]  If  personal  property  cannot  be 
actually  seized,  the  officer  must  take 
what  possession  he  can  and  evidence 
his  seizure  by  posting  notices  on  the 
property  that  it  is  levied  on  or  by  at- 
taching to  it  some  other  marks  in- 
dicating a  levy.  Hopke  v.  Lindsay,  83 
Mo.  App.  85.  And  see  Huxtable  v. 
Conn,  14  Manitoba  (Can.)   713. 

[b]  It  is  a  suaicieut  levy  on  a  stack 
of  grain  to  go  to  it,  levy  upon  it  and 
forbid  the  defendant  from  touching  it. 
Gallagher  v.  Bishop,  15  Wis.  276. 

[e]  Piles  of  Timber. — In  Johnson  v. 
Iron  Belt  lifining  Co.,  78  Wis.  159,  47 
N.  W.  363,  it  was  held  a  sufficient 
levy  upon  certain  piles  of  timber 
where  the  officer  did  not  move  them 
but  forbade  the  defendants  to  use  or 
interfere  with  them  and  thereafter  un- 
til sale  was  present  every  day  where 
the  timbers  were  located. 

[d]  Attaching  notices  to  different 
piles  of  wood  is  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  levy  thereon.  Huxtable  v.  Conn, 
14  Manitoba  (Can.)  713. 

[e]  In  levying  upon  brick  in  a  kiln, 
it  is  not  necessary  for  an  officer  to 
separate  the  bricks  levied  on  from  the 
remainder,  but  he  may  at  his  peril 
leave  them  where  he  found  them.  It 
is  sufficient  that  they  were  in  his  power 
and  that  he  indicated  the  levy  by  word 
or  deed,  or  entered  it  on  the  execution. 
Hill  V.  Harris,  10  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  120, 
50  Am.  Dec.  542. 

19.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  Massachusetts,  Eev.  L.,  e. 
167,  §45,  relative  to  the  attachment 
of  goods  or  property  which  cannot  be 


immediately  removed  by  reason  of  its 
bulk,  does  not  apply  to  the  seizure  of 
goods  on  execution.  Field  v.  Fletcher, 
191  Mass.  494,  78  N.  E.  107. 
.  20.  111. — Durfee  v.  Grinnell,  69  HI. 
371.  Ind.— Byram  v.  Stout,  127  Ind. 
195,  26  N.  E.  687;  Poster  v.  Bringham, 
99  Ind.  505.  Mich.— Friyer  v.  Mc- 
Naughton,  110  Mich.  22,  67  N.  W.  978; 
Smith  V.  Menominee  Cir.  Judge,  53 
Mich.  560,  19  N.  W.  184;  Baldwin  v. 
Talbot,  46  Mich.  19,  8  N.  W.  565. 
Minn. — Appleton  Mill  Co.  v.  Warder, 
42  Minn.  117,  43  N.  W.  791;  Mower  v. 
Stickney,  5  Minn.  397.  N.  Y.— See 
Freeman  v.  Friedman,  133  N.  Y.  Supp. 
458.  Tex.— Vern.  Sayle's  Civ.  St., 
1914,  art.  3744;  Sparks  v.  Pace,  60 
Tex.  298;  Gammage  v.  Silliman,  2 
Wills.  Civ.  Cas.,  §14.  Wis.— Cotton  v. 
Marsh,  3  Wis.  221,  241. 

Necessity  for  levy  upon  the  whole 
of  the  mortgaged  property,  see  infra, 

II,  B,  4,  h. 

[a]  An  indorsement  of  a  levy  upon 
an  equity  of  redemption,  made  with- 
out seeing  the  property  or  having  it 
within  the  officer's  Control  is  not  a 
sufficient  levy.  Minter  v.  Swain,  52 
Miss.  174. 

21.  Ala. — McConeghy  v.  McCaw,  31 
Ala.   447.     111. — People  v.  Johnson,   15 

III.  App.  153.  See  Durfee  v.  Grinnell, 
69  HI.  371.  Ind.— Foster  v.  Bringham, 
99  Ind.  505;  Sparks  v.  Compton,  70 
Ind.  393;  Olds  v.  Andrews,  66  Ind.  147. 
Ky. — Fugate  v.  Clarkson,  2  B.  Mon.  41, 
36  Am.  Dec.  589;  Philips  v.  Morris,  7 
J.  J.  Marsh.  279.  Mich.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Summers,  75  Mich.  107,  42 
N.  W.  536;  Wilson  v.  Montague,  57 
Mich.  638,  24  N.  W.  851;  Nelson  v. 
Ferris,  30  Mich.  497;  Macomber  v. 
Saxton,  28  Mich.  516;  Cary  v.  Hewitt, 
26  Mich.  228.  Minn. — Galde  v.  For- 
syth, 72  Minn.  248,  75 -N.  W.  219;  Bar- 
ber  V.    Amundson,    52    Minn.    358,    54 
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thereof,  the  sheriff  cannot  take  them  from  his  possession,^^  but  in  some 
jurisdictions  the  sheriff  may  take  possession  of  the  property  temporarily 
in  such  a  case."'  Statutes  sometimes  provide  for  a  levy  by  leaving 
■with  the  mortgagee  or  pledgee  a  notice  of  levy  and  a  copy  of  the 
writ.''* 

Tender  or  Payment  of  Mortgage  Debt.  —  Under  the  statutes  in  some 
jurisdictions,  before  the  officer  can  take  mortgaged  personal  property 
on  execution,  he  must  pay  or  tender  to  the  mortgagee  the  amount  of 
the  mortgage  or  deposit  it  with  a  designated  officer."^ 


N.  W.  733.  Miss.— Butler  v.  Lee,  54 
Miss.  476.  N.  J.— Fox  v.  Cronan,  47 
N.  J.  L.  493,  2  Atl.  444,  4  Atl.  314,  54 
Am.  Eep.  190.  N.  Y. — Goulet  v.  Asseler, 
22  N.  Y.  225;  Hull  v.  Carnley,  11  N.  Y. 
501,  1  Abb.  Pr.  158. 

[a]  On  default  the  mortgagee  is  en- 
titled to  possession  as  against  tlie  offi- 
cer. Eankine  v.  Greer,  38  Kan.  343,  16 
Pae.  680,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  751;  Butler 
V.  Lee,  54  Mi^s.  476. 

[b]  Although  the  mortgage  is  past 
due,  (1)  the  sheriff  may  take  pos- 
session of  the  property,  if  the  mort- 
gagee has  not  actually  foreclosed. 
Macomber  v.  Saxton,  28  Mich.  516; 
Gary  v.  Hewitt,  26  Mich.  228.  (2)  But 
where,  by  the  mortgage,  the  title  is  in 
the  mortgagee  on  default,  the  sheriff 
cannot  levy  an  execution  against  the 
mortgagor  upon  the  chattel.  Ex  parte 
Lorenz,  32  S.  0.  365,  11  S.  E.  206.  As 
to  property  subject  to  levy,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  3. 

22.  Cal. — ^Treadwell  v.  Davis,  34 
Gal.  601,  94  Am.  Dee.  770.  Minn. 
Mower  v.  Stickney,  5  Minn.  397.  N.  J. 
Avon-by-the-Sea  Land  &  I.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Dowell, 71  N.  J.  Eq.  116,  62  Atl.  865; 
Pox  V.  Cronan,  47  N.  J.  L.  493,  2  Atl. 
444,  4  Atl.  314,  54  Am.  Eep.  190.  Pa. 
Srodes  v.  Caven,  3  Watts  258.  Wis. 
Cotton  v.  "Watkins,  6  Wis.  629;  Cot- 
ton V.  Marsh,  3  Wis.  221,  242. 

[a]  But  if  the  pledgee  deliver  the 
property  to  the  officer,  the  pledgor 
cannot  complain.  Mower  v.  SticTiney, 
5  Mimi'.  397. 

[b]  Indorsing  List  of  Chattels  as 
Inventory. — Taking  from  the  chattel 
mortgage  a  list  of  the  chattels  mort- 
gaged and  annexing  this  list  as  the  in- 
ventory is,  in  New  Jersey,  sufficient 
as  a  constructive  seizure  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  legal  levy.  Avon-by-the-Sea 
Land  &  I.  Co.  v.  McDowell,  71  N.  J. 
Eq.  116,  62  Atl.  865. 

[c]  The  interest  of  a  pledgor  can 
only  be  reached  by  serving  a  garnish- 
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ment  on  the  pledgee.  It  cannot  be 
reached  by  a  seizure  of  the  pledge. 
Treadwell  v.  Davis,  34  Cal.  601,  94  Am. 
Dec.  770. 

23.  Horner  v.  Dennis,  34  La.  Ann. 
389  (pledged  property);  First  Nat. 
Bank  u.'- Summers,  75  Mich.  107,  42  N.^ 
W.  536;  Wilson  v.  Montague,  57  Mich.' 
638,  24  N.  W.  851;  Nelson  n.  Ferris,  30 
Mich.  497';  Gary  v.  Hewitt,  26  Mich. 
228  (even  though  the  mortgage  is  past 
due). 

[a]  Showing  Property  for  Sale. — (1) 
The  sheriff  may  require  the  mortgagee 
to  expose  the  goods  to  the  view  of  the 
bidders  at  the  sale  by  virtue  of  his 
execution  and  levy.  .  Fox  v.  Cronan, 
'47  N.  J.  L.  493,  508,  2  Atl.  444,  4 
Atl.  314,  54  Am.  Eep.  190.  (2)  And 
in  McConeghy  v.  McCaw,  31  Ala.  447, 
it  is  held  that  where  an  absolute  sale 
is  made  as  security,  the  sheriff  levy- 
ing an  execution  against  the  debtor 
has  a  right  to  take  the  property  into 
his  possession  and  exhibit  it  at  the 
sale. 

24.  Spaulding  v.  Kennedy,  6  Ore. 
208. 

25.  Dak. — Keith  v.  Haggart,  4  Dak. 
438,  33  N.  W.  465.  Ind.— State  ex  rel. 
Jessup  V.  Milligau,  106  Ind.  109,  5  N. 
E.  871  (the  purchaser  shall  be  entitled 
to  possession  on  complying  with  the 
conditions  of  the  mortgage  or  pledge) ; 
Kackley  v.  State,  91  Ind.  437.  la. 
Bloteky  Bros.  v.  O'Neill,  83  Iowa  574, 
49  N.  W.  1029.  Mich.— See  Wilson  v. 
Montague,  57  Mich.  638,  24  N.  W.  851. 
Okla. — Osborne  &  Co.  v.  Hughey,  14 
Okla.  29,  76  Pac.  146;  Moore  v.  Cal- 
vert, 8  Okla.  358,  58  Pac.  627.  Wis. 
St.,  1898,  §2988;  Mendelson  v.  Paschen, 
71  Wis.  591,  37  N.  W.  815;  Cotton  v. 
Watkins,  6  Wis.  629;  Cotton  v.  Marsh, 
3  Wis.  221.  See  also  Sayle's  Tex.  Civ. 
St.,  1897,  art.  2353. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  b,  (IV),   (B). 
[a]    A  seizure  without    a    payment 
or  tender  constitutes  the  ofS.cer  a  tres- 
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Rolling  Stock  of  RaUroad.  —In  the  absence  of  statute  making  rolling 
stock  part  of  the  realty,  the  rolling  stock  covered  by  a  railroad  mort- 
gage may  be  levied  on  as  other  mortgaged  personal  property.^' 

(3.)  Property  WitUn  Buttdings.  —  The  mere  taking  charge  of  the  build- 
ing from  the  outside  is  not  a  levy  upon  the  goods  within  it,^^  par- 
ticularly where  the  building  is  closed  or  locked  and  the  ofScer  does 
not  gam  access  to  the  insiders    The  ofScer  must  see  the  goods  and, 


passer.    Keith  v.  Haggart,  4  Dak.  438, 
33  N.  W.  465. 

[b]  A  tender  after  the  levy  does 
not  validate  a  levy  made  without  ten- 
der. Bloteky  Bros.  v.  O'Neill,  83  Iowa 
574,  49  N.  W.  1029. 

[c]  Fraudulent  and  Illegal  Mort- 
gage.— In  Jewett  v.  Sundback,  5  S.  D. 
in,  120,  58  N.  W.  20,  the  court  in 
construing  a  statute  which  provided 
"before  the  property  is  so  taken,  the 
officer  must  pay  or  tender  to  the 
mortgagee  the  amount  of  the  mortgage 
debt  and  interest,  or  must  deposit  the 
aijaount  thereof  with  the  county  treas- 
urer, payable  to  the  order  of  the  mort- 
gagee," said:  "But  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  that  sectipn  has  no  ap- 
plication to  a  mortgage  which  the  cred- 
itor claims  to  be  fraudulent  and  void 
as  against  the  creditors  of  a  mort- 
gagor. The  object  of  that  section  evi- 
dently is  to  prevent  an  ofBcer  from 
attaching  and  levying  upon  personal 
property  included  in  a  valid  chattel 
mortgage  before  the  amount  due  upon 
such  a  mortgage  is  paid  or  tendered 
as  therein  provided.  But  it  has  no 
application  to  a  void  or  fraudulent  in- 
strument denominated  a  'chattel  mort- 
gage.' Such  an  instrument,  fraudulent 
and  void  as  to  the  creditors  of  the 
mortgagor  is  not  in  law  a  'mortgage' 
as  to  them,  though  it  .  may  be  so 
called." 

[d]  Tender  by  purchiaser  before  ob- 
taining possession,  see  infra,  II,  B,  7. 

26.  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Moran,  56 
Minn.  188,  57  N.  "W.  471,  29  L.  E.  A. 
212. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  prois'iding  thai; 
rolling  stock  and  personal  property  be- 
longing to  the  road  shall  be  deemed  a 
part  of  the  road,  an  execution  cred- 
itor cannot,  as  against  the  mortgagee 
in  a  railroad  mortgage  or  deed  of 
trust  levy  on  an  item  of  rolling  stock 
and  sell  it  to  satisfy  his  execution. 
His  remedy  must,  as  to  the  mortgagee, 
be   against   the   road   as   an    entirety. 


Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Moran,  56  Minn. 
188,  57  N.  W.  471,  29  L.  R.  A.  212. 

27.  Eix  &  Stafford  v.  Silknitter,  57 
Iowa  262,  10  N.  W.  653;  Burch  v. 
Mounts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W. 
889;  Lynch  v.  Payne  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
49  S.  W.  406. 

28.  Meyer  v.  Missouri  Glass  Co.,  65 
Ark.  286,  45  S.  "W.  1062.  But  see  Mc- 
Donald V.  Moore,  8  Ben.  579,  1  Abb. 
N.  C.  53,   16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,763. 

[a]  Making  Inventory. — Where  an 
officer  goes  to  a  factory  and  finding  it 
closed,  he  looks  through  a  broken  win- 
dow and  makes  an  incomplete  inven- 
tory without  otherwise  gaining  access 
to  the  building,  there  is  no  valid  levy. 
Nelson  v.  Van  Gazelle  Valve'  Mfg.  Co., 
45  N.  J.  Eq.  594,  17  Atl.  943. 

[b]  Nailing  Up  Door — ^In  Lynch  v. 
Payne  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49  8.  W.  406, 
it  was  held  that  there  is  no  levy  where 
the  officer  goes  to  the  store  Saturday 
night  when  locked,  nails  strips  across 
the  door,  reads  the  writ  and  notifies 
the  defendant  but  does  not  enter  the 
store  until  later. 

29.  See  generally  supra,  11,  B,  4,  g, 
(X),    (C). 

[a]  It  is  a  sufficient  levy  to  go  to 
the  store  of  the  defendant,  see  the 
goods,  and  assert  title  by  virtue  of 
the  levy,  in  the  hearing  of  one  of  the 
defendants,  and  to  subsequently  en- 
dorse the  levy  on  the  execution.  Roth 
V.  Wells,  29  N.  T.  471;  Burch  v. 
Mounts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W. 
889. 

[b]  "A  levy,  made  In  view  of  a 
stock  of  goods  in  gross,  is  a  good  levy, 
and  the  sheriff  would  be  entitled  to 
the  necessary  time  to  make  his  in- 
voice." Grove  v.  Harris,  35  Tex.  320, 
323. 

[e]  Grain  in  Granary. — Where  an 
officer,  in  making  a  levy  upon  a  large 
quantity  of  grain  in  a  granary,  forces 
open  the  doors,  levels  off  and  esti- 
mates the  quantity  of  grain  and 
serves  notice  upon  defendant,  he  has 
made  a  valid  levy,  at  least  as  against 
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having  them  in  his  control,  assert  title  by  virtue  of  the  writ,^°  but  a 
manual  interference  with  the  goods  is  not  required.'" 

(4.)  Contents  of  Sealed  Packages.  —  A  levy  on  a  sealed  package,  such 
as  a  safe,  describing'  its  contents,  is  a  sufScient  levy  on  the  contents.^^ 

(5.)  Property  Owned  in  Common.  —  At  comimon  law  and  in  the  absence 
of  special  statute,  the  officer  levying  ah  execution  against  one  tenant 
in  common  on  property  owned  in  common  is  permitted  to  seize  and 
take  possession  of  the  whole.'^  But  although  the  possession  of  the 
entire  property  may  be  taken,  the  levy,  of  course,  is  made  only  upon 
the  defendant's  interest  in  the  property.^'  But  statutes  have  been 
enacted  in  some  jurisdictions  providing  for  a  levy  without  the  taking 
of  actual  possession,  by  giving  notice  thereof.^* 


the  defendant  having  notice.     State  v. 
Cassidy,  4  S.  D.  58,  54  N.  W.  928. 

[d]  Levy  on.  Crib  of  Corn. — ^It  is  a 
sufficient  levy  upon  corn  in  a  crib  to 
claim  the  corn,  in  the  presence  of  a 
witness,  by  virtue  of  the  writ,  to  post 
a  notice  on  the  crib  and  to  nail  up 
the  crib.  Bichardson  v.  Eardin,  88  HI. 
124;  Stanley  v.  Moynihan,  45  111.  App. 
192. 

30.  Bond  V.  Willett,  31  N.  T.  102,  1 
Keyes  377,  1  Abb.  Dec.  165,  29  How. 
Pr.  47. 

31.  Smith  v.  Clark,  100  Iowa  605, 
69  N.  W.  1011. 

[a]  A  levy  on  a  safe,  which  is 
locked,  and  its  contents,  described  in 
the  return  as  "notes  and  money  and 
books,"  is  a  good  levy  on  notes  pay- 
able to  the  execution  defendant,  con- 
tained in  the  safe.  Smith  v.  Clark,  100 
Iowa  60,5,  69  N.  W.  1011. 

32.  Ala. — Goode  &  TJlrick  v.  Long- 
mire,  35  Ala.  668,  76  Am.  Dec.  309. 
But  see  Code,  1907,  §4106.  Cal.— Ber- 
nal  V.  Hovious,  17  Cal.  541,  79  Am. 
Dec.  147;  Waldman  v.-  Broder,  10  Cal. 
378.  Haw. — Tillman  v.  Spencer,  2 
Hawaii  178.  HI. — See  Neary  v.  Cahill, 
20  HI.  214.  Mass. — Melville  v.  Brown, 
15     Mass.     82.       Minn. — Caldwell     v. 

■  Auger,  4  Minn.  217,  77  Am.  Dec.  515. 
N.  H.— Pettingill  v.  Bartlett,  1  N.  H. 
87.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Qrser,  42  N.  T. 
132;  Bay  v.  Birdseye,  5  Denio  619; 
Walsh  V.  Adams,  3  Denio  125;  Wad- 
dell  V.  Cook,  2  .  Hill  48;  Phillips 
V.  Cook,  24  Wend.  389;  Henderson  v. 
Brennecke,  26  App.  Div.  309,  49  N.  T. 
Supp.  681.  ST.  0. — Blanton  v.  Morrow, 
42  N.  C.  47,  53  Am.  Dec.  391;  Blevins 
V.  Baker,  33  N.  C.  291;  Islay  v.  Stew- 
art, 20  N.  0.  297.  Ohio — Nixon  & 
Chatfield  v.  Nash,  12  Ohio  St.'  647,  80 
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Am.  Dec.  390.  Tenn. — Haskins  v.  Ev- 
erett, 4  Sneed  531.  Vt.— Welch  v. 
Cl3,rk,  12  Vt.  681;  Whitney  v.  Ladd,  10 
Vt.  165.  Wash. — Graden  v.  Turner,  15 
Wash.  136,  45  Pac.  733. 

[a]  The  reason  that  a  sheriff  may 
seize  the  whole  of  the  common  prop- 
erty on  an  execution  against  one  of 
the  joint  owners  is  that  a  joint  owner 
has  severally  the  right  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  entire  property,  and  the 
sheriff  by  taking  possession  does  no 
more  than  the  joint  owner  could  do. 
Goode  &  Ulrick  v.  Longmire,  35  Ala. 
668,  76  Am.  Dee.  309. 

[b]  EflEect  of  Levy. — A  levy  upon 
personal  property  held  by  the  execution 
debtor  jointly  with  another,  accom- 
panied with  a  statement  of  the  facts 
connected  with  the  levy  and  the  claim 
of  the  joint  owner,  gives  to  the  plain- 
tiff a  lien  upon  the  debtor's  interest 
in  it.  The  enforcement  of  this  lien 
can  only  be  had  in  equity,  where  the 
rights  of  all  parties  in  interest  can 
be  determined.  Vicory  v.  Strausbaugh, 
78   Ky.   425. 

33.  See  cases  in  preceding  note. 

[a]  A  levy  upon  and  sale  of  the 
entire  right  and  title  to  the,  property 
as  that  of  the  defepdant  exclusively 
is  improper.  Neary  v.  Cahill,  20  111. 
214. 

34.  Ky. — Vicory  ■».  Strausbaugh,  78 
Ky.  425;  Farmer  v.  Slack,  12  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  319;  Jones  v.  Martin,  5  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  227.  Miss.— Code,  1906,  §3967. 
And  see  Blumeufield  v.  Seward,  71 
Miss.  342,  14  So.  442;  Willis  v.  Loeb, 
59  Miss.  168.  Tex. — Hubert  v.  Hubert, 
46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  503,  102  S.  W.  948; 
Davis  V.  Jones,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  424, 
75  S.  W.  63. 

[a]    But  a  levy  in  the  usual  way, 
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(6.)  PartnersMp  Property.  —  The  manner  of  levying  on  property  of  a 
partnership  will  be  treated  in  a  subsequent  article.^^ 

(7.)  Corporate  Property.  — The  manner  of  levying  on  property  of  a 
corporation  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.'" 

(8.)  Choses  in  Action.  —  Choses  in  action  being  incorporeal  cannot 
be  levied  upon  by  a  seizure  of  them.'^  To  make  a  valid  levy  it  is 
generally  necessary  to  give  notice  to  the  debtor.^*  It  is  sometimes 
required  in  addition  thereto  that  a  certified  copy  of  the  writ  be  left 
with  the  debtor.'*  But  if  the  debt  be  evidenced  by  a  negotiable  prom- 
issory note,*"  draft,*^  or  bond,*^  the  sheriff  must  take  actual  posses- 
sion of  the  evidence  of  debt;  the  seizure  of  a   copy   is   nugatory.*' 

Judgments.  —  Not  being  the  subject  of  levy  upon  execution  at  com- 
mon law,**  judgments  must  be  levied  on  in  the  manner  provided  by 
statute.*" 


by  seizing  the  property  instead  of  b^ 
giving  the  statutory  notice  is  not  void. 
Davis  V.  Jones,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  424, 
75  S.  W.  63.  See  Hamburg  v.  Wood 
&  Co.,  66  Tex.  168,  18  S.  W.  623. 

35.  See  the  title   "Partnership." 

36.  See  5  Standard  Proc.  671. 

37.  Wilson  v.  Munday,  5  La.  483. 
As   to    garnishment    of    debts    and 

choses  in  action,  see  the  title  "Gar- 
nishment." 

38.  Black  Hills  Brew.  Co.  v.  Middle 
West  F.  Ins.  Co.,  31  S.  D.  318,  140  N. 
W.  687. 

[a]  A  notice  to  the  general  agent 
of  an  insurance  company  authorized  to 
write  risks  and  issue  policies  is  a  no- 
tice to  the  "managing  agent"  with- 
in a  statute  regulating  levies  upon 
things  in  action.  Black  Hills  Brew. 
Co.  V.  Middle  West  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  35 
S.  D.  130,  151  N.  W.  44. 

39.  Harris  v.- Bank  of  Mobile,  5  La. 
Ann.  538;  Swart  v.  Thomas,  26  Minn. 
141,  1  N.  W.  830. 

[a]  This  is  the  mode  of  levying  on 
all  debts  except  those  which  pass  by 
delivery  of  the  instrument  upon  which 
they  rest,  such  as  promissory  notes, 
bills  of  exchange  and  negotiable  bonds. 
Swart  V.  Thomas,  26  Minn.  141,  1  N. 
W.  830. 

[b]  A  levy  upon  a  book  account 
must  be  made  in  the  mode  provided 
for  levying  upon  debts  generally.  It 
cannot  be,  made  by  seizing  the  books 
containing  the  account.  Swart  v. 
Thomas,  26  Minn.  141,  1  N.  W.  830; 
Tullis  V.  Brawley,  3  Minn.  277. 

40.  Ark. — Field  v.  Lawson,  5  Ark. 
376.  Cal.— Hoxie  v.  Bryant,  131  Cal. 
85,  63  Pac.  153.    La. — ^Ple^sants  &  Sons 


V.  Kemp,  28  La.  Ann.  124  ("actual 
corporeal  possession");  Estate  of  Mille 
V.  Hebert,  19  La.  Ann.  58;  Miller  v. 
Streeder,  18  La.  Ann.  56  ("actual  pos- 
session ' ') ;  Scott  V.  Niblett,  6  La.  Ann. 
182;  Gaines  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  4  La. 
Ann.  369;  Stockton  v.  Stanbrotgh,  3 
La.  Ann.  390;  Taylor  v.  Stone,  2  La. 
Ann.  910;  Fluker  v.  Ballard,  2  La.  Ann. 
338.  Compare,  Wilson  v.  Munday,  5 
La.  483. 

[a]  If  the  evidence  of  the  debt  he 
non-negotiahle,  the  seizure  of  the  debt 
by  notification  to  the  debtor  or  keeper 
of  the  subject  of  the  right,  is  valid 
against  the  subsequent  assignee  of  the 
debt  or  right.  Harris  v.  Bank  of  Mo- 
bile, 5  La.  Ann.  538. 

41.  Estate  of  Mille  v.  Hebert,  19  La. 
Ann.  58. 

42.  Lockhart  v.  Harrell,  6  La.  Ann. 
530;  Gaines  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  4  La. 
Ann.  369 ;  OfEut  V.  Monquit,  2  La.  Ann. 
785;  Simpson  v.  Allain,  7  Bob.  (La.) 
500. 

43.  Estate  of  Mille  v.  Hebert,  19  La. 
Ann.  58;  Gaines  v.  Merchants'  Bank, 
4  La.  Ann.  369;  Galbraith  v.  Snyder,  2 
La.  Ann.  492. 

44.  Liability  of  judgments  to  seiz- 
ure on  execution,  see  infra,  II,  B,  3, 
b,   (III),   (B). 

45.  McLaughlin  v.  Alexander,  2  S. 
D.  226,  49  N.  W.  99. 

As  to  garnishment  of  judgment,  see 
10  Standard  Proc.  426. 

[a]  "The  proper  mode  of  seizing 
a  debt  existing  in  the  form  of  a  judg- 
ment is  a  notification  of  seizure  by  the 
sheriff  to  the  judgment  debtor."  Mon- 
ticon  V.  Mullen,  12  La.  Ann.  275;  Han- 
na   V.   Bry,    5   La.    Ann.    651,    656,    52 
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(9.)  Shares  of  stocTc.  —  The  manner  in  which  shares  of  stock  may  be 
levied  on  is  usually  regulated  by  statute,**  which  must  be  followed.*' 
In  some  states  stock  of  a  corporation  may  be  levied  on  by  leaving  a 
notice  thereof  with  a  designated  officer,**  or  by  leaving  an  attested  or 
certified  copy  of  the  writ  with  the  officer  named  in  the  statute,"  or 


Am.  Dee.  606.  See  Dore  v.  Dougherty, 
72  Oal.  232,  13  Pao.  621,  1  Am.  St. 
Eep.  48,  holding  a  service  of  the  writ 
of  execution  upon  the  judgment  debtor 
and  a  notice  of  levy  upon  a  certain 
judgment  is  what  is  usually  called  a 
process  of  garnishment.  See  the  title 
"Garnishment." 
[b]    Notice   to   Attorney   or    Court. 

(1)  Neither  the  attorney  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  judgment  sought  to  be  levied 
upon  nor  the  judge  can  be  considered 
as  holding  the  judgment.  Therefore  a 
service  of  a  copy  of  the  writ  and 
notice  upon  the  attorney  will  not  con- 
stitute a  valid  levy.  McLaughlin  v. 
Alexander,  2  S.  D.  226,  49  N.  W.  99. 

(2)  Under  a  statute  which  requires 
tnat  a  copy  of  the  writ  be  served 
upon  the  "person  holding  the  prop- 
erty" the  service  of  a  copy  of  the 
execution  upon  the  clerk  of  the  court 
is  not  necessary  in  levying  upon  a 
judgment.  Wheaton  v.  Spooner,  52 
Minn.  417,  54  N.  W.  372. 

46.    Consult  the  various  statutes. 

[a]  Notice  In  some  form  to  the  de- 
fendant seems  to  be  indispensable,  but 
in  a  majority  of  the  cases,  a  pursuit 
of  the  statutory  method  of  levy  will 
give  him  sufBcient  notice.  Voorhis  v. 
Terhune,  50  N.  J.  L.  147,  13  Atl.  391, 
7  Am.  St.  Eep.  781;  Princeton  Bank 
V.  Crozer,  22  N.  J.  L.  383,  53  Am.  Dec. 
254. 

[b]  A  levy  by  mere  inventory, 
without  applying  to  the  company,  is 
not  sufficient  to  defeat  the  rights  of  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  defendant. 
Princeton  Bank  v.  Crozer,  22  N.  J.  L. 
383,  53  Am.  Dec.  254. 

[c]  In  New  Jersey,  shares  in  any 
banK,  insurance  company  or  other  joint 
stocK  company  may  be  taken  in  virtue 
of  an  execution  in  the  same  manner 
as  goods  and  chattels.  2  Comp.  Sts., 
p.  2244,  §4;  Voorhis  v.  Terhune,  50  N. 
J.  L.  147,  13  Atl.  391,  7  Am.  St.  Eep. 
781.  See  also  Princeton  Bank  v.  Crozer, 
22  N.  J.  L.  383,  53  Am.  Dec.  254. 

[d]  In  Pennsylvania,  no  particular 
formality  is  legally  necessary  to  consti- 
tute  a  levy  upon   stocks.     The   officer 

Vol.  XV 


may.  announce  to  the  debtor  his  levy 
on  the  stocks  in  the  list  furnished  by 
the  creditor  enumerating  certain  stocks 
to  be  levied  on,  and  then  inclose  the 
list  with  his  writ  to  be  afterwards 
attached  or  more  securely  made  a  part 
of  it.  Braden's  Estate,  165  Pa.  184, 
30   Atl.   746. 

As  to  garnishment  of  corporate  ^tock 
see  10  Standard  Pboc.  433. 

47.  Ga. — ^Weaver  v.  Tuten,  144  Ga. 
8,  85  S.  E.  1048.  Idaho.— Wells  v.  Price, 
6  Idaho  490,  56  Pac.  266.  lU.— Gobs 
&  Phillips  Mfg.  Co.  v.  People,  4  111. 
App.  510.  Mich. — ^Blair  v.  Compton,  33 
Mich.  414.  Mo. — Caffery  v.  Choctaw 
Coal  &  M.  Co.,  95  Mo.  App.  174,  68 
S.  W.  1049. 

48.  la.— Croft  v.  Colfax  E.  L.  &  P. 
Co.,  113  Iowa  455,  85  N.  W.  761;  Moore 
V.    Marshalltown    Opera-House    Co.,    81 

Iowa  45,  46  N.  W.   750.     La Parker 

1).  Sun  Ins.  Co.,  42  La.  Ann.  1172,  8 
So.  618;  Harris  v.  Bank  of  Mobile,  5 
La.  Ann.  538.  Tex. — Yern.  Sayle's 
Civ.  St.,  1914,  art.  3742;  Keating  v. 
Stone  &  Sons  Live  Stock  Co.,  83  Tex. 
467,  18  S.  W.  797;  Wagner  v.  Marple, 
10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  505,  31  S.  W.  691. 

[a]  When  the  notice  has  been  giv- 
en, the  levy  is  made.  Moore  v.  Mar- 
shalltown Opera-House  Co.,  81  Iowa  45, 
46  N.  W.  750. 

[b]  If  no  notice  is  left  with  an  offi- 
cer, the  levy  is  void.  Wagner  v.  Mar- 
ple, 10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  505,  31  S.  W. 
691. 

[c]  The  Notice  Must  Be  in  Writing. 
Moore  v.  Marshalltown  Opera-House 
Co.,  81  Iowa  45,  46  N.  W.  750.  But 
see  Abels  v.  Planters'  &  Merchants' 
Ins.  Co.,  92  Ala.  382,  9  So.  423,  hold- 
ing the  notice  under  the  Alabama  stat- 
ute may  be  oral. 

[d]  The  fact  that  the  notice  is  in 
the  past  tense  does  not  invalidate  the 
levy.  Croft-©.  Colfax  E.  L.  &  P.  Co., 
113  Iowa  455,  85  N.  W.  761. 

49.  HI. — Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  By- 
ram,  131  111.  92,  22  N.  E.  842;  People 
V.  Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg.  Co.,  99  111. 
355.  Mich. — Blair  «.  Compton,  33  Mich. 
414,     425,       Tenn. — Young     «.     South 
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by  leaving  both  such  copy  of  the  writ  and  notice.^"  Some  statutes? 
require  notice  to  be  given  to  the  defendant  as  well  as  a  designated 
offtcer.^^  Manual  possession  of  the  certificate  is  not  required,^^  and 
a  levy  cannot  be  made  by  taking  possession  of  the  certificates.*^  In 
a  number  of  states  the  means  by  which  the  officer  can  ascertain  the 
mimber  of  shares  owned  by. a  debtor  is  prescribed  by  statute,^*  but  in 
others  no  such  provision  is  rnade.^^ 

(10.)  Confused  Goods. — "When  one  permits  his  goods  to  be  so  inter- 
mingled with  those  of  a  debtor  that  an  officer,  having  a  writ  of  execu- 
tion against  such  debtor,  after  making  reasonable  inquiry  and  effort, 
is  unable  to  distinguish  the  one  from  the  other,  the  officer  is  justified 


Tredegar  Iron  Co.,  85  Tenn.  189,  2  S. 
W.  202.  See  Memphis  Appeal  Pub. 
Co.  V.  Pike,  9  Heisk.  697. 

[a]  Leaving  a  copy  with  the  secre- 
tary ia  sufficient  under  a  statute  re- 
quiring that  a  copy  be  left  with  the 
"clerk."  People  v.  Goss  &  Phillips 
Mfg.  Co.,  99  111.  355. 

[b]  The  copy  may  be  attested  by 
the  officer  levying  the  writ.  People  v. 
Goss   &  Phillips   Mfg.   Co.,   99  111.   355. 

[c]  An  unsigned  attestation  clause 
in  the  first  person  indorsed  on  a  copy 
of  a  writ  addressed  to  a  particular 
sheriff  is  sufficient.  People  v.  Goss  & 
Phillips   Mfg.   Co.,  99   HI.   355. 

[d]  A  mere  clerical  error  in  the 
copy  of  the  writ  will  not  invalidate 
the  levy  if  no  one  can  be  misled  there- 
by.    Perkins  v.  Webb,  67  HI.  App.  474. 

[e]  Waiver  of  Service  of  Copy  of 
Writ. — People  i;.  Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg. 
Co.,  99   ril.  355. 

50.  Ala.— See  Code,  1907,  §4105. 
Cal. — ^West  Coast  Safety  Faucet  Co. 
V.  Wulff,  133  Cal.  315,  65  Pae.  622,  85 
Am.  St.  Eep.  171.  Colo.— Pullen  v. 
Headberg,  53  Colo.  502,  127  Pac.  954. 
Idaho. — Wells  v.  Price,  6  Idaho  490,  56 
Pac.  266.  Minn. — Eev.  Laws,  1905, 
§4300.  Mo.— Rev.  St.,  1909,  §2202; 
Foster  v.  Potter,  37  Mo.  525;  Smith  v. 
Pilot  Min.  Co.,  47  Mo.  App.  409.  Wyo. 
Wyoming  Pair  Assn.  v.  Talbott,  3  Wyo. 
244,  21  Pac.  700. 

51.  Weaver  v.  Tuten,  144  Ga.  8,  85 
S.   E.  1048. 

52.  Cal. — ^West  Coast  Safety  Faucet 
Co.  V.  Wulff,  133  Cal.  315,  65  Pac.  622, 
85  Am.  St.  Eep.  171.  Ind. — Boone  v. 
Van  Gorder,  164  Ind.  499,  74  N.  E.  4. 
Mich.— Blair  v.  Compton,  33  Mich.  414, 
438. 

53.  Caffery  v.  Choctaw  Coal  &  M. 
Co.,  95  Mo.  App.  174,  68  S.  W.  1049. 

[a]    Certificates  of  stock  are  not  the 


stock  itself  but  are  only  the  evidence 
of  it  and  stock  cannot  be  levied  on 
by  taking  into  possession  the  certifi- 
cates. Caffery  v.  Choctaw  Coal  &  M. 
Co.,  95  Mo.  App.  174,  68  S.  W.  1049; 
Young  V.  South  Tredegar  Iron  Co.,  85 
Tenn.  189,  2  S.  W.  202.  See  People 
V.  Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg.  Co.,  99  HI. 
355.  But  see  Parker  v.  Sun  Ins.  Co., 
42  La.  Ann.  1172,  8  So.  618;  Harris 
V.    Bank    of   Mobile,    5    La.    Ann.    538. 

54.  Ala,.— Code,  1907,  §4105.  111. 
People  V.  Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg.  Co.,  99 
111.  355.  Ind. — Boone  v.  Tan  Gorder, 
164  Ind.  499,^74  N.  E.  4,  108  Am.  St. 
Eep.  314.  Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  1905, 
§430L  Mo.— Eev.  Sts.,  1909,  §2202; 
Foster  v.  Potter,  37  Mo.  525;  Smith 
V.  Pilot  Min.  Co.,  47  Mo.  App.  409. 
N.  J. — Voorhis  v.  Terhune,  50  N.  J.  L. 
147,  13   Atl.   391,  7   Am.  St.  Eep.   781. 

[a]  A  compliance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  as  to  ascertain- 
ing from  the  officer  appointed  by  the 
corporation  to  keep  the  record  thereof, 
the  number  of  shares  subjected  to  the 
levy  by  the  service  of  the  required 
notice,  is  not  absolutely  necessary  to 
a  valid  execution  sale,  provided  the 
sheriff  ascertains  from  any  source  the 
actual  number  of  shares  owned  by  the 
judgment  debtor,  and  puts  them  up 
and  makes  sale  thereof.  Blair  v. 
Compton,  33  Mich.  414. 

55.  See  Keating  v.  Stone  &  Sons 
Live  Stock  Co.,  83  Tex.  467,  18  S.  W. 
797. 

[a]  "If  by  any  proper  means  the 
officer  who  levies  the  execution  can 
ascertain  the  number  of  shares  owned 
by  the  debtor,  we  have  no  doubt  about 
his  authority  to  levy  an  execution  upon 
so  many  of  them  as  may  be  proper  to 
satisfy  it,  as  in  other  cases  .  .  . ;  but 
when  he  neither  possesses  nor  can  ac- 
quire such  knowledge  we  do  not  think 
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in  taking  and  selling  the  whole  as  the  property  of  the  debtor,^^  but  the 
officer  should  separate  them  if  possible,^'  and  if  the  mingling  or  con- 
fusion is  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  other  goods, 
the  officer  is  not  justified  in  taking  the  mass  but  is  bound  a't  his  peril 
to  correctly  separate  the  goods  of  the  debtor."* 

(11.)  On  Cattle. —  (9,.)  At  Large.  —  In  levying  upon  live  stock  run- 
ning at  large,  an  absolute  manucaption  is  not  required,^^  but  there 
must  be  a  seizure  or  something  equivalent  thereto.**"  This  matter  has 
be-en. specially  provided  for  by  statute  in  some  states.^^ 


he  can  make  a  lawful  levy  or  sale." 
Keating  v.  Stone  &  Sons'  Live  Stock 
Co.,  83  Tex.  467,  18  S.  W.  797. 

56.  Cal. — Wellington  v.  Sedgwick,  12 
Cal.  469,  476;  Daumiel  v.  Gorham,  6 
Cal.  43.  HI. — Tuttle  «.  •  Hemenway,  92 
111.  App.  53.  Mass — Shumway  v.  But- 
ter, 8  Pick.  443,  19  Am.  Dec.  340. 
Mich. — ^McCausey   v.   Hoek,   159   Mich. 

570,  124  N.  W.  570.     N.  H Bobinson 

V.  Holt,  39  N.  H.  557,  75  Am.  Dec. 
233;  Wilson  v.  Lane,  33  N.  H.  466; 
Lewis  V.  Whittemore,  5  N.  H.  364,  22 
Am.  Dec.  466.  N.  Y — Both  v.  Wells, 
29  N.  Y.  471.  See  Duke  v.  Welsh,  16 
Jones  &  S.  516.  Tex. — ^Brown  v.  Bacon, 
63  Tex.  595. 

57.  McCausey  v.  Hoek,  159  Mich. 
570,  124  N.  W.  570. 

58.  Sharp  v.  Lamy,  37  App.  Div. 
136,  55  N.  T.  Supp.  784. 

[a]  Where  the  defendant,  to  pre- 
vent a  levy  on  his  sheep  drove  them 
into  a  pasture  of  sheep  owned  by  a 
stranger,  the  sheriff  levied  on  the, com- 
bined flocks,  It  was  held  that  as  the 
sheep  of  the  stranger  had  become  mixed 
without  his  fault,  the  officer  was  bound 
at  his  peril  to  see  that  he  took  no 
sheep  except  those  of  the  debtor. 
Kingsbury  v.  Pond,  3  N.  H.  511. 

[b]  If  the  claimant  is  in  possession 
at  the  time  of  levy,  it  is  his  duty  to 
point  out  the  goods  he  claims.  Sharp 
V.  Lamy,  37  App.  Div.  136,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  784. 

[c]  It  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to 
lestore  the  goods  improperly  taken, 
after  notice  from  the  claimant.  But 
the  notice  must  te  specific,  apprising 
the  sheriff  of  and  designatng  the  par- 
ticular goods  improperly  seized.  Wel- 
lington V.  Sedgwick,  12  Cal.  469,  476. 

59.  Sheffield  v.  Key,  14  Ga.  528. 

60.  Sheffield  v.  Key,  14  Ga.  528. 

[^]  A  levy  upon  a  stock  of  cattle 
"as  they  now  run,  marks  and  brands 
not  known,  but  known  as  the  Sheffield 
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stock,"  is  insufficient  as  there  was  no 
seizure  or  anything  equivalent  thereto, 
no  herding  and  collecting  and  taking 
possession.  There  must  be  some  sort 
of  custody  and  control  which  will  serve 
to  designate  the  extent  of  the  inten- 
tion to  seize  and  take  possession. 
Sheffield  v.  Key,  14  Ga.  528. 

61.  Vern.  Sayle's  Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
art.  3741;  Gunter  1).  Cobb,  82  Tex.  598, 
17  8.  W.  848;  Bice  v.  Miller,  70  Tex. 
613,  8  S.  W.  317,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  630; 
Sparks  v.  McHugh  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
43  S.  W.  1045;  Davis  v.  Dallas  Nat. 
Bank,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App,  41,  26  S.  W. 
222.  See  Portis  v.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23, 
28,  58  Am.  Dec.  95. 

[a]  Statute  Cumulative. — ^The  words 
"may  be"  in  the  statute  are  permis- 
sive and  admit  of  the  construction  that 
the  remedy  is  cumulative  with  that  of 
the  common  law,  and  were  intended  to 
give  the  plaintiff  the  option  of  mak- 
ing the  levy  in  the  mode  indicated 
by  the  statute  or  by  an  actual  seizure 
of  the  property.  Middlebrook  &  Bros.  v. 
Zapp,  79  Tex.  321,  15  S.  W.  258. 

[b]  Cattle  Not  Within  County.— (1) 
Gunter  v.  Cobb,  82  Tex.  598,  17  S.  W. 
848,  distinguished  in  Davis  v.  Dallas 
Nat.  Bank,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  41,  26 
S.  W.  222.  (2)  Where  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  range  extends  beyond  the  lim- 
its of  the  sheriff's  county,  a  levy  upon 
cattle  "running  at  large  on  the  range 
in  Motley  county,  Texas,"  is  presump- 
tively sufficient.  Sparks  v.  McHugh 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  1045. 

[c]  Effect  of  Levy  on  Possession. 
The  ease  of  Donald  &  Cobb  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  321,-27  ,S.  W. 
1053,  has  construed  this  statute  in  so 
far  as  it  relates  to  the  custody  of 
the  stock  so  levied  on,  in  the  following 
words:  "We  therefore  construe  the 
statute  to  mean  this:  by  a  range  levy 
the  entire  herd  is  placed  in  oustodia 
legis,  so  as  to  prevent  the  owner  from 
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(b.)  In  Pastures.  — In  levying  upon  live  stock  confined  in  pens  and 
pastures  of  moderate  size,  the  officer  levying  upon  them  should  follow 
the  method  prescribed  as  ordinarily  necessary  to  the  yalidity  of  a 
levy  upon  personal  property,  that  is  he  must  take  possession  and  con- 
trol of  the  stock. "^  He  is  allowed  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  reduce 
his  levy  to  actual  possession.''^ 

(12.)  Leaseholds.  —  In  making  a  levy  on  a  leasehold  a  pen  and  ink 
levy  is  sufficient.''*  A  levy  upon  a  leasehold  can  only  be  by  descrip- 
tion of  the  realty  out  of  which  it  issues.*^  The  officer  need  not  'be 
in  view  of  the  premises,^^  nor  make  an  actual  seizure."'^  The  sheriff 
cannot  oust  the  tenant  in  possession,^^  or  exercise  any  dominion  or 
control  over  it,  founded  upon  the  idea  of  a  right  to  possession."^    He 


selling  or  otherwise  disposing  of  any 
part  thereof  in  such  manner  as  will  in- 
terfere with  the  right  of  selection  giv- 
en the  purchaser  by  article  2314;  and 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  ofScer  to  exer- 
cise such  supervision  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  see  that  this  is  not  done. 
Should  the  owner  sustain  damage  from 
being  deprived  of  such  right  of  dis- 
position of  his  property,  he  can,  in  a! 
proper  case,  recover  therefor.  But  for 
the  purpose  of  feeding,  branding,  and 
caring  for  his  herd  upon  the  range, 
the  owner  is  still  left  in  control;  and 
for  his  own  neglect,  neither  the  officer 
nor  the  plaintiff  in  attachment  would 
be  liable.  Of  course,  what  is  hertf  said 
would  have "  no  application  in  case  the 
officer  should  go  further  than  the  law 
authorizes,  as  above  construed,  and 
take  actual  possession  of  the  stock  and 
exclude  the  owner  from  the  control  and 
management  thereof." 

[d]  Constructive  Possession. — Though 
stock  levied  upon  in  this  manner  is 
not  brought  within  the  immediate  con- 
trol of  the  officer,  the  property  never- 
theless, is  in  the  constructive  posses- 
sion of.  the  officer  by  the  levy  of  the 
writ,  and  it  becomes  his  duty  to  pre- 
vent their  removal,  and,  if  removed 
without  his  knowledge,  to  pursue  and 
recapture  them.  Bice  v.  Miller,  70 
Tex.  613,  615,  8  8.  W.  317. 

62.  Lindsey  v.  Cope,  91  Tex.  463, 
43  S.  W.  29,  44  S.  W.  276  (where  one 
of  the  pastures  contained  1280  acres); 
BuTch  V.  Mounts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185 
8.  W.  889.  But  in  Gunter  v.  Cobb,  82 
Tex.  598,  17  S.  W.  848,  the  pasture 
contained  from  293,000  acres  to  430,000 
acres  of  land,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
range  levy  statute  applied.  And  see 
Keniston  v.  Stevens,  66  Vt.  351,  29  Atl. 
312. 


[a]  The  statute  providing  for  levy- 
ing upon  cattle  at  large  on  the  range 
does  not  apply  where  the  cattle  are,  in 
pastures  of  moderate  size  under  fence. 
Lindsey  v.  Cope,  91-  Tex.  463,  43  8.  W. 
29,  44  8.  "W.  276.  See  Gunter  v.  Cobb, 
82  Tex.  598,  17  8.  "W.  848. 

[b]  Sufficient  Levy. — Entering  the 
iuclosure  of  the  defendant  and  driv- 
ing the  cattle  to  a  point  for  the  pur- 
pose of  counting  them  while  armed 
with  the  writ  makes  the  sheriff  a  tres- 
passer but  for  the  writ.  Burch  v. 
Mounts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  8.  "W. 
889. 

63.  Burch  v.  Mounts  (Tex.  Civ, 
App.),  185  S.  W.  889. 

64.  Steers   v.  Daniel,  4  Fed.  587. 

[a]  Levy  Upon  Leasehold  With  Im- 
provements.— A  levy  upon  the  defend- 
ant's title  in  a  leasehold  with  the  im- 
provements consisting  of  certain  fix- 
tures, may  be  made  in  the  manner  and 
form  of  levying  on  real  estate,  without 
an  actual  seizure  and  without  being  in 
view  of  the  property.  Kile  v.  Giebner, 
114  Pa.  381,  7  Atl.  154;  Titusville  Nov- 
elty Iron  Works'  Appeal,  77  Pa.  103. 
See  also  Steers  v.  Daniel,  4  Fed.  587; 
Hopke  V.  Lindsay,  83  Mo.  App.  85. 

65.  Titusville  Kovelty  Iron  Works' 
Appeal,   77   Pa.  103. 

66.  Titusville  Novelty  Iron  Works' 
Appeal,  77  Pa.  103. 

67.  Acklin  v.  Waltermier,  19  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  372,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  629.  See 
Titusville  Novelty  Iron  Wks.'  Appeal, 
77  Pa.  103. 

68.  Steers  v.  Daniel,  4  Fed.   587. 

69.  Steers   v.   Daniel,  4  Fed.   587.' 
[a]     The    sheriff   has     no     right     to 

place   a   watchman    on    the    premises. 
Steers  ii,  Daniel,  4  Fed.  587,  596. 
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should   proclaim    his   levy   to    those    in    charge    of   the    premises."* 

A  levy  upon  a  term  for  years  has  received  special  statutory  atten- 
tion in  some  states/^ 

(XI.)  Levy  on  Real  Property.  —  (A.)  Prerequisite  Indorsement  of  Ko 
Peesonaltt.  —In  some  states  before  a  levy  is  made  upon  real  prop- 
erty it  is  required  that  the  officer  indorse  on  the  execution  "no  goods," 
or  "no  personal  property.'"^  The  omission  of  this  entry  merely  ren- 
ders the  levy  defective,  but  it  is  not  void,^^  and  it  may  be  made  nunc 
pro  tunc,^*  or  it  may  be  supplied  by  amendment.''^ 

(B.)  Manner  of  Levy  Generally.  —  In  many  states  there  are  no  spe- 
cial statutory  directions  as  to  the  method  of  levying  on  land  and  the 
cases  are  not  entirely  in  accord  as  to  the  details  of  such  procedure.''^ 

(C.)  In  the  absence  op  statute  regulating  the  manner  of  levying 
upon  real  property  owned  by  a  debtor  in  severalty,  it  is  sufficient  if 
the  officer  holding  an  execution-  does  some  overt  act  indicative  of  his 
intention  to  levy  upon  the  property  in  satisfaction  of  the  writ/'    This 


70.  Steers  v.  Daniel,  4  Fed.   587. 

71.  Chapman  «„  Gray,  15  Mass.  439. 

72.  Ga. — On  justice 's  fieri  f aeias. 
Eobinson  v.  Burge,  71  6a.  526;  Wil- 
liams «.  Moore,  68  Ga.  585;  Hopkins 
V.  Burch,  3  Ga.  222  (or  that  defendant 
pointed  out  the  land  to  be  levied  upon) ; 
Daniel  ».  Justices  of  the  Inferior 
Court,  Dudley  2.  Kan. — Koehler  v. 
Ball,  2  Kan.  160,  83  Am.  Dec.  451. 
Ohio. — The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
55  Ohio  St.  233,  250,  45  N.  E.  630. 
S.  D.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills 
Fair  Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W.  852. 

[a]  One  Entry  Is  Sufficient. — (1) 
Beck  «.  Bower,  68  Ga.  738;  Oarmichael 
v.  Strawn,  27  Ga.  341.  (2)  Where  an 
entry  of  "no-  property  to  be  found" 
is  made  by  the  constable,  and  seven 
days  later  the  debtor  points  out  a  horse 
■which  is  levied  upon  and  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  are  applied  to  older  execu- 
tions, the  constable  may,  without  a 
further  entry,  levy  upon  realty.  Beck 
V.  Bower,  68  Ga.  738. 

[b]  The  exact  expression  "no 
goods"  need  not  be  indorsed  on  the 
execution.  Treptow  v.  Buse,  10  Kan. 
170. 

73.  Dorminey  <o.  De  Lang,  130  Ga. 
618,  61  S.  E.  475,  124  Am.  St.  Eep. 
193.  But  see  Eobinson  v.  Burge,  71 
Ga.  526;  Hopkins  r.  Burch,  3  Ga.  222, 
holding  that  a  sheriff's  deed  under  a 
justice's  court  fieri  facias  is  void  where 
there  is  no  entry  on  the  fieri  facias 
"no   personal   property  to  be  found." 

[a]  As  against  a  purchaser  'with 
notice  of  the  levy,  the  omission  of  this 
entry  will  not  invalidate  the  levy.  The 
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Coal  Co.  t:.  First  Nat.  Bank,  55  Ohio 
St.  233,  252,  45  N.  E.  630. 

74.  Williams  v.  Moore  &  Watkins, 
68  Ga.  585;  Gwinn  v.  Smith,  55  Ga. 
145;  Hopkins  v.  Burch,  3  Ga.  222. 

[a]  After  the  sale  and  after  an 
ejectment  suit  for  the  property  has 
been  brought.  Williams  v..  Moore  & 
Watkins,  68  Ga.  585. 

75.  Dorminey  ».  De  Lang,  130 ,  Ga. 
618,  61  S.  E.  475,  124  Am.  St.  Eep. 
193;  Williams  v.  Moore,  68  Ga.  585. 

76.  Colo. — Victor  Inv.  Co.  v.  Eoerig, 
22  Colo.  App.  257,  124  Pac.  349;  Jones 
«.  Olson,  17  Colo.  App.  144,  67  Pac. 
349;  Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo.  App. 
467,  39  Pac.  70.  Mass. — Hall  v.  Crock- 
er, 3  Mete.  245.  Wis. — Hyman  v.  Lan- 
dry, 135  Wis.  598,  116  N.  W.  236. 

As  to  manner  of  levy  under  statute, 
see  inira,  II,  B,  4,   (g),   (XI),   (D). 

Necessity  for  levy  where  judgment 
is  a  lien  upon  the  premises,  see  sn'pra, 
II,  B,  4,  b,  (I). 

77.  Ky. — McBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8 
B.  Mon.  300.  Miss. — Hamblen  v.  Ham- 
blen, 33  Miss.  455,  69  Am,  Dec.  358. 
N.  Y. — ^Eodgers  v.  Bonner,  55  Barb. 
9,  24;  Mills  "O.  Thursby,  11  How.  Pr. 
121.  Wis. — Hyman  v.  Landry,  135  Wis. 
598,  116  N.  W.  236. 

[a]  Any  act  done  by  the  ofScer  in 
pursuance  of  a  direction  to  levy  upon 
the  debtor's  realty  is  a  beginning  to 
execute  the  writ  and  constitutes  a  seiz- 
ure. Hall  V.  Crocker,  3  Mete.  (Mass.) 
245. 

[b]  A  levy  on  land  seems  to  be 
nothing  more  than  a  specific  declara- 
tion by  the  sherifE  that  the  land  is 
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overt  act  may  consist  of  the  making  of  some  entry  or  memorandum 
of  the  levy,'8.  giving  notice  to  the  defendant  of  an  intention  to  levy,'» 
or  advertising  the  property  for  sale.*"  The  manner  of  levying  on  real 
estate  most  frequently  required  and  followed  in  the  United  States,  is, 
without  going  upon  the  premises,  by  simply  indorsing  a  description 


liable  to  a  specific  lien  and  that  the 
sheriff  has  asserted  his  legal  authority 
to  sell  it.  Gassaway  v.  Hall,  3  Hill 
(S.  C.)   289. 

[c]  Promise  of  Sheriff  To  Levy. — A 

delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  with 
instructions  to  levy  immediately  and 
a  promise  by  the  sheriff  to  do  so  is 
not  equivalent  to  a  levy.  Eedlick  v. 
WiUiams   (Tex.),  5  S.  W.  375. 

[d]  In  Arkansas  one  of  the  first 
steps  towards  a  levy  is  to  ascertain 
and  identify  the  property  of  the  de- 
fendant; and  when  this  is  done  the 
levy  is  complete  as  to  the  land,  and 
may  be  -  entered  on  the  writ,  without 
the  ofScer  actually  going  upon  the 
land.     Fenno  v.  Coulter,  14  Ark.  38. 

[e]  In  Kentucky  to  make  a  valid 
levy  upon  the  land  it  is  only  necessary 
for  the  officer  to  go  to  or  upon  the 
land  and  actually  levy  upon  it  and  in- 
dorse the  levy  upon  the  execution.  It 
is  not  necessary  in  such  case  to  per- 
sonally notify  the  owner  or  occupant 
of  the  land  of  the  levy.  The  officer 
M&j  make  a  valid  levy  without  going 
to  or  upon  the  land  in  either  of  two 
ways:  First,  by  seeing  the  owner  or 
agent  and  getting  his  consent  to  the 
levy  upon  the  particular  estate;  or, 
second^  by  apprising  the  owner  or 
agent  of  the  particular  estate  that  he 
intends  levying  on.  In  each  case  he 
must  make  within  a  reasonable  time 
an  official  and  specific  entry  upon  the 
execution.  But  when  the  officer  goes 
to  or  upon  the  land  and  levies  on  the 
same  and  notifies  the  owner  or  occupant 
of  the  levy,  such  levy  may  be  estab- 
lished by  parol  evidence.  Leath  v. 
Deweese,  162  Ky.  227,  172  S.  W.  516; 
Jones  V.  Allen,  88  Ky.  381,  10  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  962,  11  S.  W.  289;  McBurnie  v. 
Overstreet,  8  B.  Mon.  300;  Demint  v. 
Bingo's  Admr.,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  514.  See 
also  Vallandingham  n.  Worthington  & 
Co.,  85  Ky.  83,  2  S.' W.  772. 

[f]  In  Maryland,  (1)  in  every  case 
where  an  officer  sells  under  execution, 
it  is  necessary  that  he  first  effect  a 
seizure.  Dorsey's  Lessee  v.  Dorsey,  28 
Md.  388.     (2)  A  schedule  of  the  prop- 


erty seized  and  a  notice  thereof  to 
the  party  will  be  sufficient  without  go- 
ing upon  the  land.  Busey  v.  Tuck,  47 
Md.  17r.  See  also  Berry  v.  Griffith,  2 
Harr.  &  G.  337,  18  Am.  Dec.  309. 

[g]  In  Rhode  Island  the .  intention 
to  levy  on  the  land  followed  a  sale  in 
the  manner  provided  by  law,  consti- 
tutes a  levy.  Lynch  v.  Earle,  18  E.  I. 
531,  28  Atl.  763. 

[h]  In  Tennessee  the  sheriff  need 
not  by  virtue  of  a  fieri  facias  enter 
upon  land,  and  make  an  actual  seiz- 
ure; but  may  return  the  lauds  which 
he  has  selected  for  advertisement  and 
sale,  and  may  sell  them  ^afterwards. 
Eussell  V.  Stinson,  3  Hayw.  1. 

78.  Ky. — See  Bermint  v.  Thompson, 
80  Ky.  255,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  778.  Mass. 
Hall  V.  Crocker,  3  Mete.  245.  N.  J. 
Eodgers  v.  Bonner,  55  Barb.  9,  24. 
Wis. — Hyman  v.  Landry,  135  "Wis.  598, 
116  N.  W.  236. 

[a]  A  memorandum  on  a  register, 
official  journal  of  the  sheriff,  or  on  a 
separate  piece  of  paper  is  as  effective 
as  a  memorandum  on  the  writ  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  provision  of  law 
requiring  a  memorandum  upon  the 
execution.  Hall  v.  Crocker,  3  Mete. 
(Mass.)    245. 

79.  Hamblen  v.  Hamblen,  33  Miss. 
455,  69  Am.  Dec.  358. 

[a]  Posting  copies  of  the  execution 
on  the  land  is  not  required.  Jones  v. 
Allen,  88  Ky.  381,  11  S.  W.  289. 

80.  Oal. — See  Summerville  v.  Stock- 
ton Milling  Co.,  142  Cal.  529,  540,  76 
Pac.  243,  holding  on  the  authority  of 
Lehnhardt  v.  Jennings,  119  Cal.  192,  48 
Pac.  56,  51  Pac.  195,  that  as  there  was 
no  levy,  the  sale,  if  otherwise  valid, 
took  effect  on  the  day  of  its  date  and 
not  before,  or  at  all  events,  not  before 
posting  of  the  notices  of  sale.  Colo. 
Jones  V.  Olson,  17  Colrf.  App.  144,  67 
Pac.  349;  Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo. 
App.  467,  39  Pac.  70.  Miss. — Hamblen 
V.  Hamblen,  33  Miss.  455,  69  Am.  Doc. 
358.  Wis. — Hyman  v.  Landry,  135 
Wis.  598,  116  N.  W.  236;  Gates  v. 
Boomer,  17  Wis.  455. 
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of  the  property  upon  the  writ  and  stating  it  is  levied  on  for  the  pur- 
poses thereof.*^  The  fact  of  the  levy  should  not  rest  in  the  breast  of 
the  officer  alone,*^  but  should  be  embodied  in  some  visible  memorial.'* 
Gener^ally  the  officer  cannot  enter  into  possession  of  real  property, 
or  in  any  manner  interfere  with  or  disturb  the  possession  of  the 
debtor,'*  nor  is  it  necessary  for  him  to  go  upon  the  real  estate,'^  or 
that  the  property  be  withiij  the  view  of  the  sheriff  at  the  time  of  the 
levy/^  or  that,  he  take  possession  or  make  an  actual  seiznare,'^  as  in 


81.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Hess,  5 
Saw.  C.  C.  533,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,358; 
Armstrong  «.  Rickey,  1'  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
546,  under  Ohio  practice.  Ga. — Keaton 
V.  Farkaa,  136  Ga.  188,  70  S.  E.  1110; 
Anderson  v.  Lee,  53  Ga.  189;  Isam  V. 
Hooks,  46  Ga.  309.  Ky. — Randall  v. 
Ewell,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1425,  55  S.  W. 
552.  Minn. — Hutehins  v.  Carver  Co.,  16 
Minn.  13.  N.  C— Seawell  v.  Bank  o^ 
Cape  Fear,  14  N.  C.  279,  22  Am.  Dec. 
722,  the  sheriff  makes  no  seizure.  Ohio. 
The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  55 
Ohio  St.  233,  251,  45  N.  B.  630;  Mor- 
gan V.  Kinney,  38  Ohio  St.  610.  Tex. 
Vern.  Sayle's  Civ.  Sts.,  1914,  art.  3739; 
Eedlick  v.  Williams,  5  S.  W.  375; 
Sanger  Bros.  v.  Trammell,  66  Tex.  361, 
1  S.  W.  378;  Cavanaugh  v.  Peterson, 
47  Tex.  197;  Hancock  v.  Henderson,  45 
Tex.  479.  Wis.— Pyman  v.  Landry,  135 
Wis.  598,  116  N.  W.  236. 

[a]  "No  entry  by  an  officer  on  real 
estate  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  levy. 
The  officer  may  remain  in  his  own 
office  and  not  even  go  within  view  of 
the  land:  he  need  not  seize  upon  any 
twig,  turf,  or  other  part  thereof  as 
symbolical  of  the  whole.  His  indorse- 
ment upon  the  execution  of  a  levy  will 
constitute  one  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses." Morgan  v.  Kinney,  38  Ohio  St. 
610,  quoting  Gyvyane  on  Sheriffs,  308. 

Indorsement  is  not  the  levy  itself, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  i,  (II). 

[b]  In  Bihode  I^aud,  this  indorse- 
ment is  not  essential  although  it  is  bet- 
ter to  make  an  indorsement  of  the  fact 
of  levy.  Lynch  v.  Earle,  18  B.  I.  531, 
28  Atl.  763. 

82.  McBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8  B. 
Hon.  (Ky.)  300.  Compare,  Lynch  v. 
Earle,  18  E.  I.  531,  28  Atl.  763. 

83.  Jones  v.  Olson,  17  Colo.  App. 
144,  67  Pac.  349;  Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5 
Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pac.  70;  Vroman  v. 
Thompson,  51  Mich.  452,  16  N.  W. 
808. 

As  to  indorsement  of  levy,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  4,  i. 
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84.  Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo.  App. 
467,  39  Pac.  70. 

[a]  But  in  Kentucky  the  officer 
may  go  to  or  upon  the  premises  and 
make  an  actual  levy  and  indorse  that 
fact '  on  the  execution.  Leath  p.  De- 
weese,  162  Ky.  227,  172  S.  W.  516; 
Jones  V.  Allen,  88  Ky.  381,  10  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  962,  11  8.  W.  289;  McBurnie  v. 
Overstreet,  8  B.  Mon.  300;  Demint  v. 
Eingo's  Admr.,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  514. 

Effect  of  levy  upon  possession  of 
debtor,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  s,  (II). 

85.  U.  S. — Armstrong  v.  Eiokey,  1 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  546.  Ark. — ^Fenno  v. 
Coulter,  14  Ark.  38.  Ky — See  Central 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Bailey,  5  Ky.  Opin.  186. 
Mo.— Duncan  v.  Matney,  29  Mo.  368, 
77  Am.  Dec.  575.  N.  Y^ — Eodgers  v. 
Bonner,  55  Barb.  9.  N.  C. — ^Perry  v. 
Hardison,  99  N.  C.  21,  5  S.  E.  230; 
Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122.  Ohio. 
The  Coal  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  55  ' 
Ohio  St.  233,  251,  45  N.  B.  630;  Mor- 
gan V.  Kinney,  38  Ohio  St.  610.  K.  I. 
Lynch  v.  Earle,  18  E.  I.  531,  28  Atl. 
763.  S.  C— Martin  v.  Bowie,  37  S.  C. 
102,  114,  15  S.  E.  736.  Tenn.— Eiis- 
sell  V.  Stinson,  3  Hayw.  1.  Tex. — Vern. 
Sayle's  Civ.  St.,  1914,  art.  3739;  Sanger 
Bros.  V.  Trammell  &  Co.,  66  Tex.  361, 
1  S.  W.  378;  Cavanaugh  v.  Peter'son, 
47  Tex.  197;  Cundiff  v.  Teague,  46  Tex. 
475;  Hancock  v  Henderson,  45  Tex, 
479.  Can. — Doe  on  the  demise  of  Hazen 
V.  Hazen,  8  N.  Brunsw.  87. 

86.  U.  S. — Armstrong  v.  Eickey,  1 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  546.  N.  Y — ^Eodgers  v. 
Bonner,  55  Barb.  9.  N.  0. — Bland  v. 
Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122.  Pa.— Kile  v. 
Giebner,  114  Pa.  381,  7  Atl.  154.  E.  I. 
Lynch  v.  Earle,  18  E.  I.  531,  28  Atl. 
763. 

87.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Dashiel, 
3  Wall.  688,  18  L.  ed.  268;  Armstrong 
V.  Eickey,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  546.  Oal. 
Smith  V.  Morse,  2  Cal.  524.  Colo. 
Jones  V.  Olson,  17  Colo.  App.  144,  67 
Pac.  349;  Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo. 
App.  467,  39  Pac.  70.     Ga.— Dorminey 
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the  case  of  a  levy  upon  personal  pi*operty.  '  And  he  need  make  no 
vocal  proclamation  of  the  fact.**  The  levy  by  the  sheriff  may  be  made 
without  leaving  his  office  if  he  has  the  proper  information.*" 

(D.)  Undbk  Statute.  —  Statutes  prescribing  the  manner  of  levying 
upon  real  property  differ  somewhat.""  It  is  provided  by  some  that 
a  levy  shall  be  made  by  recording  a  copy  of  the  writ  and  notice  of 
le'vy,"^  or  by  appraisement,  by  sale  or  by  extent."^ 


V.  De  Lang,  130  Ga.  618,  61  S.  E.  475, 
124  Am.  St.  Eep.  193;  Deloooh  &  Wil- 
coxson  V.  Myrick,  6  Ga.  410;  Ansley 
V.  Wilson,  50  Ga.  418,  423.  N.  Y. 
Catlin  V.  Jackson,  8  Johns.  520,  549. 
KT.  C— Perry  v.  Hardison,  99  N.  C.  21, 
5  S.  E.  230;  Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N. 
C.  122.  Ohio — ^Morgan  v.  Kinney,  38 
Ohio  St.  610.  Pa. — Kile  v.  Giebner,  114 
Pa.  381,  7  Atl.  154.  E.  I.— Lynch  v. 
Earle,  18  E.  I.  531,  28  Atl.  763.  Tenn. 
Eussell  V.  Stinson,  3  Hayw.  1.  Tex. 
Cavanaugh  v.  Peterson,  47  Tex.  197. 
Wis.— Hyman  v.  Landry,  135  Wis.  598, 
116  N.  W.  236.  Can.— Doe  on  the  de- 
mise of  Hazen  v.  Hazen,  8  N.  Brunsw. 
87. 

88.  Eodgers  v.  Bonner,  55  Barb.  (N. 
T.)  9. 

89.  Colo. — Jones  v.  Olson,  17  Colo. 
App.  144,  67  Pac.  349;  Herr  v.  Broad- 
well,  5  Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pac.  70. 
N.  C— Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122. 
Ohio. — Morgan  v.  Kinney,  38  Ohio  St. 
610. 

90.  See  the  statutes. 

91.  See  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §688; 
Lean  v.  Givens,  146  Cal.  739,  81  Pac. 
128,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  79;  Blood  v. 
Light,  38  Cal.  649,  99  Am.  Dec.  441; 
Mo.  Eev.  St.,  1909,   §2199. 

[a]  In  New  York  (1)  by  filing  with 
the  county  clerk  a  notice  of  the  execu- 
tion and  levy  and  having  the  same 
recorded.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1252.  (2) 
No  formal  levy  is  required.  Colt  v. 
Phoenix  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  54  N.  T.  595; 
Van  Gelder  v.  Van  Gelder,  26  Hun 
356;  Wood  v.  Colvin,  5  Hill  228. 

[b]  In  Vermont  the  officer  lodges 
"in  the  office  where  by  law  a  deed 
of  such  real  estate  is  required  to  be 
recorded,  a  certified  copy  of  the  exe- 
cution, with  a  certificate  thereon,  un- 
der his  hand,  stating  that  he  is  di- 
rected to  levy  the  same  on  such  real 
estate."  Pub.  St.,  1906,  §2172;  Bank 
of  Newbury  v.  Baldwin,  31  Vt.  311. 

92.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  Maine,  (1)  real  estate  which 
is  attachable  may  be  taken  to  satisfy 


au  execution  by  appraisement.  Me. 
Eev.  Sts.,  1903,  ch.  78,  §1;  Glidden  v. 
Philbrick,  5^6  Me.  222;  Jones  v.  Buck, 
54  Me.  301;  Howe  v.  Wildes,  34  Me. 
566;  Fitch  v.  Tyler,  34  Me.  463;  Mans- 
field V.  Jack,  24-  Me.  98.  (2)  No  par- 
ticular ceremony  is  required  in  seizing 
real  estate  on  an  execution  by  an  offi- 
cer. It  is  not  essential  that  he  should 
enter  upon  the  land  during  any  stay 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  levy.  Fitch 
V.  Tyler,  34  Me.  463.  (3)  The  statute 
requires  him  to  give  seisin  and  pos- 
session to  the  creditor  or  his  attorney. 
"This  formality  is  a  necessary  prereq- 
uisite to  constitute  a  valid  levy." 
Bingham  v.  Smith,  64  Me.  450. 

[b]  In  Massachusetts,  (1)  under 
statute  a  "levy  by  sale"  can  only 
be  made  in  case  of  rights  to  redeem 
mortgaged  lands.  Mass.  Eev.  Laws, 
1902,  pp.  1604,  1607;  Mansfield  v. 
Dyer,  133  Mass.  374;  Bell  v.  Walsh, 
130  Mass.  163;  Grover  v.  Flye,  5  Al- 
len 543.  See  also  Hackett  v.  Buck,  128 
Mass.  369.  (2)  Any  interest  in  real 
estate  which  might,  previous  to  the 
statute,  have  been  levied  on  by  ex- 
tent, may  under  the  statute  be  levied 
on  by  sale.  Bell  v.  Walsh,  130  Mass. 
163.  (3)  In  all  other  cases  the  levy 
must  be  made  by  appraisement  and 
setting  off.  Bell  v.  Walsh,  130  Mass. 
163;  Grover  v.  Flye,  5  Allen  543.  See 
also  Cowles  v.  Dickinson,  140  Mass. 
373,  5  N.  E.  302;  Woodward  v.  Sart- 
well,  129  Mass.  210;  Dewey  v.  Tobey, 
126  Mass.  93;  Co*drey  v.  Sheldon,  122 
Mass.  267;  Eichardson  v.  Payne,  114 
Mass.  429;  Kinsman  v.  Warner,  113 
Mass.  347;  Brown  v.  Washington,  110 
Mass.  529;  Gore  v.  Brazier,  3  Mass. 
523,  3  Am.  Dec.  182. 

'  As  to  appraisements  generally,  see 
infra,  I,  B,  7. 

[c]  The  mode  of  levying  an  execu- 
tion, it  seems,  must  be  determined  by 
the  nature  of  the  debtor's  title  at  the 
time  of  the  levy,  not  at  the  time  of 
the  attachment.  Freeman  v.  M'Gaw, 
15  Pick.  (Mass.)  ,82. 
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In  Louisiana,  an  aetlial  taking  into  possession  of  immovable  property- 
is  necessary  to  a  valid  seizure  of  it.°^ 

Statutes  Directory.  —  These  statutes  are  sometimes  held  to  be  directory 
merely.^* 

Where  the  judgment  is  a  lien  on  the  realty  the  manner  of  levy  is 
probably  the  same  as  where  the  judgment  is  not  a  lien,®"  unless  reg- 
ulated by  statute.®^  No  levy  is  required,  however,  in  some  jurisdic- 
tions where  the  judgment  is  a  lien  on  the  realty.®^' 

•    (E.)    Estate  To  Be  Levied  on.  —  A     creditor    must    levy    upon     the 
whole  estate  which  the  defendant  in  execution  has  in  the  premises.^* 


[d]  A  levy  by  sale  is  made  at  the 
time  of  first  giving  the  notice  of  sale. 
Bell  V.  Walsh,  130  Mass.  163. 

[e]  The  requirement  (1)  that  the 
officer  give  the  creditor  or  tne  pur- 
chaser such  momentary  seisin  as  will 
enable  him  to  bring  an  action  therefor 
upon  his  own  seisin  (Mass.  Eev.  Laws, 
1902,  p.  1606,  §20),  applies  only  to 
levies  upon  land  by  extent.  Owen  v 
Neveau,  128  Mass.  427;  Howe  v.  Bish- 
op, 3  Mete.  (Mass.)  26.  (2)  A  com- 
pliance with  this  statute  may  be  pre- 
sumed from  a  return  that  the  sheriS 
extended  the  execution.  Atkins  v. 
Bean,  14  Mass.  404. 

[f  ]  Treating  Building  as  Personalty. 
If  a  building  is  excluded  from  a  levy 
on  realty  on  the  supposition  that  it  is 
personal  property  when  in  fact  it  is 
a  part  of  the  realty,  the  levy  is  void. 
Hemenway  v.  Cutler,  51  Me.  407 ;  Jew- 
ett  V.  Whitney,  51  Me.  233,  affirming 
43   Me.   242.' 

93.  Major  v.  Hewes,  135  La.  354,  65 
So.  487;  Pipkin  v.  Sheriff,  36  La.  Ann. 
781;  Morgan  v.  Johnson,  27  La.  Ann. 
539;  Gordon  v.  Gilfoil,  27  La.  Ann.  265; 
Cronan  v.  Cochran,  27  La.  Ann.  120; 
Corse  V.  Stafford,  24  La.  Ann.  262; 
Leverich  v.  Toby,  6  La.  Ann.  462. 

[a]  The  sheriff  (1)  must  have  the 
property  in  his  own  possession  and  un- 
der his  control  or  in  the  possession 
and  under  the  control  of  some  per- 
son duly  appointed  by  him.  Gordon 
V.  Gilfoil,  27  La.  Ann.  265;  Williams 
V.  Douglas,  11  La.  Ann.  632.  (2)  He 
is  not  required  for  the  time  being  to 
proceed  further  and  actually  eject  the 
occupant  from  the  premises  but  the 
possession  which  he  acquires  is  a  legal 
possession  nevertheless.  Major  v. 
Hewes,  135  La,  354,  65  So.  487. 

[b]  A  seizure  by  giving  notice  of 
seizure  merely  is  insufficient.  Morgan 
V.  Johnson,  27  La.  Ann.  539. 
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[c]  Exception. — In  the  parish  of 
Orleans  and  perhaps  Jefferson,  the  offi- 
cer may  make  a  valid  seizure  of  im- 
movable property  by  recording  the 
seizure  in  the  mortgage  office.  Major 
V.  Hewes,  135  La.  354,  65  So.  487. 

[d]  Where  the  land  is  leased  (1) 
or  rented,  the  sheriff  is  not  required 
or  permitted  to  take  the  property  into 
his  custody.  Due  notice  to  the  owner 
and  judgment  debtor  is  all  that  the 
law  requires.  Pipkin  v.  Sheriff,  36  La. 
Ann.  781.  (2)  The  failure  of  the 
sheriff  to  collect  the  rents  does  not 
affect  the  seizure  but  it  may  render 
the  sheriff  liable  therefor  to  the  cred- 
itor. Pipkin  V.  Sheriff,  36  La.  Ann. 
781.  See  also  White,  Richards  &  Co. 
V.  Waggaman,  36  La.  Ann.  984. 

[e]  Failure  To  Seize  as  Ground  for 
Injunction. — But  the  fact  that  the 
sheriff  did  not  make  an  actual  seizure 
is  not  ground  for  an  injunction  against 
the  execution.  Lambeth  v.  Sentell,  38 
La.  Ann.  691. 

94.  Blood  V.  Light,  38  Cal.  649,  99 
Am.  Dec.  441. 

[a]  The  purchaser  may  rely  upon 
the  presumption  that  the  officer  has 
duly  performed  the  acts  required  of 
him.  Blood  v.  Light,  38  Cal.  649,  99 
Am.  Dec.  441.  Presumptions  as  to  per- 
formance of  officer's  duty,  see  infra, 
11,  B,  4,  q.  .  ' 

95.  Cundiff  v.  Teague,  46  Tex.  475; 
Hancock  v.  Henderson,  45  Tex.  479. 

96.  Minn.    Rev.    Laws,    1905,    §4297. 

97.  As  to  necessity  for  levy  where 
judgment  is  a  lien,  see  supra,  II,  B,  4, 
b,   (I). 

[a]  The  giving  of  notice  of  the  sale 
of  real  property  under  execution  is  a 
sufficient  levy  where  the  judgment  is  a 
lien  on  the  property  to  be  sold.  Lehn- 
hardt  v.  Jennings,  119  Cal.  192,  48  Pae. 
56,  51   Pac.   195. 

98.  Howe  V.  Blanden,  21  Vt.  315. 
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He  cannot  carve  out  a  less  estate,  leaving  a  reversion  in  the  debtor."' 
(F.)  Levy  Upon  Debtor's  Inteeest.  —  It  is  generally  held  that  a  levy, 
upon  a  defendant's  right  and  interest  in  a  designated  piece, of  prop- 
erty without  specifying  the  particular  interest,  is  valid,^  but  some  cases 
hold  that  the  levy  must  be  on  the  land,  not  the  debtor's  interest  in 
it.^  The  levy  should  not  include  land  in  which  the  debtor  has  no 
interest.^ 

(G.)  Bt  Metes  and  Bounds.  —  In  some  states,  it  is  required  that  the 
levy  be  made  by  metes  and  bounds  where  the  debtor  is  seized  of  real 
estate  which  cannot  be  divided  without  injury  to  the  whole.*  But 
where  the  subject-matter  will  not  admit  of  a  levy  by  metes  and  bounds, 
a  levy  upon  an  undivided  proportion  of  the  property  is  valid.® 


99.     Howe  V.  Blanden,  21  Vt.  315. 

[a]  Where  a  debtor  had  an  estate 
in  fee  simple  in  an  undivided  half  of 
certain  premises,  and  an  estate  as  ten- 
ant by  the  curtesy  in  the  remainder, 
and  the  creditor  levied  upon  a  portion 
of  the  premises  by  metes  and  bounds, 
treating  it  as  an  estate  by  the  curtesy, 
it  was  held,  that  the  levy  was  void 
and  passed  no  title,  as  against  a  cred- 
itor of  the  same  debtor,  who  acquired 
title  to  the  land  by  a  subsequent  valid 
levy.     Howe  v.  Blanden,  21  Vt.  315. 

1.  Ky. — Humphrey's  Esr.  v.  "Wade, 
84  Ky.  391,  1  S.  W.  648;  Davis  v. 
Dyer,  29  Ky.  L.  Eep.  430,  93  S.  W. 
629;  Galot  v.  Pearce,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1004,  38  S.  W.  892;  Brown  v.  Smith, 
7  B.  Mon.  361.  Me.— Millett  v.  Blake, 
81  Me.  531,  18  Atl.  293,  10  Am.  St.  Eep. 
275.  Md.— Balch  v.  Zentmeyer,  11  Gill 
$  J.  267.  Mo.— Parlis  v.  Watson, 
fi9  Mo.  108.  Pa. — Conniff  v.  Doyle, 
■g  Phila.  630.  Tenn. — Davis  v.  Goforth, 
1  Lea  31;  Swan's  Lessee  v.  Parker,  7 
Terg.  490,  27  Am.  Dec.  522.  Tex. 
Smith  V.  Crosby,  86  Tex.  15,  23  S.  W. 
10,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  818,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  251,  22  S.  W.  1042.  Wis.— Vilas 
V.  Eeynolds,  6  Wis.  214. 

[a]  But  compare,  Simms  v.  Phillips, 
51  Ga.  433,  and  Eawson  v.  Lowell,  34 
Me.  201,  holding  a  levy  without  speci- 
tymg  the  debtor's  interest  is  insuffi- 
cient where  others  beside  the  defend- 
ant have  an  interest  in  the  property 
levied  on. 

2.  Ga. — ^Williams  v.  Baynes,  84  Ga. 
116,  10  S.  E.  '541;  Whatley  v.  New- 
som,  10  Ga.  74.  Ean. — De  Jarnette 
V.  Verner,  40  Kan.  224,  19  Pac.  666. 
Vt. — See  Hyde  v.  Barney,  17  Vt.  280, 
44  Am.  Dec.  335;  Paine  v.  Webster,  1 
Vt.  101. 


3.  Logan  v.  Hale,  42  Cal.  645. 

4.  Conn. — Beers  v.  Botsford,  13 
Conn.  146.  Me. — Hilton  v.  Hanson,  18 
Me.  397.  Mass. — Bartlet  v.  Harlow,  12 
Mass.  348,  7  Am.  Dee.  76.  Vt.— Mor- 
gan V.  Armington,  33  Vt.  13;  Edwards 
V.  Allen,  27  Vt.  381;  Kimball,  Jewett 
&  Co.  V.  Smith,  21  Vt.  449;  Sleeper  v. 
Newbury  Seminary,  19  Vt.  451;  Paine 
V.  Webster,  1  Vt.  101. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  debtor 
has  exclusive  ownership  of  a  parcel  of 
land,  a  levy  on  an  undivided  portion 
of  it  is  invalid.  Me. — Littlewood  v. 
Wardwell,  67  Me.  212;  Brown  v.  Clif- 
ford, 38  Me.  210;  Merrill  v.  Burbank, 
23  Me.  538.  Mass. — Pickering  v.  Eey- 
nolds, 111  Mass.  83.  Vt. — Morgan  ». 
Armington,  33  Vt.  13;  Edwards  v.  Al- 
len, 27  Vt.  381;  Sleeper  v.  Newbury 
Seminary,  19  Vt.  451. 

[b]  But  where  several  creditors 
simultaneously  levy  their  separate  exe- 
cutions upon  the  defendant's  land  each 
taking  an  undivided  fraction  thereof 
and  all  unitedly  taking  the  whole,  the 
levies  are  valid.  Littlewood  v.  Ward- 
well,  67  Me.  212. 

[c]  A  levy  upon  the  estate  of  a 
tenant  by  curtesy  may  be  made  on  the 
rents  and  profits  instead  of  by  metes 
and  bounds.  Sturdivant  v.  Erothing- 
ham,  10  Me.  100. 

[dj  The  fact  that  a  tract  of  land 
is  laid  off  into  town  lots  does  not  in- 
terfere with  the  right  of  the  sheriff 
to  levy  upon  it  as  a  whole  and  treat  • 
it  as  one  tract.  Conley  v.  Eedwine,  109 
Ga.  640,  35  S.  E.  92,  77  Am.  St.  Eep. 
398. 

5.  Conn. — Giddings  v.  Canfield,  4 
Conn.  482,  .493.  Ga. — See  Wallace  v. 
Atlanta  Medical  College,  52  Ga.  164. 
Me. — Gregory  v.   Tozier,   24  Me.    30,8; 
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(H.)  Effect  of  Mistake  as  to  Amount  of  Defendant's  Inteeest. 
A  levy  is  not  vitiated  by  an  inaccurate  description  of  the  interest  of 
the  defendant  in  the  property  levied  upon.*  Thus  although  a  levy  is 
made  as  upon  a  greater  interest  in  or  upon  a  greater  amount  of 
property  than  is  owned  by  the  debtor,  the  levy  is  valid  as  to  the 
interest  or  amount  owned  by  him.'' 

(I.)  On  Pakticulab  Kinds  of  Realty.  —  (1.)  Mortgaged  Property. 
A  mortgaged  esta^te  may  be  levied  upon  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  were 
not  encumbered.*  In  levying  on  an  equity  of  redemption,  the  execution 
creditor  may  levy  upon  the  equity  of  redemption  itself  eo  nomine,^  or  he 


Mansfield  v.  Jack,  24  Me.  98.  Vt. 
Edwards  v.  Allen,  27  Vt.  381;  Sleeper 
v.  Newbury  Seminary,  19  Vt.  451. 

Levy  upon  interest  of  tenant  in 
common,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (XI), 
(J),  (2). 

6.  A  levy  upon  common  property  as 
the  sole  property  of  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon is  valid.  See  infra,  II,  B,  4,  g, 
(XI),  (J),  (2). 

Levy  upon  mortgaged  premises  as 
unincumbered,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  g, 
(XI),  (J),  (1). 

7.  Me. — Virgie  v.  Stetson,  77  Me. 
520,  1  Atl.  481;  Swanton  v.  Crooker, 
49  Me.  "4d5;  Howe  v.  "Wildes,  34  Me. 
566.  Mass. — Pettee  v.  Peppard,  125 
Mass.  66;  Atkins  v.  Bean,  14  Mass. 
404.  Mo. — Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v. 
Kiene,  99  Mo.  App.  528,  74  S.  W.  872. 
N.  H. — Marston  v.  Stickney,  58  N.  H. 
609;  Coos  Bank  v.  Brooks,  2  N.  H. 
148. 

But  see  Logan  v.  Hale,  42  Cal.  645. 

[a]  Designating  land  (1)  in  a  levy 
as  so  many  acres  is  merely  descriptive 
and  is  no  more  than  saying  it  is  sup- 
posed to  contain  that  many  acres. 
Pemberton  v.  McRae,  75  N.  C.  497. 
(2)  If  a  levy  be  made  upon  one  hun- 
dred acres,  and  the  debtor  have  title 
to  but  fifty,  the  levy  is  good  for  the 
fifty.     Atkins  v.  Bean,  14  Mass.  40. 

8.  Me.— Brown  v.  Snell,  46  Me.  490; 
Brown  t).  Clifford,  38  Me.  210;  Bul- 
lard  V.  Hinkley,  6  Greenl.  289,  20  Am. 
Dec.  304.  Mass. — Cowles  v.  Dickinson, 
140  Mass.  373,  5  N.  E.  302  (notwith- 
standing the  statute  authorizing  the 
sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption  on 
execution) ;  Pettee  «.  Peppard,  125 
Mass.  66;  Shepard  v.  Pratt,  15  Pick. 
32;  Litchfield  v.  Cudworth,  15  Pick. 
23;  White  v.  Bond,  16  Mass.  400.  N.  H. 
Hovey  v.  Bartlett,  34  N.  H.  278. 

[a]  The  existence  of  the  mortgage 
will  not  prevent  the  debtor's  freehold 
estate  and  interest  iu  the  land  from 
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passing  by  the  levy.  Cowles  v.  Dickin- 
son, 140  Mass.  373,  5  N.  E.  302;  Pettee 
V.  Peppard,  125  Mass.  66;  Shepard  v. 
Pratt,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  32;  Hovey  v. 
Bartlett,  34  N.  H.  278. 

[b]  If  the  mortgagee  Is  not  entitled 
to  possession,  the  creditor  will  obtain 
by  the  levy  the  legal  seisin,  and  actual 
occupation  and  the  right  to  take  the 
profits  until  the  mortgagee  enters. 
Shepard  v.  Pratt,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  32. 
See  Bayne  v.  Patterson,  40  Mich.  658, 
holding  that  a  levy  upon  mortgaged 
property  is  in  law  only  a  levy  upon 
the  right  of  redemptio'u. 

[c]  The  levy  where  the  mortgage 
covers  several  tracts  of  land  is  made 
in  the  same  manner  as  where  the  mort- 
gage is  upon  a  single  piece  of  land. 
The  creditor  cannot  select  one  or  more 
of  the  tracts  sufiScient  to  satisfy  his 
execution.  Beers  v.  fiotsford,  13  Conn. 
146. 

[d]  The  amount  of  the  mortgage 
must  be  stated  in  the  levy  by  virtue  of 
statute.  Swift  v.  Dean,  11  Vt.  323,  34 
Am.  Dee.  693;  Collins  v.  Gibson,  5  Vt. 
243. 

9.  Gassenheimer  v.  Molten,  80  Ala. 
521,  2  So.  652;  Ebelharr  v.  Tennelly, 
118  Ky.  43,  80  S.  W.  459. 

[a]  Incidents  of  Levy  Upon  Land 
and  Upon  the  Epiuity  Itself. — If  the 
levy  is  restricted  to  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, "the  purchaser  acquires  no 
greater  interest,  than  specially  defined 
in  the  levy.  He  is  estopped  to  dispute 
the  validity  of  the  incumbrance;  and 
if  in  fact  there  is  no  mortgage,  though 
supposed  and  believed,  there  is  no 
equity  of  redemption,  and  no  interest 
passes  by  the  levy  and  sale;  he  can- 
not take  the  entire  estate  unincum- 
bered. But  if  he  desires  to  contest 
the  validity  of  the  incumbrance,  be- 
cause it  has  been  removed  by  pay- 
ment and  satisfaction,  or  otherwise, 
or  because  fraudulent,  or  on  any  other 
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may  levy  upon  the  land  of  the  debtor  which  is  mortgaged.^"  Where  the 
debt  is  not  sufficiently  great  to  swallow  up  the  whole  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, the  levy  upon  the  equity  eo  nomine  must  be  made  on  an  undivided 
part  in  such  proportion  as  the  sum  of  the  execution  and  costs  bear  to 
the  value  of  the  equity,^^  and  this  may  be  done  even  where  the  debt 
is  greater  than  the  equity  of  redemption.^^ 

(2.)    Interest  of  Tenant  in  Common.  —  A  creditor  of  a  tenant  in  comfmon 
cannot  levy  on  a  part  of  the  whole  property  by  metes  and  bounds,  or 


sufficient  ground,  he  may  cause  his 
execution  to  be  levied  on  the  land,  and 
a  sale  thereunder  will  pass  whatever 
interest  the  defendant  may  have — the 
equity  of  redemption,  if  there  be  a 
valid  existing  mortgage,  the  purchaser 
being  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the 
mortgagor.  The  purchaser  acquires  all 
the  estate  of  the  defendant  in  execu- 
tion, legal  or  equitable,  subject  to 
levy  and  sale;  the  greater  includes  the 
less."  Gassenheimer  v.  Molton,  80 
Ala.  521,  2  So.  652.  To  same  effect, 
Me. — Brown  v.  Snell,  46  Me.  490. 
Mass. — Cowles  v.  Dickinson,  140  Mass. 
373,  5  N.  E.  302;  Eussell  v.  Dudley,  3 
Met.  147.  N.  II.— Bartlett  v.  Gilereast, 
72  N.  H.  145,  55  Atl.  189. 

[b]  There  Must  Be  a  Mortgage. 
Where  the  levy  is  by  sale  of  the  equity 
of  redemption,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
land  be  subject  to  a  mortgage,  or  the 
sale  is  void.'  Mansfield  v.  Dyer,  133 
Mass.  374;  Hackett  v.  Buck,  128  Mass. 
369;  Grover  v.  Flye,  5  Allen  (Mass.) 
643;  Forster  v.  Mellen,  10  Mass.  421. 

[c]  Sufficient  Levy. — A  levy  of 
execution  upon  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion is  good,  when  described  as  all 
the  debtor's  equity  of  redemption  in 
the  premises,  stating  also  the  nature 
and  amount  of  the  incumbrance,  if  the 
execution  cannot  be  satisfied  with  less 
than  the  whole  of  such  equity  of  re- 
demption. Collins  &  Hanney  v.  Gib- 
son &  Sargeant,  5  Vt.  243. 

[d]  In  Massachusetts,  rights  of  re- 
deeming mortgaged  real  estate,  if  the 
creditor  prefer  it,  may  be'  levied  by 
sale  instead  of  by  appraisal  and  set- 
off. Mansfield  v.  Dyer,  133  Mass.  374; 
Bell  V.  "Walsh,  130  Mass.  163;  Grover 
u.'Flye,  5  Allen  543;  Eussell  v.  Dud- 
ley, 3  Met.  147. 

10.  Ala. — Gassenheimer  v.  Molton, 
80  Ala.  521,  2  So.  652.  Mass.— Cowles 
V.  Dickinson.  140  Mass.  373,  5  N.  E. 
302;  Shepard  v.  Pratt,  15  Pick.  32; 
White  V.  Bond,  16  Mass.  400.     N.  H. 


Coos  Bank  V.  Brooks,  2  N.  H.  148. 
Vt. — Perrin  v.  Eeed,  35  Vt.  2,  holding 
a  levy  upon  the  real  estate  without 
noticing  the  mortgage  is  a  matter  of 
which  the  debtor  cannot  complain.  And 
compare,  Bell  v.  Roberts,  13  Vt.  582, 
holding  such  a  levy  defective  in  sub- 
stance. 

[a]  Dependent  Upon  State  of  Title. 
The  manner  of  levy,  whether  on  the 
equity  of  redemption  or  upon  the  land 
by  appraisement  depends  upon  the  state 
of  the  debtor's  title  at  the  time  of 
levy.  Bagley  v.  Bailey,  16  Me.  15l; 
Freeman  v.  McGaw,  15  Pick.  (Mass.) 
82. 

[b]  Where  the  legal  title  is  In  the 
mortgagee  a  levy  on  the  land  is  in- 
effectual; it  must  be  on  the  equity  of 
redemption.  Scripture  ■;;.  Johnson,  3 
Conn.  211. 

[c]  By  Extending  Execution  Over 
Whole  Estate. — An  equity  of  redemp- 
tion as  such  cannot  be  taken  by  ex- 
tending the  execution  upon  the  whole 
estate  by  an  appraisal  of  its  full  value. 
Litchfield  v.  Cudworth,  15  Pick.  (Mass.) 
23.  Compare,  Pettee  v.  Peppard,  125 
Mass.  66,  where  a  levy  was  upon  sev- 
eral tracts  some  of  which  were  mort- 
gaged. 

11.  Beers  v.  Botsford,  13  Conn.  146; 
Sumner  v.  Lyon,  7  Conn.  281;  Hobart 
V.  Frisbie,  5  Conn.  592;  Swift  v.  Dean, 
11  Vt.  323,  34  Am.  Dec.  693;  Collins 
v.  Gibson,  5  Vt.  243. 

[a]  By  Metes  and  Bounds. — A  levy 
on ,  a  part  of  the  equity  described  by 
metes  and  bounds  is  void.  Kimball, 
Jewett  &  Co.  V.  Smith,  21  Vt.  449; 
Swift  V.  Dean,  11  Vt.  323,  34  Am.  Dee. 
693. 

[b]  A  levy  upon  "one  undivided 
12956-21900th  part"  of  an  equity  of 
redemption  "subject  to  the  B.  levy" 
is  not  void  for  uncertainty.  Boss  v. 
Shurtleff,   55  Vt.   177. 

12.  Kimball,  Jewett  &  Co.  v.  Smith, 
21  Vt.  449. 
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on  an  undivided  interest  in  a  part  of  the  tract.*'  But  such  a  levy 
is  not  wholly  void.^*  It  is  valid  as  against  the  defendant,*^  but  void- 
able at  the  election  of  the  other  tenant.^"  A  levy  should  be  made 
upon  a  certain  undivided  portion  of  the  whole  of  the  land  held  in 
common.^^  If  the  debt  is  less  than  the  tenant 's  interest,  the  levy  must 
be  upon  such  an  undivided  part  of  the  whole  premises  as  the  amount 
of  the  execution  and  costs  bear  to  the  value  of  the  whole  premises.** 
The  procedure  with  respect  to  a  levy  on  such  estates  is  sometimes 
regulated  by  statute.*^ 

(3.)  Life  Estate.  —  A  levy  of  an  execution  in  the  inanner  prescribed 
for  taking  real  estate  is  sufficient  in  levying  upon  an  estate  for  life.^" 

(4.)  Remainder.  — A  vested  estate  in  remainder  in  land  may  be 
levied  upon  by  a  levy  upon  the  defendant's  interest  in  the  land.^* 


13.  Conn. — Starr  v.  Leavitt,  2  Conn. 
243,  7  Am.  Dec.  268;  Hinman  v.  Leav- 
enworth, 2  Conn.  244,  note.  Me. 
Stauiford  1}.  Fullerton,  18  Me.  229. 
Mass.— Peabody  v.  Minot,  24  Pick.  329; 
Blossom  V.  Brightman,  21  Pick.  283; 
Baldwin  v.  Whiting,  13  Mass.  57;  Var- 
num  V.  Abbot,  12  Mass.  474,  7  Am. 
Dec.  87;  Bartlet  v.  Harlow,  12  Mass. 
348,  7  Am.  Dec.  76.  Tenn. — Earles  v. 
Meaders,  1  Baxt.  248.  Vt.— Bell  v. 
Eoberts,  13  Vt.  582;  Smith  v.  Benson, 
9  Vt.  138,  31  Am.  Dec.  614. 

As  to  levy  by  metes  and  bounds, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (XI),  (H). 

14.  Bartlet  ».  Harlow,  12  Mass.  348, 
7  Am.  Dec.  76;  Howe  v.  Blauden,  21 
Vt.  315. 

15.  Me. — Godwin  v.  Gregg,  28  Me. 
188,  48  Am.  Dec.  489.  Mass — Var- 
num  V.  Abbot,  12  Mass.  474,  7  Am. 
Dec.  87.  Vt.— Howe  v.  Blanden,  21  Vt. 
315. 

16.  Me. — Godwin  v.  Gregg,  28  Me. 
188,  48  Am.  Dec.  489.  Mass.— Baldwin 
V.  Whiting,  13  Mass.  57;  Varnum  v. 
Abbot,  12  Mass.  474,  7  Am.  Dec.  87. 
Vt— Howe  V.  Blanden,  21  Vt.  315; 
Galusha  V-  Sinclear,  3  Vt.  394. 

17.  Conn. — ^Fish  v.  Sawyer,  11  Conn. 
545;  Starr  v.  Leavitt,  2  Conn.  243,  7 
Am.  Dec.  268;  Hinman  i;.  Leavenworth, 

2  Conn.  244,  note.  Me. — See  Gregory 
V.  Tozier,  24  Me.  308.  See  Eawson  v. 
Clark,  38  Me.  223,  holding  that  if  the 
judgment  debtor  is  owner  in  common 
of  one  undivided  half  of  an  estate  in 
reversion,  a  levy  by  his  creditor  upon 
one  undivided  third  is  valid.  Mass. 
Bartlet  v.  Harlow,  12  Mass.  348,  7  Am. 
Dec.  76.  N.  H.— Martin  v.  CoUester,  38 
N.  H.  455.     Vt. — Galuaha,  v.  Sinclear, 

3  Vt.  394. 
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[a]  Must  Specify  Interest.  —  The 
levy  on  an  undivided  part  of  a  debt- 
or's interest  in  an  estate  held  jointly 
with  others  must  specify  what  interest 
the  debtor  held.  Bawson  v.  Lowell,  34 
Me.  201. 

[b]  Where  there  are  two  or  more 
distinct  tracts  held  by  the  debtor  as 
tenant  in  common  by  distinct  titles, 
the  creditor  must  levy  upon  the  whole 
of  the  debtor's  right  in  one  tract  be- 
fore he  takes  any  portion  of  another. 
Starr  V.  Leavitt,  2  Conn.  243,  7  Am. 
Dec.  268. 

[c]  A  partition  before  a  levy  is  not 
required.     Braden  v.  Gose,  57  Tex.  37. 

[d]  If  a  levy  is  made  upon  the 
whole  of  the  common  property  as  the 
sole  property  of  a  tenant  in  common, 
the  levy  is  valid  as  against  the  defend- 
ant's interest.  Glidden  v.  Philbriek, 
56  Me.  222;  Swanton  v.  Crooker,  49  Me. 
455;  Atkins  v.  Bean,  14  Mass.  404. 

18.  Conn. — Hinman  v.  Leavenworth, 
2  Conn.  244,  note.  Me. — Brown  v. 
Clifford,  38  Me.  210.  Vt.— Galusha  v. 
Sinclear,  3  Vt.  394. 

19.  Payne  v.  Pollard,  3  Bush  (Ky.) 
127. 

20.  Chapman  v.  Gray,  15  Mass.  439. 
As  to  manner  of  levying  upon  real 

estate,  see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  g,  (XI). 

[a]  An  execution  against  a  tenant 
by  courtesy  may  be  extended  on  the 
land  by  metes  and  bounds,  or  on  the 
rents  and  profits.  Eoberts  v.  Whiting, 
16  Mass.  186;  Barber  v.  Eoot,  10  Mass. 
260. 

21.  Davis  V.  Goforth,  1  Lea  (Tenn.) 
31,  disapproving  headnote  in  Kissom  v. 
Nelson,  2  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  4.  And  see 
Kelly  V.  Morgan's  Lessee,  3  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)  437. 
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TXII.)  Growing  Crops.  —In  levying  upon  growing  crops,  manual 
possession  by  the  ofScer  is  impossible  and  is  not  necessary  even  as  to 
intervening  purchasers  and  ereditors.^^  But  as  to  just  what  acts  will 
constitute  a  valid  and  effectual  levy,  the  cases  are  not  clear.  Some 
jurisdictions  have  statutes  regulating  the  manner  of  levy.^^  In  the 
absence  of  statute  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  only  necessary  that  the 
officer  go  to  the  premises  and  there  do  some  open  and  unequivocal 
act  which  as  nearly  as  practicable  amounts  to  a  seizure,  and  indorse 
the  levy  on  the  writ,^*  But  some  action  on  the  premises  seems  to  be 
essential,^=  though  it  has  been  held  that  a  proper  notification  to  the 
party  and  an  indorsement  of  the  levy  is  sufficient.^^  Witnesses  to  the 
levy  are  not  absolutely  necessary."    The  rule  requiring  the  officer  to 


22.  Haw.-^Ferry  v.  Hakalau  Plan- 
tation Co.,  21  Hawaii  745.  HI God- 
frey V.  Brown,  86  111.  454;  Ticknor  v. 
McClelland,  84  lU.  471;  McGirr  v. 
Hunter,  13  HI.  App.  195.  la. — Barr  v. 
Cannon,  69  Iowa  20,  28  N.  W.  413. 
Kan. — ^National  Bank  v.  Duff,  77  Kan. 
348,  94  Pac.  260,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1047.  Mo. — ^Bilby  v.  Hartman,  29  Mo. 
App.  125.  Neb. — Johnson  v.  Walker, 
23  Neb.  736,  37  N.  W.  639.  N.  Y. 
Whipple  V.  Foot,  2  Johns.  418,  3  Am. 
Dec.  442. 

[a]  Upon  a  levy  upon  an  unsevered 
crop,  the  officer  must  either  take  pos- 
session of  the  land  to  gather  the  crop 
or  sell  it  ungathered.  Coates  v.  Cald- 
well, 71  Tex.  r9,'8  S.  W.  922,  10  Am. 
St.  Eep.   725. 

As  to  the  right  to  levy  on  growing 
crops,  see  supra,  II,  B,  4,'  g,  (XII). 

23.  Howard  v.  Eugland,  35  Minn. 
388,  29  N.  W.  63,  by  filing  a  copy  of 
the  execution  and  return  with  the  town 
clerk. 

24.  Haw. — ^Ferry  v.  Hakalau  Plan- 
tation Co.,  21  Hawaii  745.  HI. — See 
Godfrey  v.  Brown,  86  HI.  454,  where 
the  ofB.cer  exercised  acts  of  dominion 
over  the  corn  and  all  parties  treated 
it  as  being  in  his  possession.  Kan. 
National  Bank  v.  Duff,  77  Kan.  248,  94 
Pac.  260,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1047. 

[a]  It  is  a  sufficient  levy  upon  a 
field  of  standing  corn  for  the  officer 
to  go  to  the  neighborhood  of  the  corn, 
read  the  execution  to  one  of  the  ■  de- 
fendants and  tell  him  that  he  intended 
to  levy  on  the  corn,  go  to  the  cornfield 
with  a  witness  and  post  at  a  public 
corner  of  the  field  a  notice  of  levy  and 
then  indorse  the  levy  on  the  writ. 
National  Bank  v.  Duff,  77  Kan.  248,  94 
Pac.  260,  16  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)  1047. 

[b]  Where  a  sheriff  levied  an  execu- 


tion on  standing  corn  by  going  into 
the  field  for  that  purpose  and  notify- 
ing persons  interested  that  he  .made  a 
levy,  the  levy  is  valid.  Barr  v.  Can- 
non, 69  Iowa  20,  28  N.  W.  413. 

[c]  The  least  that  an  offtcer  levy- 
ing on  a  growing  crop  can  do  is  to 
go  on  the  premises  and  there  announce 
that  he  seizes  the  same  by  virtue  of 
his  writ.  State  v.  Poor,  20  N.  C.  384, 
34  Am.  Dec.  387,  followed  in  Long  v. 
Hall,  97  N.  C.  286,  2  8.  E.  229. 

[d]  He  must  notify  all  present  at 
the  time  of  the  levy.  Johnson  v.  Walk- 
er, 23  Neb.  736,  37  N.  W.  639. 

[e]  Levy  on  growing  crops  should 
be  by  some  notorious  act  as  by  going 
upon  property  and  making  endorse- 
ments in  the  presence  of  a  witness, 
though  a  witness  not  absolutely  neces- 
sary. Bilby  V.  Hartman,  29  Mo.  App. 
125. 

25.  Ferry  v.  Hakalau  Plantation 
Co.,  21  Hawaii  745;  Cupples  v.  Level, 
54  Wash.  299,  103  Pac.  430,  23  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  519.  See,  also  cases  in  pre- 
ceding note. 

[a]  Where  the  officer  merely  read 
the  writ  to  the  defendant  and  posted 
the  usual  notices  of  sale  in  public 
places,  but  did  not  go  to  the  premises 
nor  indorse  the  writ  until  the  sale, 
there  is  not  a  sufiS,cient  levy  upon  a 
crop  of  sugar  cane.  Ferry  v.  Hakalau 
Plantation  Co.,  21  Hawaii  745.  See 
also  Cupples  v.  Level,  54  Wash.  299, 
103  Pac.  430,  23  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  519. 

26.  Wilson  v.  Fowler,  88  Md.  BDl, 
609,  42  Atl.  201, '42  L.  E.  A.  849,  71 
Am.  St.  Eep.  452.  See  also  Pierce  v 
Eoche,  40  111.  292. 

27.  Bilby  v.  Hartman,  29  Mo.  App. 
125. 

[a]  But  a  prudent  ofScer  will  call 
in  some  one  or  more  of  the  neighbor; 
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do  some  act  which  would  render  him  liable  as  a  trespasser  but  for 
the  writ  does  not  apply.^*  The  sheriff  may  retain  possession  by  pur- 
suing such  a  course  as  owners  usually  take  to  retain  possession.^" 
It  is  not  necessary  that  a  guard  be  stationed  oi^  kept  over  the  fleld,^" 
and  it  is  not  required  that  the  ofSeer  shall,  after  the  crop  matures, 
harvest  and  remove  it  so  as  to  bring  it  into  his  possession.^^ 

(XIII.)  Fixtures., —  While  fixtures  which  are  removable  as  personalty 
may  of  course  be  levied  upon  as  such,  it  has  been  held  that  if  they 
are  trade  fixtures,  placed  on  the  premises  under  a  lease  which  still 
continues,  they  should  not  be  severed  from  the  realty  by  the  levying 
officer  if  to  do  so  w^ould  destroy  or  greatly  decrease  their  value  when 
left  upon  the  premises  and  levied  upon  and  sold  with  the  lease.^^ 
A  levy  upon  the  realty  alone  does  not  cover  fixtures  which  are  not  part 
of  the  realty.^^  Actual  possession  by  the  officer  is  not  essential  to  a 
levy  upon  ponderous  fixtures  not  readily  susceptible  of  removal.'* 

(XIV.)  Levy  on  Property  Already  Levied  on.  —  (A.)  By  Same  Ofpicee. 
"Where  a  sheriff  has  taken  property  by  virtue  of  an  attachment  in  tlie 
case,'^  or  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  execution  against  the  defendant  in 


hood  to  witness  the  levy  and  endorse 
that  fact  on  the  writ.  Pavidson  v. 
Waldron,  31  HI.  120,  130,  83  Am.  Dec. 
206. 

28.  National  Bank  v.  Duff,  77  Kan. 
248,  94  Pae.  260,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1047;  Johnson  v.  Walker,  23  Neb.  736, 
37  N.  W.  639. 

29.  Barr  v.  Cannon,  69  Iowa  20,  28 
N.  W.  413. 

30.  Barr  v.  Cannon,  69  Iowa  20,  28 
N.  W.  413;  National  Bank  v.  Duff,  77 
Kan.  248,  94  Pac.  260,  16  L.  K.  A. 
(N.  S.)   1074. 

31.  Bilby  v.  Hartman,  ^9  Mo.  App. 
125. 

32.  Steers  v.  Daniel,  2  Flip.  310,  4 
Fed.  587,  598. 

33.  Hopke  V.  Lindsay,  83  Mo.  App. 
85. 

34.  Steers  v.  Daniel,  2  Flip.  310,  4 
Fed.  587,  598. 

[a]  To  keep  alive  a  levy  on  the 
lessee's  interest  in  the  fixtures  which 
cannot  be  removed  without  much  labor 
and  expense,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  officer '  retain  actual  possession. 
Freeman  v.  Dawson,  110  XJ.  S.  264,  4 
Sup.  Ct.  94,  28  L.  ed.  141. 

35.  Cal. — See  MeFall  v.  Buckeye, 
etc.  Assn.,  122  Cal.  468,  55  Pae.  253, 
68  Am.  St.  Eep.  47;  Lehnhardt  v.  Jen- 
nings, 119  Cal.  192,  48  Pac.  56,  51 
Pac.  195.  lU. — ^Union  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Byram,  131  111.  92,  102,  22  N.  E.  842. 
Mo. — Smith  ex  rel.  McElhaney  v.  Rog- 
ers,  99   Mo.   App.   252,   73   S.   "W.   243. 
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Vt.— Keniston  v.  Stevens,  66  Vt.  351, 
29  Atl.  312;  Bliss  v.  Stevens,  4  Vt.  88; 
Enos  V.  Brown,  1  D.  Chip.  280. 

[a]  But  see  Bank  of  Santa  Fe  v. 
Haskell  Co.  Bank,  59  Kan.  354,  53  Pac. 
132,  where  the  receipt  of  the  execution 
and  an  indorsement  by  the  officer  that 
he  found  no  property  liable  to  satisfy 
the  judgment,  was  held  not  a  con- 
structive levy  upon  personal  property 
in  the  officer's  custody  by  virtue  of  a 
previous  attachment. 

[b]  Where  stock  in  a  corporation 
has  been  attached,  no  levy  beyond  giv- 
ing a  notice  of  sale  is  necessary.  Me- 
Fall V.  Buckeye  Grangers'  W.  Assn., 
122  Cal.  468,  55  Pac.  253,  68  Am.  St. 
Eep.  47.  See  also  Union  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Byram,  131  111.  92,  102,  22  N.  E.  842. 

As  to  necessity  for  levy  where  prop- 
erty has  been  attached,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  4,  b,  (I). 

[c]  Where  Property  Is  With  "Cus- 
todian."— Where  property  seized  under 
an  attachment  is  placed  in  the  hands 
of  a  custodian  provided  by  statute,  it 
is  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  cus- 
todian and  the  constructive  possession 
of  the  offi,eer.  When  an  execution 
comes  into  the  hands  of  the  officer,  it 
is  not  enough  that  he  makes  a  mere 
memorandum  of  the  property,  it  not 
being  present,  with  intent  to  attach 
it,  but  he  should  go  to  the  custodian 
and  there,  in  sight  of  the  property, 
make  the  levy,  indorse  it  on  the  writ, 
and  notify  the  custodian  of  his  act. 
Chittenden  v.  Eogers,  42  HI.  100. 
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favor  of  another  creditor,^'  no  overt  act  is  necessary  to  constitute 
a  levy;  the  receipt  of  the  execution  to  be  levied  will  constitute  a  con- 
structive seizure  of  the  property  held  by  the  first  writ.  If,  however, 
the  first  levy  was  ineffective  or  has  been  abandoned,  the  second  writ 
should  be  levied  as  though  there  had  been  no  prior  levy.^'  Such 
would  be  the  rule  also  if  the  property  taken  under  the  first  writ  has 
been  taken  from  the  officer  by  legal  process.'* 

(B.)  By  a  Different  Officer. — A  levy  upon  property  in  the  hands 
of  one  officer  under  judicial  process,  by  another  officer  holding  a  writ 
of  execution,  where  allowed,  will  be  at  most  constructive  in  nature.^' 
The  levy  may  be  made  sub  modo  by  notifying  the  officer  in  possession 
that  the  additional  levy  has  been  made,*"  or  by  going  where  the 


36.  m.— Leach  v.  Pine,  41  Dl.  65, 
89  Am.  Dec.  375;  Field  v.  MacuUar,  20 
DI.  App.  392;  Goodheart  «.  Boweu,  2 
111.  App.  578.  Ind. — Brown  v.  Loesch, 
3  Ind.  App.  145,  29  N.  E.  450.  La. 
Patterson  v.  Spaulding,  5  La.  Ann.  171. 
Mass. — Turner  v.  Austin,  16  Mass.  181. 
Miss.  —  Cahn  v.  Person,  56  Miss. 
360.  Mo. — Patterson  v.  Stevenson,  77 
Mo.  329;  State  v.  Doan,  39  Mo.  44; 
Smith  V.  Rogers,  99  Mo.  App.  252,  73 
S.  W.  243;  State  v.  Curran,  45  Mo.  App. 
142.  N.  J.— Millville  National  Bank  v. 
Shaw,  42  N.  J.  L.  550;  Lloyd  v.  Wyck- 
off,  11  N.  J.  L.  218,  236.  N.  Y.— Wehle 
V.  Conner,  83  N.  T.  231;  Ryder  v.  Gil- 
bert, 16  Hun  163;  Bank  of  Lansing- 
burgh  V.  Crary,  1  Barb.  542;  Slade  v. 
Van  Vechten,  11  Paige  21;  Cresson  v. 
Stout,  17  Johns.  116;  Van  Winkle  v. 
Udall,  1  Hill  559.  N.  C— Penland  v. 
Leatherwood,  101  N.  C.  509,  8  S.  E. 
234,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  38.  Ohio.— Ryan 
V.  Root  &  McBride  Bros.,  56  Ohio  St. 
302,  47  N.  E.  51;  Murphy  &  Bro.  v. 
Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85.  Pa. — Wine- 
gardner  v.  Hafer,  15  Pa.  144;  Wat- 
mough  V.  Francis,  7  Pa.  206.  Vt. 
Bliss  V.  Stevens,  4  Vt.  88.  Wash. 
Meaeham  Arms  Co.  v.  Strong,  Hackett 
&  Co.,  3  Wash.  Ter.  61,  13  Pac.  245. 
Bng. — Sawle  v.  Poynter,  1  Dowl.  &  R. 
307. 

Duty  of  ofl5.cer  in  levying  several 
■writs  in  his  hands,  see  supra,  II,  B,  4, 
e,  (VI). 

[a]  Where  the  first  execution  Is  dor- 
mant, the  rule  that  the  second  levy 
need  not  be  made  is  nevertheless  ap- 
plicable. Peck  V.  Tiffany,  2  N.  T. 
451. 

[b]  Notwithstanding  the  removal 
of  the  property  to  another  state  after 
the  first  levy  and  before  delivery  of 
the  second  execution  to  the  sheriff,  the 


property  being  allowed  to  remain  there 
till  after  the  return  day  of  the  sec- 
ond execution.  Russell  v.  Gibbs,  5  Cow. 
(isr.  Y.)  390. 

[c]  In  the  Hands  of  Different 
Deputies. — A  levy  on  a  fieri  facias  by 
a  deputy  of  a  sheriff  is  a  constructive 
levy  on  the  same  property  of  a  sub- 
sequent fieri  facias  delivered  to  an- 
other deputy  of  the  same  sheriff.  Rus- 
sell V.  Gibbs,  5  Cow.   (N.  T.)   390. 

37.  Ky. — Tucker  v.  Helm,  7  Ky. 
Opin.  205.  N".  Y — ^Bank  of  Lansing- 
burgh  V.  Crary,  1  Barb.  542.  N.  O. 
Brazier  v.  Thomas,  44  N.  C.  28.  Ohio. 
Murphy  v.  Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85. 
Vt. — Keniston  v.  Stevens,  66  Vt.  351, 
29  Atl.  312. 

38.  Merrill  v.  Wedgwood,  25  Neb. 
283,  41  N.  W.  149. 

39.  Penland  v.  Leatherwood,  101  N. 
C.  509,  8  S.  E.  234,  9  Am.  St.  Rep. 
38. 

[a]  Where  Bond  Is  Given  To  Try 
Title. — When  an  execution  has  been 
levied  on  property  and  a  bond  given 
to  try  the  right  thereto  in  conformity 
with  statute,  a  second  levy  under  a, 
junior  execution  cannot  be  made  upon 
the  same  property  before  the  claim  is 
disposed  of.  McLemore  v.  Benbow,  19 
Ala.  76,  on  the  authority  of  Langdon 
&  Co.  V.  Brumby,  7  Ala.  53,  and  Kemp 
&  Buckley  v.  Porter,  7  Ala.  138. 

[b]  Where  property  has  been  at- 
tached by  one  ofScer  and  the  execution 
is  delivered  to  another  offiiCer,  the  prop- 
erty attached  is  not  charged  in  execu- 
tion without  a  demand  for  the  prop- 
erty of  the  attaching  officer.  Blodgett 
V.  Adams,  24  Vt.  23;  Collins  v.  Smith, 
16  Vt.  9;  Ayer  v.  Jameson,  9  Vt.  363; 
Clark  V.  Washburn,  9  Vt.  302. 

40.  Daniels  v.  Solomon,  11  App.  Gas. 
(D.  C.)  163,  172;  Patterson  v.  Steven- 
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property  is  and  making  an  indorsement  upon  tfae.execution.**  A  levy 
may  sometimes  be  made  by  agreement  between  the  officers  or  by  eon- 
sent  of  the  first  officer.*^  The  second  officer  has  no  right  to  touch  the 
propertj^,*^  or  take  it  out  of  the  hands  of  the  officer  who  has  already 
levied  upon  it,**  and  he  acquires  only  a  right  to  the  property  after 
the  first  execution  is  satisfied.*^ 

h.    Amount  of  Property  To  Be  Levied  on.  —  (I.)   Where  Execution 

Is  General.  —  (A.)   In  General^o  _  The  officer  levying  a  general  writ  of 

execution  is  required  to  levy  upon  property  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 

execution,*'  but  the  officer  is  not  bound  to  take  exactly  enough  prop- 


son,  77  Mq.  329;  Allen  v.  Davia,  53  Mo. 
App.  15;  State  v.  Curran,  45  Mo.  App. 
142,  149.      ■ 

41.  Penland  v.  Leatherwood,  101  N. 
C.  509,  8  S.  B.  S34,  9'  Am.  St.  Eep. 
38;  Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N.  0.  122; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Brazier  v.  Thomas,  44  N.  C. 
28. 

[a]  There  is  no  le'^ty  under  the  sec- 
ond execution  where  the  officer  did  not 
endorse  the  levies  on  the  execution  or 
reduce  them  to  writing.  Doe  ex  dem. 
^Brazier  v.  Thomas,  44  N.  C.  28. 

42.  Tyler  Davidson  &  Co.  v.  Kuhn, 
I  Disney  405,  12  Ohio  Dec.  699;  Ben- 
edict V.  Deekand,  4  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
163,  1  Clev.  L.  Eep.  83. 

.[a]  Levy  ty  Sheriff  by  Agreement 
With  Constahle. — Where  a  constable 
has  seized  property  by  the  levy  of  a 
justice's  execution,  the  sheriff  may,  by 
agreement  with  the  constable,  make  a 
valid  levy  of  a  court  execution  against 
the  common  debtor  on  the  same  prop- 
erty, in  subordination  of  the  first. 
Tyler  v.  Dunton,  1  Coop.  Ch.  (Tenn.) 
861. 

[b]  Levy  by  Constable  by  Agree- 
ment With  Sheriff. — But  in  Townsend 
&  Co.  V.  Corning,  40  Ohio  St.  335,  a 
sheriff  who  made  a  levy  promised  a 
constable  that  he  would  hold  the  bal- 
ance above  the  amount  necessary  to 
satisfy  his  executions  for  the  con- 
stable. The  constable  copied  the  in- 
ventory made  by  the  sheriff  and  made 
it  part  of  his  return.  Subsequently 
the  sheriff  received  another  execution 
and  made  a  levy  upon  the  goods  in 
his  hands.  It  was  held  the  constable 's 
levy  was  void  and  the  promise  of  the 
sheriff  gave  it  no  effect. 

43.  Penland  v.  Leatherwood,  101  N. 
C.  509,  8  S.  E.  234,  9  Am.  St.  Eep. 
38;  Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122. 

44.  HI ^Leach   v.   Pine,  41   HI.   65, 

69  Am.  Dec.  375;  White  v.  Cutler,  12 
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111.  App.  38.  Mo.— Allen  v.  Davis,  53 
Mo.  App.  15;  State.u.  Curran,  45  Mo. 
App.  142.  N.  C. — Penland  v.  Leather- 
wood,  101  N.  C.  509,  8  S.  E.  234  9 
Am.  St.  Eep.  38. 

45.  Mo. — ^Allen.c.  Davis,  53  Mo.  App. 
15;  State  v.  Curran,  45  Mo.  App.  142. 
N.  0. — Penland  v.  Leatherwood,  101 
N.  C.  B09,  8  S.  E.  234,  9  Am.  St.  Eep. 
38;  Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122. 
Ohio. — Tyler  Davidson  &  Co.  v.  Kuhn, 
1  Disney  405,  12  Ohio  Dec.  699. 

46.  As  to  officer's  duty  to  make 
equal  portions  out  of  '  several  joint 
execution  defendants,  see  supra,  II,  B, 

4,  e,  (V). 

47.  Ala. — Governor  v.  Powell,  9 
Ala.  83;  Powell  v.  Governor,  9  Ala. 
36;  Levens  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App. 
45,  57  So.  497.  Ark.— Penno  v.  Coul- 
ter, 14  Ark.  38;  Whiting  &  Slark  v. 
Beebe,  12  Ark.  421,  542;  Lawson  v. 
State,  10  Ark.  28,  50  Am.  Dec.  238. 
Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proe.,  §691.  Conn. 
Sumner  v.  Lyon,  7  Conn.  281;  Starr 
V.  Leavitt,  ■  2  Conn.  243,  7  Am.  Dec. 
268.  Ga. — ^Landrum  v.  Broadwell,  110 
6a.  538,  35  S.  E.  638;  Barfield  v.  Bar- 
field,  77  Ga.  83;  Wallace  v.  Atlanta 
Medical  College,  52  Ga.  164.  Ind.— In- 
diana Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Bradley,  15  Ind. 
23.  la. — ^Portin  v.  Sedgwick,  133  Iowa 
233,  110  N.  W.  460;  Cook  v.  Jenkins 
&  Co.,  30  Iowa  452.  Ky.— Com.  v. 
Lightfoot,  7  B.  Mon.  298.  Me.— Boyd 
V.  Page,  30  Me.  460.  See  Pierce  v. 
Strickland,  26  Me.  277,  292.  Neb. 
Eunge  V.  Brown,  29  Neb.  116,  45  N. 
W.  271.  N.  H.— Bartlett  v.  Gilcreast, 
72  N.  H.  145,  55  Atl.  189.  N.  M. 
Bachelder  Bros.  v.  Chaves,  5  N.  M. 
5-62,  25  Pac.  783.  Tenn. — Tyler  v.  Dun- 
ton,  1  Coop.  Ch.  361.  Tex. — Fatheree 
V.  Williams,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35 

5.  W.  324. 

[a]  ITo  more  cau  be  levied  by  an 
execution,  on  a  judgment  upon  a  bond, 
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erty  and  no  ino5*e,  as  a  general  rule.*'  It  is  the  duty  of  an  officer  to 
levy  on  property  sufficient  to  make  the  debt  in  his  hands  amply  secure 
against  all  probable  contingencies,*®  but  he  should  not  make  a  levy 
■that  is  extravagant  or  oppressive,^"  nor  on  the  other  h^d,  one  that 
is  insufficient.®^ 

Illegal  Fees.  —  A  levy  in  which  illegal  fees  have  been  included  is  not 
invalid  on  that  account  merely.®^ 

Mortgaged  property  should,  where  possible,  be  levied  upon  as  a 
whole.®^ 


than  the  sum  due  on  the  condition  and 
costs.  Bergen  v.  Boerum,  2  Gaines  (N. 
Y.)  256. 

[b]  Where  Endorsement  and  Amount 
Named  in  Body  Vary. — A  sheriff  in 
executing  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  is  to 
be  governed  in  the  amount  to  be  levied 
by  the  sum  endorsed  on  the  back  of 
the  writ,  not  that  named  in  the  body 
which  is  often  nominal.  Com.  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 8  Watts  (Pa.)  153,  34  Am.  Dec. 
445. 

48.  Ark.^-Lawson  v.  State,  10  Ark. 
28,  50  Am.  Dec.  238.  Conn. — Marcy  «. 
Kinney,  9  Conn.  394.  Ga. — Hunt  v. 
Lavender,  140  Ga.  l57,  78  S.  E.  805; 
Laudrum  v.  Broadwell,  110  Ga.  538,  35 
S.  E.  638;  AUagood  v.  Cook,  92  Ga. 
570,  17  S.  E.  920.  Tex.— Fatheree  v. 
■Williams,- 13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  480,  35 
S.  W.  324. 

But  compare,  Glidden  v.  Chase,  35 
Me.  90,  56  Am.  Dec.  690;  Thayer  v. 
Mayo,  34  Me.  139;  Chenery  v.  Stevens, 
97  Mass.  77;  Pickett  v.  Breckenridge, 
22  Pick.   (Mass.)   297. 

49.  la. — ^Fortin  v.  Sedgwick,  133 
Iowa  233,  110  N.  W.  460;  Cook  v.  Jen- 
kins &  Co.,  30  Iowa  452.  Nev.— Eev. 
Laws,  1912,  §5289.  Tenn.— Brown  v. 
Aljen,   3   Head  429. 

[a]  The  officer  should  levy  on  such 
property  and  in  such  quantities  as  will 
be  likely  to  bring  the  exact  amount  re- 
quired to  be  raised  as  nearly  as  prac- 
ticable. N.  D.  Eev.  Code,  1905,  §7110; 
S.  D.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,  ch.  13, 
§339. 

50.  Ala. — Governor  v.  Powell,  9  Ala. 
83;  Powell  v.  Governor,  9  Ala.  36; 
Levens  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  45,  57  So. 
497.  Ga. — Thompson  v.  Selcer,  142  Ga. 
809,  83  S.  E.  965;  Landrum  1).  Broad- 
well,  110  Ga.  538,  35  S.  E.  638;  Forbes 
V.  Hall,  102  Ga.  47,  28  S.  E.  915,  66 
Am.  St.  Eep.  152.  111.— French  v.  Sny- 
der, 30  m.  339,  33  Am.  Dec.  193. 
Ind. — Drake  v.   Murphy,    42    Ind.    82 


(holding  levy  not  excessive) ;  Jarratt 
V.  Gwathmey,  5  Blaekf.  237.  la.— Mul- 
laney  v.  Cutting,  154  N.  W.  893.  Kan. 
Bogle  V.  Bloom,  36  Kan.  512,  13  Pac. 
793.  Ky.— Com.  v.  Lightfoot,  7  B. 
Mon.  298.  La. — Lambeth  v.  Sentell, 
38  La.  Ann.  691.  Mich. — Handy  v. 
Sheriff,  50  Mich.  355,  15  N.  "W.  507; 
Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18  Mich.  27,  44, 
10  Am.  Dec.  133.  Minn. — Sharvy  v. 
Cash,  66  Minn.  200j  68  N.  W.  1070. 
Mo.— Silver  v.  McNeil,  52  Mo.  518. 
N.  H.— Moore  v.  Kidder,  58  N.  H.  115. 
N.  J.— Lloyd  V.  Wyckoff,  11  N.  J.  L. 
218.  Ohio. — Pugh  v.  Calloway,  10  Ohio 
St.  488.  Tenn. — Brien  v.  Eobinsou,  102 
Tenn.  157,  52  S.  W.  802.  Tex.— Dewitt 
V.  Oppenheimer,  51  Tex.  103;  Fatheree 
V.  Williams,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35 
S.  W.  324. 

[a]  Excessive  Levy. — In  levying  an 
execution  an  officer  has  no  right  to 
seize,  and  hold  the  whole  of  the  debt- 
or's property  to  satisfy  a  debt,  which, 
even  if  all  exemptions  were  allowed, 
would  be  more  than  secured  by  the 
remainder;  and  if  he  thereby  preclude 
the  debtor  from  engaging  in  hia  cus- 
tomary business,  and  even  from  keep- 
ing house,  his  action  is  oppressive  and 
unjustifiable.  Handy  v.  Clippert,  50 
Mich.  355,  15  N.  W.  507. 

51.  Ala. — Governor  v.  Powell,  9  Ala. 
83.  Ark. — ^Lawson  v.  State,  10  Ark. 
28,  50  Am.  Dec.  238.  N.  J.— Lloyd  v. 
Wyckoff,  11  N.  J.  L.  218.  S.  C — Col- 
lins V.  Montgomery,  2  Nott.  &  M.  392. 
Tex. — ^Dewitt  v.  Oppenheimer  &  Co., 
51  Tex.  103;  Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

52.  Wilson  v.  Gannon,  54  Me.  384; 
Sturdivant  v.  Frothingham,  10  Me. 
100. 

53.  Baldwin  v.  Talbot,  46  Mich.  19, 
8  N.-  W.  565.  See  Harvey  v.  Mc- 
Adams,  32  Mich.  472. 

[a]  But  in  the  absence  of  any  find- 
ing indicating  that    the    mortgagee's 
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(B.)  Determination  of  Amount  op  Levy.  —  In  determining  what  is  a 
sufficient  levy,  the  officer  is  left  to  his  own  reasonable  judgment  and 
discretion,  free  from  the  restraint  or  control  of  the  plaintiif  or  de- 
fendant.^*  In  the  performance  of  his  duty  the  officer  must  keep  in 
view  the  purpose  of  the  writ,^^  the  security  and  satisfaction  of  the 
plaintiff's  debt,°*  and  he  must  avoid  all  acts  of  oppression  toward  the 
defendant.^'  The  propriety  of  the  officer's  action  is  determined  by 
the  peculiar  facts  and  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.^*  A  levy 
is  not  excessive  where  the  sale  is  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution,^^ 

In  determining  the  amount  of  property  necessary  to  be  levied  upon,, 
it  is  necessary  to  take  into  account  the  probable  sacrifice  to  which  the 
property  would  be  subjected  at  a  public  sale,^°  and  to  make  allowance 
for  incumbrances  and  lien,®^  for  depreciation  naturally  incident  to  the 


interests  are  jeopardized  by  a  failure 
to  seize  all  the  mortgaged  property,  a 
levy  on  a  part  is  valid.  Galde  v.  For- 
syth, 72  Minn.  248,  75  N.  W.  219. 

54.  U.  S.— Buck  V.  Colbath,  3  "Wall. 
334,  344,  18  L.  ed.  257.  Ala.— Governor 
V.  Powell,  9  Ala.  83;  Levens  v.  State,  3 
Ala.  App.  45,  57  So.  497.  Ark.— Law- 
son  V.  State,  10  Ark.  28,  50  Am.  Dee. 
238.  Conn. — Maroy  v.  Kinney,  9  Conn. 
394.  Ga.— Barfield  v.  Barfield,  77  Ga. 
83.  Ky. — Com.  v.  Lightfoot,  7  B.  Mon. 
298.  Tex. — De  Witt  v.  Oppenheimer  & 
Co.,  51  Tex.  103;  Cornelius  v.  Burford, 
28  Tex.  202,  91  Am.  Dee.  809;  Mara 
V.  Branch  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S.  "W. 
661;  Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

[a]  The  officer  must  exercise  a  pru- 
dent, reasonable  and  cautious  discre- 
tion. He  is  to  be  governed  by  the 
rules  influencing  the  conduct  of  dis- 
creet and  prudent  men  in  the  manage- 
ment of  their  own  affairs.  HI. — French 
V.  Snyder,  30  111.  339.  -Ky.— Com.  v. 
Lightfoot,  7  B.  Mon.  298.  Tex.— De- 
witt  V.  Oppenheimer  &  Co.,  51  Tex. 
103;  Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28  Tex.  202, 
91  Am.  Dec.  309;  Fatheree  v.  Wil- 
liams, 13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W. 
324. 

[b]  The  officer  should  act  fairly 
with  a  due  regard  to  the  rights  of 
the  debtor  and  the  convenience  of  the 
creditor,  keeping  in  mind,  that  the 
motives  which  influenced  him,  and  the 
tendency  of  his  conduct  may  all  be  in- 
vestigated by  a  jury.  Marcy  v.  Kin- 
ney, 9   Conn.  394. 

55.  Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

56.  Com.  V.  Lightfoot,  7  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)    298;   Fatheree  v.  Williams,    13 
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Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

57.  Com.  V.  Lightfoot,  7  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  298;  Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

58.  De  Witt  v.  Oppenheimer  &  Co., 
51  Tex.  103;  Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28 
Tex.  202,  91  Am.  Dec'  309;  Mara  v. 
Branch  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  8.  W. 
661;  Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

[a]  The  mere  fact  that  the  value  of 
land  is  considerably  more  than  the 
amount  6f  the  execution  does  not  ren- 
der the  levy  void.  The  land  may  be 
incapable  of  subdivision  or  such  that 
it  can  be  levied  on  only  in  its  en- 
tirety. Bridger  v.  Exchange  Bank,  126 
Ga.  821,  56  S.  E.  97. 

[b]  Where  land  is  sold  as  the  prop- 
erty of  a  tenant  for  life,  the  value  of 
the  life  estate,  not  of  the  fee,  is  the 
test  of  an  excessive  levy.  Glower  v. 
Fleming,  81  Ga.  247,  7  S.  E.  278. 

59.  Ingram  v.  Belk,  2  Strobh.  (S.  C.) 
207,  47  Am.  Dee.  591. 

60.  Ala. — Governor  v.  Powell,  9  Ala, 
83;  Levens  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  45, 
57  So.  497.  m.— French  v.  Snyder,  30 
111.  339;  Mills  V.  Larrance,  111  111. 
App.  140,x  141.  Ky.— Com.  v.  Light- 
foot, 7  B.  Mon.  298.  Tex. — Atcheson 
V.  Hutchison,  51  Tex.  223;  Dewitt  v. 
Oppenheimer  &  Co.,  51  Tex.  103;  Mara 
V.  Branch  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S.  W. 
661;  Fatheree  v.  Williams,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  430,  35  S.  W.  324. 

61.  Ala.  —  Governor  v.  Powell,  9 
Ala.  83,  query  whether  sheriff  is  bound 
to  examine  the  record.  Ga. — Bridger 
V.  Exchange  Bank,  126  Ga.  821,  56  S. 
E.  97;  MuUings  V.  Both  well,  29  Ga. 
706.  La. — Hefner  v.  Hesse  &  Vergez, 
29  La.  Ann.  149. 
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property  seized, ^^  and  for  costs  and  other  incidental  expenses.^' 
(C.)  Effect  or  Excessive  Levt.64  — In  some  states  the  fact  that  a 
levy  is  excessive  will  not  invalidate  the  levy,**^  the  process,^^  or  the 
sale."^  But  a  levy  and  sale  so  disproportioned  in  value  to  the  amount 
to  be  raised  as  to  create_  a  presum,ption  of  fraud  or  reckless  indiffer- 
ence to  the  obligations  of  the  officer's  trust  is  void.^^ 

In  some  of  the  New  England  states  it  has  been  held  that  a  levy 
on  realty  is  void  if  the  value  of  the  land  taken  exceeds  the  amount  due 
by  the  value  of  any  legal  tender  coin.^^ 


[a]  Compare,  De  Jarnette  v.  Ver- 
ner,  40  Kan.  224,  19  Pae.  666,  holding 
the  officer  must  have  the  land  ap- 
praised and  sold  without  reference  to 
any  lien  or  incumbrance  upon  ,it  as  it 
is  not  for  him  to  inquire  whether  or 
not  the  laud  is  subject  to  a  mortgage, 

[b]  Wiere  after  levy .  the  sheriff 
learns  of  the  existence  of  an  tncum- 
brance  upon  the  property  levied  on,  it 
is  his  duty  to  make  a  further  levy  un- 
less the  property  could  be  reasonably 
exDected  to  sell  for  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  execution  and  the  prior  lien.  Gov- 
ernor V.  Powell,  9  Ala.  83. 

62.  Dewitt  v.  Oppenheimer,  51  Tex. 
103;  Mara  v.  Branch  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
135  S.  W.  661. 

63.  Bergen  v.  Boerum,  2  Caines  (N. 
Y.)  256;  Dewitt  v.  Oppenheimer,  51 
Tex.  103;  Mara  v.  Branch  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  135  S.  W.  661. 

64.  Remedy  against  officer,  see  the 
title   "Sheriffs,    Constables    and    Mar- 

65.  Ark.— Black  v.  Nettles,  25  Ark. 
606.  Conn. — Marcy  v.  Kinney,  9  Conn. 
394.     Compare,  Sumner^ «.  Lyon,  7  Conn. 

281.     Mich Backus    v.    Barber,     107 

Mich.  468,  65  N.  W.  379;  Campau  v. 
Godfrey,  18  Mich.  27,  100  Am.  Dee. 
133.  N.  H.— Moore  v.  Kidder,  58  N. 
H.  115.  N.  y.— Green  v.  Burke,  23 
"Wend.  490;  Dezell  v.  Odell,  3  Hill  215, 
38  Am.  Dec.  628.  Ohio. — Pugh  v.  Cal- 
loway, 10  Ohio  St.  488.  Pa.— Donald- 
son V.  Bank  of  Danville,  20  Pa.  245. 
Tenn. — Brown  v.  Allen,  3  Head  429. 
Tex. — Cook  V.  De  la  Garza,  13  Tex. 
431.  Wash. — McConnell  v.  Kaufman, 
5  Wash.  686,  32  Pac.  782. 

[a]  Where  several  levies  are  made 
for  separate  sums,  only  such  levies 
will  be  void  as  are  made  to  satisfy 
the  amount  in  excess  of  the  judgment. 
Hightower  v.  Handlin  &  Venneys,  27 
Ark.  20. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  officer  has 
taken  possession  of  a  large   quantity 


of  goods  with  the  intention  of  levying 
on  and  separating,  a  certain  portion 
will  not  invalidate  the  levy.  Morgan 
V.  Spangler,  14  Ohio  St.  102. 

[c]  A  mere  levy  upon  real  property 
can  do  no  harm.  When  the  sheriff 
comeg  to  sell  the  property  it  is  his 
duty  to  sell  only  so  much  as  may  be 
necessary  to  satisfy  the  execution. 
Drake  v.  Murphy,  42  Ind.  82. 

66.  Barfield  v.  Barfield,  77  Ga.  83; 
Bogle  V.  Bloom,  36  Kan.  512,  13  Pac. 
793. 

ei?.  Doe  V.  Eue,  4  Blackf.  263; 
Grain  v.  Hogan  (Tex.),  16  S.  W.  1019. 
See  Livingston  v.  Lamb,  1  Kan.  221. 

68.  la — Fortin  v.  Sedgwick,  133 
Iowa  233,  110  N.  W.  460;  Cook  v.  Jen- 
kins &  Co.,  30  Iowa  452.  Mo.— Silver 
V.  McNeil,  52  Mo.  518;  HannilDal  & 
St.  J.  R.  Co.  V.  Brown,  43  Mo.  294. 
N.  Y. — Tiernan  v.  Wilson,  6  Johns.  Ch. 
411.  Tex. — Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28 
Tex.  202,  91  Am.  Dec.  309.  Utah. 
Young  V.  Schroeder,  10  Utah  155,  37 
Pac.   252. 

[a]  Illustrations. — (1)  A  levy  of  an 
execution  for  $63  upon  a  tract  of  land 
worth  from  $200  to  $300  is  not  so  ex- 
cessive as  to  render  a  sale  thereunder 
void.  Landrum  v.  Broadwell,  110  Ga. 
538,  35  8.  B.  638.  To  same  effect  see 
AUagood  V.  Cook,  92  Ga.  570,  17  S.  E. 
920.  (2)  A  levy  on  a  steamboat,  worth 
forty  thousand  dollars  under  an  execu- 
tion for  one  hundred  and  nine  dollars 
held  excessive  where  the  execution 
could  have  been  satisfied  by  levying 
upon  a  small  part  of  the  furniture  of 
the  boat.  Silver  v.  McNeil,  52  Mo. 
518.  (3)  In  Brien  v.  Robinson,  102 
Tenn.  157,  52  8.  W.  802,  the  court 
said:  "We  think  the  levy  was  ex- 
cessive. The  judgment  was  for  only 
$750,  and  the  property  levied  on  was 
worth  $3000  or  $4000." 

69.  See  Wilson  v.  Gannon,  54  Me. 
384;  Glidden  v.  Chase,  35  Me.  90,  56 
Am.  Dec.  690;  Thayer  v.  Mayo,  34  Me. 
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(D.)  Eemedt.to  -^  Where  the  officer  makes  an  excessive  levy,  relief 
may  be  had  by  applying  to  the  court  to  release  a  portion  of  the 
property/^  by  motion  to  set  aside  the  levy,'^  by  an  action  for  dam- 
ages against  the  officer,'^  or  by  audita  querela.''*  Relief  may  be  had 
in  chancery  also  in  some  cases.'*  An  affidavit  of  illegality  is  not  a 
remedy  for  an  excessive  levy.''^ 

The  right  to  have  a  levy  reduced  to  an  amount  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  judgment  and  costs  is  personal  to  the  debtor,''  but  he  may  be 
estopped  from  raising  the  objection.'* 


139;  Boyd  v.  Page,  30  Me.  460;  Chen- 
ery  v.  Stevens,  97  Mass.  77;  Whithed 
V.  Mallory,  4  Cush.  (Mass.)  138;  Pickett 
V.  Breekenridge,  22  Pick.   (Mass.)   297. 

[a]  Illustrations. — (1)  On  an  execu- 
tion for  $119^.11  a  levy  exceeding  the 
amount  of  execution  by  $5.89  is  in- 
valid. Chenery  v.  Stevens,  97  Mass. 
77,  83.  (i,)  And  on  an  execution  for 
$47.83  a  levy  of  land  appraised  at 
$50.83  is  invalid.  Pickett  v.  Breeken- 
ridge, 22  Pick.   (Mass.)   297. 

[l>]  De  Minimis  Non  Curat  Lex. 
(1)  A  levy  which  is  excessive  by  one 
cent  and  three  mills  is  within  the 
maxim  de  minimis  non  curat  lex  and 
valid.  Dwinel  v.  Soper,  32  Me.  119, 
52  Am.  Dee.  643.  (2)  But  an  excess 
of  fourteen  cents  (Glidden  v.  Chase,  35 
Me.  90,  56  Am.  Dee.  690),  (3)  of  fifty- 
two  cents  (Thayer  c.  Mayo,  34  Me. 
139),  (4)  or  of  three  dollars  (Pickett 
V.  Breekenridge,  22  Pick,  [Mass.]  297), 
is  not  within  the  maxim  and  the  levy 
is  void.  But  some  cases  hold  such 
small  sums  within  the  maxim.  Spen- 
cer V.  Champion,  9  Conn.  536  (fourteen 
cents).  See  also  Hathaway  v.  Hem- 
ingway, 20  Conn.  191;  Huntington  v. 
Winchell,  8  Conn.  45,  20  Am.  Dee.  84 
(where  excess  was  ten  and  seventeen 
cents) ;  Avery  v.  Bowman,  40  N.  H. 
453,  77  Am.  Dec.  728,  excess  of  sev- 
enty-seven cents. 

70.  As  to  'wrongful  execution,  see 
imfra,  XI,  D. 

Remedies  against  enforcement  of 
judgment,  see  infra,  TV. 

As  to  abuse  of  process  generally,  see 
the    titles    "Malicious    Prosecution;" 

71.  Bogle  V.  Bloom,  36  Kan.  512,  13 
Pac.  793. 

Plaintiff  May  Release  a  Part  of  the 
Levy. — See  infra,  II,  B,  4,  n,  (I). 

72.  Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18  Mich.  27, 
10  Am.  Dee.   133. 

As  to  vacation  of  levy  generally,  see 
imfra,  IV,  A. 
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73.  Ga. — Barfield  v.  Barfield,  77  6a. 
83.  Minn. — Sharvy  v.  Cash,  66  Minn. 
200,  68  N.  W.  1070.  N.  Y.— Dezell  «. 
Odell,  3  Hill  215,  38  Am.  Dec.  628. 
Tex. — Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28  Tex. 
202,  91  Am.  Dee.  309;  Fatheree  v. 
Williams,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  35  S. 
W.  324.  Vt. — Hopkins  v.  Hayward,  34 
Vt.  474. 

As  to  actions  against  the  of&cer,  see 
the  title  "  Sheriffs,  Constables  and  Mar- 
shals." 

74.  Hopkins  v.  Hayward,  34  Vt.  474. 
As  to  auaita  querela  generally,  see  3 

Standard  Peoc.  875. 

75.  See  infra,  IV. 

[a]  Where  by  mistake  more  land  is 
taken  than  is  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
execution,  the  proper  remedy  is  in 
equity  and  the  proper  relief  is  for  the 
creditor  to  reconvey  so  much  of  the 
land  as  is  more  than  sufficient  to  pay 
his  debt.  Fitch  v.  Ayer,  2  Conn.  143. 
And  see  Hathaway  v.  Hemingway,  20 
Conn.  191;  Avery  v.  Bowman,  40  N.  H. 
45^,  77  Am.  Dec.  .728. 

[b]  Doing  Equity. — One  seeking  aid 
in  equity  from  an  oppressive  levy  upon 
an  execution,  a  part  of  which  admitted 
to  be  justly  due,  must  pay  into  court 
the  amount  admitted  to  be  due.  Wil- 
kinson V.  Holton,  119  Ga.  557,  46  S.  E. 
620. 

76.  Pinkston  v.  Harrell,  106  6a. 
102,  31  S,  E.  808,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  242; 
Eogers  v.  Felker,  77  6a.  46;  Zaehry  v. 
Zachry,  68  6a.  158;  Manry  v.  Shep- 
perd,  57  6a.  68;  6eorgia  Northern  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Cone,  17  6a.  App.  786,  88  S.  B. 
701;  6eorgia  Northern  Ey.  Co.  ■;;.  Home 
Merc.  Co.,  17  6a.  App.  755,  88  S.  E. 
413. 

Ag  to  use  of  affidavit  of  Illegality 
to  attack  the  writ,  see  infra,  IV,  D. 

77.  Brown  v.  Cougot,  8  Eob.  (La.) 
14. 

78.  Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28  Tex. 
202,  91  Am.  Dec.  309,  by  himself  point- 
ing out  the  property  to  be  levied  on. 
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(II.)  Where  Execution  Is  Specific.  —  If  the  execution  is  one  that  re- 
quires the  levy  to  be  made  on  specific  property,  the  ofBeer  is  required 
only  to  follow  the  mandate  of  the  writ.''*  And  an  execution  in  rem 
against  specific  property  may  be  levied  on  the  entire  property,  though 
the -value  of  the  property  may  greatly  exceed  the  amount  of  the 
execution.^" 

i.  Record  of  Levy  and  Indorsement. — (I.)  Necessity  for.  . —  Gen- 
erally speaking,  it  is  the  duty  of  an  officer  who  has  made  a  levy, 
whether  upon  real  or  personal  property,  to  indorse  that  fact  on  the 
writ,*^  and  ijidorse  a  memorandum  of  the  property  seized.^^  If  the 
property  consists  of  so  many  articles  that  it  is  inconvenient  to  in- 
dorse the  memorandum,  the  officer  should  make  an  inventory  of  the 
property  and  file  it  with  the  writ.^^  According  to  some  authorities 
an  indorsement  is  not  absolutely  indispensable  to  a  levy  upon  real 
estate,^*  but  it  has  been  held  that  a  levy  upon  realty  is  not  complete 
until  the  indorsement  has  been  made.*®     Of  course,  if  no  levy  is  re- 


79.  XT.  S. — Stutsman  County  v.  Wal- 
lace, 142  U.  S.  293,  12  Sup.  Ct.  227,  35 
L.  ed.  1018.  Ga.— Wallace  v.  Holly,  13 
Ga.  389.  Mo. — State  to  use  of  Boss 
V.  Cave,  49  Mo.  129;  State  v.  Hailey, 
71  Mo.  App.  200.  Wis.— Watkins  v. 
Page,  2  Wis.  92. 

80.  Cooney  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  136 
Ga.  118,  70  S.  E.  950;  Wilkinson  v. 
Holton,  119  Ga.  557,  46  S.  E.  620. 

81.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4104;  White 
V.  Farley,  81  Ala.  563,  8  So.  215;  Moore 
V.  Barclay,  18  Ala.  672;  Toulmin  v. 
Lesesne,  2  Ala.  359.  Ga. — Code,  1910, 
§5421.  HI. — Davidson  v.  Waldron,  31 
HI.  120,  83  Am.  Dec.  206;  Douglas  v. 
Whiting,  28  111.  362.  Kan. — National 
Bank  v.  Duff,  77  Kan.  248,  94  Pac. 
260,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1047.  Ky. 
Leath  v.  Deweese,  162  Ky.  227,  172 
S.  W.  516;  Jones  v.  Allen,  88  Ky.  381, 
11  S.  W.  289;  Demint  v.  Thompson,  80 
Ky.  255,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  778;  Com.  v. 
Hurt,  4  Bush  64;  McBurnie  v.  Over- 
street,  8  B.  Mon.  300;  Greer  v.  How- 
ard, 4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  350;  Demint  v. 
Einga's  Admr.,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  514; 
Greer  v.  Howard,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  350. 
IMich. — ^Vroman  v.  Thompson,  51  Mich. 
452,  16  N.  W.  808.  Pa.— M 'Clelland  v. 
Slingluff,  7  Watts  &  S.  134,  42  Am. 
Dec.  224.  S.  C. — Maddox  v.  Sullivan, 
2  Eich.  Eq.  4,  44  Am.  Dec.  234.  Tenn. 
Code,  §4755;  Nighbert  v.  Hornsby,  100 
Tenn.  82,  42  S.  W.  1060,  66  Am.  St. 
Eep.  736. 

As  to  sufficiency  of  indorsement  as 
a  levy,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  i,  (II). 

[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  an  oflcer  who 
bas  levied  upon  real  property  to  attest 


his  act  of  levying  by  some  written 
memorial.  Tnis  record  usually  takes 
the  form  of  an  indorsement  upon  the 
writ  but  it  i^  not  necessary  tiiat  it 
exist  in  this  particular  form.  Shepard 
V.  Schrutt,  163  Mich.  485,  28  N.  W. 
772;  Vroman  v.  Thompson,  51  Mich. 
452,  456,  16  N.  W.  8i8. 

82.  Toulmin  v.  Lesesne,  2  Ala.  359; 
Kennedy  v.  Eoundtree,  59  S.  C.  324, 
37  S.  E.  942,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  841; 
Tyler  v.  Williams,  53  S.  C.  367,  31  S.  E. 
298. 

83.  Toulmin  v.  Lesesne,  2  Ala.  359. 
As  to   inventory,   see  infra,    U,    B, 

84.  Colo. — Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo. 
App.  467,  39  Pac.  70.  Riach. — Vroman 
V.  Thompson,  51  Mich.  452,  456,  16  N. 
W.  808.  Pa. — Weidensaul  v.  Eeynolds, 
49  Pa.  73.  E.  I.— Lynch  v.  Earle,  18 
E.  L  531,  28  Atl.  763. 

[a]  When  the  proper  notice  of  levy 
is  recorded,  a  levy  cannot  be  regarded 
as  imperfect  for  want  of  an  indorse- 
ment of  levy.  Vroman  v.  Thompson, 
51  Mich.  452,  456,  16  N.  W.  808. 

[b]  Failure  To  Endorse. — "It  is 
certainly  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to 
enter  upon  the  execution  the  nature 
of  his  levy,  showing  the  particular 
estate  levied  upon;  but  the  fact  that 
he  fails  to  make  this  entry  at  the  time 
or  on  the  day  of  the  levy  does  not 
render  the  levy  invalid,  whether  made 
upon  real  or  personal  estate."  Demint 
V.  Thompson,  80  Ky.  255. 

85.  la. — MuUaney  v.  Cutting,  154  N. 
W.  893.  Ky. — Leath  v.  Deweese,  162 
Ky.  227,  172  S.  W.  516;   Jones  v.  Al- 
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quired,  no  indorsement  of  levy  need  be  made  in  such  a  ease.'^ 
(II.)  Purpose  and  Character  of  Indorsement.  —  The  indorsement  gen- 
erally is  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  evidence  of  the  levy,  the  date 
and  the  property  taken,  and  is  for  the  prevention  of  fraud,*^  although 
it  is  sometimes  considered  as  constituting  the  levy.**  It  is  not  the 
officer's  return,*^  but  after  a  return  is  made,  it  constitutes  a  portion, 
of  iV° 

(in.)  When  Made.  —  The  officer  should  make  the  endorsement  at 
the  time  the  levy  is  made,®^  but  the  failure  to  make  it  at  that  time 
does  not  render  the  levy  invalid,  whether  on  reaP^  or  personal  estate.^^ 
It  is  sufficient  if  made  within  a  reasonable  time  after  levy,°*  or  before 
the  return  of  the  writ,®^  and  it  has  been  permitted  at  a  later  time.^® 


len,  88  Ky.  381,  US.  W.  289.  Tex. 
Eedliek  v.  Williams,  5  S.  W.  375; 
Sanger  Bros.  v.  Trammel,  66  Tex.  361, 
1  S.  W.  378. 

[a]  But  when  the  officer  goes  upon 
the  land  and  levies  on  the  same  and 
notifies  the  owner  of  the  levy,  such 
levy  may  be  established  by  parol. 
Jones  V.  Allen,  88  Ky.  381,  11  S.  W. 
289;  McBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8  B.  Mon. 
300,  304.  And  see  Greer  v.  Howard, 
4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  350;  Steele  V.  Com.,  5 
Ky.  Opin.  437. 

[b]  Purchaser's  Title  Not  Affected. 
In  Davis  v.  Harnbell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
24  S.  W.  972,  it  was  held  that  the  in- 
dorsement of  a  levy  is  not  necessary 
to  the  validity  of  a  purchaser's  title 
acquired  at  the  execution  sale. 

86.  Van  Gelder  v.  Van  Gelder,  26 
Hun  (N.  T.)   356. 

As  to  necessity  for  levy,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  4,  b. 

87.  m. — Leach  v.  Pine,  41  111.  65, 
89  Am.  Dec.  375;  Stanley  v.  Moynihan, 
45  111.  App.  192.  Ky..^Com.  v.  Hurt, 
4  Biish  64.  Pa.— Schuylkill  County's 
Appeal,  30  Pa.  358. 

[a]  The  indorsement  of  the  levy 
(1)  is  prima  faci^  evidence  of  it. 
Price  V.  Shipps,  16  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  585; 
Cornell  v.   Cook,  7   Cow.    (N.  Y.)    310, 

•and  (2)  sufficient  to  authorize  the  sher- 
iff to  maintain  an  -action  of  trespass 
or  trover  for  the  goods  levied  on. 
Tucker  v.  Bond,  23  Ark.  268. 

[b]  It  is  not  the  levy  itself  but  is 
merely  the  evidence  that  a  levy  was 
made.  Jones  v.  Olson,  17  Colo.  App. 
144,  67  Pac.  349;  Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5 
Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pae.  70. 

88.  Keaton  v.  Parkas,  136  Ga.  188, 
70  S.  E.  1110;  Scolly  &  Co.  v.  Butler, 
59  Ga.  849;  Anderson  v.  Lee,  53  Ga. 
189;  Ansley  v.  "Wilson,  50  Ga.  418,  423; 
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Isam  V.  Hooks,  46   Ga.   309;   Hutching 
V.  Carver  Co.,  16  Minn.  13. 

89.  Nelson  v.  Cook,  19  111.  440. 

[a]  Indorsement  and  Beturn  Dis- 
tinguished.— "The  indorsement  of  the 
officer  is  one  thing,  and  the  return 
another.  The  action  of  the  officer  upon 
the  writ  is  not  the  return,  strictly 
speaking.  It  does  not  become  the  re- 
turn or  bear  that  character,  until,  as 
the  word  imports,  it  be  actually  re- 
turned to  the  office  out  of  which  it  is- 
sued. Being  indorsed,  and  remaining 
in  the  hands  of  the  officer,  it  is  under 
his  control,  and  he  can  erase  the  in- 
dorsement and  substitute  another  at 
his  pleasure.  He  is  not  concluded  by 
anything  he  may  have  written  upon  it, 
until  it  has  left  his  possession,  and  has 
been  returned  to  the  proper  office." 
Nelson  v.  Cook,  19  HI.  440. 

90.  Nelson  v.  Cook,  19  111.  440;  How- 
ard V.  North,  5  Tex.  290,  51  Am.  Dee. 
769. 

91.  Greet  v.  Howard,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
350. 

[a]  Presumption. — Until  the  con- 
trary appears  the  entry  of  levy  will 
be  presumed  to  have  been  made  at  the 
proper  time.  Miller  v.  Alexander,  13 
Tex.  497,  65  Am.  Dec.  73. 

92.  Demint  v.  Thompson,  80  Ky. 
255,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  778. 

93.  Ky. — Demint  v.  Thompson,  80 
Ky.  255,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  778.  Mo. 
Bilby  V.  Hartman,  29  Mo.  App.  125. 
Tenn. — Nighbert  v.  Hornsby,  100  Tenn. 
82,  42  S.  W.  1060,  66  Am.  St.  Eep. 
736. 

94.  Toulmin  «.  Lesesne,  2  Ala.  359; 
Jones  V.  Allen,  88  Ky.  381,  11  S.  W. 
289. 

95.  Bilby  v.  Hartman,  29  Mo.  App, 
125.      ' 

96.  Shepard  v.  Schrutt,    163    Mieh. 
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(IV.)  BecLuisites  of  Indorsement  or  Memorandum.  —  (A.)  Generally. 
Obviously  the  entry,  indorsement  or  memorandum  of  levy  must  be  in 
writing.*^ 

(B.)  "Where  Made.  —  The  entry  or  record  of  the  levy  is  not  required 
to  be  made  upon  the  writ  itself.®^  It  may  be  made  elsewhere  provided 
it  is  equally  public  and  permanent.*' 

(C.)  By  Whom  Made.  —  The  entry,  indorsement  or  memorandum 
must  be  made  by  the  sheriff  making  the  levy,^  or  under  his  immediate 
directions.'' 

(D.)  Contents,  f—  (1.)  Should  Be  Bated. —  The  indorsement  or  entry 
should  be  dated.^ 

(2.)  statement  of  Levy.  —  The  statement  of  the  levy  must  be  definite 
and  certain.*  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  particular  acts  done  in 
making  the  levy,  a  general  statement  that  he  "levied"  is  sufficient.^ 


485,  128  N.  W.  772,  at  the  hearings  of 
a  bill  in  aid  of  execution.  But  see 
Barden  v.  McKinne,  11  N.  C.  279,  15 
Am.  Dee.  519. 

97.  Anderson  v.  Lee,  53  Ga.  189; 
Kennedy  v.  Eoundtree,  59  S.  0.  324, 
37  S.  E.  942,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  841; 
Tyler  v.  Williams,  53  S.  C.  367,  31  S. 
E.  298. 

98.  Colo. — Jones  v.  Olson,  17  Colo. 
App.  144,  67  Pae.  349;  Herr  v.  Broad- 
well,  5  Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pae.  70. 
Pa.— Braden's  Estate,  165  Pa.  184,  30 
Atl.  746;  M'Clelland  v.  Slingluff,  7 
Watts  &  S.  134,  42  Am.  Dec.  224.  S.  C. 
Kennedy  v.  Eoundtree,  59  S.  C.  324, 
37  S.  E.  942,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  841; 
Tyler  v.  Williams,  53  S.  C.  367,  31  S.  E. 
298. 

[a]  An  indorsement  upon  a  paper 
pasted  on  the  writ  is  sufficient  where 
there  is  insufficient  space  on  the  writ. 
Stanley  v.  Moynihan,  45  111.  App.  192; 
MeBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  300. 

99.  Jones  v.  Olson,  17  Colo.  App. 
144,  67  Pae.  349;  Herr  v.  Broad  well,  5 
Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pae.  70;  Kennedy 
V.  Eoundtree,  59  S.  C.  324,  37  S.  E. 
942,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  841. 

1.  Kennedy  v.  Eoundtree,  59  S.  C. 
324,  37  S.  E.  942,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
841;  Tyler  v.  Williams,  53  S.  C.  367, 
380,  31  S.  E.  298. 

2.  Cox  V.  Montford,  66  Ga.  62. 

[a]  When  the  ofacer  making  a  levy 
cannot  write,  an  entry  thereof  by  an- 
other, in  his  presence  and  by  his  pro- 
curement, and  signed  by  him  with  his 
mark  is  good.  Cox  v.  Montford,  66 
Ga.  62. 

3.  AxL  undated  ludoisement  is  not 


insufficient  where  it  appears  from  other 
dated  indorsements  to  have  been  time- 
ly made.  Kightlinger 's  Appeal,  101 
Pa.  540. 

4.  U.  S. — Gault  V.  Woodbridge,  4 
McLean  329,  10  Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,275. 
Ala.— Boiling  v.  Vandiver,  91  Ala.  375, 
8  So.  290.  Ga. — Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Hill,  86  Ga.  500,  12  S.  E.  877. 
lU.— Davidson  v.  Waldron,  31  HI.  120, 
134,  83  Am..  Dec.  206. 

[a]  A  return  on  an  execution  of  a 
levy  "upon  the  books"  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  does  not  show  a  levy 
upon,  or  right  to  sell,  the  accounts  and 
debts  entered  in  the  books.  TuUis  v. 
Brawley,  3  Minn.  277. 

[b]  A  copying  of  defendant's 
acknowledgment  of  the  levy  on  the 
execution  is  a  sufficient  indorsement 
of  the  levy.  Weatherby  v.  Covington, 
3  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  27,  49  Am.  Dec.  623. 

5.  Folsom  V.  Carli,  5  Minn.  333,  80 
Am.  Dec.  429;  Tullis  v.  Brawley,  3 
Minn.  277. 

[a]  Failure  to  show  that  defendant 
was  called  on  to  point  out  property  is 
immaterial.  Crabtree  V.  Whiteselle,  65 
Tex.  111. 

[b]  Of  Levy  on  Realty  Standing  in 
Name  of  Another. — It  has  not  been 
customary  in  Massachusetts  to  insert 
the  word  "fraudulently"  in  the  re- 
turn of  the  officer  upon  a  levy  on  an 
execution.  See  Berry  v.  Gates,  175 
Mass.  373,  56  N.  B.  581;  Cowles  v. 
Dickinson,  140  Mass.  373,  5  N.  B.  302; 
Woodward  v.   Sartwell,   129  Mass.   210. 

[c]  Where  a  levy  has  been  made  on 
the  share  of  a  joint  tenant,  the  entire 
estate  should  be  described  and  a  state- 
ment  made   concerning  the  fact   that 
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(3.)   Time  of  Levy.  —  The  time  when  the  levy  is  made  must  be'shown.* 
(4.)     Description  of  Property  Seized.  —  (a.)     In  General.       —  The     entry 

should  plainly  describe  the  property  levied  on  whether  the  property 

be  real  or  personal.' 

An  error  or  misdescription    does  not  invalidate  the  levy  if  the  property 
can  be  identified  notwithstanding  the  error.^ 


the  debtor  owns  such  share  but  the 
return  need  not  state  that  the  estate 
is  held  in  joint-tenancy  and  not  in 
common.  Chase  v.  Williams,  etc.,  71 
Me.  190. 

[d]  A  return  of  the  certificate  of 
the  corporation  given  in  a  levy  upon 
shares  of  stock  is  not  required.  Thomp- 
son V.  "Wells,  57  111.  App.  436. 

6.  in.— Davidson  v.  Waldron,  31  111. 
120,  134,  88  Am.  Dec.  206.  S.  C. 
Kennedy  v.  Roundtree,  59  S.  C.  324, 
37  S.  E.  942,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  841; 
Tyler  v.  Williams,  53  S.  0.  367,  31  S. 
E.  298.     Tenn.— Code,  §4755. 

[a]  That  the  exact  day  of  the 
month  is  not  stated  is  not  ground  for 
dismissal  of  the  levy.  Solomon  &  Son 
V.  Harp,  99  Ga,  238,  25  S.  E.  402. 

[b]  An  indorsement  showing  a  levy 
previous  to  the  issuance  of  the  execu- 
tion is  a  mere  irregularity  which  might 
render  the  sale  voidable  on  seasonable 
motion  to  set  it  aside,  but  it  does  not 
render  the  sale  void.  White  v.  Farley, 
81  Ala.  563,  8  So.  215. 

7.  Ala. — Boiling  v.  Vandiver,  91  Ala. 
375,  8  So.  290.  Ga — Humphrey  v. 
Johnson,  143  Ga.  703,  85  S.  E.  830  (de- 
scription held  sufficient) ;  Tillman  v. 
Fontaine,  98  Ga.  672,  27  S.  E.  149; 
Scolly  &  Co.  V.  Butler,  59  Ga.  849; 
Oatis  V.  Brown,  59  Ga.  711;  Anderson 
V.  Lee,  53  Ga.  189.  III. — Davidson  v. 
Waldron,  31  HI.  120,  134,  83  Am.  Dec. 
206.  la. — Payne  v.  Billingham,  10  Iowa 
360.  Ky.— Demint  v.  Thompson,  80  Ky. 
255,  31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  778;  Low  v. 
Skaggs,  31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1292,  105  S.  W. 
439;  Humpich  v.  Drake,  19  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1782,  44  S.  W.  632.  S.  C— Ken- 
nedy ».  Eoundtree,  59  S.  C.  324,  37  8. 
E.  942,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. '841;  Tyler 
V.  Williams,  63  S.  C.  367,  380,  31  S.  E. 
298.  Tex. — Smith  v.  Crosby,  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  251,  22  S.  W.  1042.  Va. 
Eckhols  V.  Graham,  1  Call  492,  the 
names  of  slaves  levied  on  should  be 
endorsed.  \ 

[a]  The  sheriff  before  indorsing  the 
levy  should  resort  to  the  deeds  of  the 
defendant ,  for  a    description    of    the 
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property.     Wildasin  v.   Bare,   171   Pa. 
387,  33  Atl.  365. 

[b]  The  indorsement  must  partic- 
ularly specify  (1)  the  different  articles 
levied  on  (Todd  v.  Hoagland,  36  N.  J. 
L.  352;  Watson  v.  Hoel,  1  N.  J.  L. 
136;  Hustick  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  L.  168); 
(2)  or  refer  to  an  attached  schedule 
where  they  may  be  found.  State  v. 
Curran,  45  Mo.  App.  142. 

[c]  In  a  levy  upon  lumber,  (1)  it  is 
necessary  to  describe  the  quality  and 
quantity,  and  so  designate  its  locality 
and  position  with  reference  to  other 
lumber  in  the  same  yard  that  it  can 
with  reasonable  certainty  be  identified. 
Payne  v.  Billingham,  10  Iowa  360.  (2) 
An  indorsement  showing  a  levy  "on 
175,000  feet  of  lumber  at  Arlington," 
is  insufficient.  Davidson  D.  Waldron, 
31  HI.  120,  133,  83  Am.  Dee.  206. 

[d]  Personalty  in  a  House. — An  in- 
dorsement of  a  levy  upon  personalty 
in  a  house  describing  certain  items  and 
then  embracing  all  other  goods  there- 
in is  sufficiently  descriptive  of  the 
levy.  Hart  v.  Thomas  &  Co.,  75  Ga. 
529. 

[e]  Indorsement  on  List  of  Shares: 
A  pen  or  pencil  indorsement  "levied''' 
upon  a  list  furnished  by  the  creditor 
enumerating  certain  stocks  to  be  levied 
upon  and  produced  with  the  writ  is 
a  sufficient  indorsement  of  levy.  Bra- 
den's  Estate,  165  Pa.  184,  30  Atl.  746. 

[f]  Steamboat. — A  return  is  suffi- 
cient, which  shows  a  levy  upon  a 
steamboat  by  seizing  her  hull  and 
other  parts  of  the  boat  as  then  lying 
at  the  wharf,  partly  taken  to  pieces, 
and  in  the  process  of  being  broken 
up.    Gaty  V.  Garrison,  14  Mo.  33. 

[g]  Oxen. — A  levy  upon  "one  fawn 
colored  oxen,  one  dunn-pided  oxen,"  is 
not  void  for  indefinite  description. 
Denton  Bros.  v.  Hannah,  12  Ga.  App. 
494,  77  S.  E.  672. 

8.  Boggess  V.  Lowrey,  78  Ga.  539, 
3  S.  E.  771,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  279;  Wat- 
son V.  McClane,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  212, 
45  S.  W.  176. 

[a]    A  mistake  in  the  name  of  the 
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Jh.)  Manner  of  Describing  Seal  Property.  —  (AA.)  Generally.  —  The  in- 
dorsement or  entry  of  a  levy  upon  real  property  should  so  describe 
the  property  that  it  can  be  identified  or  that  it  can  be  claimed  and 
taken  possession  of,"  and  that  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  can  ascertain 


tovmship  will  not  vitiate  a  levy  upon 
growing  wheat.  Perkins  v.  Spaulding, 
2  Mich.  157. 

[b]  An  obvious  mistake  in  the  re- 
turn will  not  defeat  the  levy.  Frazee 
V.  Nelson,  179  Mass.  456,  61  N.  B. 
40. 

[c]  Variance  between  the  levy  and 
mortgage,  in  the  description,  will  not 
render  the  levy  illegal  where  both  are 
fairly  applicable  to  the  property. 
Smith  V.  Camp,  84  Ga.  117,  10  8.  E. 
539;  Cornell  v.  Cook,  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
310. 

9.  TJ.  S.— Reed  v.  Munn,  148  Fed. 
737,  80  C.  C.  A.  215.  Ala.— Boiling  v. 
Vandiver,  91  Ala.  375,  8  So.  290.  Del. 
Swiggett  V.  Roe,  3  Houst.  326.  Ga. 
Hawkins  v.  Johnson,  131  Ga.  347,  62 
S.  E.  285;  Elwell  V.  New  England 
Mort.  Co.,  101  Ga.  496,  28  S.  E.  833; 
Bird  V.  Burgsteiner,  100  Ga.  486,  28 
S.  E.  219;  Wiggins  v.  Gillette,  93  Ga. 
20,  19  8.  E.  86,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  123; 
Belk  V.  Estes  &  Co.,  82  Ga.  238,  8 
8.  E.  867;  Brown  v.  Moughon,  70  Ga. 
756.  111.— Stout  V.  Cook,  37  HI.  283; 
Fitch  V.  Pinckard,  5  ni.  69.  Me. 
Rollins  V.  Mooers,  25  Me.  192.  Md. 
BoTsey's  Lessee  v.  Dorsey,  28  Md.  388. 
N.  H.— Smith  v.  Smith,  66  N.  H.  fill, 
27  Atl.  222.  N.  J.— Canfield  v.  Brown- 
ing, 69  N.  J.  L.  553,  55  Atl.  101;  Wills 
V.  MeKinney,  41  N.  J.  L.  120.  Ohio. 
Matthews  v.  Thompson,  3  Ohio  272. 
Tenn. — Easley  v.  McLaren,  1  Baxt.  1; 
Howard  v.  Horner,  11  Humph.  529,  532; 
Helms  V.  Alexander,  10  Humph.  44; 
Parker  v.  Swan,  1  Humph.  80;  Tay- 
lor's Lessee  v.  Cozart,  4  Humph.  433, 
40  Am.  Dec.  655.  Tex. — Smith  v. 
Crosby,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  251,  22  8.  W. 
1042. 

[a]  "There  must  also  be,  by  de- 
scription, such  ascertainment  of  iden- 
tity as  shall  prevent  one  piece  of  land 
from  being  sold  and  a  distinct  one 
conveyed."  Gibbs  v.  Thompson,  7 
Humph.  (Tenn.)  179;  Taylor's  Lessee 
v.  Cozart,  4  Humph.  (Tenn.)  433,  40 
Am.  Dec.  655. 

[b]  A  description  as  "one  law  of- 
fice and  lot  of  ground"  is  void  for 
uncertainty.  Dorsey 's  Lessee  V.  Dor- 
sey, 28  Md,  388, 
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[c]  A  levy  on  land  is  sufficiently 
certain  which  describes  it  in  such  man- 
ner as  to  distinguish  it  from  all  other 
tracts  owned  by  the.  same  person. 
Vance's  Heirs  v.  M'Nairy,  3  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)   171,  24  Am.  Dec.  553. 

[d]  The  true  principle,  says  the 
court  in  Easley  v.  McLaren,  1  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)  1,  is  that  the  land  shall  be 
so  described  in  the  levy  that  it  can 
be  identified  and  ascertained  by  the 
ordinary  mode  of  identifying  lands, 
that  is,  by  giving  the  county,  the  civil 
district  in  which  it  lies,  such  natural 
objects,  if  there  be  any,  as  will  serve 
to  guide  the  party  to  the  locality,  and 
such  metes  and  bounds  as  shall  include 
the  land,  or  such  other  description  of 
boundaries  as  by  reference  to  other 
adjoining  tracts,  as  will  distinguish  the 
tract  sold  from  any  other  tract  of 
land  owned  by  the  same  party  in  that 
vicinity,  arid  for  this  purpose  the  name 
of  th6  owner  should  be  given. 

[e]  Where  a  debtor  uses  two  pieces 
of  real  estate  as  one  farm,  it  is  suffi- 
cient for  the  sheriff  to  describe  them 
generally  as  one  tract  of  laud.  Wild- 
asin  V.  Bare,  171  Pa.  387,  33  Atl.  365; 
Buekholder  v.  Sigler,  7  Watts  &  8. 
(Pa.)   154. 

[f ]  For  cases  holding  description 
to  be  insufficient,  see  the  following: 
Ga.— Edenfield  v.  Milner,  138  Ga.  402, 
75  S.  E.  319;  Gunn  v.  Jones,  67  Ga. 
398;  Few  v.  Walton,  62  Ga.  447.  HI. 
Stout  V.  Cook,  37  111.  283.  Mich.- Bur- 
rowes  V.  Gibson,  42  Mich.  121,  3  N.  W. 
293.  Ohio. — Douglass  v.  McCoy,  5  Ohio 
522;  Matthews'  v.  Thompson,  3  Ohio 
272.  Tenn. — Huddleston  v.  Garrott,  3 
Humph.  629;  Brown  «?.  Dickson,  2 
Humph.  395,  37  Am.  Dec.  560,  566. 

[g]  For  cases  holding  the  descrip- 
tion sufficient,  see  the  following:  Ga. 
Humphrey  v.  Johnson,  143  Ga.  703,  85 
S.  'B.  830;  Young  v.  Germania  Sav. 
Bank,  132  Ga.  490,  64  8.  E.  552; 
Hawkins  v.  Johnson,  131  Ga.  347,  62 
8.  E.  285;  Beardsley  v.  Hilson,  94  Ga. 
50,  20  S.  E.  272;  Belk  v.  Estes  &  Co., 
82  Ga.  238,  8  S.  E.  867;  Thomas  v. 
Dockins,  75  Ga.  347;  Sears  v.  Bagwell, 
69  Ga.  429;  Phillips  v.  White,  66  Ga. 
753;  Longwoithy  v,  Featherston,  65  Ga. 
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the  nature  and  value  of  the  property  he  is  buying."  It  is  not  suffi- 
cient that  the  particular  purchaser  knew  the  boundaries.  The  prop- 
erty should  be  so  described  that  the  world  may  know  them.^^  A  de- 
.  scription  which  is  recognized  in  the  neighborhood  is  sufficient.^^  It 
need  not  be  as  certain  as  that  required  in  deeds,^^  although  any  de- 
scription or  mode  of  description  sufficient  to  identify  the  land  in  a 
deed  of  conveyance  will  be  good  in  a  levy.^*  A  reasonable  certainty,^® 
or  a  certainty  to  a  common  or  reasonable  intent  is  all  that  is  required. ^^ 


165;  Smith  ■».  Outlaw,  64  Ga.  677.  Ky. 
Sayers  v.  Habn,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  319; 
"Watson  V.  Turner,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  245. 
La. — Henderson  v.  Hoy,  26  La.  Ann. 
156.  N.  C. — Pemberton  v.  McEae,  75 
N.  C.  497.     Ohio. — Douglass  v.  McCoy) 

5  Ohio   522.     Tenn Christian   v.   My- 

natt,  11  Lea,  615;  Howard  v.  Horner, 
11  Humph.  532;  Parker  v.  Swan,  1 
Humph.  80.  Tex. — Alexander  v.  Mil- 
ler's Exrs.,  18  Tex.  893,  70  Am.  Dec. 
314;  Smith  v.  Crosby,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
251,  22  S.  W.  1042.  ^ 

10.  U.  S.— Gault  V.  Woodbridge,  4 
McLean  329,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,275. 
Ga. — Hawkins  v.  Johnson,  131  Ga.  347, 
62  S.  E.  285;  Bird  v.  Burgsteiner,  100 
Ga.  486,  28  S.  E.  219.  Bl.— Fitch  v. 
Pinckard,  5  HI.  69.  Ohio. — Matthews 
V.  Thompson,  3  Ohio  272.  Term. 
Stephens  v.  Taylor,  6  Lea  307;  Easley 
V.  McLaren,  1  Baxt.  1;  Lafferty  v. 
Conn,  3  Sneed  221;  Gibbs  v.  Thomp- 
son, 7  Humph.  179;  Huddleston  v.  Gar- 
rett, 3  Humph.  629.  Tex. — Hayes  v. 
Gallaher,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  88,  51  S. 
W.  280. 

[a]  The  description  must  be  such 
that  the  intending  purchaser  'can,  with 
the  aid  of  the  particulars  given,  find 
the  land  ,  by  proper  inquiry  of  those 
familiar  with  it.  Hayes  v.  Gallaher, 
21   Tex.   Civ.   App.    88,   51   S.   "W.   280. 

11.  Brinson  v.   Lassiter,   81   Ga.   40, 

6  S.  E.  468,  in  order  that  all  may 
knowingly  bid  and  that  the  land  may 
bring  the  highest  market  price. 

[a]  The  description  is  sufficient  if 
so  definite  as  to  enable  the  bidder  to 
ascertain  without  unreasonable  trouble 
the  precise  piece  of  laud  intended. 
This  means  not  that  a  mere  inspection 
of  the  description  itself  would  show 
what  land  is  intended  but  such  an  in- 
dication of  the  premises  as  would  en- 
able one  to  identify  them  by  refer- 
ences to  records  and  other  means  re- 
sorted to  for  that  purpose.  Focke  v. 
Garcia  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W. 
187. 
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[b]     But  the  rights  of  the  purchaser 

are  not  affected  by  a  failure  •  to  prop- 
erly describe  the  land.  Galot  v.  Pearce, 
18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1004,  38  S.  W.  892; 
Eeid  V.  Heasley,  9  Dana  (Kyr)  324; 
Fitch  V.  Boyer,  51  Tex.  336,  346. 
Compare,  Donnebaum  v.  Tinsley,  54 
Tex.  362,  holding  the  purchaser's  title 
depends  upon  a  valid  judgment,  levy 
and  execution  sale  and  the  payment  of 
the  money. 

12.  Christian  v.  Mynatt,  11  Lea 
(Tenn.)    615. 

See  infra,  H,  B,  4,  i,  (IV),  (D),  (4), 
(b),   (GG). 

13.  Pa. — tinman  v.  Kutz,  10  Watts 
90.  S.  0. — Manning  v.  Dove,  10  Eich. 
L.  395.  Tenn. — Vance's  Heirs  v. 
M'Nairy,  3  Yerg.  171,  24  Am.  Dec. 
553. 

[a]  But  compare,  Johnson  v.  Eowe, 
1  Ky.  L.  Eep.  274,  10  Ky.  Opin.  682, 
holding  the  levy  must  identify  the 
property  so  as  to  enable  the  ofS.cer  to 
make  a  conveyance. 

14.  MeCormick  v.  McCormick  Har- 
vesting Co.,  120  Iowa  593,  95  N.  W. 
181;  Eollins  v.  Mooers,  25  Me.  192. 

15.  N.  H.— Smith  v.  Smith,  66  N.  H. 
611,  27  Atl.  222.  Pa.— Hyskill  v.  Giv- 
in,  7  Serg.  &  E.  369.  Tenn. — Brown 
i\  Dickson,  2  Humph.  395,  37  Am.  Dec. 
560,  566;  Pound  v.  Pullen's  Lessee,  3 
Yerg.  338.  Tex — ^Buckner  v.  Van- 
cleave,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  312,  78  S. 
W.  541;  Smith  v.  Crosby,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.   251,  22  S.  W.  1042. 

16.  U.  S.— Eeed  v.  Munn,  148  Fed. 

737,  80  C.   C.  A.  215.     Me Eollins  v. 

Mooers,  25  Me.  192.  Tenn. — Trotter 
11.  Nelson,  1  Swan  7.  Vt. — Gilman  v. 
Thompson,  11  Vt.  643,  34  Am.  Dec. 
714. 

[a]  A  certainty  to  every  intent  is 
not  required  in  the  description  of  land 
levied  on.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  de- 
scription is  certain  to  a  general  intent 
such  as  would -put  the  owner  and  pur- 
chasers on  inquiry.  Swan 's  ■  Lessee  v. 
Parker,  7  Yerg.    (Tenn.)   490,  27  Am, 
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A  levy  is  sufficient  if  it  identifies  the  property  so  that  the  court  can 
understand  from  it  what  property  is  subjected."  If,  however,  the 
description  is  so  vague  and  uncertain  that  the  land  levied  on  cannot 
be  identified,  the  levy  is  void."  And  a  levy  which  is  applicable  to  two 
or  more  tracts  of  land  is  insufficient." 

Levy  on  Part  of  Tract.  —  Where  the  levy  is  made  on  part  of  a  tract 
of  land,  the  part  levied  on  must  be  designated.^" 

Where  a  levy  is  made  upon  several  tracts  of  land,  some  of  which  are  in- 
sufficiently described,  the  levy  will  be  upheld  as  to  those  tracts  suffi- 
ciently described.^^ 

Tliat  the  improvements  are  not  sufficiently  described  is  not  a  valid  ob- 
jection to  a  levy  upon  the  land.^^ 

(BB.)  By  Metes  and  Bounds.  — A  levy  may  describe  the  property  by 
metes  and  bounds.^^ 

(CC.)  By  Abuttals.  —  The  description  of  the  real  property  may  be  by 
abuttals.^* 

(DD.)  By  Beferenoe  to  Becorded  Flat.  —  If  there  is  a  recorded  plat,  it 
is  better  to  describe  the  property  by  reference  thereto,  and  by  the 


Deo.  522;  Smith  v.  Crosby,  86  Tex.  15, 
23  S.  W.  10,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  818. 

17.  Holcomb  v.  Hays,  23  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  352,  62  S.  W.  1028. 

[a]  Where  a  decree  is  against  spe- 
cific property,  an  indorsement  which  de- 
scribes the  property  as  the  decree  de- 
scribes it,  although  the  description 
may  be  loose,  is  not  void  for  uncer- 
tainty. Western  Union  Telegraph  Co. 
V.  HUl,  86  Ga.  500,  12  8,  E.  877. 

18.  Chadbourne  v.  Mason,  48  Me. 
389;  Smith  v.  Smith,  66  N.  H.  611,  27 
Atl.   222. 

19.  Brown  v.  Dickson,  2  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  895,  37  Am.  Dee.  560,  566; 
Pound  V.  Pullen's  Lessee,  3  Yerg.  338. 

[a]  At  Street  Intersection  Without 
Designating  Which  Corner. — A  levy  on 
"a  certain  lot  situated  on  the  angle 
of  S.  and  S.  streets  in  the  town  of 
A."  is  void  for  uncertainty.  Fitch  v. 
Pinckard,  5  HI.  69;  Johnson  v.  Eowe, 
10  Ky.  Opin.  682,  1  Ky.  L.  Eef).  274. 

20.  U.  S. — Gault  V.  Woodbridge,  4 
McLean  329,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,275. 
Ga. — Keaton  v.  Forrester,  63  Ga.  206. 
ni.— Hughes  V.  Streeter,  24  111.  647,  76 
Am.  Dec.  777.  Md. — Langley  v.  Jones, 
33  Md.  171;  Waters  v.  Duvall,  6  Gill 
&  J.  76.  Tenn. — ^Brigance  v.  Erwin's 
Lessee,  1  Swan  375,  57  Am.  Dec.  779. 
Tex. — Wooters  v.  Arledge,  54  Tex.  395. 

21.  Cleaveland  v.  Allen,  4  Vt.  176. 

22.  Donaldson  v.  Bank  of  Danville, 
20  Pa.  245. 

33.    Me. — Chadbourne  p.  Mason,  48 


Me.  389;  Warren  v.  Ireland,  29  Me. 
62.  Mass. — Jenks  v.  Ward,  4  Met. 
404.  Tenn. — Easley  v.  McLaren,  1 
Baxt.  1.  Vt. — Barnard's  Admr.  v.  Eus- 
sell,  19  Vt.  334. 

[a]  The  courses  and  monuments 
must  be  definitely  described.  Forbes 
V.  Hall,  51  Me.  568. 

[b]  The  monument  governs  where 
there  is  a  mistake  as  to  courses  and 
distances.  Barnard's  Admr.  v.  Eussell, 
19  Vt.  334. 

[c]  One  Boundary  Undetermined. 
A  levy  ■  which-  describes  three  bound- 
aries of  a  tract  and  leaves  the  fourth 
unenclosed  is  sufficient  as  the  fourth 
is  easily  ascertainable.'  Stephens  v. 
Taylor,  6  Lea   (Tenn.)   307. 

24.  Ky.— Holcomb  v,  Hays,  23  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  352,  62  S.  W.  1028.  Mich. 
Burrowes  v.,  Gibson,  42  Mich.  121,  3  N. 
W.  293. ~  Tenn. — Slasley  v.  McLaren,  1 
Baxt.  1. 

[a]  Insufficient  Indorsement.  —  An 
indorsement  stating  that  the  officer 
levied  on  a  tract  of  ,land  adjoining  the 
lands  of  McD.,  C.  and  others,  contain- 
ing one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  is  in- 
sufficient. Helms  V.  Alexander,  10 
Humph.  (Tenn.)  44.  To  same  effect, 
Edenfield  v.  Milner,  138  Ga.  402,  75  S. 
E.  319;  McLean  v.  Paul,  27  N.  C. 
22. 

[b]  SufScient  Indorsemnt. — A  levy 
upon  "one  house  and  one-half  lot  No. 
12  in  the  town  of  W.,  adjoining  T.  W. 
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number  of  the  lot 'and  block  as  given  -  thereon,  with  such  other  de- 
scriptive facts  as  may  be  necessary  to  identify  the  property.^^ 

(EE.)  By  Beference  to  Other  Descriptions.  —  An  entry  of  levy  which 
embraces  in  general  terms  a  description  of  the  land  levied  on  and 
refers  for  a  more  accurate  description  to  a  public  record  is  sufaeient,^^ 
unless  it  be  shown  that  the  reference  still  leaves  the  description  un- 
certain.^^ Eeferences  to  descriptions  in  papers  not  filed  of  record 
have  been  adjudged  sufiicient.^* 

(IT.)  By  Name  of  Owner  or  Besident. —  A  description  of  a  tract  of  land 
as  the  land  where  a  designated  person  resides,  is  sufficient  to  identify' 
the  pro'perty,^^  but  it  has  been  held  that  a  description  of  a  certain 
tract  of  land  of  a  certain  acreage  as  the  property  of  a  certain  person, 
is  void  for  uncertainty.^" 


K.    and    S."     is     sufficiently     certain. 
Smith  V.  Outlaw,  64  Ga.  677. 

25.  Bnirowes  v.  Gibson,  42  Mich. 
121,  3  N.  W.  293.  See  Phillips  v. 
White,  '66  Ga.  753. 

26.  Ga. — Conley  v.  Eeflwine,  109  Ga. 
640,  35  S.  E.  92,  77  Am.^St.  Eep.  398; 
Sears  v.  Bagwell,  69  Ga.  429;  Solomon 
V.  Breazeal,  27  Ga.  200  (where  property- 
levied  on  was  a  slave).  Mass — Allen 
V.  Taft,  6  Gray  552;  Bates  v.  Willard, 
10  Meto.  62;  Jenks  v.  Ward,  4  Mete. 
404;  Boylston  v.  Carver,  11  Mass.  515. 
Tex. — Watson  v.  McClane,  18  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  212,  45  S.  W.  176,  by  reference 
to  a  commissioner's  report  in  a  par- 
tition case.  Vt. — Hyde  v.  Barney,  17 
Vt.  280,  44  Am.  Pee.  335;  Oilman  v. 
Thompson,  11  Vt.  643,  34  Am.  Dec. 
714. 

[a]  Deeds  (1)  of  record  may  be  re- 
ferred to  (Allen  V.  Taft,  6  Gray  [Mass.] 
552;  Boylston  v.  Carver,  11  Mass.  515;, 
and  (2)  the  levy  is  sufficient  although 
it  is  not  stated'  that  the  deed  is  on 
record.  Jenks  v.  Ward,  4  Meto.  (Mass.) 
404. 

[b]  A  will  recorded  in  the  registry 
of  probate  may  be  referred  to  for  par- 
ticulars of  description.  Allen  v.  Taft, 
6  Gray   (Mass.)   552. 

27.  Conley  v.  Eedwin,  109  Ga.  640, 
35  S.  E.  92,  77  Am.  St.  Eep.' 398; 
Gilman  v.  Thompson,  11  Vt.  643,  34 
Am.  Deo.  714. 

28.  In  Wiggins  v.  Gillette,  93  Ga. 
20,  19  8.  E.  86,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  123, 
it  was  held  that  a  levy  upon  desig- 
nated lots  as  surveyed  and  platted  by 
one  8.  was  sufficient  although  the  plat 
referred  to  had  never  been  recorded 
and   the   description   did  not   mention 
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the   original  land  lot   containing    the 
property. 

[a]  But  an  advertisement  forms  no 
part  of  the  record  and  cannot  be  re- 
ferred to  to  complete  a  description. 
Taylor's  Lessee  v.  Cozart,  4  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  433,  40  Am.  Dec.  655. 

29.  Ga. — Williams  v.  Hart,  65  Ga. 
201;  Longworthy  v.  Eeatherston,  65  Ga. 
165;  Oatis  v.  Brown,  59  Ga.  711.  See 
Hawkins  v.  Johnson,  131  Ga.  347,  62 
S.  E.  '285;  Balk  v.  Estes  &  Co.,  82  Ga. 
238,  8  S.  E.  867.  Md.— Murphy's  Les- 
see V.  Cord,  12  Gill  &  J.  182.  S.  C, 
Bratfon  v.  Garrison,  2  Eich.  L.  146. 

[a]  Although  (1)  ttere  is  no  speci- 
fication of  the  number  of  acres,  the 
metes  and  bounds  of  the  lot,  or  the 
street  upon  which  it  is  situated,  the 
description  by  the  name  of  the  owner 
or  resident  is  sufficient.  Oatis  v.  Brown, 
59  Ga.  711.  (2)  But  a  levy  on  cer- 
tain land  "lying  on  E.  H.  creek  a 
tributary  to  of  the  fork  of  K.  river 
and  now  occupied  by  J., ' '  is  too  vague, 
inconsistent  and  uncertain.  Meade  v. 
Wright,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1806,  56  S.  W. 
523. 

[b]  An  entry  upon  an  execution 
against  two  persons  of  a  levy  "on 
three  hundred  acres  of  land,  more  or 
less,  whereon  the  defendant's  family 
now  lives,  adjoining  lands  of  S.  G. 
on  the  west  and  others,"  was  held  too 
uncertain  in  Anderson  v.  Lee,  53  Ga. 
189. 

30.  Ga.— Walden  v.  Walden,  128  Ga. 
126,  57  S.  B.  323;  Collins  v.  Dixon,  72 
Ga.  475;  Brown  v.  Moughon,  70  Ga. 
756;  Osborn  v.  Elder,  65  Ga.  360.  Ky. 
Low  V.  Skaggs,  31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1292, 
105  8.  W.  439.  S.  C— Tyler  v.  Wil- 
liams, 53  9.  C.  367,  31  S.  E.  298.    See 
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(GG.)  By  Name  of  Original  Grantee.  —  The  property  may  be  described 
by  the  name  of  the  original  grantee  of  the  property.^^ 

(HH.)'  By  Name  of  Property.  —  The  property  may  be  described  by  the 
name  by  which  it  is  known.'^ 

(II.)  Under  Statute.  —  Some  statutes  prescribe  the  mode  of  describ- 
ing the  realty ,=^  but  the  very  words  of  the  statute  need  not  be  used.=* 
Any  other  mode  will  answer  which  identifies  the  land  as  clearly  as  the 
statutory  method.'^ 

(c.)  Name  of  County.  —  The  county  in  which  the  property  is  situated 
should  be  stated.'®  But  as  the  officer  has  no  authority  to  act  outside 
of  his  county,  it  will  be  presumed,  when  the  name  of  the  county  is 
not  given  in  the  description,  that  the  land  levied  upon  lies  in  his 
county.^' 

(d.)  Stati^ng  Who  Is  in  Possession.  —  It  is  sometimes  required  of  the 
sheriff  that  he  state  who  is  in  possession^'  of  the  real  property  levied 


Sartor  v.  MeJunkin,  8  Rich.  451,  where 
the  sheriff's  deed  is  sufBciently  cer- 
tain, an  entry  as  in  the  text  is  suffi- 
cient. Term. — Brigance  v.  Erwin  's 
Lessee,  1  Swan  375,  57  Am.  Dec.  779; 
LafEerty  v.  Conn,  3  Sneed  221.  But 
see  Trotter  v.  Nelson,  1  Swan  7.  Tex. 
Stipe  V.  Shirley,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
97,  64  S.  W.  1012,  which  stated  in 
addition  that  said  land  was  part  of 
a  survey  made  in  the  name  of  B.   C. 

Contra,  Hyskill  v.  Givin,  7  Serg.  & 
E.    (Pa.)   369. 

■Compare,  the  sections  immediately 
following. 

[a]  A  description  of  land  as  con- 
taining      acres    on    the    S.    J. 

river  and  having  been  granted  from 
H.  to  G.  is  void  for  uncertainty.  Hayes 
V.  Gallaher,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  88,  51 
S.  W.  280. 

[b]  A  levy  "on  all  of  the  lands 
of  J.  W.,  lying  on  Q.  creek,"  is  not 
sufficiently  specific.  Huggins  v.  Ketch- 
um,  20  N.  C.  550.  To  same  effect, 
Chasteen  v.  Phillips,  49  N.  C.  459,  69 
Am.  Dec.   760. 

31.  Focke  V.  Garcia  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  41  S.  W.  187. 

[a]  By  Original  Grantee. — A  de- 
scription   of     certain     real     estate     as 

" acres  in  upper  S.  D.  tract, 

D.  county,  Texas  (orignal  grantee  J. 
F.) "  is  sufficiently  certain.  Focke  v. 
Garcia  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W. 
187. 

32.  Ga. — Oatis  v.  Brown,  59  Ga.  711. 
Ky. — Sayers  v.  Hahn,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
319.  Tex. — Bludworth  v.  Poole,  21  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  551,  53  S.  W.  717. 

[a]     A   levy    on    a    tract     of    land 


"known  asi  the  home  tract  containing 
acres,   more    or   less,"   while 


not  completely  identifying  the  property 
furnishes  the  means  of  identification, 
and  is  sufficient.  Elwell  v.  New  Eng- 
land Mort.  Co.,  101  Ga.  496,  28  S.  E. 
833. 

[b]  But  Trustees  Union  Baptist 
Assn.  V.   Hunn,   7   Tex.   Civ.  App.   249, 

26  S.  W.  755,  holds  "insufficient  a  levy 
upon  the  B.  University  in  the  town  of 
I.,  "^jV.  county,  Texas,  together  with  all 
its  land,  buildings,  improvements, 
libraries  and  apparatus, "  etc. 

[e]  A  levy  on  "all  the  crops  on 
the  Ball  place"  is  sufficiently  specific. 
Crine  v.  Tufts  &  Co.,  65  Ga.  644. 

33.  Barnard's  Admr.  v.  Russell,  19 
Vt.  334,  by  metes  and  bounds. 

34.  Huggins  V.  Ketohum,  20  N.  C. 
550. 

-  35.  Chasteen  v.  Phillips,  49  N.  C. 
459,  69  Am.  Dec.  760;  Huggins  v. 
Ketchum,  20  N.  C.  550. 

36.  Easley  v.  McLaren,  1  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)    1. 

37.  Howard  v.  Horner,  11  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  532;  Hayes  v.  Gallaher,  21 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  88,  51  S.  "W.  280. 

[a]  Location  Presumed  To  Be  in 
Venue.  —  An  indorsement  beginning 
with  the  name  of  the  state  and  county, 
and  describing  the  land  as  lots  of  cer- 
tain numbers  in  a  district  of  a  certain 
number  will  be  considered  to  mean  that 
the  lots  are  in  the  county  named  in 
the  venue.  Scolly  &  Co.  v.  Butler,  59 
Ga.  849. 

38.  Tillman  v.  Fontaine,  98  Ga.  672, 

27  S.  E.  149;  Williams  &  Co.  v.  Hart, 
65  Ga.  201. 
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on,^^  but  lie  should  not  state  conclusions  of  law  or  faet,^'  as  that  the 
person  in  possession  is  the  agent  of  the  defendant.*" 

(e.)  Construction  of  Description.  —  The  words  descriptive  of  the  estate 
and  quantity  of  land  levied  on  must  be  given  the  same  effect  as  would 
be  given  to  them  in  a  conveyance  voluntarily  executed  by  the  owner 
or  claimant  of  land.*^  "Where  doubtful  expressions  are  used  they 
should  be  construed  favorably  to  the  plaintiff  in  execution  to  enable 
him  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  debt.*^ 

(f.)  Cure  of  Imperfect  Description.' — An  imperfect  description  may  be 
cured  by  the  description  in  a  forthcoming  bond,*^  or  sheriff's  deed,** 
by  the  description  in  a  claim,  affidavit  and  bond,*°  or  by  amendment  ;*" 
or  it  may  be  aided  by  parol  evidence.*^  But  a  levy  void  for  want  of 
description  cannot  be  cured.*^ 

(5.)  Showing  Defendant's  Interest. —  The  extent  of  the  defendant's  in- 
terest need  not  be,  it  has  been  held,  described  in  the  entry  of  levy,*^ 
but  this  is  sometimes  required  by  statute.^"  The  entry  should  shdw 
that  the  property  is  levied  on  "as  the  property  of"  the  debtor .^^ 


39.  Tillman  v.  Fontaine,  98  6a.  672, 
27  S.  E.  149;  Williams  &  Co.  v.  Hart, 
65  Ga.  206. 


40.     Tillman  v.  Fontaine, 
27  S.  E.  149. 


Ga.  672, 


41.  Smith  V.  Crosby,  86  Tex.  15,  23 
S.  W.  10,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  818.  See 
also  Wilder  v.  Kent,  15  Fed.  217. 

[a]  In  a  levy  of  land,  an  exception 
of  "the  buildings"  will  exclude  from 
the  levy  not  only  the  buildings  but  the 
land  under  them  also  with  so  much 
adjacent  land  as  may  be  necessary  for 
their  use.     Grover  v.  Howard,  31  Me. 

'546. 

[b]  If  some  of  the  calls  are  false, 
they  will  be  rejected  and  the  levy  up- 
held if  there  are  sufficient  true  par- 
ticulars given.  Wing  v.  Burgis,  13 
Me.  111. 

42.  Inman  v.  Kutz,  10  Watts  (Pa.) 
90. 

43.  Boiling  v.  Vandiver,  91  Ala. 
375,  8  So.  290. 

44.  S.  0. — Sartor  v.  McJunkin,  8 
Eich.  L.  451.  Tenn. — Helms  v.  Alex- 
ander, 10  Humph.  44.  Tex. — ^Fitoh  v. 
Boyer,  51  Tex.  336;  Whitney  v.  Krapf, 
8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  304,  27  S.  W.  843. 
Contra,  Hayes  v.  Gallaher,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  88,  51  S.  W.  280;  Smith  v.  Cros- 
by, 4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  251,  22  S.  W. 
1042. 

45.  Shelton  v.  Shelton,  134  Ga.  681, 
68  S.  E.  481;  Walden  v.  Walden,  128 
Ga.  126,  57  8.  E.  323;  Drawdy  v.  Lit- 
tlefield,   75   Ga.   215;   Scolly  &  Co.   v. 
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Butler,   59    Ga.   849.     But   see   Keaton 
V.  Forrester;  63  Ga.  206. 

[a]  This  rule  applies  (1)  to  levies 
on  realty  (Shelton  v.  Shelton,  134  Ga. 
681,  C8  S.  E.  481;  Walden  v.  Walden, 
128  Ga.  126,  57 .S.  E.  323),  (2)  as  well 
as  to  levies  on  personalty.  Shelton 
V.  Shelton,  134  Ga.  681,  68  S.  E.  481; 
Walden  i>.  Walden,  128  Ga.  126,  57  S. 
E.  323, 

46.  As  to  amendment  of  Indorse- 
ment, see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  i,  (IV),  (E). 

47.  Chasteen  v.  Phillips,  49  N.  C. 
459,  69  Am.  Dec.  760. 

48.  Hudspeth  v.  Scarborough,  69  Ga. 
777;  Johnson  v.  Eowe,  1  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
274,  10  Ky.  Opin.  682. 

49.  Donaldson  v.  Bank  of  Danville, 
20  Pa.  245. 

As  to  levy  upon  defendant's  inter- 
est, see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (XI),   (G). 

50.  Torbit  v.  Jones  (Ga.),  89  8.  E. 
696;  Thornton  v.  Ferguson,  133  Ga. 
825,  67  S.  E.  97;  Hawkins  v.  Johnson, 
131  Ga.  347,  62  S.  E.  285;  Cooper 
V.  Yearwood,  119  Ga.  44,  45  S.  E.  716; 
Tillman  v.  Fontaine,  98  Ga.  672,  27 
S.  E.  149;  Hudspeth  v.  Scarborough,  69 
Ga.  777;  Anderson  v.  Lee,  53  Ga.  189. 

51.  Dorminey  v.  De  Lang,  130  Ga. 
618,  61  8.  E.  475,  124  Am.  St.  Eep. 
193;  Manley  v.  McKenzie,  128  Ga.  347, 
57  S.  E.  705;  Scolly  &  Co.  v.  Butler, 
59  Ga.  849  (omission  held  cured  by 
claim  affidavit). 

[a]  A  levy  upon  certain  realty  "as 
the  property"  of  the  defendant,  means 
that  his  entire  estate  is  levied  on  and 
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(6.)  Showing  Notice  of  Levy.  —The  entry  of  levy  is  not  required  to 
show  that  notice  of  levy  has  been  given.^^ 

(7.)  Signature.  — The  indorsement  should  be  signed.^^  But  it  has 
been  held  that  a  failure  of  .the  officer  to  sign  the  indorsement  is  not 
fatal  to  the  levy,^*  particularly  if  the  return,  of  which  the  entry  is  a 
part,  is  signed.^^ 

(E.)  Amendment. — An  entry  or  indorsement  of  levy  may  be 
amended,^''  even  after  the  sale  has  taken  plaee.^^  But  if  the  entry  is 
so  defective  that  it  does  not  amount  to  a  levy,  an  amendment  is  not 
allowed.^^ 

By  Wtom  Made.  —The  amendment  must  be  made  by  the  officer  who 
made  the  entry.®' 

What  May  Be  Supplied.  —  It  has  been  held  that  any  defect  in  the  de- 
scription of  the  land  levied  on  may  be  corrected  by  amendment  of  the 


iis  interest  is  sufficiently  set  out. 
Longworthy  v.  Peatherston,  65  Ga.  165. 
And  see  Inman  v.  Kutz,  10  Watts  (Pa.) 
90. 

[b]  But  where  judgment  directs  the 
sale  of  specific  property  to  satisfy  a 
mortgage  debt,  an  omission  to  state 
that  the  property  is  levied  on  as  that 
of  the  defendant  does  not  render  the 
levy  insufB.cient.  Thornton  v.  Fer- 
guson, 133  Ga.  825,  67  S.  E.  97. 

[e]  The  omission  of  this  statement 
does  not  render  the  levy  void  but  de- 
fective merely.  Dorminey  v.  De  Lang, 
130  Ga.  618,  61  S.  E.  475,  124  Am. 
St.  Eep.  193;  Cooper  v.  Yearwood,  119 
Ga.  44,  45  S.  E.  716;  Oberby  v.  Hart, 
68  Ga.  493;  Anderson  v.  Lee,  53  Ga. 
189.  See  Drawdy  v.  Littlefield,  75  Ga. 
215,  holding  defect  cured  by  claim 
affidavit. 

52.  Keaton  v.  Parkas,  136  Ga.  188, 
70  S.  E.  1110. 

53.  Cooney  v.  Atlanta,  136  Ga.  118, 
70  S.  E.  950;  Sharp  v.  Kennedy,  50  Ga. 
208;  Com.  v.  Hurt,  4  Bush  (Ky.)  64; 
Greer  v.  Howard,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  350. 

As  to  who  makes  the  indorsement, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  i,  (IV),  (C). 

[a]  If  a  deputy  signs  the  levying 
officer's  name  at  the  latter 'a  direction, 
and  if  the  officer  adopts  the  signature, 
the  levy  is  valid.  Cooney  v.  Atlanta, 
136  Ga.  118,  70  S.  E.  950. 

[b]  Signature  of  Deputy.— In  the 
absence  of  statute  providing  otherwise, 
a  deputy  may  sign  his  own  name  with 
his  official  designation.  He  is  not  re- 
quired to  add  the  name  of  his  prin- 
cipal. Miller  v.  Alexander,  13  Tex. 
497;  65  Am.  Dec.  73. 

54.  Sharp  v.  Kennedy,  50  Ga.  208. 


55.  Miller  v.  Alexander,  13  Tex. 
497,  65  Am.  Dee.  73;  Howard  v.  North, 
5  Tex.  290,  51  Am.  Dec.  769. 

56.  Dorminey  v.  De  Lang,  130  Ga. 
618,  61  8.  E.  475,  124  Am.  St.  Rep. 
193;  Hollis  v.  Eodgers,  106  Ga.  13,  31 
S.  E.  783;  MUler  v.  Alexander,  13  Tex. 
497,  65  Am.  Dec.  73. 

[a]  The  court  may  on  his  own  mo- 
tion in  the  presence  of  the  jury,  sug- 
gest a  needed  amendment  by  the  sher- 
ife.  Hollis  V.  Eodgers,  106  Ga.  13,  31 
S.  E.  783. 

[b]  Dating  the  amendment  of  a 
previous  entry  is  unnecessary.  Miller 
V.  Alexander,  13  Tex.  497,  65  Am.  Dec. 
73. 

[c]  If  the  officer  is  no  longer  in 
office,  an  order  of  court  authorizing 
the  amendment  is  proper.  Manley  v. 
McEenzie,  128   Ga.   347,  57  S.  E.  705. 

57.  Dorminey  v.  De  Lang,  130  Ga. 
618,  61  S.  E.  475,  124  Am.  St.  Eep. 
193;  MoLeod  v.  Brooks  Lumber  Co.,  98 
Ga.  253,  26  8.  E.  745;  Williams  v. 
Moore,  68  Ga.  585  (a  statement  of 
no  personalty  may  be  added  after 
sale). 

58.  Dorminey  v.  De  Lang,  130  Ga. 
618,  61  S.  E.  475,  124  Am.  St.  Eep. 
193;  Manley  v.  McKenzie,  128  Ga.  347, 
57  8.  E.  705;  Ansley  v.  Wilson,  50  Ga. 
418,  423. 

59.  Hudspeth  v.  Scarborough,  69  Ga. 
777. 

[a]  The  ex-deputy  who  made  the 
levy  is  the  proper  person  to  amend  the 
entry  although  the  present  sheriff  is 
the  same  person  who  was  sheriff  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  entry 
and  who  had  appointed  the  deputy  who 
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indorsement  with  leave  of  court.®"  The  signature  of  the  officer,"  and 
the  omission  of  the  indorsement  to  state  that  the  property  was  levied 
on  as  the  property  of  the  defendant,*^  may  be  supplied  by  amendment. 

j.  Inventory. ^^  —  In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer 
to  make  an  inventory  of  goods  levied  on,°*  but  an  inventory  is  not 
absolutely  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  levy,*^  at  least,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statute  requiring  it.°°  Generally  the  inventory  is  merely  a 
part  of  the  levy,  and  not  the  levy  itself.®' 

The  inventory  may  be  made  and  filed  at  any  time  until  the  day  the 
writ  is  returnable,®^  and  it  should  be  signed  by  the  sheriff  or  his  law- 
ful deputy.®'  It  vests  in  the  sheriff  only  such  goods  as  are  enumerated 
therein.'® 


is  out  of  office.    Manley  v.  McKenzie, 
128  Ga.  347,  57  S.  E.  705. 

60.  Donaldson  v.  Bank  of  Danville, 
\  \    20  Pa.  245.     Compare,  supra,  II,  B,  4, 

i,  (IV),  (D),   (4),  et  seq. 

[a]  In  Georgia,  as  the  entry  on  the 
fieri  facias  is  the  levy  itself,  an  entry 
which  fails  to  identify  the  property 
levied  on  cannot  be  remedied  by  amend- 
ment. Dorminey  v.  De  Lan^,  130  Ga. 
618,  61  S.  E.  475,  124  Am.  St.  Eep. 
193;  Manley  v.  McKenzie,  128  Ga.  347, 
57  S.  E.  705;  Ansley  v.  Wilson,  50  Ga. 
418,  423.  As  to  sufficiency  of  descrip- 
tion, see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  i,  (IV),  (D), 
(4). 

61.  Sharp  v.  Kennedy,  50  Ga.  208. 

62.  Manley  v.  McKenzie,  128  Ga. 
347,  57  S.  E.  705. 

[a]  Where  there  are  two  defend- 
ants, an  entry  which  f^lls  to  state 
■whose  property  was  levied  on  may  be 
corrected  by  amendment. '  Dorminey  v. 
De  Lang,  130  Ga.  618,  61  S.  E.  475,  124 
Am.  St.  Rep.  193. 

63.  As  to  Inventory  where  claim  of 
exemption  is  interposed,  see  11  Stand- 
ABD  Proc.  502. 

64.  la. — ^Payne  v.  Billingham,  10 
Iowa  360.  Mo. — State  v.  Doan,  39  Mo. 
44.^  N.  J.— Lloyd  v.  WyekofC,  11  N.  J. 
L.  218;  Hustiek  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  L. 
168.  N.  Y. — Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3 
Wend.  446,  20  Am.  Dec.  707;  Haggerty 
&  Nobles  V.  Wilber,  16  Johns.  287,-  8 
Am.  Dec.  321;  Watts  v.  Cleaveland,  3 
B.  D.  Smith  553.  Pa. — ^Weidensaul  v. 
Reynolds,  49  Pa.  73;  McClelland  v. 
Slingluff,  7  Watts  &  S.  134,  42  Am. 
Dec.  224.  S.  0. — ^Brian  v.  Strait,  Dud- 
ley 19;  Huger's  Admrs.  v.  Osborne,  1 
Bay  319.  Tex — Mara  v.  Branch  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  135  S.  W.  661. 

[a]  Whenever  the  sheriff  does  not 
take  immediate  possession  of  the  goods, 
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he  should  take  an  inventory  of  them. 
Lloyd  V.  Wyckoflf,  11  N.  J.  L.  218. 

[b]  Numerous  Articles. — When  the 
property  levied  on  consists  of  so  many 
articles  that  they  cannot  be  convenient- 
ly indorsed  on  the  writ,  the  officer 
should  make  out  an  inventory  and  file 
it  with  the  writ.  Toulmin  u.  Lesesne, 
2  Ala.  359. 

65.  la. — ^Payne  v.  Billingham,  10 
Iowa  360.  Ky. — ^Richart  v.  Goodpaster, 
116  Ky.  637,  76  S.  W.  831;  Jones  v. 
Martin,  5  Ky.  L.  Rep.  227.  Mo. — State 
V.  Doan,  39  Mo.  44.  N.  J. — ^Delaney 
V.  Martin,  51  N.  J.  L.  148,  16  Atl.  189. 
N.  Y.— Roth  V.  Wells,  29  N.  T.  471; 
Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3  Wend.  446,  20 
Am.  Dec.  707;  Haggerty  v.  Wilber,  16 
Johns.  286,  8  Am.  Dec.  321;  Mills  v. 
Thursby,-  11  How.  fr.  121;  Watts  v. 
Cleaveland,  3  E.  D.  Smith  553.  Ohio. 
Pugh  V.  Calloway,  10  Ohio  St.  488. 
Pa. — Wood  V.  Vanarsdale,  3  Rawle  401. 
Tex. — Mara  v.  Branch  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
135  S.  W.  661. 

66.  See  Delaney  v.  Martin,  51  N.  J. 
L.  148,  16  Atl.  189. 

[a]  In  Hawaii,  the  statute  requir- 
ing an  inventory  is  mandatory.  Everett 
V.  Bolles,  6  Hawaii  153. 

67.  Nelson  v.  Van  Gazelle  V.  Mfg. 
Co.,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  594,  17  Atl.  943  (ex- 
plaining and  qualifying) ;  Lloyd  v. 
WyekofE,  11  N.  J.  L.  218;  Wintermute 
V.  Hankinson,  6  N.  J.  L.  140. 

68.  Lloyd  V.  WyekofE,  11  N.  J.  L. 
218. 

69.  Huger's  Admrs.  v.  Osborne,  1 
Bay  (S.  C.)  319. 

70.  Farmer's  Bank  v.  Massey,  1  Har. 
(Del.)  186;  Lloyd  v.  WyckoflE,  11  N.  J. 
L.  218. 

[a]  General  Description.  —  A  levy 
upon  certain  designated  articles,  ''and 
all    other   goods    and   chattels    belong- 
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k.  Notice  of  Levy. — (I.)  Necessity  for."  — In  the  absence  of  a 
statute  requiring  it,  a  notice  of  levy  need  not  be  given.^^  But  statutes 
sometimes  require  notice  to  the  debtor.'''  In  some  states  notice  of  the 
levy  is  only  necessary  where  the  levy  is  on  real  estate/*  or  on  growing 
or  unharvested  erops.'^  In  somie  states  it  is  provided  that  if  the  de- 
fendant is  in  actual  possession  and  occupation  of  land  levied  on  the 
ofScer  shall,  at  a  designated-  time,  serve  him  with  notice  stating  the 
execution  is  levied  on  said  land,  mentioning  the  tirae  and  place  of 
sale.^^ 


ing"  to  the  debtor  does  not  include 
property  of  which  the  sherifE  has  no 
knowledge.  Olden  v.  Sassman,  72  N.  J. 
Eq.  637,  66  Atl.  603. 

71.  Where  levy  is  on  corporate 
stock,  a  notice  is  required.  See  supra, 
II,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (E),  (9). 

72.  Ky.— Jones  v.  Allen,  88  Ky.  381, 
11  S.  W.  289,  notice  to  the  owner,  of 
a  levy  on  land  made  by  going  to  it 
and  indorsing  the  levy  on  the  writ,  is 
not  required.  Md. — State  v.  Boulden, 
57  Md.  314.  Mo. — Duncan  v.  Matney, 
29  Mo.  368,  77  Ani.  Dec.  575. 

73.  La.  Code  Pr.,  art.  654;  Lapene 
&  Jacks  V.  McCan,  28  La.  Ann.  749; 
Graff  V.  Moylan,  28  La.  Ann.  75;  Ball 
V.  Crockett,  9  La.  Ann.  293;  Lockhart 
V.  Harrell,  6  La.  Ann.  530;  Lamoran- 
dier  v.  Meyer,  8  Bob.  152;  Walkef  v. 
Allen,  19  La.  307;  Grant  v.  Walden,  6 
La.  623. 

[a]  Although  the  defendant  does 
not  reside  in  the  parish  where  the 
property  is  situated,  notice  of  seizure 
is  required.  Lamorandier  v.  Meyer,  8 
Eob.    (La.)   152. 

[b]  Notice  to  the  debtor  of  a,  debt 
or  credit  seized  on  execution  is  not 
required  by  the  Louisiana  code.  Labiche 
V.  Lewis,  12  Eob.  (La.)  8. 

[c]  Where  a  defendant  points  out 
property  to  be  taken  on  execution,   a 

'-  notice     of     seizure    is     not     required. 
Hewitt  v.  Stephens,  5  La.  Ann.  640. 

[d]  The  malllug  of  notice  of  seizure 
by  the  levying  oflcer  to  the  sheriff  of 
the  parish  in  which  the  owner  resides, 
to  be  served  by  the  latter,  is  a  rea- 
sonable mode  of  "giving  notice.  La- 
morandier V.  Meyer,  8  Eob.   (La.)   152. 

[e]  Notice  on  the  day  of  seizure  is 
Buflficient.  Tompkins  v.  Stroud,  16  La. 
274. 

74.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4104.  Ga. 
Code,  1910,  §§6031,  6033,  6039;  Estes 
V.  Ivey,  53  Ga.  52;  Isam  v.  Hooks,  46 
Ga.    309;    Solomon    v.    Peters,   37    Ga. 


251,  92  Am.  Dec.  69.  Mich.— How.  St., 
§11,386;  Savidge  v.  Seager,  175  Mich. 
47,  140  N.  "W;  951.  Mo.— Eev.  St., 
1909,  §2199;  St.  Louis  Brew.  Assn.  v. 
Howard,  150  Mo.  445,  51  S.  W.  1046; 
Young  V.  Sehofield,  132  Mo.  650,  663, 
34  S.  W.  497.  R.  I. — Goldsworthy  e. 
Coyle,  19  E.  I.  323,  33  Atl.  466. 

[a]  Actual  notice  of  the  sale  will 
not  dispense  with  the  notice  required 
by  statute.  Johnson  v.  Daniel,  25  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  587,  592,  63  S.  W.  1032. 

[b]  Computing  Time  for  Giving 
Notice. — In  Goldsworthy  v.  Coyle,  19 
E.  I.  323,  33  Atl.  466,  construing  a 
statute  requiring  that  notice  of  a  levy 
on  realty  should  be  set  up  for  the 
space  of  three  months,  it  was  held 
that  in  computing  the  time  both  the 
day  of  the  levy  and  the  day  of  sale 
should  be  excluded.     ' 

[c]  In  Missouri,  (1)  the  statute 
only  requires  the  sheriff  to  file  notice 
when  the  judgment  is  not  already  a 
lien  on  the  property.  St.  Louis  Brew. 
Assn.  V.  Howard,  150  Mo.  445,  51  S.  W. 
1046.  (2)  The  statute  does  not  refer 
to  real  estate  in  the  county  in  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  nor  to  real 
estate  under  cover  of  a  homestead. 
Smith  V.  Thompson,  169  Mo.  553,  69 
S.  W.  1040;  Lohmann  v.  Stocke,  94  Mo. 
672,  8  S.  W.  9;  Harper  v.  Hopper,  42 
Mo.  124;  Harris  v.  Chouteau,  37  Mo. 
165. 

[d]  A  wrong  description  in  a 
recorded  notice  of  levy  invalidates  the 
notice  as  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of 
the  property.  Savidge  v.  Seager,  175 
Mich.  47,  140  N".  W.  951. 

75.  Friyer  v.  McNaughton,  110 
Mich.  22,  67  N.  W.  978. 

76.  la.— ^Bennett  &  Franz  v.  Burton, 
44  Iowa  550;  Babcock  v.  Gurney,  42 
Iowa  154;  Fleming  v.  Maddox,  30  Iowa 
239;  Jensen  v.  Woodbury,  16  Iowa -515. 
See  Ayres  v.  Campbell,  9  Iowa  213>  74 
Am.  Dee.  346.    N,  C— Borden  v.  Smith, 
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Where,  after  levy  and  notice  of  levy  given,  the  execution  is  enjoined, 
no.  further  notice  is  necessary  on  dissolution  of  the  injunction.'^' 

Effect  of  Failure  To  Give.  Notice.  —  In  some  states,  the  statute  provid- 
ing for  the  giving  of  notice  is  directory  merely,'^  and  a  failure  to  give 
notice  does  not  ipso  facto  render  the  levy  void,'^  vitiate  the  sale  or 
affect  the  title  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser,*"  but  other  courts  hold  that 
the  nonobservance  of  this  statutory  requirement  renders  the  sale 
void.*^ 

(II.)  To  Whom  Given. —  It  is  generally  required  that  notice  be  given 
to  the  judgment  debtor,*^  and,  in  some  states,  the  person  in  posses- 


20  N.  C.  27,  34.  Tenn.— Hinson  v.  Hin- 
son,  5  Sueed  322,  73  Am.  Dee.  129; 
Lafferty  v.  Conn,  3  Sneed  221;  Elliott 
V.  Shultz,  10  Humph.  234;  Helms  v. 
Alexander,  10  Humph.  44;  Farquhar  v. 
Toney,  5  Humph.  502;  Trott  &  Mc- 
Broom  v.  MeGavock,  1  Yerg.  469. 

[a]  Possession  alone  is  insufficient; 
it  must  be  coupled  with  actual  occupa- 
tion. Christian  v.  Mynatt,  11  Lea 
(Tenn.)    615. 

[b]  Possession  (1)  by  an  agent 
(Bennett  &  Franz  v.  Burton,  44  Iowa 
550),  (2)  or  by  a  tenant  (Babcoek  v. 
Gurney,  42  Iowa  154;  Fleming  «>.  Mad- 
dox,  30  Iowa  239,  243),  does  not  neces- 
sitate notice. 

[c]  A  notice  containing  a.  wholly, 
false  or  mistaken  description  of  the 
premises  is  a  nullity.  Helms  v.  Alex- 
ander, 10  Humph.  (Tenn.)  44. 

77.  McMicken  v.  Morgan,  9  La. 
Ann.  208. 

78.  Cox  V.  Montford,  66  Ga.  62; 
Solomon  v.  Peters,  37  Ga.  251,  92  Am. 
Dec.  69. 

79.  Ellis  V.  Gibbons,  26  Colo.  App. 
454,  145  Pac.  285;  Cox  v.  Montford,  66 
Ga.  62. 

80.  White  v.  Farley,  81  Ala.  563,  8 
So.  215;  Love  &  Williams  v.  Powell,  5 
Ala.  58;  Solomon  v.  Peters,  37  Ga.  251, 
92  Am.  Dec.  69. 

[a]  Notice  of  Levy  on  Growing 
Crops. — A  statutory  provision  that  the 
officer  making  a  levy  upon  crops  shall 
file  a  notice  thereof  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  township  where  such  crops 
are  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  and  that 
such  notice  shall  be  constructive  evi- 
dence of  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  execution,  is  for  the  benefit  of 
third  persons,  and  a  failure  to  file 
such  notice  does  not,  as  between  the 
parties,  operate  to  limit  the  life  of 
the  execution  to  the  return  day  there- 
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of.     Friyer  «.  McNaughton,  110  Mich. 
22,  67  N.  W.  978. 

81.  la. — See  Jensen  v.  Woodbury, 
16  Iowa  515,  holding  the  failure  to 
give  the  statutory  notice  is  ground  for 
setting  aside  the  sale.  La. — ^Lapene  & 
Jacks  V.  McCan,  28  La.  Ann.  749;  Ball 
V.  Crockett,  Garland  &  Co.,  9  La.  Ann. 
293;  Mississippi  Marine  &  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Bank  of  Louisiana,  11  Bob.  47;  La- 
morandier  v.  Meyer,  8  Bob.  152.  Com- 
pare, Succession  of  Allan  v.  Couret,  24 
La.  Ann.  24,  holding  the  lack  of  notice 
of  seizure  required  by  art.  735  of  the 
Code  Pr.  of  Louisiana  is  an  informal- 
ity which  is  cured  by  a  lapse  of  five 
years.  N.  C— Borden  v.  Smith,  20  N. 
C.  27,  34.  Tenn. — ^Hinson  v.  Hinson,  5 
Sneed  322,  73  Am.  Dee.  129;  Lafferty 
V.  Conn,  3  Sneed  221;  Helms  v.  Alex- 
ander, 10  Humph.  44;  Mitchell  v.  Lipe, 
8  Yerg.  179,  29  Am.  Dee.  116;  Trott 
&  M 'Broom  v.  MeGavock,  1  Yerg.  469. 

82.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4104.  Ga. 
Code,  1910,  §§6031,  6033;  Deloach  & 
Wileoxson  v.  Myriek,  6  Ga.  410.  La. 
Ball  V.  Crockett,.  Garland  &  Co.,  9  La. 
Ann.  293;  Lockhart  v.  Harrell,  6  La. 
Ann.  530;  Mississippi  Marine  &  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Bank  of  Louisiana,  11  Bob". 
47.  Tenn. — Lafferty  v.  Conn,  3  Sneed 
221;  Eiehards  v.  Meeks,  11  Humph. 
455,  54  Am.  Dec.  49. 

[a]  A  notice  to  the  debtor's  part- 
ner who  has  a  power  of  attorney  author- 
izing him  to  act  as  the  debtor's  agent 
at  final  sale  is  sufficient.  Walker  v. 
Allen,  19  La.  307. 

[b]  A  service  upon  the  defendant's 
attorney  is  not  sufficient  where  the  de- 
fendant is  himself  within  the  state. 
Ball  V.  Crockett,  Garland  &  Co.,  9  La.. 
Ann.  293;  Lockhart  v.  Harrell,  6  La. 
Ann.  530. 

[e]  Leaving  notice  with  a  tenant 
and  with  a  woman  with  whom  the 
sheriff  is  informed  the  defendant  had 
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sion.5=  In  others,  the  notice  is  required  to  be  recorded.^* 
(HI.)  Waiver.  —  The  statutory  notice  may  be  waived.^^ 
(IV.)    Presumption  of  Notice.  —  It   will   sometimes  be   presumed  that 

the  required  notice  was  given.^^ 

1.  Ceriificate  of  Levy.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  sheriff,  levying  on 
realty  a  Vrit  issued  from  another  county,  is  required  to  file  a  cer- 
tificate of  levy  in  his  own  county.^' 

m.  Successive  Levies.  —  Although  one  levy  has  been  made  under 
an  execution,  the  sheriff  has  power  to  make  such  further  levies,  dur- 
ing the  life  of  the  writ,  as  are  necessary  to  satisfy  it,^*  as  where  the 
property  taken  fails,  at  the  sale,  to  bring  a  sufficient   amount,^^   or 


been,  living,  is  not  a  compliance  with 
the  Tennessee  statute.  "  Lafferty  v. 
Conn,  3  Sneed   (Tenn.)   221. 

83.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §§6031,  6039; 
Keaton  v.  Farkas,  136  Ga.  188,  70  S.  E. 
1110;  Cox  V.  Montford,  66  Ga.  62; 
Isam  V.  Hooks,  46  Ga.  309;  Deloaeh 
&  Wileoxson  v.  Myrick,  6  Ga.  410. 

[a]  Notice  to  the  teuants  of  a  levy 
on  realty  is  not  required..  Lambeth  v. 
Sentell,  38  La.  Ann.  691. 

84.  Ky.— Donacher  v.  Tafferty,  147 
Ky.  337,  144  S.  W.  13;  Park  v.  Mc- 
Eeynolds,  111  Ky.  651,  64  S.  W.  517 
(a  notice  in  the  language  of  the  stat- 
ute is  sufficient,  and  it  need  not  de- 
scribe the  property  levied  on) ;  Don- 
acher V.  Tafferty,  147  Ky.  337,  144  S. 
W.  13.  Mich. — Savidge  v.  Seager,  175 
Mich.  47,  140  N.  W.  951.  Mo.— Eev. 
St.,   1909,    §2199. 

85.  Ky. — Williams  v.  Smith,  4  Bush. 
540.  La. — McDonogh  v.  Garland,  7  La. 
Ann.  143;  Lockhart  v.  Harrell,  6  La. 
Ann.  530;  "Walker  v.  Allen,  19  La.  307. 
N.  C— Borden  v.  Smith,  20  N.  C.  27, 
34.  Tenn. — Richards  v.  Meeks,  11 
Humph.  455,  54  Am.  Dec.  49;  Carney 
V.  Carney,  10  Yerg.  491,  31  Am.  Dec. 
590;  Mitchell  v.  Lipe,  8  Yerg.  179,  29 
Am.  Dec.  116;  Noe's  Lessee  v.  Purcha- 
pile,  5  Yerg.  215. 

[a]  Giving  of  bond  by  the  claim- 
ants is  deemed  a  waiver  of  the  notice 
required  by  a  statute  making  it  the 
duty  of  an  officer,  when  levying  upon 
joint  property  to  satisfy  a  debt  of  one 
of  the  owners,  first  to  notify  the  other 
joint  owners.  Williams  v.  Smith,  4 
Bush.   (Ky.)  540. 

[b]  By  Appearance  at  Sale. — ^Where 
the  debtor  appears  at  the  time  when 
the  sale  is  to  take  place  and  makes  no 
objection  to  the  sheriff  proceeding,  and 
himself   bids  for   the   property,  he   is 


held  to  have  waived  any  objections  to 
the  notice.  Walker  v.  Allen,  19  La. 
307. 

86.  Simmons  v.  McKissick,  6  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  259. 

[a]  From  Becltals  of  Sheriff's  Deed. 
Burnett  v.  Austin,  10  Lea  (Tenn.) 
564;  Simmons  -V.  McKissick,  6  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  259;  Rogers  v.  Jennings,  3 
Yerg.   (Tenn.)   308. 

87.  Victor  Inv.  Co.  v.  Eoerig,  22 
Colo.  App.  257,  124  Pae.  349;  People 
V.  Finch,  19  Colo.  App.  512,  76  Pac. 
1120;  Thomas  v.  Hebenstreit,  68  111. 
115. 

88.  Ala. — Governor  v.  Powell,  9  Ala. 
83.  Ga.— Wyatt  v.  Chapman,  66  Ga. 
727;  Ayers  v.  Lamb,  65  Ga.  627;  Mar- 
shall V.  Morris,  13  Ga.  185;  Lynch  v. 
Pressley,  8  Ga.  327.  111. — Everingham 
V.  National  City  Bank,  124  111.  527, 
17  N.  E.  26;  Montgomery  v.  Wayne, 
14  111.  373.  Ind.— Indiana  Cent.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Bradley,  15  Ind.  23.  Ky — ^Mor- 
row V.  Hart,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  291.  La. 
Dabbs  V.  Hemken,  3  Eob.  123.  Me. 
Bingham  v.  Smith,  64  Me.  450.  Mo. 
Lillard  v.  Shannon,  60  Mo.  522;  Hombs 
V.  Corbin,  20  Mo.  App.  497.  Neb. 
Pitkin  V.  Buruham,  62  Neb.  385,  87  N. 
W.  160,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  763,  55  L.  E. 
A.  280.  N.  J. — ^Van  Waggoner  v.  Moses, 
26  N.  J.  L.  570;  Moses  v.  Thomas,  26 
N.  J.  L.  124.  N.  Y.— Denvrey  v.  Pox, 
22  Barb.  522.  N.  D. — Eev.  Code,  1905, 
§7110.  Ohio.— Pugh  V.  Calloway,  10 
Ohio  St.  488.  Qkla.— Comp.  Laws,  1909, 
§5976.  Pa.— Eudy  v.  Com.,  35  Pa.  166, 
78  Am.  Dec.  330.  Vt. — Pierson  v. 
Hovey,   1   D.   Chip.   51. 

89.  m. — Montgomery  v.  Wayne,  14 
Til.  373.  Ind.— Lindley  v.  Kelley,  42 
Ind.  294,  306.  Mo.— Moss  v.  Craft,  10 
Mo.  720.  Pa. — Eudy  v.  Com.,  35  Pa. 
166,  78  Am.  Dec.  330. 
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where  the  property  levied  on  has  been  restored  to  the  defendant,"" 
or  a  third  party  claim  has  been  made,"^  or  the  levy  fails  because  of 
some  defect  in  it."^  But  he  cannot  make  a  subsequent  levy  after  the 
return  day.°^  And  if  he  fias  seized  property  apparently  sufficient  to 
pay  the  execution,  he  cannot  make  another  levy  under  it,  until  the 
property  levied  on  has  been  legally  disposed  of  and  is  insufficiency 
shown  by  an  actual  sale.** 
n.  Aiandonment  and  Release  of  Levy. — (I.)  By  Act  of  Plaintiff.— 
(A.)  In  General.  —  The  plaintiff  may  voluntarily  abandon  or  release 
a  levy  which  has  been  made,^^  though  it  has  been  held  that  he  cannot 
do  so  when  it  would  result  in  injury  to  third  persons."*    The  creditor 


90.  Jones  v.  Lusk,  2  Mete.  (Ky.) 
356;  Morrow  v.  Hart,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  291;  Ferriday  p.  Selcer,  Freem. 
Gh.   (Miss.)   258. 

91.  Wyatt  V.  Chapman,  66  6a.  727 
(before  the  papers  have  fceen  returned 
to  court  the  creditor  may  have  a  new 
levy  on  other  property  of  the  defend- 
ant without  an  order  of  court);  Branch 
V.  Eiley,  19  Ga.  161;  Lynch  v.  Press- 
ley,  8  6a.  327.  See  Smith  v.  Camp,  84 
6a.  117,  10  S.  E.  539. 

[^]  Where  a  fieri  facias  has  been 
levied  on  land  and  a  claim  interposed 
and  dismissed  and  the  fieri  facias  or- 
dered to  proceed,  a  levy  may  be  made 
on  other  realty  and  the  fieri  facias  is 
not  .required  to  proceed  on  the  first 
levy  first.  Overby  v.  Hart,  68  Ga. 
493. 

92.  Bingham  v.  Smith,  64  Me.  450; 
East  Greenwich  Inst.  v.  Allen,  22  E.  I. 
337,  47  Atl.  885. 

93.  Canfield  v.  Browning,  65  N.  J. 
L.  553,  55  Atl.  101. 

As  to  time  of  levy,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
4,  f. 

94.  Ala. — Rapier  v.  Gulf,  etc.  Co., 
69  Ala.  476;  Cobb  v.  Cage,  7  Ala.  619. 
Ark. — Whiting  &  Slark  v.  Beebe,  12 
Ark.  421,  539.  Ga.— Marshall  v.  Mor- 
ris, 13  Ga.  185;  Dougherty  v.  Marsh, 
11  Ga.  277.  Ind.— Harmon  v.  State,  82 
Ind.  197;  Lindley  v.  Kelley,  42  Ind. 
294,  306;  Miller  v.  A'shton,  7  Blackf. 
29.  la.— Sioux  City  &  I.  F.  Town  Lot 
&  Land  Co.  v.  Walker^  78  Iowa  476, 
43  N.  W.  294.  Ky. — Morrow  v.  Hart, 
1  A.  K.  Marsh.  291.  Mass. — Adams  v. 
Drake,  11  Cush.  504.  Miss.— McGehe 
V.  Handley,  5  How.  625,  629;  Ferriday 
'v.  Selcer,  .Freem.  Ch.  258.  N.  Y — Hoyt 
V.  Hudson,  12  Johns.  207.  E.  I — East 
6reenwich  Inst.  v.  Allen,  22  E.  I.  337, 

1 47  Atl.  885.     S.  D.— Wood  v.  Conrad, 
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2    S.   J).    405,   50   N.   W.   903.     Tenn. 
Hunn  V.  Hough,  5  Heist.  708. 

[a]  But  see  Denvrey  v.  Fox,  22 
Barb.  (N.  T.)  522,  where  the  court 
says:  "There  is  no  restriction  upon' 
the  officer  as  to  the  amount  of  prop- 
erty he  shall  take,  nor  is  he  required 
to  levy  upon  the  property  at  the  same  ' 
time.  It  would  be  extremely  danger- 
ous to  hold  that  when  the  officer  had 
once  levied  upon  sufficient  property  to 
satisfy  the  execution,  his  power  to  levy 
upon  more  was  gone.  How  is  he  to 
know  when  he  has  made  a  sufficient 
levy?  This  cannot  usually  be  ascer- 
tained with  certainty  until  the  sale." 

[b]  Where  tbe  officer  takes  a  bond 
or  other  security  for  the  release  of 
property  levied  on,  he  cannot  hold  the 
execution  and  use  it  afterwards  to  en- 
force payment.  Eeed  v.  Pruyn,  7 
Johns.  (N.  T.)  426,  5  Am.  Dec.  287. 
See  also  Hoyt  v.  Hudson,  12  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  207. 

As  to  the  amount  of  property  to  be 
levied  on,  and  what  shall  be  considered 
in  determining  the  amount,  see  supra, 
IT,  B,  4,  h. 

A  levy  as  a  satisfaction,  see  the 
title  "Judgments,  Satisfaction  of." 

95.  Ind.— Starry  v.  Johnson,  32  Ind. 
438.  La. — Sevey  v.  Chappuis  Co.,  116 
La.  759,  41  So.  62.  N.  D.— Eev.  Codes, 
1905,  §7136.  Tenn.— Evans  v.  Barn«s, 
2  Swan  292. 

[a]  With  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fendants this  may  always  be  done,  but 
where  a  principal  and  his  sureties  are 
the  defendants  and  the  property  of 
the  latter  has  been  levied  upon  their 
consent  to  the  release  of  the  levy  is 
necessary.  Walker  v.  Com.,  18  6ratt. 
(59  Va.)   13,  45,  98  Am.  Dec.  631. 

[b]  By  oral  or  written  order.  Dor- 
rance's  Admrs.  v.  Com.,  13  Pa.  160. 

96.  Ga. — Ayers    v.    Lamb,    65    Ga. 
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may  abandon  a  levy  upon  property  not  subject  to  levy  or  which  does 
not  belong  to  the  judgment  debtor.^'  But  when  a  plaintifE  has  elected 
on  what  property  to  levy  and  has  made  his  levy,  he  cannot  release  the 
levy  •  and  seize  other  property  unless  the  defendant  consents.^^  A 
plaintiff  who  orders  the  sheriff  to  suspend  proceedings,^^  files  a  peti- 
tion to  have  the  debtor  adjudged  a  bankrupt,^  or  consents  to  a  change 
in  the  nature  of  the  property,"  or  does  some  other  act  inconsistent  with 
the  continuance  of  the  levy,^  is  held  to  have  abandoned  the  levy.  An 
abandonment  of  a  valid  regular  levy  is  not  presumed  from  a  sub- 
sequent irregular  levy,*  or  by  a  second  levy  upon  the  same  property 
clearly  intended  to  be  in  aid  of  the  first.^ 

(B.)   Bt  Delay.  —  A  mere  delay  in  making  the  sale  does  not  operate 
as  an  abandonment  of  the  levy,^  but  an  unreasonable  delay  in  enforcing 


627.  Md. — MeCabe  v.  Goodwine,  65 
Ind.  288;  Starry  v.  Johnson,  32  Ind. 
438.  S.  C. — Mayson  v.  Irby,  1  Eich. 
L.  435. 

97.  Ark.— Black  v.  Nettles,  25  Ark. 
606.  N.  y — ^Blivin  v.  Bleakley,  23 
How.  Pr.  124.  Term. — ^Bank  of  Ten- 
nessee V.  Turney,  7  Humph.  271;  Glenu 
V.  Maguire,  3  Cooper's  Ch.  695;  Love 
V.  AUison,  2  Cooper's  Ch.  111. 

[a]  Where  the  sheriff  levies  upon 
land  not  owned  by  defendants,  or 
makes  an  excessive  levy,  the  plaintiff 
may  release  part  of  the  property  from 
the  levy.  Black  v.  Nettles,  25  Ark. 
606. 

[b]  If  one  defendant  in  the  execu- 
tion cause  a  levy  to  be  made  upon  the 
supposed  personal  property  of  a  co- 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  may  disaffirm 
the  act  and  abandon  the  levy,  although 
the  defendant  tendej  the  sheriff  an  in- 
demnity bond.  Bank  of  Tennessee  v. 
Turney,  7  Humph,  (Tenn.)   271. 

98.  Smith  v.  Hughes,  24  HI.  270; 
Colburn  v.  Barton,  17  HI.  App.  391. 

[a]  The  judgment  creditor  of  two 
jobit  debtors  cannot  abandon  a  levy 
upon  sufficient  property  of  one  of  the 
debtors  for  the  express  purpose  of 
levying  for  the  whole  debt,  under  a 
second  execution  upon  the  property  of 
the  other.  McChain  v.  McKeon  & 
Duffy,  2  Duer  (N.  Y.)  645. 

99.  Hickok  v.  Coates,  2  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  419,  20  Am.  Dec,  632;  Excelsior 
Needle  Co.  v.  Globe  Cycle  Wks.,  48 
App.  Div.  304,  g2  N.  Y.  Supp.  538; 
Kauffelt's  Appeal,  9  Watts   (Pa.)   334. 

1.  In  re  Sheehan,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,737. 

[a]  Filing  a  creditor's  bill  to  re- 
move a  cloud  upon  the  propertjr  is  not 


an    abandonment    of     the     execution. 
Amick  V.  Young,  69  HI.  542. 

2.  Patton,  Malone  &  Co.  v.  Moore, 
16  W.  Va.  428,  37  Am.  Eep.  789. 

[a]  If  an  engine  and  boiler,  after 
being  levied  on  under  an  execution, 
are  with  the  consent  of  the  execution- 
creditor  attached  to  a  mill  by  the 
owner,  who  is  the  debtor,  with  the  in- 
tent that  they  shall  become  a  part 
of  the  realty,  the  lien  of  the  execu- 
tion is  thereby  released.  Patton,  Ma- 
lone &  Co.  V.  Moore,  16  W.  Va.  428, 
37  Am.  Eep.   789. 

3.  Blotcky  Bros.  i).  O'Neill,  83  Iowa 
574,  49  N.  W.  1029. 

[a]  Where  the  execution  plaintiff 
accinires  the  rights  of  a  mortgagee 
of  the  chattels  and  demands  immediate 
possession,  he  is  deemed  to  have  aban- 
doned or  released  his  levy.  Blotcky 
Bros.  V.  O  'Neill,  83  Iowa  574,  49  N.  W. 
1029. 

[b]  But  a  direction  not  to  sell  cer- 
tain of  the  property  levied  on  is  not 
a  release  of  the  levy,  at  least  where 
the  property  not  sold  was  improperly 
levied  on.  Eichardson  v.  Bardin,  88 
m.  124. 

4.  Weldon  v.  Eogers,  157  Cal.  410, 
108  Pae.  266;  Davis  v.  Netterville,  68 
Miss.  429,  10  So.  32. 

As  to  right  to  make  successive  levies^ 
see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  m. 

5.  Hawkins  v.  Johnson,  131  Ga.  347, 
62  S.  E.  285.  y 

6.  Cal.— Weldon  v.  Rogers,  157  Cal. 
410,  108  Pac.  266;  Lean  v.  Givens,  146 
Cal.  '739,  81  Pae.  128,  106  Am.  St. 
Eep.  79.  Ga. — Terry  v.  Bank  of  Amer- 
icus,  77  Ga.  528,  3  S.  B.  154,  delay  of 
one  year.  111. — Logsdon  v.  Spivey,  54 
m,   104.     Ky.— Park    v.    McEeynolds, 
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the  execution  will  amount  to  an  abandonment  of  the  levy  and  loss  of 
its  lien/  or  an  indefinite  postponement  of  the  levy. 

(0.)  By  Directing  Return.  —  An  execution  creditor  who  directs  a  re- 
turn of  the  execution  unsatisfied  is  held  to  have  abandoned  his  levy.^ 

(D.)  By  Issuing  Second  Execution.  — According  to  some  decisions  the 
issuance  of  a  second  writ  does  not  constitute  an  abandonment  of  a 
prior  levy.'     But  others  hold  either  that  the  issuance  of  a  second 


111  Ey.  651,  64  S.  517;  Locke  v.  Cole- 
man, 2  Mon.  12,  15.  Am.  Dee.  118; 
Greer  v.  Simrall,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1037, 
59  S.  W.  759.  Ohio Cook  v.  Dins- 
more,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  385,  3  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  189.  Pa. — Gillespie  v.  Keating, 
180  Pa.  150,  86  Atl.  641,  57  Am.  St. 
Eep.  622;  Connell  v.  O'Neil,  154  Pa. 
582,  26  Atl.  607;  McLaughlin  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin,, 85  Pa.  317.     Va Walker  v. 

Com.,'  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  13;  Governor, 
to  use  of  Fisher  v.  Vanmeter,  9  Leigh 
(36  Va.)  18,  33  Am.  Dec.  221. 

Loss  of  priority  by  instruction  to 
postpone  proceedings,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
4,  c. 

[a]  A  delay  of  slsi;eea  months  after 
levy  before  instituting  proceedings  to 
sell  the  property  does  not  establish  the 
fact  that  the  levy  was  abandoned.  Lean 
V.  Givens,  146  Cal.  739,  81  Pae.  128, 
106  Am.  St.  Eep.  79'. 

7.  Ga — Smith  v.  Dickson,  9  6a. 
400.  lU.— Baldwin  v.  Preydendall,  10 
111.  App.  106.  Ky. — ^Park  v.  McEey- 
nolds.  111  Ky.  651,  64  S.  W.  517; 
Cook  V.  Clemens,  87  Ky.  566,  9  S.  W. 
820  (two  years);  Deposit  Bank  v. 
Berry's  Admr.,  2  Bush  236.  Miss. 
Allen  V.  Levy,  59  Miss.  613.  N.  J. 
Schneider  v.  Schmitt  (N.  J.  Eq.),  98 
Atl.  418.  N.  Y.^Platt  v.  Burckle,  1 
How.  Pr.  226,  delay  of  five  years. 

[a]  But  see  Baldwin  v.  Talbot,  46 
Mich.  19,  8  N.  "W.  565,  holding  that 
the  court  is  not  prepared  to  say  that 
a  failure  of  the  ofS.cer  for  an  unrea- 
sonable time  to  give  notice  of  sale  will 
release  the  property  levied  on. 

[b]  A  levy  may  be  left  to  sleep 
till  it  becomes  stale  and  an  estoppel 
or  some  equity  arises  against  the  en- 
forcement of  the  lien  or  the  right  to 
keep  it  uncancelled.  Vroman  v.  Thomp- 
son, 51  Mich.  452,  16  ^N.  "W.  808.  See 
also  Glazier  v.  Sawyer,  Manning  &  Co., 
1  Pa.  Dist.  36. 

[c]  A  third  party  may  presume  that 
a  levy  has  been  abandoned,  where  its 
enforcement   has  been   delayed  an  nn- 
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reasonable  time.     Cook  v.  Clemens,  87 
Ky.  566,  9  S.  W.  820. 

Leaving  the  property  •with  the  de- 
fendant an  unreasonable  time  as  evi- 
dence of  fraud,  see  infra,  II,  B,  4, 
t,   (II). 

8.  Ala. — Carlisle  &  Jones  v.  God- 
win, 68  Ala.  137.  Ark. — Slocomb,  Eich- 
ards  &  Co.  v.  Blackburn,  18  Ark.  309; 
State  Bank  v.  Etter,  15  Ark.  268.  Colo. 
Speelman  v.  Chaffee,  5  Colo.  247.  Ky. 
May  V.  Ball,  108  Ky.  180,  56  8.  W. 
7,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1180,  54  S.  "W.  851; 
Ashland  B.  &  Sav.  Assn.  v.  Jones  & 
Denton,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  615,  41  S.  W. 
437.  Neb. — Eichards  v.  Cunningham, 
10  Neb.  417,  6  N.  W.  475.  Va.— Gover- 
nor, to  use  of  Fisher  v.  Vanmeter,  9 
Leigh    (36  Va.)    18,  33   Am.  Dee.  221. 

[a]  But  an  indorsement  that  the 
sheriff  Teturns  the  execution  at  the 
command  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  an 
abandonment  of  a  previous  levy.  Vro- 
man V.  Thompson,  51  Mich.  452,  16 
N.  W.  808. 

[b]  A  dismissal  of  a  levy  and  a 
•mithdra-wal  of  a  fieri  facias  to  make 
another  levy  are  quite  different;  the 
former  dismisses  and  ends  the  only 
suit,  the  latter  multiplies -suits.  Ayers 
V.  Lamb,  65  Ga.  627. 

9.  Cal.— WeHon  v.  Eogers,  157  Cal. 
410,  108  Pac.  266;  "Water  Supply  Co. 
V.  Sarnow,  6  Cal.  App.  586,  92  Pac. 
667.  lU.— Wilson  v.  Gilbert,  161  111. 
49,  43  N.  E.  792.  Contra,  Adams  v. 
Connelly,  118  111.  App.  441.  la.— Dun- 
ham V.  Bentley,  103  Iowa  136,  72  N. 
W.  437;  West  v.  St.  John,  63  Iowa 
287,  19  N.  W.  238.  La — Elliot  v.  Cox, 
5  Mart.  (N.  S.)  285.  Ohio — Mason  v. 
Hull,  55  Ohio  St.  256,  45  N.  E.  632; 
Bouton  1}.  Lord  &  Hathaway,  10  Ohio 
453.  Pa.— Menge  v.  Wiley,  100  Pa. 
617;  In  the  Matter  of  The  Glen  Iron 
Wks.,  17  Phila.  551.  See  Ingham  v. 
Snyder,  1  Whart.  116,  holding  there  is 
no  abandonment  where  the  alias  fieri 
facias  is  withdrawn  before  any  pro- 
ceedings under  it  are  had. 

[a]    Alias  to  one  county  no  abandon- 
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execution  constitutes  an  abandonment  of  the  levy,^°  or  that  it  may 
be  evidence  tending  to  show  an  abandonment.^^  But  the  issuance  of 
a  void  alias  writ  will  not  vitiate  proceedings  under  the  first  writ.^^ 

(II.)  By  Act  of  Officer.  —  (A.)  Bight  To  Abandon.  —  An  officer  who  has 
made  a  levy  has  a  general  right  to  abandon  it.^^  When  the  property 
levied  on  is  claimed  by  a  stranger,  the  officer  may  abandon  the  levy/* 
or  restrict  the  levy  to  the  defendant's  interest,^^  and  he  may  release 
the  property  taken  in  excess  of  the  amount  required.^°  But  it  has  been 
held  that  the  officer  making  a  levy  cannot  of  his  own  motion  release 
a  levy  and  seize  other  property,^'  but  such  a  release  may  be  made  by 
agreement  with  the  debtor.^* 

(B.)    What  Amounts  to  Abandonment.  — Acts  of  the  officer  pursuant 


ment  of  levy  in  another  county.  Hicks 
V.  Ellis,  65  Mo.  176. 

10.  N.  C— Pasour  v.  Ehyne,  82  N. 
C.  149;  James  v.  West,  76  N.  C.  290; 
Martin  v.  Meredith,  71  N.  C.  214;  Boss 
V.  Alexander,  65  N.  C.  576;  Yarborough 
V.  State  Bank,  12  N.  0.  23;  Scott's  Exr. 
V.  Hill,  6  N.  0.  143.  See  Doe  ex  dem. 
Brazier  v.  Thomas,  44  N.  C.  28,  holds 
a  levy  under  the  second  execution  con- 
stitutes a  waiver  of  the  first  levy. 
Pa. — Missimer  v.  Ebersole,  87  Pa.  109 
(the  alias  fieri  facias  and  the  levy 
under  it  amount  to  an  abandonment 
of  the  original  levy);  Knelly  v. 
Bachert,  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  446.  Tenn. 
Alley  V.  CarroU,  3  Sneed  110.  But  see 
Evans  v.  Barnes,  2  Swan  292.  Va. 
Eckhols  V.  Graham,  1  Call.  (5  Va.) 
492. 

11.  Eriyer  v.  McNaughton,  110  MicK 
22,  67  N.  W.  978,  not  conclusive. 

12.  Ewing  V.  Hatfield,  17  Ind.  513. 

13.  Me. — ^Fuller  v.  Loring,  42  Me. 
481.  Mich. — Friyer  v.  McNaughton, 
110  Mich.  22,  67  N.  W.  978.  See 
Vanosdall  v.  Hamilton,  118  Mich.  533, 
77  N.  W.  9.  Pa. — Dixon  v.  White 
Sewing  Mach.  Co.,  128  Pa.  397,  18  Atl. 
502,  5  L.  B.  A.  659,  15  Ain.  St.  Bep. 
683. 

[a]  It  is  a  ctuestion  of  fact  whether 
or  not  the  sheriff  abandoned  posses- 
sion. Bagshawes  Ltd.  v.  Deacon,  2  Q. 
B.  173,  46  W.  Bep.  618,  78  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  776,  67  L.  J.  Q.  B.  658. 

[b]  Notice  to  Creditor  Necessary. 
(1)   An   officer  who  in   good  faith  has 

'  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  liability 
of  the  property  levied  on  to  the  execu- 
tion has  no  right  to  release  the  levy 
without  reasonable  notice  to  the  cred- 
itor that  he  would  not  sell  without 
an  indemnifying  bond.  Powell  v.  Bar- 
ley,  2    Ky.    Opin.    632.      (2)    A   notice 


given  at  twelve  o'clock  of  the  day  of 
sale  is  not  a  sufficient  notice.  Powell 
V.  Barley,  2  Ky.  Opin.  622. 

[c]  But  where  the  receiptor  of  at- 
tached property  turns  out  other  prop- 
erty to  the  sheriff  to  an  amount  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  execution,  and  the 
sheriff  levies  thereon,  he  cannot  vol- 
untarily abandon  his  levy,  give  up  the 
property  and  make  the  receiptor  liable 
for  the  amount  of  the  execution  unless 
the  property  was  afterwards  claimed 
by  other  persons.  Bowman  v.  Conant, 
41  Vt.  479. 

14.  Dixon  V.  White  Sewing  Mach. 
Co.,  128  Pa.  397,  18  Atl.  502,  5  L.  B. 
A.  659,  15  Am.  St.  Bep.  683. 

As  to  third  party  claims,  see  infra, 
n,  B,  6. 

15.  Dixon  V.  White  Sewing  Mach. 
Co.,  128  Pa.  397,  18  Atl.  502,  5  L.  E. 
A.  659,  15  Am.  St.  Bep.  683. 

16.  Black  V.  Nettles,  25  Ark.  606. 

[a]  A  withdrawal  from  the  prem- 
ises is  not  an  abandonment  of  a  levy 
upon  the  leasehold.  Steers  v.  Daniel,  4 
Fed.  585.  To  same  effect,  see  Freeman 
V.  Dawson,  110  IT.  S.  264,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
94,  28  L.  ed.  441;  Dawson  v.  Daniel, 
2  Flip.  305,  '7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,669. 

17.  Smith  V.  Hughes,  24  HI.  270; 
Colburn  v.  Barton,  17  111.  App.  391; 
Miller  v.  Ashton,  7  Blaekf.   (Ind.)   29. 

-  [a]  But  if  the  debtor  were  to  re- 
possess himself  of  the  property  after 
levy  and  prevent  the  officer  from  ap- 
plying it  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
execution,  the  officer  would  have  the 
right  to  release  the  levy  and  seize 
other  property.  Smith  v.  Hughes,  24 
111.   270. 

18.  Smith  V.  Hughes,  24  HI.  270. 
See  Colburn  v.  Barton,  17  '111.  App. 
391, 
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to  an  order  of  court  "to  stay  proceedings  will  not  be  deemed  an  aban- 
donment,^^ neither  will  the  fact  that  he  permits  another  officer  to  sell 
thie  property  under  a  subsequent  execution  and  levy.^" 

Leaving  Property  With  Debtor.  —  A  levy  is  not  to  be  deemed  aban- 
doned by  leaving  the  property  with  the  defendant,^^  or  by  leaving 
the  property  with  a  keeper  in  a  building  to  which  the  defendant  has 
access.^^  But  if  property  actually  seized  is  unconditionally  re- 
delivered to  the  defendant,  the  levy  is  abandoned.^^ 

(III.)  Setting  Aside  Judgment  and  Execution.  —  The  reversal  of  the 
judgment,^f  or  the  setting  aside  of  the  execution,^*  operates  as  a 
release  of  the  levy. 

(IV.)  Effect  of  Abandonment.  —  When  an  execution  has  once  been 
abandoned,  it  is  absolutely  discharged,  and  no  effect  can  afterwards 


19.  Bond  V.  Willett,  31  N.  T.  102. 
See  Chamberlin  &  Tapp  v.  Brewer,  3 
Bush  (Ky.)  561  (holding  a  stay  of 
levy  does  not  discharge  it) ;  Walker 
1!.  Com.,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  13,  50,  98 
Am.  Dec.  631,  holding  mere  suspen' 
sion  of  proceedings  on  a  levied  execu- 
tion does  not  constitute  an  abandon- 
ment. 

20.  Miller  v.  Getz,  135  Pa.  558,  19 
Atl.  955,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  887. 

21.  U.  S.— Vance  v.  Eoyal  Clay  Mfg. 
Co.,  82  Fed.  251.  Ind.— Brown  v. 
Loesch,  3  Ind.  App.  145,  29  N.  B.  450. 
Ky. — Richardson  &  Letcher  v.  Bartley, 
2  B.  Mon.  328.  Neb. — Meyer  v.  Mich- 
aels, 69  Neb.  138,  95  N.  W.  63,  97 
N.  W.  817.  Pa. — Smith  v.  Nicola  Bros. 
Co.,  193  Pa.  562,  44  Atl.  574;  Mc- 
Ginnis  v.  Prieson,  85  Pa.  Ill;  Weir 
V.  Hale,  3  Watts  &  8.  285.  See  In  re 
Schuylkill  County's  Appeal,  30  Pa.  358, 
referring  to  English  practice.  S.  0. 
Moss  V.  Moore,  3  Hill  276.  Tenn. 
Etheridge  v.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426. 
Can. — Patterson  v.  McKellar,  4  Ont. 
407;  Huxtable  v.  Conn,  14  Manitoba 
713,  where  the  ofBcer  attached  notices 
to  the  piles  of  wood.  See  Eeid  v. 
Creighton,  27  Nova  Scotia  90,  it  may 
be  doubted  whether  there  is  an  aban- 
donment where  the  sheriff  leaves  no 
one  in  charge  and  makes  no  arrange- 
ment with  those  in  possession  to  hold 
the  property  for  him. 

[a]  But  in  Roberts  v.  Scales,  1  Ired. 
L.  (N.  C.)  88,  the  court  holds  that 
a  sheriff,  who  after  seizure  of  goods 
leaves  them  on  the  premises  not  sep- 
'  arated  from  other  goods  of  the  debtor 
and  for  the  use  of  the  debtor,  prima 
facie  loses  his  property  in  theni  on 
the  grounds  of  presumptive  fraud  or 
abandonment. 
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[b]  After  seizing  cattle,  leaving 
them  in  the  inelosure  until  an  addi- 
tional levy  can  be  made  on  the  year- 
lings, does  not  amount  to  a  release  of 
the  levy.  Burch  v.  Mounts  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  185  S.  W.  889. 

Leaving  property  with  the  defend- 
ant as  bailee  or  keeper,  see  infra,  p., 
B,  4,  t,   (II). 

22.  Ames  v.  Taylor,  49  Me.  381. 

23.  Me. — Plaisted  v.  Hoar,  45  Me. 
380.  Neb. — ^Prance  v.  Larkin,  96  Neb. 
365,  148  N.  W.  86.  Ohio.— Ford  v. 
Comrs.  Geauga  Co.,  7  Ohio  148.  Pa. 
Schuylkill  County's  Appeal,  30  Pa. 
358;  Guardians  of  the  Poor  v.  Law- 
rence, 4  Teates  194.  Eng. — ^Bagshawes 
Ltd.  V.  Deacon,  2  Q.  B.  173,  46  W. 
Eep.  618,  78  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  776,  67 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  658. 

But  see  Howard  v.  Bennett,  72  HI. 
297. 

[a]  Where  a  sheriff  executing  a 
writ  lays  his  hand  on  a  table  and 
says,  "I  take  this  table,"  and  then 
locks  his  warrant  in  the  table  drawer, 
takes  the  key  and  goes  away  without 
leaving  anyone  in  possession,  he  aban- 
dons possession  and  cannot  maintain 
trespass  for  the  table.  Blades  v. 
Arundale,  1  Maule  &  S..  711,  105  Eng. 
Eeprint  265. 

[b]  If  the  sheriff  misconstrues  the 
instructions  received  from  the  plaintiff 
in  execution  and  relinquishes  the  prop- 
erty levied  on,  he  may  retake  the 
property  after  return  day.  Colton  v'. 
Camp,-  1  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  365. 

24.  Humerton  v.  Hay,  65  N.  T.  380. 
See  Mosely  v.  Gainer,  10  Tex.  393. 

25.  May  v.  Cooper,  24  Hun  (N, 
Y.)  7,  ' 
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be  given  to  it,  tinder  any  circumstances.^^  An  abandonment  or  release 
of  a  levy  has  the  effect  of  releasing  the  lien  of  the  levy,^'  discharging 
the  property  from  the  custody  of  the  law,^^  and  it  carries  with  it  all 
third  oppositions.^*  The  officer  loses  his  special  property  and  right 
of  possession,^"  and  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  founded  upon  a 
right  acquired  by  the  levy.^^  A  release  of  a  levy  rebuts  the  presump- 
tion of  satisfaction  of  judgment  arising  from  a  levy  upon  sufficient 
property  to  satisfy  it,^^  and  a  new  levy  may  be  made^^  unless  the 
writ  has  expired.^* 

0.  Right  To  Object  to.' — The  debtor  is  the  only  person  who  can 
take  advantage  of  irregularities  in  the  levy.^^  The  sufficiency  of  a 
levy,  unless  it  be  actually  void,  cannot  be  questioned  in  a  collateral 
proceeding.^^ 

Waiver  and  Estoppel.37  — The  judgment  debtor  may  waive,^*  or  be 
estopped  from  objecting  to,^'  irregularities  in  the  levy.  Where  the 
debtor  furnishes  a  list  of  property  to  be  taken  in  execution,  or  by 
any  other  act  assents  to  the  levy  as  having  been  legally  made,  he 
will  not  thereafter  be  heard  to  object  that  there  was  some  pmission 
or  informality  in  the  levy.*"  A  judgment  debtor  who  has  given  a 
forthcoming   bond   for   the   possession   of   the   property,   is   thereby 


26.  Dixon  v.  "White  Sewing  Maeh. 
Co.,  128  Pa.  397,  18  Atl.  502,  5  L.  E. 
A.  659,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  683;  Alley  v. 
Carroll,  3   Sneed   (Tenn.)    110. 

[a]  "The  dismissal  of  a  levy  puts 
an  end  to  the  case."  Ayers  v.  Lamb, 
65  Ga.  627. 

27.  Blotcky  Bros.  v.  O'Neill,  83 
Iowa  574,  49  N.  W.  1029;  McConnell 
V.  Denham,  72  Iowa  494,  34  N.  W. 
298;  France  v.  Larkin,  96  Neb.  365, 
148  N.  W.  86. 

[a]  A  reservation  of  lien  is  of  no 
effect  where  the  levy  is  released.  Mc- 
Connell V.  Denham,  72  Iowa  494,  34 
N.  W.  298. 

28.  Patterson  v.  McKellar,  4  Ont. 
(Canada)  407,  437. 

29.  Sevey  v.  Chappuis  Co.,  116  La. 
759,  41  So.  62. 

30.  Brown  v.  Loesch,  3  Ind.  App. 
145,  29  N.  E.  450. 

31.  Marsh  v.  White,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
518. 

32.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rogers,  15 
Minn.  381;  Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28 
Tex.  202,  91  Am.  Dee.  309. 

Levy  as  a  satisfaction  of  judgment, 
see  the  title  "Judgments,  Satisfaction 
of." 

33.  Ferriday  v.  Selcer,  Freem.  Ch. 
(Miss.)   258. 

34.  Patterson  «.  McKellar,  4  Ont. 
(Can.)  407,  437;  Castle  v.  Euttan,  4 
U.  C.  C.  P.  <Can.)   252. 
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35.  Jewett  v.  Guyer,  38  Vt.  209. 
See  infra,  IV,  C. 

[a]  A  stranger  to  the  record  has  no 
right  to  move  to  quash.  Hitchcock  v. 
Eoney,  17  111.  231;  Cable  v.  Magpie 
Gold  Min.  Co.,  22  S.  D.  566,  119  N.  W. 
174. 

-  Eight  of  third  person  whose  property 
has  been  levied  on,  to  move  to  set 
aside  the  levy,  see  infra,  IV,  C. 

36.  Bennett  v.  Gamble,  1  Tex.  124. 
,  As  to  collateral  attack  see  generally 

the  title  "Judgments." 

37.  Waiver  of  notice  of  levy,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  k,  (III). 

38.  la. — George  W.  X3able  Co.  v.  Is- 
rael, 159  N.  W.  241.  Pa.— Philadelphia 
Loan  Co.  v.  Amies,  2  Miles  292.  Tex. 
Wilson  V.  Smith,  50  Tex.  365;  Alexan- 
der V.  Miller's  Exrs.,  18  -Tex.  893,  70 
Am.  Dee.  314.  Wis. — Bonesteel  v.  Or- 
vis,  23  Wis.  506,  99  Am.  Dec.  201. 

As  to  waiver  of  right  to  have  per- 
sonal property  levied  on  first,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  4,  g,  (VII),  (B),  (4) 

39.  Bonesteel  v.  Orvis,  23  Wis.  506, 
99  Am.  Dec.  201.  See  Cooper  v.  Tear- 
wood,  119  Ga.  44,  45  S.  E.  716. 

40.  Ala. — Boiling  v.  Vandiver,  91 
Ala.  375,  8  So.  290;  Cawthorn  v.  Mc- 
Craw,  9  Ala.  519.  Ga — Eoebuck  v. 
Thornton,  19  Ga.  149.  HI.— McGirr  v. 
H,unter,  13  111.  App.  195.  Md.— Horsey 
V.  Knowles,  74  Md.  602,  22  Atl.  1104. 
IVIisa,— Jayne   v.   Dillon,   28   Miss.   283. 
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estopped  from  denying  the  sufficiency  of  the  levy,**  but  he  may  con- 
test the  validity  of  the  writ  of  execution,*^  and  the  authority  of  the 
officer  to  make  the  levy.*'  A  person  is  held  to  waive  any  objection  as 
to  the  manner  of  leVy  by  filing  a  claimant's  bond  and  asserting  his 
right  to  the- property  levied  on  in  the  summary  manner  provided  by 
statute,**  or  by  replevying  the  property.*^ 

p.  Belief  From  Informal  or  Invalid  Levies.  —  This  matter  is  fully 
discussed  in  a  subsequent  section  of  this  article.*^ 

q.  Presumptions.  —  The  statutory  provisions  regulating  proeedings 
upon  execution  are  duties  which  the  ministerial  officer  of  the  ^  court 
executing  its  process  is  required  to  perform;  and  all  reasonable  pre- 
sumptions are  to  be  indulged  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the  acts  of 
the  officer.*^  Where  a  stranger  is  the  purchaser  of  the  property,  he 
has  a  right  to  presume  that  all  the  acts  of  the  officer  under  the  writ 
prior  to  the  sale  were  in  compliance  with  the  law.*'  In  the  absence 
of  a  contrary  showing,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  officer  did  not 
exceed  his  authority,*^  that  he  has  the  writ  in  his  custody  and  with 
him  until  the  return  day,^"  and  that  the  property  levied  on  is  in  his 


N.  J. — Avon-by-the-Sea,  etc.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Dowell, 71  N.  J.  Eq.  116,  62  Atl.  865; 
Dean  v.  Thatcher,,  32  N.  J.  L.  470; 
Caldwell  v.  Tifield  &  Matthews,  24  N. 
J.  L.  150.  N.  Y. — Dresser  v.  Ains- 
worth,  9  Barb.  619.  Teim. — Ballard  v. 
Dibrell,  94  Tenn.  229,  28  S.  W.  1087. 
Tex.— Wilson  v.  Smith,  50  Tex.  365. 
Vt.— Clark  v.  Lyman,  8  Vt.  290. 

41.  Stroud  V.  Hancock,  116  Ga.  332, 
336,  42  S.  E.  496;  Eoebuck  v.  Thorn- 
ton, 19  Ga.  149;  Hartshorn  v.  Bank  of 
Gough,  15  Ga.  App.  167,  82  S.  E.  805; 
Smith  V.  Davis,  3  'Ga.  Ap^).,  419,  60 
S.  E.  199. 

42.  Hartshorn  v.  Bank  of  Gough,  15 
Ga.  App.  167,  82  S.  E.  805. 

43.  Hartshorn  v.  Bank  of  Gough,  15 
Ga.  App.  167,  82  S.  W.  805. 

44.  Davis  v.  Jones,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
424,  75  S.  W.  63. 

45.  Miller  v.  Clements,  54  Tex.  351. 

46.  See  infra,  IV,  C. 

47.  Cal.— Blood  v.  Light,  38  Cal. 
649,  99  Am.  Dec.  441.  Colo — Herr  «. 
Broadwell,  5  Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pae. 
70.  Conn. — Maples  &  Monroe  v.  Peck, 
1  Boot  140.  Ga. — Booker  &  Prince  v. 
Bass,  127  Ga.  133,  56  8.  E.  283;  Ben- 
son &  Coleman  v.  Dyer,  69  Ga.  190; 
Solomon  v.  Peters,  37  Ga.  251,  92  Am. 
Dec.  69.  Ind — Brown  v.  Loesch,  3 
Ind.  App.  145,  29  N.  B.  450.  Ky. 
Scott  V.  Scott,  85  Ky.,  385,  3  S.  W. 
598,  5  8.  W.  423;  "White  v.  Laurel 
Land  Co.,  26  Ky.  L.  Eep.  775,  82  S.  W. 
'571;  Holcomb  v.  Hays,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
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352,  62  S.  W.  1028;  Greer  v.  Howard, 
4  Ky.  L.  Eep>  350.  La. — Hefner  ».. 
Hesse  &  Ve.^z,  29  La.  Ann.  149. 
Mich. — Blair  v.  Compton,  33  Mich.  414. 
Minn. — Galde  v.  Forsyth,  72  Minn.  248, 
75  N.  W.  219.  N.  Y.— Cornell  v.  Cook,  . 
7  Cow.  310.  S.  C. — Maddox  v.  Sullivan, 
2  Eich.  Eq.  4,  44  Am.  Dec.  234.  Tenn.- 
Sogers  V.  Jennings'  Lessee,  3  Terg. 
308.  Wis.— Vilas  v.  Eeynolds,  6  Wis. 
214.  ( 

[a]  Where  an  officer  returns  that  he 
made  a  levy,  it  is  presumed  that  he 
did  what  was  necessary  for  that  pur- 
pose unless  the  contrary  appears.  Hill, 
V.  Harris,  10  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  120,  50 
Am.  Dec.  542. 

Presumption  as  to  levy,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  4,  b,  (III).       • 

Presumption  as  to  time  of  levy,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  f,  (IV). 

Presumption  as  to  order  in  which 
property  is  levied  on,  see  supra,  II,  B, 

4,  g,  (VII),  (B),  (6). 

As  to  presumption  of  satisfaction 
of  an  execution  from  a  sufficient  levy, 
see   "Judgments,  Satisfaction  of." 

48.  Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo.  App. 
467,   39   Pac.  70. 

49.  Booker  &  Prince  v.  Bass,  127 
Ga.  133,  56  S.  E.  283. 

[a]  Officer  Presumed  To  Be  of  the 
County  in  Which  He  Acted. — Young  v. 
Germania  Sav.  Bank,   132  Ga.  490,  64 

5.  E.  552. 

50.  Bilby  v.  Eartman,  29  Mo.  App, 
125. 
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custody."  It  will  not  be  presumed  from  the  mere  fact  that  property 
has  been  levied  upon,  that  its  value  is  sufficiently  great  to  satisfy  the 
execution.^^ 

r.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.  —  What  constitutes  a  levy  is  a  mat- 
ter of  law,^^  but  whether  the  necessary  action  has  been  taken  is  a 
question  of  fact.®* 

s.     Effect  of  Levy  of  an  Execution.  —  (I.)    Places  Property  in  Custodia 
Legis.  —  The  seizure  of  property  upon  execution  places  it  at  once  with- 
in the  custody  of  the  law.°° 

(II.)  Effect  on  the  Title  and  Possession.  —  (A.)  Op  Personalty.  —  (1.) 
As  to  the  Debtor.  — A  levy  of  execution  upon  personal  property  does 
not  deprive  the  judgment  debtor  of  his  general  title  thereto,®^  but  it 
divests  him  of  his  title  to  the  extent  of  the  title  acquired  by  the 


51.  Cummins  v.  "Webb,  4  Ark.  229; 
Cumberland  Bank  v.  Hann,  19.  N.  J. 
L.  166. 

52.  Lindley  v.  Kelley,  42  Ind.  294, 
308.  Contra,  Ford  v.  Bigger,  80  Atk. 
300,  97  S.  W.  65;  Cummins  v.  "Webb, 
4  Ark.   229. 

53.  Tyler  v.  "Williams,  53  S.  C.  367, 
381,   31   S.   E.   298. 

54.  Sevey  v.  Chappuis  Co.,  116  La. 
759,  41  So.  62;  Quaekenbush  «.  Henry, 
42  Mich.  75,  3  N.  W.  262. 

55.  TT.  S. — Hagan  v.  Lucas,  10  Pet. 
400,  9  L.  ed.  470.  Ala. — Atwood  v. 
Pierson,  9  Ala.  656.  Ark. — State  Bank 
V.  Etter,  15  Ark.  268.  HI. — ^Davidson 
V.  "Waldron,  31  HI.  120,  83  Am.  Dec. 
206;  Field  v.  Macullar,  20  111.  App. 
392;  Gates  v.  People,  6  111.  App.  383. 
Ind.— Brown  v.  Loesch,  3  Ind.  App. 
145,  29  N.  E.  450.     La.— Smith  v.  Ber- 

.  wick,  12  •  Eob.  20.  Md.— Boyd  & 
Hanee  v.  Harris,  1  Md.  Ch.  466.  Mo. 
Bilby.  V.  Hartman,  29  Mo.  App.  125, 
140.  Neb. — ^Pitkin  v.  Burnham,  62 
Neb.  385,  87  N.  W.  160,  89  Am.  St. 
Eep.  763,  55  L.  E.  A.  280.  N.  H. 
Mitchell  V.  Eoberts,  50  N.  H.  486. 
N.  Y. — People  v.  Hopson,  1  Denio  574; 
Smith  V,  Reeves,  33  How.  Pr.  183.  N.  C. 
Penland  v.  Leatherwood,  101  N.  C.  509, 
8  S.  E.  234,  9  Am.  St.  Eep.  38.  Ohio. 
Tyler,  Davidson  &  Co.  ■;;.  Kuhn,  1  Dis- 
ney 405,  12  Ohio  Dec.  699.  Pa — Con- 
nell  ».  O'Neil,  154  Pa.  582,  26  Atl. 
607.  Tenn. — Beaumont  v.  Eason,  12 
Heisk.  417;  Bradley  v.  Kesee,  5  Coldw. 
223;  Lester's  Case,  4  Humph.  383; 
Malone  ■;;.  Abbott,  3  Humph.  532;  Ty- 
ler V.  Dunton,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  361.  Tex. 
Borden  v.  McEae,  46  Tex.  396;  Donald 

.V.  Carpenter,  8i  Tex.  Civ.  App.  321,  27 
S.  W.  1053.     Va.— "Walker  v.  Com.,  18 


Gratt.  (59  Va.)  13,  98  Am.  Deo.  631; 
Fisher  v.  Vanmeter,  9  Leigh  (36  "Va;.) 
18.  W:  Va.— August  v.  Gilmer,  53  "W. 
Va.  65,.  44  S.  B.  143.- 

56.  Ala. — ^Atwood  v.  Pierson,  9  Ala. 
656.  Ark — State  Bank  v.  Etter,  15 
Ark.  268;  "Whiting  &  Slark  v.  Beebe, 
12  Ark.  421,  539.  Ind.— Brown  v. 
Loesch,  3  Ind.  App.  145,  29  N.  E.  450.  - 
La. — Labiche  v.  Lewis,  12  Eob.  8; 
Sheldon  v.  New  Orleans  C.  &  B.  Co., 
11  Eob.  1^1.  Me.— Plaisted  v.  Hoar, 
45  Me.  380;  Puller  v.  Loring,  42  Me. 
481.  Minn. — Banker  v.  Caldwell,  3 
Minn.  94  (46).  N.  H.— Polsom  v.  Ches- 
ley,  2  N.  H.  432;  Churchill  v.  Warren, 
2  N.  H.  298,  9  Am.  Dec.  73.  N.  'j. 
Pedriek  v.  Kuemmell,  74  N.  J.  L.  379, 
65  Atl.  846.  N.  Y.— Mumper  v.  Eush- 
more,  79  N.  Y.  19;  Green  v.  Burke,  23 
"Wend.  490;  People  v.  Hopson,  1  Denio 
574;  Dillenback  v.  Jerome,  7  Cow.  294. 
N.  0. — Alexander  v.  Springs,  27  N.  C. 
475;  Popelston  v.  Skinner,  20  N.  C. 
293.  Pa.-^Eobinson  v.  Hart,  23  Pa. 
Super.  299.  S.  0. — Bates  v.  Moore,  2 
Bail.  614.  Tenn. — Herman  v.  Katz,  101 
Tenn.  118,  47  S.  "W.  86,  41  L.  E.  A. 
700;  Tyler  v.  Dunton,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  361. 
Contra,  Beaumont  v.  Easton,  12  Heisk. 
417,  holding  the  debtor  ceases  to  have 
any  title  in  the  property;  the  whole 
title  is  in  the  ofloicer.  Va. — ^Walker  v. 
Com.,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  13,  98  Am. 
Dec.  631.  Eng. — In  re  Clarke,  78  L.  T. 
Eep.  N.  S.  275,  46  "W.  E.  337,  67 
L.  J.  Ch.  234;  Playfair  v.  Musgrove, 
14  M.  &  "W.  239,  quoting  Giles  v.  Grover, 
9  Bing.  128,  23  Eng.  C.  L.  217,  2  M. 
&  Scott,  197,  131  Eng.  Eeprint  563. 

[a]  The  levy  on  an  unpublished 
book  does  not  deprive  a  debtor  of  any 
rights  in  it  except  the  immediate  pos- 
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sheriff,^^  and  of  his  right  to  possession  of  the  property.^'  It  is  the 
levy  which  confers  upon  the  officer  his  qualified  title,^^  rather  than 
the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  him,  even  where  the  property  is  bound  from 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ.*"  When  the  execution  is  satisfied, 
any  goods  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  are  revested  in  the 
defendant  or  any  person  to  whom  he  may  have  assigned  his  right."'^ 
The  debtor  may  dispose  of  the  property  in  any  way  that  does  not 
impair  the  lien.°^  The  general  owner  may  maintain  an  action  of  tres- 
pass or  trover  for  an  unlawful  intermeddling  with  the  property 
seized  by  a  stranger,^*  particularly  where  the  property  has  been  left 
with  him  as  bailee.^* 

(2.)   As  to  the  Officer.  —  A  levy  of  an  execution  upon  personal  prop- 
erty gives  to  the  levying  officer  a  special  or  limited  title  or  property. "' 


session.  The  sheriff  is  guilty  of  a 
flagrant  violation  of  his  duty  in  copy- 
ing the  book  and  disposing  of  copies. 
Banker  v.  Caldwell,  3  Minn.  94  (46). 

57.  Popelston  v.  Skinner,  20  N.  C. 
293;  Tyler  v.  Dunton,  1  Cooper's  Ch. 
(Tenn.)   361. 

See  the  section  following. 

58.  La. — Garlick  v.  Williams  M.  & 
Surg.  Inst.,  132  La.  670,  61  So.  732; 
Paul  V.  Hoss,  28  La.  Ann.  852;   Winn 

V.   Elgee,  6  Eob.   100.     Minn ^Banker 

V.  Caldwell,  3  Minn.  94  (46).  Pa. 
Welsh  V.  Bell,  32  Pa.  12. 

[a]  The  seizure  of  an  Incorporeal 
right  such  as  an  interest  of  a  litigant 
in  a  suit  before  judgment  deprives  him 
of  subsequent  control  over  such  suit 
and  vests  it  in  the  sheriff.  Garlick  v. 
Williams  M.  &  Surg.  Inst.,  132  La. 
670,  61  So.  732. 

59.  Mo.— Wise  v.  Darby,  9  Mo.  131. 
N.  J. — ^Wintermute  v.  Hankinson,  6  N. 
J.  L.  140.  N.  Y. — Marsh  v.  Lawrence, 
4  Cow.  461.  N.  C. — Alexander  v. 
Springs,  27  N.  C.  475. 

60.  Del. — ^Layton  v.  Steel,  3  Harr. 
512.  Mo. — Wise  v.  Darby,  9  Mo.  131. 
N.  J. — Wintermute  v.  Hankinson,  6  N. 
J.  L.  140.  N.  Y. — Marsh  v.  Lawrence, 
4  Cow.  461.  N.  C. — Alexander  v. 
Springs,  27  N.  C.  475.  Eng. — Payne  i). 
Drewe,  4  East  523,  102  Eng.  Reprint 
931.  Can. — Patterson  v.  McKellar,  4 
Ont.  407,  433. 

61.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §691. 
N.  C. — ^Love  V.  Johnston,  72  N.  C. 
415.  S.  C. — ^Weatherby  v.  Covington, 
3  Strobh.  27,  49  Am.  Dec.  623^ 

62.  Ala. — Atwood  v.  Pierson,  9  Ala. 
656.  Ind. — Brown  v.  Loesch,  3  Ind. 
App.  145,  29  N.  E.  450.  N.  Y.— Mum- 
per V.  Kushmore,  79  N.  Y.  19.     N.  C. 
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Alexander  v.  Springs,  27  N.  C.  475; 
Popelston  V.  Skinner,  20  N.  C.  293. 
Pa. — Eobinson  v.  Hart,  23  Pa.  Super. 
299.  S,  C. — ^Bates  v.  Moore,  2  Bail. 
614. 

63.  Marsh  v.  White,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
518. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Trespass;" 
"Trover  and  Conversion." 

64.  Browning  v.  Skillman,  24  N.  J. 
L.  351.  Contra,  Smith  v.  Beeves,  33 
How.  Pr.  (N.  T.)   183. 

65.  XT.  S. — Berry  v.  Smith,  3  Wash. 
C.  C.  60,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,359;  Barnes 
1}.  Billington,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  29,  2  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,015.  Ala. — Chaney  v.  Bur- 
ford  Lumber  Co.,  132  Ala.  315,  31  So. 
369;  Atwood  v.  Pierson,  9  Ala.  656; 
Cobb  V.  Cage,  7  Ala.  619;  Higdon  v. 
Warrant  Warehouse  Co.,  10  Ala.  App. 
496,  63  So.  938.  Ark.— Davis  v.  Os- 
walt, 18  Ark.  414,  68  Am.  Dec.  182; 
Whiting  &  Slark  v.  Beebe,  12  Ark.  421, 
539.  Del. — Hargadine  v.  Ford,  5  Houst. 
380,  391;  Polite  v.  Jefferson,  5  Harr. 
388.  Ga. — Deloach  &  Wilcoxson  v.  My- 
rick,  6  6a.  410.  111. — Corbin  v.  Pearce, 
81  HI.  461;  Pearl  v.  Wellman,  8  HI. 
311;  Gates  ».  People,  6  111.  App.  383. 
Ind.— Dunkiu  v.  McKee,  23  Ind.  447; 
Walpole  V.  Smith,  4  Blackf.  304;  Brown 
V.  Loesch,  3  Ind.  App.  145,  29  N.  E. 
450.  Ky. — ^Huston  v.  Duncan,  1  Bush 
205;  Rogers  v.  Darnaby,'  4  B.  Mon. 
238;  Richardson  &  Letcher  v.  Bartley, 
2  B.  Mon.  328.     Me. — Puller  v.  Loring, 

42  Me.  481.     Mass ^Field  v.  Fletcher, 

191  Mass.  494,  78  N.  E.  107;  Caldwell 
v.  Eaton,  5  Mass.  399..  Miss. — Cahn  v. 
Person,  56  Miss.  360;  Parker  v.  Dean, 
45  Miss.  408  (the  oflScer  has  a  qualified 
property  as  bailee  of  the  law) ;  Wade 
V.  Watt,  Noble  &  Mobley,  41  Miss.  248. 
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Many  eases  state  broadly  that  by  a  levy  the  title  to  personalty  passes 
to  the  sheriff,  but  it  has  been  said  that  a  careful  review  of  these 
cases  would  probably  show  that  this  statement  is  used  interchangeably 
with  the  statement  that  the  sheriff  by  a  levy  acquires  a  special  or  lim- 
ited property."^ 

The  interest  or  property  acquired  is  such  as  is  deemed  necessary 
to  the  special  purpose  of  satisfying  the  execution  debt,^'  and  is  some- 


Mo. — Hobbs  V.  Williams,  175  Mo.  App. 
409,  162  S.  W.  334;  Hombs  v.  Corbin, 
20  Mo.  App.  497.  Neb. — ^France  v. 
Larkin,  96  Neb.  365,  148  N.  W.  86; 
Pitkin  V.  Burnham,  62  Neb.  385,  87  N. 
W.  160,  55  L,.  E.  A.  280.  N.  H. 
Churchill  v.  Warren,  2  N.  H.  298,  9 
Am.  Deo.  73.  N.  J. — Pedrick  v.  Kuem- 
mell,  74  N.  J.  L.  379,  65  Atl.  846; 
Delaney  v.  Martiy,  51  N.  J.  L.  148,  16 
Atl.  189;  Dean  v.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J. 
L.  470;  Browning  v.  Skillman,  24  N.  J. 
L.  351.  Compare,  Hamilton  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 25  N.  J.  L.  544,  holding  the  legal 
title  is  in  the  sheriff.  N.  Y — Marsh 
V.  White,  3  Barb.  518;  Barker  v. 
Mathews,  1  Den.  335;  Green  v.  Burke, 
23  Wend.  490;  Dezell  v.  Odell,  3  Hill 
215,  38  Am.  Dec.  628;  Catlin  v.  Jack- 
son, 8  Johns. '  520,  548 ;  Dillenback  v. 
Jerome,  7  Cow.  294.  N.  C— Clifton  v. 
Owens,  170  N.  C.  607,  87  S.  E.  502; 
Penland  v.  Leatherwood,  101  N.  C. 
509,  8  S.  E.  234,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  38; 
Love  V.  Johnston,  72  N.  C.  415;  Bland 
V.  Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122;  Alexander 
V.  Springs,  27  N.  C.  475;  Seawell  v. 
Bank  of  Cape  Fear,  14  N.  C.  279,  22 
Am.  Dee.  722;  Sanderson  v.  Rogers,  14 
N.  C.  38;  Doe  ex  dem.  Barden  v.  Mc- 
Kinne,  11  N.  C.  279,  15  Am.  Dec.  519. 
Ohio.— Pugh  V.  Calloway,  10  Ohio  St. 
488.  Pa. — Hunt  v.  Breading,  12  Serg. 
&  E.  37,  14  Am.  Dee.  665.  S.  O. 
Mayson  v.  Irby,  1  Eich.  L.  435;  Bates 
V.  Moore,  2  Bailey  614;  Weatherby  v. 
Covington,   3   Strobh.  27,  49  Am.  Dec. 

623.       Tenn Herman     v.     Katz,     101 

Tenn.  118,  47  S.  W.  86,  41  L.  E.  A. 
700;  Fry  v.  Manlove,  1  Baxt.  256,  25 
Am.  Eep.  775;  Evans  v.  Higdon,  1 
Baxt.  245;  Evans  v.  Barnes,  2  Swan 
292;  Bradley  v.  Kesee,  5  Coldw.  223, 
94  Am.  Dee.  246;  Brown  v.  Allen,  3 
Head  429;  Lester's  Case,  4  Humph. 
383.  Tex. — Young  v.  Smith,  23  Tex. 
598,  76  Am.  Dec.  81.  Va. — Walker  v. 
Com.,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  13,  98  Am. 
Dee.  631.  Eng. — Playfair  v.  Musgrove, 
14  Mees.  &  W.  239. 
[a]    A  sheriff  levying  upon  an  un- 


paid subscription  acquires  no  greater 
rights  against  the  stockholder  than 
the  company  has.  Eobertson  v.  Sibley, 
10  Minn.  323'  (253). 

66.  Herman  v.  Katz,  101  Tenn.  118, 
47  S.  W.  86,  41  L.  E.  A.  700.  But 
compare,  Beaumont  v.  Eason,  12  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   417. 

67.  Popelston  v.  Skinner,  20  N.  C. 
293. 

[a]  Nature  of  Sheriff's  Property. 
When  the  sheriff  makes  a  levy,  "the 
law  gives  him  the  property  to  enable 
him  to  raise  the  money  he  is  com- 
manded to  make;  and  the  property  is 
given  as  far  as  it  is  necessary  for 
that  purpose,  but  no  farther.  As  far 
as  it  is  vested  in  the  sheriff,  it  is  di- 
vested out  of  the  defendant;  but  of 
course  no  farther.  This  interest  in  the 
sheriff  is  called  the  special  property; 
that  is  to  say,  such  a  right  and  pos- 
session as  is  deemed  necessary  to  the 
special  purpose  of  satisfying  the  execu- 
tion debt;  which  enables  the  sheriff  to 
make  a  sale  of  it,  to  defend  his  pos- 
session and  to  bring  an  action  against 
one  who  disturbs  his  possession  before 
the  execution  has  been  satisfied.  But 
it  results  from  the  very  terms  'special 
property'  that,  subject  to  the  raising 
of  the  debt,  the  general  property  is 
in  the  former  owner.  .  .  .  Upon  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  to  the  sheriff,  the 
general  and  unqualified  property  is  ipso 
facto  in  the  defendant;  and  the  sheriff 
loses  his  property  without  having  made 
a  sale,  and  without  any  farther  or 
other  act  by  him  and  even  against  his 
will.  Again,  if  the  sheriff  make  a 
sale  for  a  larger  sum  than  is  due  on 
the  execution,  the  excess  belongs  to 
the  debtor  and  may  be  recovered  in 
an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived. .  .  .  The  interest  of  the  sheriff 
is  therefore  limited  by  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  created;  which  is  the 
creditor's  satisfaction."  Popelston  v. 
Skinner,  20  N.  C.  293.  To  same  effect 
Tyler  v.  Dunton,  1  Cooper's  Ch. 
(Tenn.)  361. 
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what  analogous  to  that  of  an  ordinary  bailee  of  goods  for  the  purpose 
of  custody  and  sale."^ 

This  title  in  the  sheriff  is  not  divested  by  the  return  of  the  writ,°° 
but  continues  so  ilong  as  the  property  is  needed  to  satisfy  the  writ/" 
It  does  not  depend  upon  the  removal  of  the  property  from  the  pos- 
session of  the  defendant.'^  But  if  the  possession  of  the  goods  is  left 
with  the  defendant  an  unreasonable  time,  the  officer  may  lose  his 
title." 

Right  of  Possession.  —Where  the  property  and  the  debtor's  interest 
therein  is  of  such  a  nature  that  there  may  be  an  actual  seizure  there- 
of, a  levy  gives  to  the  officer  the  right  to  immediate  and  exclusive 
possession.^^  The  officer,  however,  acquires  no  greater  right  to  the 
possession  of  the  property  than  the  debtor  has.''* 


"  68.     Browning  v.  Hanford,  5  Hill  (N. 
Y.)  588,  40  Am.  Dec,  369.' 

[a]  "He  is  very  nearly  in  the  case 
of  a  factor  del  credere,  the  keeper  and 
seller  of  goods  without  obligation  to 
guaranty  the  sale  and  a  lien  on  the 
proceeds  to  secure  his ,  compensation. ' ' 
Browning  v.  Hanford,  5  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
588,  40  Am.  Dee.  369. 

69.  Hombs  v.  Corbin,  20  Mo.  App. 
497;  Lester's  Case,  4  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
383;  Malone  v.  Abbott,  3  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   532. 

[a]  It  continues  after  the  return  of 
the  execution  so  that  he  may  sell  with- 
out a  venditioni  exponas.  Malone  v. 
Abbott,  3  Humph.   (Tenn.)   532. 

As  to  right  to  make  sale  after  the 
return  of  the  ■writ,  see  infra,  II,  B,  7. 

70.  Brown  v.  Loesch,  3  Ind.  App. 
145,  29  N.  E.  450. 

71.  Polite  V.  Jefferson,  5  Harr. 
(Del.)  388;  Brown  v.  Allen,  3  Head 
(Tenn.)    429. 

72.  Brown  v.  Allen,  3  Head  (Tenn.) 
429. 

As  to  abandonment  of  levy,  see  II, 
B,  4,  n. 

As  to  custody  of  the  property,  see 
II,  B,  4,  t. 

73.  Ala. — Chaney  v.  Burford  Lum- 
ber Co.,  132  Ala.  315,  31  So.  369.  Del. 
Davis  V.  White,  1  Houst.  228.  Ind. 
Brown  v.  Loesch,  3  Ind.  App.  145,  29 
N.  E.  450.  Ky. — Addison  v.  Crow,  5 
Dana  271;  McBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8 
B.  Mon.  300;  Rogers  v.  Darnaby,  4  B. 
Mon.  238;  Huston  v.  Duncan,  1  Bush 
205.  La. — Garlick  v.  Williams  M.  & 
Surg.  Inst.,  132  La.  670,  61  So.  732; 
Paul  V.  Hoss,  28  La.  Aun.  852;  Winn 
V.  Elgee,  6  Bob.  100.  Md. — Horsey  v. 
Knowles,   74   Md.   602,    22    Atl.    1104. 
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Minn. — Barber  v.  Amundson,  52  Minn. 
358,  54  N.  W.  733;  Banker  v.  Caldwell, 
3  Minn.  94  (46).  Miss. — Parker,  v.- 
Dean,  45  Miss.  408.  Neb. — Prance  v. 
Larkin,  96  Neb.  365,  148  N.  W.  86. 
N.  J.— Dean  v.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J.  L. 
470.-  N.  Y.— Hill  V.  Haynes,  54  N.  Y. 
153;  Dillenbaek  v.  Jerome,  7  Cow.  294; 
Lockwood  V.  Bull,  1  Cow.  322,  13  Am. 
Dee.  539;  Catlin  v.  Jackson,  8  Johns. 
520,  548.  Pa. — Welsh  v.  Bell,  32  Pa. 
12;  Lewis  V.  Carsaw,  15  Pa.  31.  Tenn. 
Beaumont  v.  Bason,  12  Heisk.  417;  Pry 
V.  Manlove,  1  Baxt.  256,  25  Am.  Eep. 
775;  Brown  v.  Allen,  3  Head  429;  Tyler 
i\  Dunton,  1  Cooper's  Ch.  361.  Tex. 
Cain  V.  Woodward,  74  Tex.  549,  12  S. 
W.  319;  Young  v.  Smith,  23  Tex.  598, 
76  Am.  Dee.  81;  White  v.  Graves,  15 
Tex.   183. 

As  to  necessity  of  taking  possession 
as  part  of  the  levy,  see  supra,  II,  B, 
4,  g,   (X),   (C),   (5). 

As  to  cijistody  of  property  after  levy, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  t. 

[a]  The  Sheriff  Has  No  Personal 
Sight  of  Possession. — His  poapession  ia 
that  of  the  law,  whose  agent  he  is, 
and  he  has  no  right  to  use  the  prop- 
erty, or  profit  by  its  possession  in  any 
way  whatever.  Banker  v.  Caldwell,  3 
Minn.  94   (46). 

[b]  Possession  of  Ofilcer  as  That  of 
Creditor. — The  actual  possession  of  the 
officer  is  not  the  constructive  posses-  ' 
sion  of  the  creditor,  although  the  execu- 
tion in  the  officer's  hands  was  levied 
upon  the  property  by  his  direction. 
Mitchell  V.  Roberts,  50  N.  H.  486. 

74.  Rankine  v.  Greer,  38  Kan.  343, 
16  Pac.  680,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  751.  But 
see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (C),  (5); 
II,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (E). 
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(3.)  As  to  the  Creditor.  —  The  execution  creditor  does  not  acquire  any 
title  whatever  to  the  property  levied  on.'^  or  any  right  to  its  custody;'" 
he  obtains  at  best  a  tight  to  have  the  property  sold  and  to  be  paid  by 
preference  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale."  By  the  levy  generally  he  can 
acquire  no  greater  interest  than  the  debtor  has." 

The  plaintiff  in  execution  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  a  per- 
son for  conversion  of  the  property  levied  on;'^  whatever,  remedy  he 
may  have  is  against  the  sheriff.^" 

(B.)  Of  Eealtt.  —  Generally  a  levy  of  an  execution  upon  the  real 
estate  of  a  judgment  debtor  does  not  deprive  him  of  his  title  and 
right  of  possession,^!  though  it  seems  that  in  some  states  a  levy  upon 


75.  ,  Ga — Cargle  v.  Knox,  143  Ga. 
597,  85  S.  E.  764.  La.— Labiche  v. 
Lewis,  12  Eob.  8;  Sheldon  v.  New  Or- 
leans C.  &  B.  Co.,  11  Rob.  181.  N.  H. 
MitcheU  v.  Roberts,  50  N.  H.  486.  N.  Y. 
Barker  v.  Mathews,  1  Denio  335.  Pa. 
Taylor  v.  Manderson,  1  Ashm.  130.  Va. 
"Walker  v.  Com.,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  13, 
98  Am.  Dec.   637. 

[a]  If  the  execution  creditor  ac- 
quires any  interest  in  the  property 
levied  on  at  all,  it  is  merely  an 
equitable  one.  France  v.  Larkin,  96 
Neb.  365,  148  N.  W.  86. 

76.  Ga. — Cargle  v.  Knox,  143,  Ga. 
597,  85  S.  E.  764.  Neb.— France  v. 
Larkin,  96  Neb.  365,  148  N.  W.  86. 
N.  H.— Mitchell  v.  Roberts,  50  N.  H. 
486.  N.  J.— Tuttle  v.  Jackson,  4  N.  J. 
L. ,  115.  Pa — Taylor  v.  Manderson,  1 
Ashm.  130. 

77.  Dl — Pearl  v.  Wellman,  8  ni. 
311,  321.  La. — Labiche  v.  Lewis,  12 
Rob.  8;  Sheldon  v.  New  Orleans  C.  & 
B.  Co.,  11  Rob.  181.  N.  H.— Mitchell 
V.  Roberts,  50  N.  H,  486.  Eng.— J«,  re 
Clarke,  78  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  275,  46 
W.  R.  337,  67  L.  J.  Ch.  234.  Can. 
Gait  V.  Saskatchewan  Coal  Co.,  4  Man- 
itoba 304,  holding  execution  creditors 
entitled  to  the  money  on  sale. 

[a]  After  seizure  and  before  sale, 
the  execution  creditor  is,  as  regards 
the  goods  seized,  in  the  position  of  a 
secured  creditor.  In  re  Clarke,  78  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.  S.  275,  46  "W.  E.  337,  67  L.  J. 
Ch.  234. 

78.  Ala'. — Jones  V.  Chenault,  124 
Ala.  610,  27  So.  515,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 
211.  Mich.— French  v.  Be  Bow,  38 
Mich.  708.  Minn. — Henry  v.  Traynor, 
42  Minn.  234,  44  N.  W.  11.  Tenn. 
Renshaw  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  63  S.  W. 
194. 

79.  Neb. — ^France  v.  Larkin,  96  Neb. 
365,  148   N.   W.   86.     N.   J.— Tuttle  v. 


Jackson,  4  N.  J.  L.  115.     N.  Y An- 

sonia  Brass,  etc.  Co.  v.  Pratt,  10  Hun 
443;  Barker  v.  Mathews,  1  Denio  335; 
Cohen  v.  Sobel,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  774. 
But  see  Marsh  v.  White,  3  Barb.  518, 
holding  that  the  execution  plaintiff 
may  sue  for  consequential  damage 
caused  by  the  taking  of  the  property, 
if  he  alleges  that  by  reason  thereof 
there  was  no  sufa.cient  property  left 
to  satisfy  the  levy.  Pa. — GilflUan  v. 
King,  239  Pa.  395,  86  Atl.  925;  Tay- 
lor V.  Manderson,  1  Ashm.  130. 

80.  Cohen  v.  Sobel,  114  N.  T.  Supp. 
774. 

81.  Ala. — ^Fry  ».  Branch  Bank,  16 
Ala.  282.     Ark.— Whiting    &    Slark    v. 

Beebe,   12  Ark.  421,  539.     Cal 'Clark 

V.  Sawyer,  48  Cal.  133.  Colo. — Jones  v. 
Olson,  17  Colo.  App.  144,  67  Pac.  349; 
Herr  v.  Broadwell,  5  Colo.  App.  467, 
39  Pac.  70.  Ky.— McBurnie  &  Over- 
street,  8  B.  Mon.  300;  Addison  v.  Crow, 
5  Dana  271;  Huston  v.  Duncan,  1  Bush 
205.  La. — United  States  v.  Hawkins' 
Heirs,  4  Mart.  N.  S.  317.  Miss.— But- 
ler V.  Lee,  54  Miss.  476.    N.  Y Shep- 

ard  V.  Rowe  &  Peters,  14  Wend.  260; 
Catlin  V.  Jackson,  8  Johns.  520.  N.  C. 
Seawell  v.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear,  14  N.  C. 
279,  22  Am.  Dec.  722;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Barden  v.  McKinne,  11  N.  C.  279,  15 
Am.  Dec.  519.  Tex. — Cavanaugh  v. 
Peterson,  47  Tex.  197;  White  v.  Graves, 
15  Tex.   183. 

[a]  "The  only  effect  of  the  levy 
of  an  execution  upon  real  estate  is  to 
make  the  actual  interest  of  the  defend- 
ant therein  liable  to  be  taken  and  sold 
to  satisfy  the  writ,  and  to  make  the 
title  deraigned  through  such  sale 
paramount  to  all  conveyances  and  in- 
cumbrances made  subsequent  to  the 
levy."  Bank  of  British  Columbia  v. 
Page,  7  Ore.  454. 

[b]  The  owner's  dominion  is  unlm- 
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realty  is  a  statutory  conveyance  vesting  the  title  and  seizin  in  the 
creditor  without  other  conveyance.*^ 

The  sheriff  acquires  no  interest  or  title  in  the  land;''  he  is  not 
entitled  to  its  possession,'*  or  the  rents  and  profits;'^  and  he  cannot 
transfer  title  to  a  third  person  before  sale;'®  he  acquires  only  a  right 
to  enter  for  the  purposes  of  sale.'^    The  debtor  may  bring  an  action 


paired  except  as  to  the  jus  disponendi. 
Doe  ex  dem.  Barden  v.  M'Kinne,  11  N. 
C.  279,  15  Am.  Dec.  519. 

[e]  The  death  of  the  owner  of  land 
after  the  levy,  and  before  sale,  passes 
the  whole  title  to  his  heirs,  and,  •with- 
out a  revivor  against  them  there  is 
no  title  subject  to  sale  by  the  levying 
officer,  who  could  not,  if  he  sell,  pass 
any  title  to  the  purchaser.  Ala. — Fry 
V.  Branch  Bank,  16  Ala.  282.  Ky. 
Huston  V.  Duncan,  1  Bush  205.  Tenn. 
luarman  v.  Hann,  6  Baxt.  90.  As  to 
revivor  of  judgments  see  the  title 
'•Judgments  and  Decrees,  Revival 
of." 

82.  Jones  v.  Buck,  54  Me.  301; 
Jewett  V.  Whitney,  51  Me.  233,  243; 
Howe  V.  Willis,  51  Me.  226;  Swanton 
V.  Crooker,  49  Me.  455;  Bryant  v. 
Tucker,  19  Me.  383;  Bartlett  v.  Per- 
kins, 13  Me.  87;  Allen  v.  Taft,  6  Gray 
(Mass.)  552;  Cushman  v.  Carpenter,  8 
Gush.  (Mass.)  388;  Munroe  v.  Luke, 
1  Met.  459;  Bartlet  v.  Harldw,  12  Mass. 
347;  Gore  v.  Brazier,  3  Mass.  523,  3 
Am.  Dec.  182. 

[a]  A  valid  levy  divests  the  debtor 
of  all  his  interest  in  the  estate  save 
only  a  right  of  redemption  (Allen  v. 
Taft,  6  Gray  [Mass.]  552),  and  he 
cannot  maintain  trespass  for  a  wrong 
done  after  levy.  Allen  ».  Thayer,  17 
Mass.  299. 

[b]  The  creditor  may  exercise  all 
the  rights  and  powers  incident  to 
actual  ownership  and  possession  and  he 
may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  or 
a  real  action  against  the  former  owner 
or  any  other  person.  Munroe  v.  Luke, 
1  Met.  (Mass.)  459;  Langdon  v.  Potter, 

3  Mass.  215. 

[c]  In  determining  what  passes 
with  the  levy,  the  levy  is  construed 
as  having  the  same  effect  as  a  convey- 
ance by  deed.     Waterhouse  v.  Gibson, 

4  Greenl.   (Me.)   230. 

[d]  A  levy  of  an  execution  upon  an 
equity  of  redemption  (1)  gives  to  the 
levying  creditor  an  irredeemable  es- 
tate, discharges  the  debt  and  anni- 
hilates the  relation  between  the  parties 
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as  debtor  and  creditor  to  the  extent  of 
the  amount  taken  by  the  execution 
under  the  statute  of  Connecticut.  Al- 
lyn  V.  Burbank,  9  Conn.  151;  Punder- 
son  V.  Brown,  1  Day  (Conn.)  93,  2 
Am.  Dec.  53.  (2)  In  Massachusetts  it 
divests  the  tenant  of  the  equity  and 
leaves  in  him  only  the  right  to  re- 
deem from  the  levy.  Lunt  1).  Cook,  175 
Mass.  1,  55  N.  E.  468,  78  Am.  St.  Eep. 
472. 

[e]  The  extent  of  an  execution  upon 
land  of  a  stranger  gives  no  seisin  to 
the  creditor  without  an  actual  entry. 
Lareom  v.  Cheever,  16  Pick.  (Mass.) 
260. 

83.  Ala.— -Fry  v.  Branch  Bank,  16 
Ala.  282.  Cal. — Clark  i;.  Sawyer,  48 
Cal.  1-33.  Ga. — ^Deloach  &  Wilcoxson 
V.  Myrick,  6  Ga.  410.  Ky. — Huston  v. 
Duncan,  1  Bush  205.  N.  C. — Clifton  v. 
Owens,  170  N.  C.  607,  87  S.  E.  502; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Barden  v.  McKinne,  11 
N.  C.  279,  15  Am.  Dec.  519.  Tenn. 
Harman  v.  Hann,  6  Baxt.  90;  Evans 
V.  Barnes,  2  Swan  292.  Tex. — Cain  v. 
Woodward,  74  Tex.  549,  12  S.  W.  319. 

84.  Ala. — Pry  v.  Branch  Bank,  16 
Ala.  282.  Cal — Clark  v.  Sawyer,  48 
Cal.  133.  Ky. — Addison  v.  Crow,  5 
Dana  271;  Huston  v.  Duncan,  1  Bush 
205.  N.  Y. — Catlin  v.  Jackson,  8  Johns. 
520,  548.  N.  C— Clifton  v.  Owens,  170 
N.  C.  607,  87  S.  E.  502;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Barden  v.  McKinne,  11  N.  C.  279,  15 
Am.  Dec.  519.  Tex. — Cain  v.  Wood- 
ward, 74  Tex.  549,  12  8.  W.  319;  Young 
V.  Smith,  23  Tex.  598,  76  Am.  Dec. 
81. 

[a]  In  Louisiana,  the  sheriff  may 
lease  the  premises  and  sue  for  rent. 
State  V.  Skinner,  33  La.  Ann.  146. 

85.  Pry  v.  Branch  Bank,  16  Ala. 
282.  Contra,  Anderson  v.  Comeau,  33 
La.  Ann.  1119;  State  v.  Skinner,  33  La. 
Ann.  146. 

86.  Addison  v.  Crow,  5  Dana  (Ky.) 
271. 

87.  Doe  ex  dem.  Barden  v.  McKinne^ 
11  N.  C.  279,  15  Am.  Dec.  519";  Cain 
V.  Woodward,  74  Tex.  549,  12  S.  W. 
319;  Young  v.  Smith,  23  Tex.  598,   76 
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for  its  recovery,^'  or  for  any  injury  to  it,'°  and  he  may  convey  it 
subject  to  the  lien  created  by  the  levy.^" 

(III.)  As  a  Lien.  — Where  the  judgment  itself  creates  a  lien  upon 
property  of  the  debtor^  the  levy  of  execution  upon  such  property 
neither  extends  the  existing  lien,°^  nor  creates  a  new  lien;^^  it  serves 
only  to  designate  the  particular  property  sold  or  to  be  sold.^°  But 
where  the  receipt  of  the  writ  by  the  officer  creates  a  lien,  the  levy 
perfects  the  lien  and  renders  it  more  specific.®*  If  a  lien  has  not 
previously  accrued  by  virtue  of  the  j\idgment  or  delivery  of  the  writ, 
the  levy  has  the  effect  of  creating  a  lien  upon  the  property  levied  on."' 

(IV.)  As  a  Satisfaction  of  Judgment.  —  The  efEect  of  levy  as  a  satis- 
faction of  judgment  will  be  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.^" 

(V.)  As  a  Trespass.  —  The  levy  of  a  valid  execution  in  accordance 
with  the  direction  of  the  writ  is  not  a  trespass.®' 


Am.  Dec.  81.  See  Clifton  v.  Owens, 
170  N.  C.  607,  87  S.  E.  502,  he  ac- 
quires only  a  naked  authority  to  sell. 

88.  Addison  v.  Crow,  5  Dana  (Ky.) 
271. 

89.  Addison  v.  Crow,  5  Dana  (Ky.) 
271. 

90.  Schenek  v.  Sithoff,  75  Ind.  485; 
Addison  v.  Crow,  5  Dana  (Ky.)  271, 
disapproving  contrary  dicta  in  Butts  v. 
Chinu,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  641,  and  Lock 
r.  Coleman,  4  T.  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)_316. 

91.  Beaton  v.  Reid,  111  Cal.  484,  44 
Pac.  167;  Sanders  v.  Russell,  86  Cal. 
119,  24  Pac.  852,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  26; 
Bagley  «.  Ward,  37  Cal.  121,  138,  99 
Am.   Dec.   256. 

92.  Bagley  v.  Ward,  37  Cal.  121, 
138,  99  Am.  Dec.  256. 

93.  Penland  v.  Leatherwood,  101  N. 
C.  509,.  8  S.  E.  234,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  38. 

94.  Ark. — Davis  v.  Oswalt,  18  Ark. 
414,  68  Am.  Dee.  182.  Ky.— Couch- 
man's  Admr.  v.  Maupin,  78  Ky.  33; 
Addison  v.  Crow,  5  Dana  271.  Va. 
Walker  v.  Com.,  18  (3-ratt.  (59  Va.)  13, 
98  Am.  Dec.  631. 

[a]  The  levy  completes  the  author- 
ity of  the  officer  to  sell  and  gives  con- 
tinuance both  to  the  authority  and  the 
lien  which  would  otherwise  expire  with 
the  return  of  the  writ.  Addison  v. 
Crow,  5  Dana  (Ky.)   271. 

95.  tJ.    S. — ^United    States    v.   Dren- 
.  nen,    Hempst.    320,    25    Fed.    Cas.    No. 

14,992;  Barnes  v.  Billington,  1  Wash. 
C.  C.  29,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,015.  Ala. 
Chaney  v.  Burford  Lumber  Co.,  132 
Ala.  315,  31  So.  369.  Cal.— Lean  v. 
Givens,  146  Cal.  739,  81  Pac.  128,  106 
Am  St.  Rep.  79,  explaining  Sanders  v. 
Russell,   86   Cal.   119,  24  Pac.   852,  21 


Am.  St.  Rep.  26;  Barrett  v.  Sims,  59 
Cal.  615  (on  homestead) ;  Clark  v.  Saw- 
yer, 48  Cal.  133;  Low  v.  Adams,  6  Cal. 
277.  lU.— Pearl  v.  Wellman,  8  Dl.  311, 
321;  Garner  v.  Willis,  1  Dl.  368.  Ky. 
Payne  v.  Pollard,  3  Bush  127;  Glaze- 
brook  &  Bro.  V.  Brandon,  3  Ky.  L.  Rep. 

466.     Mich Bliss  v.  Slater,  144  Mich. 

648,  108  N.  W.  86.  Minn.— Knox  «. 
Randall,  24  Minn.  479,  496;  Polsom  v. 
Carli,  5  Minn.  333,  80  Am.  Dec.  429; 
Tullis  V.  Brawley,  3  Minn.  277.  Miss. 
Cahn  V.  Person,  56  Miss.  360.  Mo. 
Young  V.  Schofield,  132  Mo.  650,  34  S. 
W.  497.  N.  Y. — People  v.  Hopson,  1 
Denio  574.  N.  0. — Penland  v.  Leather- 
wood,  101  N.  C.  509,  8  S.  E.  234,  9 
Am.  St.  Rep.  38.  Okla. — Moore  v.  Cal- 
vert, 8  Okla.  358,  58  Pac.  627.  Tenn. 
Martin  v.  Hann,  6  Baxt.  90.  Tex. 
Braden  v.  Gose,  57  Tex.  37;  Cundiff  v. 
Teague,  46  Tex.  475;  Borden  v.  McRae, 
46  Tex.  396. 

[a]  Lien  on  Eqiiity  of  Eedemption. 
Where  a  levy  on  land,  does  not  create 
a  lien  upon  the  owner's  equity  of  re- 
demption, a  second  levy  is  necessary 
therefor.  Glazebrook  &  Bro.  v.  Bran- 
don, 3  Ky.  L.  Rep.  466.  Compare 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,   (XI),   (J),   (1). 

[b]  A  levy  on  a  debt  due  the  execu- 
tion debtor  creates  a  lien  in  the  sense 
that  the  creditor  acquires  a  right  to 
have  the  debt  applied  on  his  judgment, 
and  in  efEect  makes  the  debtor  of  the 
execution  debtor  a  trustee  of  the 
amount  so  due.  Lindskog  v.  Schou- 
weiler,  12  S.  D.  176,  80  N.  W.  190. 

96.  See  the  title  "Judgments,  Sat- 
isfaction of." 

97.  Wing  V.  Hussey,  71  Me.  185; 
Mikeska  v.  Leon,  63  Tex.  44. 
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t.  Custody  of  Property  Levied  on. — (I.)  In  General.  — From  the 
time  of  seizure,  the  officer  should  keep  possession  of  the  property.^' 
He  may  retain  possession  either  by  himself,^^  or  he  may  leave  the 
property  with  some  third  person/  a  receiptor,^  or  even  with  the 
debtor  himself,^  which  act  constitutes  such  person  the  ag«nt,*  servant," 
bailifE  or  bailee*  of  the  sheriff.     If  property    is    left    in    its    place, 


Necessity  that  officer  levying  on  per- 
sonalty do  acts  -whicli  would  render 
him  a  trespasser  but  for  the  writ,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  g,  (X),  (B). 

98.  Ga.— She4eld  v.  Key,  14  Ga. 
528.  111. — Gaines  v.  Becker,  7  HI.  App, 
315.  Ky. — Com.  v.  Taylor,  8  Ky.  Opin, 
105.  N.  Y. — Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3 
Wend.  446,' 20  Am.  Dec.  707;  In  the 
Mattei-  of  Pond,  21  Misc.  114,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  999.  Pa. — Trovillo  v.  Tilford,  6 
■Watts  468,  31  Am.  Dec.  484.  S.  O.' 
Collins  V.  Montgomery,  2  Nott  &  McC. 
392;  Moss  V.  Moore,  3  Hill  276. 

[a]  "The  officer  must  maintain  Ms 
possession  and  control  to  such  an  ex- 
tent that  the  property  could  not  prob- 
ably be  taken  from  his  custody  with- 
out his  knowing  it."  CafEery  v.  Choc- 
taw Coal  &  M.  Co.,  95  Mo.  App.  174, 
68  S.  W.  1049. 

[b]  The  failure  to  keep  a  watch- 
man in  charge  of  the  property  and 
prevent  the  debtor  from  resuming  pos-' 
session  does  not  of  itself  render  a  levy 
void.  Sullivan  v.  Franklin  Bank,  6 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  N.  S.  468,  28  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  813. 

As  to  degree  of  care  recLuislte,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  4,  t,  (III). 

99.  Ga.— Sheffield  v.  Key,  14  Ga. 
528,  529.  111.— Smith  v.  Hughes,  24  111. 
270.  Ind.- — State  ex  rel.  Bennett  v. 
Nelson,  1  Ind.  522.,  Pa. — Trovillo  v. 
Tilford,  6  "Watts  468,  471,  31  Am.  Dee. 
484;  McHugh  v.  Malony,  4  Puila.  59. 
S.  C. — Moss  V.  Moore,  3  Hill  276.  Tenn. 
Etheridge  v.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426. 

1.  U.  S.— Very  v.  Watkins,  23  How. 
469,  16  L.  ed.  522.  Conn;— Fowler  v. 
Bishop,  31  Conn.  560.  Ga. — Sheffield  v. 
Key,  14  Ga.  528,  529;  James  v.  Pep- 
per, 10  Ga.  App.  266,  73  S.  E.  407. 
m.— Smith  V.  Hughes,  24  111.  270.  Ind. 
Hadley  ii.  Hadley,  82  Ind.  95;  Cooley 
V.  Harper,  4  Ind.  454.  Ky. — McBurnie 
V.  Overstreet,  8  B.  Mon.  300;  Richard- 
son &  Letcher  v.  Bartley,  2  B.  Mon. 
328;  Com.  v.  Taylor,  8  Ky.  Opin.  105. 
Me. — Ames  v.  Taylor,  49  Me.  381.  Mich. 
Vanosdall  v.  Hamilton,  118  Mich.  533, 
77  N.  W.  9;  Stilson  v.  Gibbs,  46  Mich. 
215,  9  N.  W.  254.     Mian. — florgan  v. 
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Lyons,  59  Minn.  217,  60  N.  W.  1099. 
N.  H.— Waitt  «.■  Thompson,  43  N.  H. 
161,  80  Am.  Dee.  136.  N.  Y.— Beek- 
man -!;.  Lansing,  3  Wend.  446,  20  Am. 
Dec.  707.  Pa. — Dorrance'S'  Admrs.  v. 
Com.,  13  Pa.  160;  Trovillo  v.  Tilford, 
6  Watts  468,  31,  Am.  Dec.  484;  Mc- 
Hugh V.  Malony,  4  Phila.  59.  B.  I. 
Hartshorn  «.  Ives,  4  R.  I.  471.  S.  0. 
Moss  V.  Moore,  3  Hill  276.  Tenn. 
Brown  v.  Allen,  3  Head  429;  Evans 
v.  Higdon,  1  Baxt.  245;  Tyler  v.  Dun- 
ton,  1  Cooper's  Ch.  361.  Vt. — ^Flanagan 
V.  Hoyt,  36  Vt.  565,  86  Am.  Dec.  675. 
Va.— Bullitt 's  Exrs.  v.  Winstons,  1 
Munf.   (15  Va.)   269. 

2.  Horgan  v.  Lyons,  59  Minn.  217, 
60  N.  W.   1099. 

[a]  The  receipt  is  not  required  to 
set  forth  in  detail  or  describe  minute- 
ly and  with  particularity  the  parties, 
the  court  and  other  facts  appearing  in 
full  on  the  execution.  Burk  v.  Webb, 
32  Mich.  173. 

[b]  A  mistake  in  the  receipt  in  the 
name  of  the  townsliip  where  the  farm 
lay  which  does  not  mislead  the  parties 
will  not  release  the  receiptor.  Burk 
V.  Webb,  32  Mich.  173. 

As  to  rights  and  liabilities  of  a  re- 
ceiptor, see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  t,  (VI), 

As  to  forthcoming  bonds,  see  the 
title   "Forthcoming  Bonds." 

3.  See  infra,  II,  B,  4,  t,  (II). 

4.  Ga. — James  v.  Pepper,  10  Ga. 
App.  266,  73  S.  E.  407.  Ind.^Hadley 
V.  Hadley,  82  Ind.  95.  Minn. — Horgan 
V.  Lyons,  59  Minn.  217,  60  N.  W.  1099. 
N.  J. — Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  25  N.  J. 
L.  544;  Cumberland  Bank  v.  Hann,  19 
N.  J.  L.  166;  Casher  v.  Peterson,  4  N. 
J.  L.  317.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Reeves,  33 
How.  Pr.  183.  S.  0. — Huger's  Admrs. 
V.  Osborne,  1  Bay  319. 

5.  Ga. — James  v.  Pepper,  10  Ga. 
App.  266,  73  S.  E.  407.  N.  Y.— Smith 
V.  Reeves,  33  How.  Pr.  183.  Pa Tro- 
villo 11.  Tilford,  6  Watts  468,  31  Am. 
Dec.  484. 

6.  Ala. — McCullough  v.  McCliutock, 
88  Ala.  567,  7  So.  149;  Easley  v.  Walk- 
er, 10  Ala.  671.  Ind. — Hadley  v.  Had- 
ley, 82  Ind.  95;  Davis  v.  Crow,  7  Blackf. 
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the  officer  should  either  renaain  with  it,  or  place  some  one  over 
it  as  his  deputy  or  bailee.'  He  has  a  right  to  leave  the  property  in 
the  hands  of  any  person  he  might  select  as  custodian.^  Although  the 
defendant  or  the  third  person,  as  the  case  may  be,  may  have  the  cus- 
tody, the  possession  of  the  property  is  deemed  to  be  in  the  sheriff.^ 
(U.)  Leaving  Property  With  Defendant.  —  An  officer  who  has  levied  an 
execution  may  leave  the  property  levied  on  with  the  debtor  as  his 
agent  or  bailee."  The  officer  may  leave  the  property  with  the  de- 
fendant and  take  a  forthcoming  bond,"  or  he  may  leave  it  with  him 


129.  Ky. — McBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8 
B.  Mon.  300;  Eichardson  &  Letcher  v. 
Hartley,  2  B.  Mon.  328.  N.  J.— Hamil- 
ton V.  Hamilton,  25  N.  J.  L.  544; 
Browning  v.  Skillman,  24  N.  J.  L.  351; 
Cumberland  Bank  v.  Hann,  19  N.  J.  L. 
166.  3!T.  Y.— Dezell  v.  Odell,  3  Hill  215, 
38  Am.  Dec.  6i,8.  Ohio. — Pugh  v.  Cal- 
loway, 10  Ohio  St.  488.  Pa.— Trovillo 
V.  Tilford,  6  Watts  468,  31  Am.  Dec. 
484.  S.  C. — Weatherby  v:  Covington,  3 
Strobh.  27,, 49  Am.  Dec.  623. 

[a]  Bailee  at  Will. — Haywood  v. 
Sledge,  14  N.  C.  338. 

7.  Bilby  V.  Hartman,  29  Mo.  App. 
125. 

8.  People  V.  National  Mut.  Ins.  Co., 
19  App.  Div.  247,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  102. 

[a]  Wife  of  Debtor. — The  sheriff 
may  leave  the  property  with  thp  wife 
of  the  debtor  without  the  consent  of 
the  husband  debtor.  McCullough  v. 
McClintock,  88  Ala.  567,  7  So.  149. 

9.  Ala. — Easley  v.  Walker,  10  Ala. 
671.  Ga. — Janles  v.  Pepper,  10  Ga. 
App.  266,  73  S.  E.  407.  Ind — Hadley 
V.  Hadley,  82  Ind.  95.  Ky.— Richard- 
son &  Letcher  v.  Bartley,  2  B.  Mon. 
328.  La. — Smith  v.  Berwick,  •  12  Bob. 
20.  N.  J. — Browning  v.  Skillman,  24 
N.  J.  L.  351;  Cumberland  Bank  v. 
Hann,  19  N.  J.  L.  166.  Tenn.— Ether- 
idge  V.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426. 

10.  Ala. — McCullough  v.  McClintock, 
88  Ala.  567,  7  So.  149.  Ark.— Tucker 
V.  Bond,  23  Ark.  268.  Del. — Polite  v. 
Jefferson,  5  Harr.  388.  Ga.— Corniff  v. 
Cook,  95  Ga.  61,  67,  22  S.  E.  47; 
Roebuck  v.  Thornton,  19  Ga.  149.  lU. 
Logsdon  V.  Spivey,  54  111.  104.  Ind. 
Cooley  V.  Harper,  4  Ind.  454.  Ky. 
Herman  Goepper  &  Co.  v.  Phoenix 
Brew.  Co.,  115  Ky.  708,  74  S.  W.  726; 
McBurnie  v.  Overstreet,  8  B.  Mon.  300; 
Richardson  &  Letcher  v.  Bartley,  2  B. 
Mon.  328.  La. — Paul  v.  Hoss,  28  La. 
Ann.  852;  Smith  v.  Berwick,  12  Rob. 
20.  Md. — Horsey  v.  Knowles,  74  Md. 
602,   22   Atl.   1104.     Minn. — Horgan  v. 


Lyons,  59  Minn.  217,  60  N.  W.  ,1099. 
Compare,  Wilson  v.  Powers,  21  Minn. 
193..  Neb.— Meyer  v.  Michaels,  69  Neb. 
138,  95  N.  W.  63,  97  N.  W.  817;  Boslow 
V.  Shenberger,  52  Neb.  164,  71  N.  W. 
1012,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  487.  N.  J. 
Dean  v.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J.  L.  470; 
Caldwell  v.  Pifield  &  Matthews,  24  N. 
J.  L.  150;  Brewster  v.  Vail,  20  N.  J. 
L.  56,  38  Am.  Dec.  547;  Cumberland 
Bank  v.  Hann,  19  N.  J.  L.  166;  WinteV- 
mute  V.  Hankinson,  6  N.  J.  L.  140; 
Oliver  v.  Applegate,  5  N.  J.  L.  479; 
Casber  v.  Peterson,  4  N.  J.  L.  317. 
N.  Y.— Cornells;.  Dakin,  38  N.  Y.  253; 
Bond  V.  Willett,  31  N.  Y.  102;  Roth 
V.  Wella,  29  N.  Y.  471;  Butler  v.  May- 
nard,  11  Wend.  548,  27  Am.  Dec.  100; 
Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3  Wend.  446,  20 
Am.  Dec.  707;  Mills  v.  Thursby,  11 
How.  Pr.  121.  N.  C— Gilkey  v.  Dicker- 
son,  10  N.  C.  293.  Ohio — Murphy  & 
Bro.  V.  Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85;  Pugh 
V.  Calloway,  10  Ohio  St.  488.  Pa. 
Braden's  Estate,  165  Pa.  184,  30  Atl. 
746;  D^ixon  v.  White  S.  M.  Co.,  ,128  Pa. 
397,  18  Atl.  502,  5  L.  R.  A.  659;  Wood 
V.  Vanarsdale,  3  Rawle  401;  Trovillo  v. 
Tilford,  6  Watts  468,  31  Am.  Dee.  484. 
S.  0.  —  Weatherby  v.  Covington,  3 
Strobh.  27,  49  Am.  Dec.  623;  Huger's 
Admrs.  v.  Osborne,  1  Bay  319.  Tenn. 
Brown  v.  AUen,  3  Head  429;  Etheridge 
V.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426;  Tyler  v.  Dun- 
ton,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  361.  Va.— Bullitt 's 
Exrs.  V.  Winstons,  1  Munf.  (15  Va.) 
269. 

'  But  see  Field  v.  Fletcher,  191  Mass. 
494,  78  N.  E.  107. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiff,  on  deliver- 
ing the  writ  to  the  sheriff  directs  him 
not  to  proceed  to  sale  witliout  further 
orders,  the  sheriff  may  leave  the  goods 
in  possession  of  the  defendant.  Cum- 
berland Bank  v.  Hann,  19  N.  J.  L.  166. 

As  to  right  of  defendant  to  maintain 
action  for  conversion  of  the  property, 
see  II,  B,  4,  s,  (11),  (A),   (1). 

11.     Ga, — Roebuck    v.    Thornton,    19 
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without  any  bond/^  at  the  risk  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  the  sheriff,  or  on 
obtaining  a  receiptor  for  their  delivery  on  demand.^^ 

The  mere  fact  that  goods  taken  on  execution  are  left  with  the  de- 
fendant until  sale  will  not  vitiate  the  levy,^*  but  it  may  render  the 
levy  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  subsequent  execution  creditors.^^  This 
would  not  follow,  however,  if  the  character  of  the  property  seized  is 
such  that  it  cannot  be  removed.'^^  According  to  some  decisions,  per- 
mitting the  property  levied  on  to  remain  with  the  debtor  an  un- 
reasonable time  is  deemed  fraudulent  or  at  least  evidence  of  fraud 
as  against  creditors  and  purchasers."    But  it  has  been  held  that  gen- 


Ga.  149.  111.— SmiiH  v.  Hughes,  24  HI. 
270.  Ind.— State  v.  Nelson,  1  Ind. 
522.  Ky. — Richardson  &  Letcher  v. 
Hartley,  2  B.  Mon.  328.  N.  Y.— Eay 
V.  Harcourt,  19  Wend.  495.  N.  0. 
Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46  N.  C.  122. 
Tenn. — Nighbert  v.  Hornsby,  100  Tenn. 
82,  42  8.  W.  1060,  66  Am.  St.  Eep. 
736. 

As  to  forthcoming  boiids,  see  the 
title  "Forthcoming  Bonds." 

12.  Ky. — Richardson  &  Letcher  v. 
Bartley,  2  B.  Mon.  328.  N.  J.— Cum- 
berland Bank  v.  Hann,  19  N.  J.  L. 
166.  N.  Y. — Ray  v.  Harcourt,  19  Wend. 
495.  N.  C— Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46 
N.  C.  122.  Tenn. — Nighbert  v.  Horns- 
by, 100  Tenn.  82,  42  S.  W.  1060,  66 
Am.  St.  Rep.  '736;  Brown  v.  Allen,  3 
Head  429. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Directory. — The  stat- 
ute authorizing  a  delivery  bond  when 
the  property  is  left  with  the  defend- 
ant is  directory.  Nighbert  v.  Hornsby, 
100  Tenn.  82,  42  S.  W.  1060,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  736. 

13.  Browning  v.  Hanford,  5  Hill  (N. 
T.)  588,  40  Am.  Dec.  369;  Beekm'an 
V.  Lansing,  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  446. 

14.  Ark. — Tucker  v.  Bond,  23  Ark. 
268.  HI.— Logsdon  v.  Spivey,  54  111. 
104.  N.  J.— Caldwell  v.  Fifield  &  Mat- 
thews, 24  N.  J.  L.  150;  Cumberland 
Bank  v.  Hann,  19  N.  J.  L.  166;  Casher 
V.  Peterson,  4  N.  J.  L.  317.  N.  Y. 
Russell  V.  Gibbs,  5  Cow.  390.  N.  0. 
Sawyer  v.  Bray,  102  N.  C.  79,  8  S.  E. 
885,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  713,  explaining 
Roberts  v.  Scales,  23  N.  C.  88;  Harding 
V.  Spivey,  3,0  N.  C.  63.  Ohio. — Murphy 
&  Bro.  V.  Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85. 
Pa. — Com.  V.  Strembach,  3  Rawle  341, 
24  Am.  'Dec.  351.  Tenn. — Etheridge  v. 
Edwards,  1  Swan  426;  Tyler  v.  Dun- 
ton,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  361. 

15.  U.  S.— Fields  v.  Crawford,  2 
Hayw.  &  H.  256,  30  Fed.  Gas.  No.  18,- 
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296;  Barnes  v.  Billington,  1  Wash.  C.  C. 
29,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,015.  DL- Logs- 
don V.  Spivey,  54  HI.  104;  Davidson 
V.  Waldron,  31  111.  120,  135,  83  Am. 
Dec.  206.  Ind. — Zug  v.  Laughlin,  23 
Ind.  170.  N.  J.— Lloyd  v.  Wyckoff,  11 
N.  J.  L.  218.  N.  C. — Sawyer  v.  Bray, 
102  N.  C.  79,  8  S.  E.  885,  11  Am.  St. 
Rep.  713;  Roberts  v.  Scales,  23  N.  C. 
88;  Mangum  v.  Hamlet,  30  N.  C.  44. 
Pa. — Schuylkill  County's  Appeal,  30 
Pa.  358,  referring  to  English  practice, 
[a]  An  agreement  dispensing  with 
an  actual  seizure  although  binding  the 
sheriff  and  the  debtor  is  not  sufficient 
to  keep  off  other  creditors.  Lowry  v. 
Coulter,  9  Pa.  349.  To  same  effect,  see 
Eay  V.  Harcourt,  19  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
495. 

16.  Rew  V.  Barber,  3  Cow.  (N.  T.) 
272,  278;  Whipple  v.  Foot,  2  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  418,  3  Am.  Dec.  442. 

[a]  In  the  case  of  a  growing  crop, 
there  is  no  presumption  of  fraud  aris- 
ing from  leaving  the  crop  where  it 
was  found.  Whipple  v.  Root,  2  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)   418,  3  Am.  Dec.  442. 

17.  XT.  S.— Berry  v.  Smith,  3  Wash. 
C.  C.  60,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,359.  Ala. 
Easley  v.  Walker,  10  Ala.  671;  Cobb 
V.  Cage,  7  Ala.  619.  Haw. — ^Ferry  v. 
Hakalau  Plantation  Co.,  21  Hawaii  745. 
HI.— Windmiller  v.  Chapman,  139  111. 
163,  28  N.  E.  979;  Logsdon  v.  Spivey, 
54  HI.  104;  Davidson  v.  Waldron,  31 
111.  120,  83  Am.  Dec.  206;  Minor  v. 
Herriford,  25  111.  344.  'Ky.— Richard- 
son &  Letcher  v.  Bartley,  2  B.  Mon. 
328.  Mass.— Field  v.  Fletcher,  191 
Mass.  494,  78  N.  E.  107,  six  weeks. 
N.  J. — Cumberland  Bank  v.  Hann,  19 
N.  J.  L.  166.  Ohio.— Murphy  &  Bro. 
V.  Swadener,  33  Ohio  St.  85.  Pa. 
Dixon  V.  White  Sewing  Mach.  Co.,  128 
Pa.  397,  18  Atl.  502,  5  L.  E.  A.  659, 
15  Am.  St.  Eep.  683;  Schuylkill  Coun- 
ty's Appeal,   30    Pa.    358;    Wood    v. 
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erally  this  conduct  must  be  connected  with  the  plaintiff;"  as  where 
he,  desiring  to  favor  the  debtor,  instructs  the  sheriff  to  delay  and  not 
proceed  with  the  execution  and  the  goods  are  left  in  the  debtor's 
possession  and  use.^''  A  reasonable  indulgence  to  the  debtor  to  enable 
him  to  raise  money  to  save  the  property  from  sacrifice  would  not 
have  this  effect,  however. ^^  There  may  be  cases,  undoubtedly,  where 
an  unreasonable  delay,  or  an  omission  to  urge  the  sheriff  to  do  his 


Vanarsdale,  3  Eawle  401;  Com.  v. 
Stremback,  3  Bawle  341,  24  Am.  Dee. 
351  (fourteen  months) ;  Glazier  v.  Saw- 
yer, 11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  34  (fifteen  months) ; 
McHugh  V.  Malony,  4  Phila.  59.  Tenn. 
Anderson  v.  Talbot,  1  Heisk.  407; 
Etheridge  v.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426. 

But  see  Berry  v.  Smith,  3  Wash.  C.  C. 
60,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,359,  rejecting  the 
expressions  of  the  judges  as  in  the  text 
as  loose  and  unsatisfactory. 

[a]  As  to  subsequent  creditors  and 
purchasers,  it  is  indispensable  that  the 
officer  reduce  the  property  to  such  pos- 
session that  he  can  receive  it  or  place 
it  in  charge  of  a  custodian  within  a 
reasonable  time.  Logsdon  v.  Spivey,  54 
111.  104. 

[b]  The  officer  must  follow  up  a 
levy  within  a  reasonable  time  by  tak- 
ing possession  in  such  manner  as  to  ap- 
prise everybody  of  its  having  been  so 
taken  in  execution.  Samuel  v.  Knight 
&  Co.,  9  Pa.  Super.  352. 

[c]  It  Is  Evidence  of  Fraud  Only. 
Leaving  the  goods  with  the  defendant 
for  an  unreasonable  time  will  not  per 
se  postpone  the  execution  in  favor  of 
a  subsequent  execution  but  will  be  evi- 
dence more  or  less  strong  that  the  exe- 
cution ip  kept  on  foot  for  fraudulent 
purposes.  Caldwell  v.  Fifield  &  Mat- 
thews, 24  N.  J.  L.  150. 

[d]  A  delay  of  a  day  or  night  is 
not  unreasonable  where  the  officer  re- 
mains on  the  premises  with  them. 
Eives  V.  Porter,  29  N.  C.  74. 

[e]  Unless  the  debtor  shall  tender 
a  delivery  bond,  to  constitute  a  valid 
levy  on  personalty,  as  against  cred- 
itors, the  officer  must  take  possession 
of  the  property  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  levy.  Logsdon  v.  Spivey,  54 
m.  104.  See  the  title  "Forthcoming 
Bonds." 

18.  Eussell  V.  Gibbs,  5  Cow.  (N.  T.) 
390;  Eew  v.  Barber,  3  Cow.  (N.  T.) 
272,  278;  Doty  v.  Turner,  8  Johns.  (N. 
^  T )  20.  Compare,  Castle  v.  Euttan,  4 
it'.  C.  C.  p.  (Can.)  252,  holding  the 
effect   of   the   sheriff's   conduct   as   re- 


spects third  persons  and  other  cred- 
itors is  the  same  whether  it  is  di- 
rected by  the  plaintiff  or  spontaneous 
with  the  sheriff. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiff  directed  the 
sheriff  to  levy,  but  told  the  officer  he 
did  not  wish  to  distress  the  defendant 
and  that  if  the  sheriff  permitted  the 
property  to  remain  he  would  not  con- 
sider the  sheriff  responsible  if  it  was 
squandered,  there  are  no  instructions 
to  delay  the  proceedings  after  seizure, 
the  sheriff  only  inferred  a  consent  to 
the  delay  and  the  levy  is  not  fraud- 
ulent as  against  a  subsequent  execu- 
tion. Doty  V.  Turner,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
20. 

19.  V.  S. — In  re  Ferguson,  95  Fed. 
429;  Berry  v.  Smith,  3  Wash.  C.  C. 
60,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,359.  Ark.— Tucker 
V.  Bond,  23  Ark.  268.  IMlss. — Jayne 
V.  Dillon,  28  Miss.  283.  N.  Y.— Eew 
V.  Barber,  3  Cow.  272,  278;  Kellogg 
V.  Griffin,  17  Johns.  274;  Storm  v. 
Woods,  11  Johns.  110;  Doty  v.  Turner, 
8  Johns.  20;  Whipple  v.  Foot,  2  Johns. 
418,  3  Am.  Dec.  442;  Excelsior  Needle 
Co.  ■;;.  Globe  Cycle  Wks.,  48  App.  Div. 
304,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  538.  Pa.— Appeal 
of  Larzeiere  Co.,  9  Sad.  538,  13  Atl. 
85;  Corlies  v.  Stanbridge,  5  Eawle 
286;  Com.  v.  Strembach,  8  Eawle  341, 
24  Am.  Dec.  351;  Dunham,  Buckley  & 
Co.  V.  Bundle,  4  Pa.  Super.  174.  Tenn. 
Anderson  v.  Talbot,  1  Heisk.  407; 
Etheridge  v.  Edwards,  1  Swan  426. 
Eng. — Bradley  v.  Wyndham,  1  Wils. 
K.  B.  44,  95  Eng.  Eeprint  483;  Eice 
V.  Serjeant,  7  Mod.  37,  87  Eng.  Ee- 
print 1078;  Edwards  v.  Harben,  2  T.  E. 
587,   596,   100   Eng.   Eeprint   315. 

■Compare,  James  v.  Burnet,  20  N.  J. 
L.  635,  holding  an  agreement  to  stay 
proceedings  made  in  good  faith  for  the 
relief  of  the  defendant  without  design 
to  prejudice  other  creditors  is  not 
fraudulent  as  against  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers. 

20.  Daugherty  v.  Daugherty,  13  Pa. 
Dist.  531. 
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duty  will  be  construed  into  a  consent  of  the  creditor  to  the,  delay.^^ 
"Where  the  property  is  left  in  the  defendant's  exclusive  possession  to 
be  used  by  him  in  the  same  way  as  it  was  used  previously  the  levy 
is  fraudulent  and  void  against  subsequent  executions,^^  or  there  is, 
at  least,  evidence  of  fraud. ^* 

(III.)  Caxe  of  Property In  reference  to  the  care  and  manage- 
ment of  property  levied  on,  much  is  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  officer.^* 
But  in  the  exercise  of  his  authority  he  should  proceed  cautiously  and 
prudently,  for  he  is  liable  to  be  called  to  account.^^  The  officer  has 
power  to  make  necessary  expenditures  for  the  preservation  of  the 
property  seized,  but  the  rule  is  not  uniform  as  to  his  right  to  work 
or  hire  out  the  live  stock  to  cover  the  expense  of  their  custody.^^ 

Where  the  oflicer  levies  upon  promissory  notes  he  may  maintain  an  ac- 
tion upon  them  and  collect  them.^' 

(IV.)    Offspring  of  Animals.  —  The  offspring  of  an  animal  in  the  cus- 


21.  Russell  V.  Gibbs,  5  Cow.  (N.  T.) 
390;  Doty  v.  Turner,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
20.  And  see  Farrington  v.  Sinclair,  15 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  428. 

[a]  Am  indulgence  of  six  months 
■when  no  other  creditor  is  pressing,  is 
not  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intent  to 
use  the  levy  as  security.  Eussell  v. 
Gibbs,  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  390. 

22.  IT.  S.— Barnes  v.  Billington,  1 
Wash.  C.  C.  29,  2  I'ed.  Cas.  No.  1,015. 
Ark.— Tucker  v.  Bond,  23  Ark.  268. 
Pa. — Truitt  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Ludwig, 
Kneedler  &  Co.,  25  Pa.  145;  Morrison 
&  Steele's  Appeal,  1  Pa.  13;  Dunham, 
Buckley  &  Co.  v.  Bundle,  4  Pa.  Super. 
174. 

[a]  Where  the  goods  are  permitted 
to  remain  with  the  defendant  so  as 
to  give  him  a  false  credit,  the  creditor 
loses  his  lien.  Knox  v.  Summers,  4 
Yeates  (Pa.)  477. 

23.  Parrington  v.  Sinclair,  15  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  428;  Caldwell  v.  Fifield  &  Mat- 
thews, 24  N.  J.  L.  150  (reexamining 
Cumberland  Bank  v.  Hann,  19  N.  J. 
L.  166,  and  holding  the  levy  is  not  in 
such  ease  per  se  fraudulent  but  the 
fact  that  the  defendant  is  permitted 
to  use  the  property  as  his  own  may 
afford  strong  evidence  o^  a  fraudulent 
intent  sufiScient  to  postpone  the  execu- 
tion) ;  Casher  v.  Peterson,  4  N.  J.  L. 
317. 

24.  Ladd  v.  TTewell,  34  Minn.  107, 
24  N.  W.  366. 

[a>]  The  officer  seizing  a  crop  of 
ripening  fruit  should  provide  for  the 
picking,   packing   or    selling    of    such 
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fruit  or  permit  the  defendant  to  do  so. 
Wilson  v.  Fowler,  88  Md.  601,  42  Atl. 
201,  42  L.  K.  A.  849. 

25.  Ladd  v.  Newell,  34  Minn.  107, 
24  N.  W.  366. 

[a]  The  threshing  of  grain  levied 
on  in  the  staok  is  not  such  an  abuse 
of  the  officer's  authority  as  to  render 
him  a  trespasser  ab  initio.  Ladd  v. 
Newell,  34  Minn.  107,  24  N.  W.  366; 
Galbraith  v.  Fortune,  10  U.  C.  C.  P. 
109  (where  the  officer  was  allowed  his 
expenses  in  threshing  the-  wheat).  But 
in  Stilson  v.  Gibbs,  40  Mich.  42,  it  was 
held  that  an  officer  has  no  authority 
to  thresh  wheat  he  has  levied  upon  in 
the  mow,  before  selling  it. 

26.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Civ. 
Code,  1907,  §4103.  lU.— Eev.  St.,  1909, 
eh.  77,  §40.  La.— Code  Prac,  arts.  661, 
662.  Mass. — Eev.  Laws,  1902,  p.  1599. 
Miss.— Code,  1906,  §3972.  N.  C— Eev.^ 
1905,  §§637,  638.  Vt.— St.,  1894,  §1797. 
W.  Va.— Code,  1906,  §1315. 

[a]  ,  A  constable  has  no  authority  to 
work  animals  which  he  has  taken  on 
an  execution,  to  pay  the  expense  of 
keeping  them.  Bushey  v.  Eaths,  45 
Mich.  181,  7  N.  W.  802. 

27.  Mower  v.  Stickuey,  5  Minn.  397; 
Eohrer  v.  Turrill,  4  Minn.  407. 

[a]  Duty  To  Prosecute  Action 
Seized. — Where  the  interest  of  a  plain- 
tiff in  a  pending  suit  is  seized,  al- 
though the  code  does  not  impose  upon 
the  sheriff  the  duty  to  prosecute  the 
suit,  it  might  be  his  duty  to  do  so 
where  delay  might  prejudice  the  rights 
of  the  debtor.  Garlick  v.  Williams  M. 
&  Surg.  Inst.,  132  La.  670,  61  So.  732. 
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tody  of  the  officer  is  as  much  in  the  officer 's  possession  as  the  mother.^^ 

(V.)    Actions  Concerning  the  Property.ss  —  By  a  levy  on  property  the 

officer  acquires  a  qualified  property  right  in  it  that  he  may  protect 

by  means  of  an  appropriate  action,^?  such  as  an  action  of  trespass,^^ 


28.  Talbot  v.  Magee,  59  Mo.  App. 
347;  Blum  v.  Light,  81  Tex.  414,  16 
S.   W.   1090.  ' 

[a]  Although  calves  born  of  cattle 
the  separate  property  of  the  wife  are 
community  property  and  subject  to  the 
claims  of  the  husband-s  creditors, 
calves  born  after  a  levy  of  an  execu- 
tion against  the  husband  upon  the 
■wife's  cattle,  are  not  subject  to  the 
execution  lien.  There  was  no  lien  on 
the  cows,  and  therefore  no  lien  could 
attach  to  the  progeny,  although  after 
birth  they  may  be  subject  to  the 
execution.  Blum  v.  Light,  81  Tex.  414, 
16  S.  W.  1090. 

29.  Sight  of  creditor  to  sue  for  the 
property,  see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  s,  (II), 
(A),   (3). 

Right  of  debtor  to  sue,  see  swpra, 
II,. B,  4,  s,  (II),  (A),  (1). 

Kight  of  receiptor  to  sue,  see  infra, 
n,  B,  4,  t,   (VI). 

•30.  Del.  —  Hargadine  v.  Ford,  5 
Houst.  380,  391.  ni.— Mulheisen  v. 
Lane,  82  111.  117;  Gates  v.  People,  6 
111.  App.  383.  Ind. — Dunkin  v.  McKee, 
23  Ind.  447.  Ky. — Addison  v.  Crow,  5 
Dana  271.  Md. — Horsey  v.  Knowles, 
74  Md.  602,  22  Atl.  1104. '  Mass.— Field 
V.  Fletcher,  191  Mass.  494,  78  N.  E. 
107.  Mich. — Vanosdall  v.  Hamilton, 
118  Mich.  533,  77  N".  W.  9.  Minn. 
Horgan  v.  Lyons,  59  Minn.  217,  60  N. 
W.  1099.  Miss. — Parker  v.  Dean,  45 
Miss.'  408.  N.  J. — Browning  v.  Skill- 
man,  24  N.  J.  L.  351;  Brewster  v.  Vail, 
20  N.  J.  L.  56,  38  Am.  Dec.  547;  Casher 
V.  Peterson,  4  N.  J.  L.  317;  Tuttle  v. 
Jackson,  4  N.  J.  L.  115;  Brink  v. 
Decker,  3  N.  J.  L.  902.  N.  Y.— Clear- 
water V.  Brill,  4  Hun  728;  Barker  v. 
Mathews,  1  Denio  335;  Earl  v.  Camp, 
16  Wend.  562;  People  v.  Church,  2 
Wend.  262;  Hotchkiss  ».  M'Viekar,  12 
Johns.  403;  Dickinson  v.  Oliver,  112 
App.  Div.  806,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  432; 
Cohen  v.  Sobel,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  774. 
N.  C— Bives  v.  Porter,  29  N.  C.  74; 
Popelston  V.  Skinner,  20  N.  C.  293; 
Seawell  v.  Bank  of  Cape  Pear,  14  N.  C. 
279,  22  Am.  Dec.  722.  Ohio.— Pugh  v. 
Calloway,  10  Ohio  St.  488;  Wadaworth 
V.  Parsons,  6  Ohio  449;  Wright  v.  Lep- 


per,  2  Ohio  297;  Massie's  Heirs  v. 
Long,  2  Ohio  287.  Pa — Gilfillan  v. 
King,  239  Pa.  395,  86  Atl.  925;  Welsh 
V.  Bell,  32  Pa.  12.  S.  C— Weatherby 
V.  Covington,  3  Strobh.  27,  49  Am.  Dec. 
623.  Tenn.— Tyler  v.  Dunton,  1  Coop- 
er's Ch.  361.  Vt — Sewell  v.  Harring- 
ton, 11  Vt.  141;  Whitney  v.  Ladd,  10  ' 
Vt.  165. 

See  generally  the  title  "Sheriffs, 
Constables  and  Marshals." 

[a]  Where  Writ  Is  Void. — The  right 
of  an  officer  to  bring  an  action  for 
goods  levied  upon  by  him  depends 
upon  his  special  property  and  liability 
over;  if  the  process  be  void,  he  can- 
not maintain  an  action  for  the  taking 
of  the  goods.  Earl  v.  Camp,  16  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  562, 

[b]  Eflfect  of  Instructions  Not  To 
SeU.— The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  in 
execution,  after  a  levy  has  been  made 
upon  property,  and  after/  it  has  been 
wrongfully  taken  siud  converted  by  the 
defendant,  gave  the  officer  instructions 
not  to  sell  certain  other  property  levied 
upon,  especially  ysfhere  it  is  shown  that 
such  other  property  was  improperly 
levied  upon,  does  not  deprive  the  offi- 
cer of  his  right  to  maintain  trover 
against  the  defendant,  or  have  the  ef- 
fect to  release  the  levy.  Eichardson 
V.  Eardin,  88  111.  124. 

[c]  Where  a  levy  is  invalid  in  part 
because  some  of  the  property  was  not 
subject  to  the  execution,  it  is  invaliil 
to  that  extent  only,  and  its  subsequent 
release  as  to  such  property  cannot  af- 
fect the  right  of  the  officer  to  recover 
for  the  property  rightfully  levied  upon 
and  improperly  converted  by  another. 
Eichardson  v.  Eardin,  88  111.  124. 

[d]  The  process  under  which  the 
seizure  was  made,  need  not  be  set 
forth  in  the  complaint.  Penland  v, 
Leatherwood,  101  N.  C.  509,  8  S.  B. 
234,   9  Am.   St.   Eep.  38. 

[e]  Attachment  is  not  the  proper 
remedy  against  a  defendant  who  re- 
possesses himself  of  his  property  after 
levy.  Gates  v.  People,  6  111.  Ap^).  383; 
People  V.  Church,  2  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
262. 

31.    Ala. — ^WMtsett    v.    Womack,    8 
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detinue,^^  replevin,^^  or  trover.^*  This  is  true  although  he  may  have 
delivered  the  actual  custody  to  the  defendant  or  a  third  person.^^ 
If  the  person  in  whose  custody  the  goods  are  placed  wrongfully  refuses 
to  deliver  the  property  to  the  officer,  the  latter  may  bring  an  action 
of  replevin,^*  trover,"'  trespass,'*'  or  assumpsit.^^  In  Louisiana  the 
sheriff  may  maintain  ejectment  in  a  proper  case.*" 

(VI.)   Eights  and  Liabilities  of  Eeceiptor.  —  When  a  sheriff  delivers  the 


Ala.  466;  Cobb  v.  Cage,  7  Ala.  619; 
Higdon  V.  Warrant  Warehouae  Co.,  10 
Ala.  App.  496,  63  So.  938.  lU — Gar- 
ner V.  Willis,  1  111.  368;  Gates  v.  Peo- 
ple, 6  111.  App.  383.  Ky.— Rogers  v. 
Darnaby,  4  B.  Mon.  238;  Eichardson 
&  Letcher  v.  Hartley,  2  B.  Mon.  328. 
La. — Paul  V.  Hoss,  28  La.  Ann.  852; 
Winn  V.  Elgee,  6  Rob.  100.  Mass. 
Gibbs  V.  Chase,  10  Mass.  125.  Miss. 
Parker  v.  Dean,  45  Miss.  408.  N.  J. 
Browning  v.  Skillman,  24  N.  J.  L. 
351;  James  v.  Burnet,  20  N.  J.  L.  635; 
Lloyd  V.  Wyokoff,,  11  N.  J.  L.  218; 
Casher  v.  Peterson,  4  N.  J.  L.  317. 
N.  Y.— Marsh  v.  White,  3  Barb.  518; 
Loekwood  v.  Bull,  1  Cow.  322,  13  Am. 
Dee.  539;  Catlin  v.  Jackson,  8  Johns. 
520,  548.  N.  C— Bland  v.  Whitfield,  46 
N.  C.  122.  Pa.— Welsh  v.  Bell,  32  Pa. 
12;  Taylor  p.  Manderson,  1  Ashm.  130, 
S,  C. — Huger's  Admrs.  v.  Osborne,  1 
Bay  319.  Tenn. — Malone  v.  Abbott,  3 
Humph.  532.  Wis.— Gallagher  v.  Bish- 
op, 15  Wis.  276. 
See  generally  the  title  "Trespass." 
[a]  Where  the  sheriflF  delivers  the 
property  to  a  receiptor  for  a  specified 
time,  he  is  not  entitled  to  possession 
and  cannot  maintain  trespass  for  the 
property.     Lewis  v.  Carsaw,  1,5  Pa.  31. 

32.  Higdon  -  v.  Warrant  Warehouse 
Co.,  10  Ala.  App.  496,  63  So.  938; 
Parker  v.  Dean,  45  Miss.  408. 

33.  Del.— Polite  v.  Jefferson,  5  Harr. 
388.  lU.— Gates  v.  People,  6  111.  App. 
383.  Ind. — Dunkin  v.  McKee,  23  Ind. 
447.  Mass.— Field  v.  Fletcher,  191 
Mass.  494,  78  N.  B.  107.  Miss.— Par- 
ker V.  Dean,  45  Miss.  408.  Mo. — Hobbs 
V.  Williams,  175  Mo.  App.  409,  162  8. 
W.  334.  Neb.— France  v.  Larkin,  96 
Neb.  365,  148  N.  W.  86.  N.  J.— Dean 
V.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J.  L.  470.  Wis. 
Gallagher  v.  Bishop,  15  Wis.  276. 

34.  Ala.— Whitsett  v.  Womaek,  8 
Ala.  466;  Cobb  v.  Cage,  7  Ala.  619; 
Higdon  V.  Warrant  Warehouse  Co.,  10 
Ala.  App.  496,  63  S.  938.  Del — Har- 
gadine  v.  Ford,  5  Houst.  380,  391.    HI.  I 
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Eichardson  v.  Eardin,  88  HI.  124;  Gar- 
ner V.  Willis,  1  111.  368;  Gates  v.  Peo- 
ple,  6   111.   App.   383.     Ky Rogers   v. 

Darnaby,  4  B.  Mon.  238;  Richardson 
&  Letcher  v.  Hartley,  2  B.  Mon.  328. 
Mich. — Vanosdall  v.  Hamilton,  118 
Mich.  533,  77  N.  W.  9.  N.  J Hamil- 
ton V.  Hamilton,  25  N.  J.  L.  544; 
James  v.  Burnet,  20  N.  J.  L.  635; 
Brewster  v.  Vail,  20  N.  J.  L.  56;  Lloyd 
V.  Wyckoff,  11  N.  J.  L.  218;  Casher  v. 
Peterson,    4   N.    J.    L.    317;     Brink    v. 

Decker,  3  N.  J.  L.  902.     N.  Y Marsh 

V.  White,  3  Barb.  518;  Dezell  v.  Odell, 
3  Hill  215,  38  Am.  Dec.  628;  Loekwood 
V.  Bull,  1  Cow.  322,  13  Am.  Dec.  '539; 
Catlin  V.  Jackson,  8  Johns.  520,  548". 
Pa. — Taylor  v.  Manderson,  1  Ashm. 
130.  S.  0. — Huger's  Admrs.  v.  Osborne, 
1  Bay  319.  Tenn — Malone  v.  Abbott, 
3  Humph.  532. 

35.  Del. — Polite  v.  Jefferson,  5  Harr. 
388.  N.  J. — ^Browning  v.  Skillman,  24 
N.  J.  L.  351.  N.  Y.— Dezell  v.  Odell, 
3  Hill  215,  38  Am.  Dec.  628. 

36.  Dezell  v.  Odell,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
215,  38  Am.  Dec.  628. 

37.  Ala. — Higdon  v.  Warrant  Ware- 
house Co.,  10  Ala.  App.  496,  63  So. 
938.  Ga.-^James  li.  Pepper,  10  Ga. 
App.  266,  73  S.  E.  407.  N.  Y.— Dezell 
V.  Odell,  3  Hill  215,  38  Am.  Dec.  628; 
Loekwood  V.  Bull,  1  Cow.  322,  13  Am. 
Dec.  539. 

38.  Trovillo  v.  Tilford,  6  Watts  468, 
31  Am.  Dec.  484,  trespass  vi  et  armis. 

39.  Ala. — Higdon  v.  Warrant  Ware- 
house Co.,  10  Ala.  App.  496,  63  So. 
938.  Conn. — Maples  &  Munroe  u.  Peck, 
1  Root  140.  N.  Y.— Dezell  v.  Odell,  3 
Hill  215,  38  Am.  Dec.  628;  Loekwood 
V.  Bull,  1  Cow.  322,  13  Am.  Dec.  539. 

[a]  An  averment  that,  the  judgment 
and  execution  remain  unpaid  and  un- 
reversed is  not  necessary  in  such  an 
action.  Maples  &  Monroe  v.  Peck,  1 
Root  (Conn.)  140;  Hartshorn  v.  Hal- 
sey,  1  Root   (Conn.)   92. 

40.  State  r.  Skinner,  33  La.  Ann. 
146. 
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property  to  a  receiptor,  he  does  not  wholly  part  with  his  lien." 
borne  cases  hold  that  the  receiptor  is  the  mere  agent  or  servant  of 
tne  sheriff  without  any  special  interest  or  rights  in  the  property, 
and  that- he  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  conversion  of  or  injury 
to  the  property.*^  But  others  hold  he  has  a  sufficient  interest  to 
enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  wrongdoer .^^  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  receiptor  to  deliver  up  the  property  on  demand.**  In 
some  states  the  receiptor's  obligation  is  not  absolute,*^  and  he  is  not 
bound  by  the  receipt  if  the  officer  is  not  liable  to  any  one  for  a  failure 
to  hold  or  sell  the  property  on  the  writ.*«  He  may  assert  title  to 
the  property  himself,*'  or  show  that  he  delivered  the  property  to  the 
true  owner,*8  or  that  the  property  is  exempt.*'  But  in  other  juris- 
dictions he  is  estopped  to  deny  his  liability  to  the  officer  for  the 
property  covered  by  the  receipt,=°  and  cannot  question  the  want  of 
a  sufficient  legal  execution  or  judgment,^^  or  deny  a  delivery  to  him 
of  the  property.=2  His  liability,  in  any  event,  will  depend  somewhat 
upon  the  provisions  of  his  contract.^^    Where  he  is  bound  to  deliver 


41.  Pierson  v.  Hovey,  1  D.  Chip. 
(Vt.)    51. 

42.  Ga. — James  v.  Pepper,  10  ,  Ga. 
App.  266,  73  S.  E.  407.  Mass ^War- 
ren V.  Leland,  9  Mass.  265;  Ludden  v. 
Leavitt,  9  Mass.  104,  6  Am.  Dec.  45. 
N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Beeves,  33  How.  Pr. 
183;  Dillenback  v.  Jerome,  7  Cow.  294. 

43.  Davis  v.  Crow,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
129;  Burk  v.  Webb,  32  Mich.  173. 

44.  Burk  v.  Webb,  32  Mich.  173; 
Pierson  v.  Hovey,  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  51. 

[a]  Demand  After  Beturu  Day. 
Where  the  statute  authorizes  the  sheriff 
who  has  begun  the  service  of  an  execu- 
tion before  return  day  to  complete  it 
afterwards,  he  may  make  a  demand 
for  the  property  of  the  receiptor  after 
return  day.  Burk  v.  Webb,  32  Mich. 
173.- 

45.  Stephens  v.  Vaughan,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  206,  20  Am.  Dec.  216; 
Perry  v.  Williams,  39  Wis.  339. 

46.  Stevens  v.  Curtiss,  3  Conn.  260; 
Perry  v.  Williams,  39  Wis.  339;  Main 
V.  Bell,  27  Wis.  517. ,  See  Beed  v. 
Tousley,  1  Boot  (Conn.)  374. 

[a]  The  officer  can  enforce  the 
agreement  to  deliver  the  property,  or 
recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  it, 
only  when  that  is  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  answer  his  obligations  to  some 
party  having  an  interest  in  such 
seizure.  Perry  v.  Williams,  39  Wis. 
339;  Main  v.  Bell,  27  Wis.  517. 

47.  Perry  «.  Williams,  39  Wis.  339. 

48.  Stephens  v.  Vaughan,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  206,  20  Am.  Dec.  216; 
Perry  v.  Williams,  89  '^Vis.  339. 


49.  But  see  Stephens  v.  Vaughan,  4 
J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  206,  20  Am.  Dec. 
216. 

50.  Neb. — See  Bloedorn  v.  Jewell,  34 
Neb.  649,  52  N.  W.  367.  N.  J.— Hamp- 
ton V.  Swisher,  4  N.  J.  L.  66.  N.  Y. 
Cornell  v.  Dakin,  38  N.  Y.  253;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Knapp  v.  Beeder,  25  N.  Y. 
302;  Dezell  v.  Odell,  3  Hill  215,  38  Am. 
Deo.  628. 

51.  Burk  V.  Webb,  32  Mich.  173. 

52.  Burk  v.  Webb,  32  Mich.  173. 

53.  Mason  v.  Aldrich,  36  Minn.  283, 
30  N.  W.  884. 

[a]  "Much  of  the  apparent  con- 
flict among  the  authorities  upon  the 
subject  of  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  liability  of  receiptors  of  property 
to  officers,  has  arisen  from  a  failure  to 
discriminate  between  contracts  which, 
although  coming  under  the  general  de- 
nomination of  'accountable  receipts,' 
are  yet  clearly  distinguishable  from 
each  other."  If  the  receiptor's  con- 
tract be  a  contract  of  indemnity,  the 
receiptor  will  not  be  allowed  to  prove 
title  in  a  third  person,  because  for  a 
valuable  consideration  (the  release  of 
the  property)  he  had  made  an  abso- 
lute agreement  either  to  aeliver  on  de- 
mand certain  property,  which  he  agreed 
to  be  the  debtor's,  or,  in  default,  to 
pay  a  stipulated  sum.  On  the  other 
hand  if  the  contract  be  one  of  bail- 
ment merely,  he  may  always  excuse 
himself  for  nondelivery  by  showing  the 
goods  were  not  the  property  of  the 
debtor,    but    of    a    third    person,    into 

Vol.  XV 


)    ) 


1010    JUDGMENTS  AND  DECBEESi  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

the  property  and  does  not  do  so  on  demand,  the  sheriff  has  a  remedy 
against  him  by  an  action  at  law.^* 


whose  possession  they  have  gone. 
Mason  v.  Aldrich,  36  Minn.  283,  36 
N.  "W.   884. 

54.  Burk  v.  Webb,  32  Mich.  173; 
Dezell  V.  Odell,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.)  2l5,  38 
Am.  Dec.  628.  ' 


[a]  The  declaxation  in  trover 
against  a  receiptor  need  not  allege  that 
the  execution  is  in  full  force  and  ef- 
fect at  time  of  .making  demand  for 
the  property.  Burk  v.  Webbj  32  Mich. 
173. 
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